Memorandum

Date: September 21, 2010
To: Charles Anderson
Commission Auditor

From: Jennifer Glazer-Moon, Director %W
Office of Strategic Business Management

Subject: FY 2010-11 Span of Control Analysis

This memorandum has been prepared to provide additional and correcting information related to your
September 13, 2010 “FY 10-11 Span of Control Analysis” memorandum. When preparing your report,
OCA conducted an initial review of departmental staffing charts and identified positions as “supervisory”
based on job titles and descriptions. The Office of Strategic Business Management (OSBM) and/or
departments were requested to confirm whether the position titles identified by OCA had “supervisory
responsibilities.” The ratio of supervisors to non-supervisory employees was then calculated and
presented. The analysis contained a number of errors and omissions; consequently, additional
information regarding span of control is provided in this memorandum.

OSBM noted a number of discrepancies between the information reportedly received by OCA and
records of the information actually provided. In some cases, the number of supervisory positions.
reported by OCA was incorrect. Additionally, departmental comments regarding important factors that
influencing their span of control were not included in the OCA report. Although the OCA analysis states
that all information requests were sent through OSBM, this was not the case for all departments.
Attachment 1 summarizes the information provided by OSBM.

In order to provide greater context to a span of control, OSBM conducted a thorough review of relevant
literature regarding span of control in public sector organizations; a summary of the findings is included
in Attachment 2. OSBM's review found that the most objective and commonly used definition of a
supervisor is an employee who signs ancther employee’s performance appraisal. It should be noted
that OCA did not provide departments with a definition of supervisor, and in reviewing the deparimental
responses it is evident that departments defined the term differently. For example, the Office of Grants
Coordination defined supervisor as an employee having hireffire authority. In contrast, the Elections
Department identified a number of employees who only occasionally supervise seasonal employees
during elections.

Since there is no central database or other tracking mechanism that identifies the employees that sign
performance appraisals, OSBM requested this information from five small departments; the results are
shown in the table below. Column A shows the number of supervisors identified by OCA in its review of
job descriptions and titles. Column B is the number of supervisors reported by OCA based on input
provided by OSBM. Column C shows the number of employees who sign at least one other
employee’s performance appraisal. In only one department, the Office of Emergency Management, the
number of supervisors remained consistent using the various methodologies.
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~The b in column B 15 ircoreol. OSEM ropored ol of 20 supervisary |

Services 16 2 8 |positions 1o OCA.
Emergency Management & An addifonal 16 employess teke on supervisory responsibiliies {for a large
Homeland Security 4 4 4 number of volunteers / Counly employess) during an actvaton

QGC inifially reported only wo supervisors: e Direclor and e Assistant

Director (hey are the final evalualion reviewers and the only ones that can hire
Grants Coordination 12 2 9tand lay-off personnel.)

he number in Column 8 is incomect. The Medical Examiner inifizlly reported a

fotal of 4 supervisory, senior managament positions in its response to OCA. The

department also indicated in its response that saveral addifonal employess are

“working supervisors” who evaluate their subordinales but also have a ful
Medical Examiner 14 3 11 |caseload of work.

Three Business Analyst Managers complete performance appraisals, but spend
Strategic Business orly a small portion of their fme on employee supervision; e bulk of their ime
WManagement 14 3 7 |is spent managing comgplex projects or programs.

OSBM also found in its review that span of control is most commenly calculated using the following
farmula:

[Average Span of Control (SOC) = (Total Employees — 1) / Total Supervisors

In contrast to the formula used by the Commission Auditor {Total Non-Supervisory Employees / Total
Supervisors), this standard metric takes into account the fact that all supervisors, except for the top
executive, are also supervised by another employee. The table below calculates the span of control for
the five small departments, using this standard definition.

Audltand MangementSeves D 8"” N 49 6.0

Emergency Management & An additional 16 employ ees take on superviscry responshifiies (for a large
Hemeland Security 4 20 4.8 [number of volunteers / County emplayees} during an activaion
Granfs Coordinafion 9 46 5.0

Several employees are "working supervisors” who evaluate their subordinates
Medical Examiner 11 69 6.2 | but alse hav e a full cassload of work,

‘Three Business Analy st Managers complete performance appraisals, but spend
only a small portion of thelr ime on employes supervision; the bulk of their fme
Strateg Business Management 7 33 4.6 is spent managing complex projects or programs.

OSBM reviewed a number of studies related to span of control; a full list is included in Attachment 2. In
the studies examined, the recommended Span of Control ranged from six to 12 or more, while the
actual average Span of Control in state and local government agencies ranged from 5 to 13, with most
agencies close to six or seven,

OSBM's literature review also found that the optimal span of control in an organization is dependent on
the particulars of its unique environment. A full list of factors influencing span of control is included in
Attachment 2; examples include the following:
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Extent of non-supervisory activities

Degree of risk or public scrutiny entailed in work

Geographic dispersion of staff

Extent of contracting out

Multiple work shifts

Legal / regulatory issues

High level of professional expertise required

Ability of classification and pay structure to accommodate non-managerial career paths and
reward performance of non-supervisory employees

e & & 9® & = 9 9

Many of these factors influence span of contro! in County departments. For example, some Specialized
Units within the Miami-Dade Police Department require additional supervision due to the risk to officers
and the community. In the Corrections and Rehabilitation Depariment, supervisors work in
geographically dispersed locations and are responsible for the supervision of inmates as well as
subordinates. Supervisors in the Elections and Park and Recreation Department oversee seasonal and
part-time workers who are not included in the count of full-time positions. Additionally, in many
departments, supervisors also have significant direct service responsibilities. In analyzing the span of
controt in these departments, it is important to take these criteria into consideration.

