
2014 Targeting Plan for Michigan for Civil Rights Reviews 
to be Conducted During the 2015-16 and 2016-17 School Years.
Sub-Recipient Universe

The sub-recipient universe consists of the following two categories: 

1. Education Agencies (EA) are entities that are recipients of federal financial assistance and also provide secondary state-approved CTE programs (defined as a concentration or series of courses).  Included in this group are local school districts, intermediate school districts, and regional consortia.  K-12 schools that feed students into area centers or consortia, but do not actually operate CTE programs, will be monitored as a part of the relevant EA review through the inclusion of their counseling staff in the interview process.  
To minimize fluctuations year to year in this sub-recipient “universe”, we are changing the criteria for inclusion to those EA’s with active Program Serial Numbers (PSN’s).  PSN’s identify agencies that are approved, and could potentially operate CTE programs.  This definition is more inclusive than our prior focus on those who are operating programs (reporting enrollments) in a given year, and should provide a more stable list of agencies.  The ranked criteria are based on reported enrollments so review efforts will still be focused on CTE programs, as agencies not operating a program (reporting enrollments) will have low scores in the ranked list.  
We will target the 2.5% of the secondary plus the post-secondary sub-recipient universe that shows greatest potential for civil rights violations.  In Michigan, Family and Consumer Science (FCS) programs do not benefit from Carl D. Perkins funds.  EA’s operating only FCS programs are excluded from the universe. 
Note:  It has been suggested by USDOE/ OCR that we divide large urban districts, such as Detroit Public Schools, into smaller sub-units as a part of our universe.  Detroit Public Schools, as well as other large districts in Michigan, have continued to lose student enrollments and close schools.  We see no need to divide these “large” districts at this time.   

2. Postsecondary Institutions (PS) are entities that operate state-approved Career and Technical Education Programs and are recipients of federal funds.  One PS will be selected for review each school year.  (This will exceed 2.5% in the review cycle, as this category contains such a small number of sub-recipients.)

Michigan will no longer be including a subset of the universe consisting of Adult and Juvenile Correctional facilities [formerly State Operated Programs (SOPs)].  This change is because these entities are no longer operating state-approved CTE programs.  The two remaining state -operated agencies will be placed into their respective sub-recipient universe;  Michigan Career and Technical Institute is included in the Postsecondary Universe, and Michigan School for the Deaf will participate in the Secondary Universe as a “feeder school”. (They do not operate any programs, but their students participate at an area skill center.) 
Selection Criteria

The Michigan Department of Education, Office of Career and Technical Education (MDE/OCTE) will use the following criteria to select participants. The EAs and PSs that have the greatest potential for civil rights violations are determined by assessing data for individual sub-recipients using the following scoring system:

1. The number of CTE programs.

2. Enrollment data for each sub-recipient by race, compared to the sub-recipient CTE program total enrollment, which point to disproportionate enrollment.

3. Enrollment data for each sub-recipient by gender, compared to the sub-recipient CTE program total enrollment, which point to disproportionate enrollment.

4. Enrollment data for each sub-recipient by limited English proficiency/English Language Learner (LEP/ELL), compared to the sub-recipient CTE program total enrollments, which point to disproportionate enrollment.

5. Enrollment data for each sub-recipient by disability, compared to the sub-recipient program total CTE enrollments, which point to disproportionate enrollment. 

6. The number of years since an onsite review was conducted at the agency.  This criterion is heavily weighted because EAs/PSs that have never been visited for onsite review have been shown to be more likely to have civil rights findings.  We have also noted a high correlation between the length of time since the last onsite review, and an increased number of findings, adding further credibility to the concept of weighting this criterion heavily.
7. Agencies operating a program or programs with enrollments of less than 10 students may not be reviewed due to the ability to identify individual students within such a small data sample.  

8. MDE/OCTE reserves the right to add agencies to the list of EAs/PSs targeted for review where complaints of civil rights violations have been alleged and/or anecdotal evidence of civil rights violations exist (such as access to CTE programs for all students) or where the administration of the agency requests such a review based on their observations or perceptions of potentially discriminatory practices.

We will consider the information on number of students enrolled while conducting our reviews; however we have not included this as a specific factor in our scoring plan for targeting agencies for onsite reviews, as it did not assist us in identifying agencies with the greatest potential for civil rights violations. 

Selection and Ranking Process

CTE enrollment data will determine the number of programs an agency is operating.  Enrollment data from two years previous for all EA/PS sub-recipients will be reviewed and disaggregated by race, gender, LEP/ELL, and disability.  In addition, last onsite monitoring visits and status of prior voluntary compliance plan (VCP) will be considered in the selection process.  After a thorough review of all sources of data and factors, each criterion will be assigned a weighted score based on a pre-determined scale considering percent difference or pertinence.   

Sub-recipients will be selected for onsite compliance monitoring based on the following ranking system: 

1. Number of programs: The number of active PSN’s (CTE programs reporting enrollments) by each sub-recipient is scored.  Points are assigned based on the total number of programs reported by the operating agency.  This is a more heavily weighted factor based on the premise that the greater the number of programs (and by implication, students), the greater the opportunity for discriminatory practices to exist.  The maximum points possible in this category are 40.

	Number of CTE Wage-Earning Programs Operated 
	Points Assigned

	0 to 1
	0

	2
	5

	3
	10

	4 or 5
	15

	6
	20

	7 through 10
	25

	11 through 16
	30

	17 through 28
	35

	29 or More 
	40


2. Race:  The enrollment data for each sub-recipient by racial sub-category is compared to the sub-  

recipient’s CTE program’s total enrollment of students in the racial sub-category.  Racial sub-categories of Asian, Black, Hispanic, Native American, Pacific Islander, Multi-racial and White are considered and compared.  Points are assigned based on the percent difference between the CTE enrollment information and the agency demographic information.  Both positive and negative percent differences are scored.  The score for percent difference for all seven sub-categories are summed as a part of the total rank score.  The intent is to identify under and/or over-representation of any racial group in CTE programs.  The maximum points possible for racial disparity are 11.2. (While theoretically possible, it is not probable that any entity would achieve this score).   

	Range of % Difference
	Points Assigned to Range*

	-1% through 1.01%
	0

	1.02through 4.01%
	0.2

	4.02 through 9.01%
	0.6

	9.02 through 19.01%
	1.0

	19.02 through 29.01%
	1.4

	29.02 through 201%
	1.6

	-1.01% through –4.01%
	0.2

	-4.02 through –9.01%
	0.6

	-9.02 through – 19.01%
	1.0

	-19.02 though –29.01%
	1.4

	-29.02% through –201%
	1.6

	* Points in all seven racial sub-categories are summed and added to the sub-recipients score


3. Gender:  The gender enrollment data for each sub-recipient is compared to the sub-recipient’s CTE program gender enrollment information.  Enrollment of students by gender is considered and compared to overall agency enrollment by gender.  Points are assigned based on the percent difference between the CTE gender enrollment information and the agency demographic gender information.  Both negative and positive percent differences are scored.  The score for percent difference for gender is summed as a part of the total rank score.  The intent is to identify under and/or over-representation of either gender in CTE programs.  The maximum points possible for gender disparity are 10.

	Range of % Difference
	Points Assigned to Range

	-4% through 4.01%
	0

	4.01% through 9.0%
	1

	9.01% through 19.0%
	2.5

	19.01% through 40.0%
	5

	40.01% through 101%
	10

	-4.01 % through –9%
	1

	-9.01% through –19%
	2.5

	-19.01% through –40%
	5

	-40.01% through –101%
	10


4. 
Limited English Proficiency/English Language Learner:  The LEP/ELL enrollment data for each sub-recipient is compared to the sub-recipient’s CTE program LEP/ELL enrollment information.  Points are assigned based on the percent difference between the CTE enrollment information and the agency demographic information.  Both negative and positive percent differences are scored.   The intent is to identify under and/or over-representation of LEP/ELL students in CTE programs.  The maximum points possible for LEP/ELL disparity are 10.
	Range of % Difference
	Points Assigned to Range