As always, we will continue to assist you in answering any questions related to the above.

¢:  Honorable Carlos Alvarez, Mayor
Honorable Chairman Dennis C. Moss
and Members, Board of County Commissioners
George M. Burgess, County Manager
Robert A. Cuevas, Jr., County Attorney
Dianne Collins, Acting Director, Clerk of the Board
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| Standard Metrics

» Average Span of Control (SOC) = (Total Employees — 1) / Total Supervisors

o Part - time workers (but not temps) are usually inciuded
o A supervisor is typically defined as an employee signing another
employee’s performance appraisal

» Other frequently cited metric is the maximum number of management layers
from line employee to chief executive

| Selected Benchmarking Study Highlights ]

Summary:

» Recommended Span of Control ranges from 6 to 12 or more, depending on
the source

» Actual average Span of Control in state and local government agencies
ranges from 5 fo 13, with most agencies close to 6-7

» Recommended maximum number of management layers is typically in the 6-
7 range ‘

Study Highlights (in reverse chronological order):

» State of lowa Scorecard (2007)

o Average Span of Control is measured on the statewide scorecard
o Targetis 12
o FYO07 actual is 11.01

» Albuquerque Water Utility Study (Fox Lawson) (2007)

o Consultant cited “rule of 7” as a benchmark for SOC and number of
management layers
o Overall average number of direct reports per supervisor for the
utility was 6.7, but was closer to 5 at some reporting levels
» Police Chief Magazine survey (published October 2006)

o Survey of 140 police departments of varying size

Page 1 of 3
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o Overall average ratio of supervisors to staff was 1:7; maximum was
1:15 for a very large department

o Cited previous research indicating typical ration of supervisors to
staff was 1:8.4 for traditional police depts., while ratio was slightly
lower for depts. heavily focused on community policing

» City of Seattle Audit (2005)

o Reviewed 11 large departments

o Over SOC rose from 5.9 in 1995 to 6.8 in 2005

o Inclusion of contractual temps significantly impacts SOC for some
departments

» State of Texas Span of Control Review (2003)

o Average statewide SOC was 1:13 (but Corrections skewed data
somewhat); 26 agencies had average SOC of between 1:9 and 1:2

o Discussed importance of restructuring the classification and pay
structure so that supervision is not the only path to professional
advancement

o Cited recommended SOC ratio of 1:11 and recommended agencies
with more than 100 employees be statutorily required to achieve
this metric

o The state legislature subsequently enacted such legislation and
deadline to attain the 1:11 benchmark was to be August 2007;
current status is unclear

» City of Kansas City Span of Control Audit (2002)

o Average dept SOC ranged from 3.2 to 12.8; median was 4.6

o Maximum management layers from City Manager to front line was
9

o Auditor recommended department review of instances where
supervisor has fewer than 3 or more than 12 direct reports; also
recommended depts. review whether vacant supervisory positions
could be replaced with line positions and to consider SOC when
creating new positions

» City of San Francisco Police Performance Audit (1998)

o Surveyed 6 of 10 largest California police departments
o Findings included:
* The ratio of management personnel (Captain and above) to
other sworn staff ranged from 46 to 110
» Average ratio of Captains to Lieutenants was 4.6
» Average ratio of Lieutenants to Sergeants was 5.4
» Average ratio of Sergeants to Officers was 7.5

Page 2 of 3
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City of Portland Span of Control Study (as cited in Kansas City Audit) (1994)
o Average span of control was 6.5

Tomasko (in Downsizing) (1990) suggested a “rule of 6” as a probable outer
limit for SOC and management layers

| Factors Influencing Span of Control

>
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Similarity of work activities / degree of task certainty performed by supervised
staff

Time frame of work (the maximum time period during which a subordinate
exercises discretion)

Degree & nature of interdependence of subordinates (pooled v. sequential v.
reciprocal efforts)

Number of performance measures needed to evaluate subordinates
Extent of non-superrvisory activities

Qualifications / experience / training of supervisor and staff
Degree of risk entailed in work

Degree of public scrutiny entailed in work

Geographic dispersion of staff

Information technology infrastructure

Extent of contracting out

Staff turnover

Shared organizational culture

Special circumstances including

o Muitiple work shifts
o Legal/regulatory issues
o High level of professional expertise required

Ability of classification and pay structure o accommodate non-managerial
career paths and reward performance of non-supervisory employees
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