	10% through 40%
	10

	5% through 9.99%
	5

	4% through 4.99%
	4

	3% through 3.99%
	3

	1.5% through 2.99%
	2

	1 % through 1.49%
	1

	-0.99% through 0.99%
	0

	–1.00% through -1.49%
	1

	-1.5 through -2.99%
	2

	-3% through –3.99%
	3

	-4 % through –4.99 %
	4

	-5% through –9.99%
	5

	-10% through –40%
	10


4. Disability: The disabled student enrollment data for each sub-recipient is compared to the sub-recipient’s CTE program disabled student enrollment information.  Enrollment of disabled students is considered and compared in each of the following categories:  Hearing Impaired, Vision Impaired, Physically Impaired, and Otherwise Disabled.  Points are assigned based on the percent difference between the CTE enrollment information on disabled students and the agency disability demographic information.  Both negative and positive percent differences are scored.   The score for percent difference for each disability category summed is a part of the total rank score.   The intent is to identify under and/or over-representation of disabled students in CTE programs.  The maximum points possible for disability disparity are 10.

	Range of % Difference
	Points Assigned to Range**

	0% through 0.51%
	0.1

	0.52% through 1.00%
	0.5

	1.01% through 2.00%
	1.5

	2.01% through 4.00 %
	2

	4.01% through 101%
	2.5

	0%  through -0.51%
	0.1

	-0.52% through 1.0%
	0.5

	-1.01 % through –2.00%
	1.5

	-2.01% through –4.00%
	2

	-4.01% through –101%
	2.5

	** The score for percent difference for each disability category is summed as a part of the total rank score.


5. Date of Last Visit:  The date of last civil rights review visit to each sub-recipient is scored based on time elapsed.  Points are assigned based on the date of the last onsite review, with longer periods of time assigned more points.  The premise is that the longer it has been since an onsite review, the more likely it is that policies and procedures do not follow legislative intent.  This factor is weighted more heavily based on our experience that this factor, more than others, is a good predictor of the possibility of discriminatory practice.  The maximum points possible for length of time since last visit are 40.

	Years Since Last Onsite Review
	Points Assigned

	0 through 6
	0

	7 through 8
	2

	9 through 12
	10

	13 through 16
	20

	17 through 20
	30

	21 through 25
	35

	26 through 101
	40


Exceptions:

1.    Sub-recipients with CTE programs that are the subject of pending litigation in federal or state courts because of   alleged discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, LEP/ELL, or disability may be excluded from additional review at the discretion of state staff.   Sub-recipients who are under investigation for alleged civil rights discrimination by a state or federal agency may be excluded until the resolution of the complaint.  In such a case, the next agency on the ranked list will be selected. 
2. Agencies that were actively operating CTE programs at the time that the targeting data was collected, but are no longer operating CTE programs(no longer have state approval for their programs) in the review year, may be excluded.  In these cases, the next agency on the ranked list will be selected. 
3. Sub-recipients visited within the last ten years will not be revisited until such time as there are no lower ranked agencies that have not been visited within the last ten years.  
4. Sub-recipients that are located at extreme distances from the Capital of Michigan (location of MDE offices), where the review would create a hardship travel situation, will be deferred until a sufficient number of agencies in that area (generally extreme Northern Michigan including the Upper Peninsula) are also “targeted” for a review, and will be visited in a single trip north.  This will be consistent with maximizing economy of travel.  

5. If an agency ranks in the top 2.5% of the ranked list, but their Voluntary Compliance Plan from a prior review has not been completed, the agency will be excluded from targeting.  The agency will be provided with technical assistance, which may include a monitoring visit.  The purpose of a revisit, should the state agency decide to pursue this option, will be to assess the degree of implementation of their previous open compliance plan and provide specific technical assistance designed to assist them in achieving compliance.

5.
MDE/OCTE reserves the right to consider reviewing an entire Career Education Planning District (CEPD), or specific additional agencies within that district, based on additional information that would warrant such scope of investigation, when one of their local agencies is selected for onsite review. 


