PROPOSED SUPERVISORY SPAN OF CONTROL REPORT

In accordance with the requirements of ORS 291.227, the Department of Human Services presents this report to the Joint Ways
and Means Committee regarding the agency’s Proposed Maximum Supervisory Ratio for the 2019-2021 biennium.

Supervisor Ratio based on CHRO data:

The agency actual supervisory ratio as of is 1: 10 as of August 2018.

The Agency actual supervisory ratio is calculated using the following calculation;

870 = 809 + 62 - ( 1 )
(Total supervisors) (Employee in a supervisory role)  (Vacancies that if filled would (Agency head)
perform a supervisory role)

8698 = 7787 + 911
(Total non-supervisors) (Employee in a non-supervisory role) (Vacancies that if filled would perform a non- supervisory role)

The agency has a current actual supervisory ratio of-
1: 10 = 8698 / 870
(Actual span of control) (Total non - Supervisors) (Total Supervisors)

When determining an agency maximum supervisory ratio all agencies shall begin of a baseline supervisory ratio of 1:11, and
based upon some or all of the following factors may adjust the ratio up or down to fit the needs of the agency.
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Complex COMPLEXITY OF DUTIES/MISSION Not complex
Low BEST PRACTICES/INDUSTRY STANDARDS High
Small Large
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Many Few
NON AGENCY STAFF/TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES
High Low
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Ratio Adjustment Factors
Is safety of the public or of State employees a factor to be considered in determining the agency maximum supervisory ratio?

Y/N :

Explain how and why this factor impacts the agency maximum supervisory ratio upwards or downward from 1:11-

DHS is responsible for the safety of many vulnerable Oregonians in Child Welfare, Self Sufficiency, Aging and
People with Disabilities, Individuals with Intellectuals Disabilities and Vocational Rehabilitation programs. Due to
safety concerns and industry best practices in both Child Protective and Adult Protective Services a higher than
1:11 MSR is appropriate. DHS has many supervisors that are working clinical supervisors responsible for the
supervision of case managers that have an industry standard much higher ratio than 1:11 in order to maintain the
safety of Oregonians and keep reasonable workloads.

DHS houses the Stabilization and Crisis Unit (SACU) a series of 24/7 homes for people with developmental or
intellectual disabilities who are in crisis.” Currently the staff to supervisor ratio is below the 1:11 ratio. This is not
an ideal ratio to begin with due to the acuity of the clients in the homes and the fact that currently DHS has
supervisors that cover more than one house. 1:7 is a more reasonable target for a supervisory ratio and DHS is
using this as its “target” ratio for SACU employees who are now all in the police and fire designation due to
difficulty, stress and potential danger of the positions working with difficult clients.

Is geographical location of the agency’s employees a factor to be considered in determining the agency maximum supervisory
ratio? Y/N

Explain how and why this factor impacts the agency maximum supervisory ratio upwards or downward from 1:11-

DHS has over 180 offices statewide including many smaller offices in very rural parts of Oregon. Many supervisors
must travel long distances to interact with their staff and have smaller offices. Because of these geographic
limitations a higher than 1:11 MSR is appropriate.

DHS has, without double counting staff, 879 employees in non-urban settings of these areas the ratio ranges from
1:5 and 1:13.67, this includes 86 supervisors and 793 non-supervisors. DHS believes a reasonable target ratio for
these rural areas should be 1:8. The remaining urban employees are proposed to be 1:11 where they are currently
running at 1:11.75. This does not include CW staffing mentioned in the child welfare section of the “industry

standards” section.




Is the complexity of the agency’s duties a factor to be considered in determining the agency maximum supervisory ratio? Y/N

Explain how and why this factor impacts the agency maximum supervisory ratio upwards or downward from 1:11-

DHS is comprised of 5 major programs the smallest of which is over $100 million TF. The largest is over $3.5 billion
TF. In addition to Central Services DHS also houses Shared Services that support both DHS and OHA. In each
major program area there are multiple sub programs that must be managed each with its own set of complexities
from federal reporting to limitations on how grants can be spent to complex eligibility determinations. In
addition, each of these programs have impacts on each other making the interaction and complexity of DHS much
higher than most agencies. In many parts of the agency Supervisors are responsible not just for the management
of staff but also for policy and procedure questions and providing final guidance on how cases are managed. In
other words, they are working supervisors not just supervisors. This is the case in most of DHS as there are very
few supervisory positions that don’t also do policy or technical work in addition to their supervisory duties. There
is also a concerted effort to work across programs to become more focused on wrapping services around families
for better outcomes at the lowest level. For DHS working across programs is like working across agencies due to
the size and complexity of the current 5 major program areas. The smallest “program area” in DHS is larger than
most state agencies. DHS also houses Shared Services that support both DHS and OHA this means juggling the
needs of each organization for tasks like accounting and overpayment recovery. This adds to the complexity of
the organization. These two factors iustifv a higher MSR than one to eleven.

Are there industry best practices and standards that should be a factor when determining the agency maximum supervisory
ratio? Y/N

Explain how and why this factor impacts the agency maximum supervisory ratio upwards or downward from 1:11-

Child Welfare working supervisors, based on a January 2018 Casey Family Programs issue brief entitled Healthy
Organizations (citing both Child Welfare League of America. (n.d.) Standards of excellence for child welfare
services. Retrieved from http://www.cwla.org/our-work/ cwla-standards-of-excellence/standards-of-excellence-
for-child-welfare-services and the Council on Accreditation. (n.d.) Standards for public agencies: PA-PDS 3:
Leadership support of supervisors. Retrieved from http://coanet.org/standard/ pa-pds/3/, para. 7), have an
industry best practice of 1:5/7 for supervisors providing clinical support to caseworkers. This is in addition to their

supervisory duties. DHS is using 1:5 as the target ratio.

Adult Protective services, based on a 2017 National Adult Protective Services Association nationwide survey the
average ratio of caseworkers to supervisors in Adult Protective Service programs is 1:5.65. While this has not yet
been published, according to H. Ramsey-Klawsnik, Ph.D., NAPSA Director of Research, NAPSA is planning to
publish it as findings from the 2017 National Survey of State APS Programs at their next NAPSA conference.

Vocational Rehabilitation also has working supervisors that provide clinical supervision.

In all three cases these managers are also doing case worker clinical type supervision of the actual work not just
“supervising” employees. All three cases justify a higher ratio than 1:11 due to clinical supervision duty needs that

help with the overall safety of these vulnerable populations.




Is size and hours of operation of the agency a factor to be considered in determining the agency maximum supervisory ratio?
Y/N

Explain how and why this factor impacts the agency maximum supervisory ratio upwards or downward from 1:11-

While not yet fully implemented, DHS is moving towards a fully staffed 24-hour child welfare hotline which will
justify a higher MSR than 1:11. DHS is also reviewing its field structure and footprint and may be moving to more
smaller locations across the state which may change the geographic footprint of the agency.

In addition, DHS runs a 24/7 crisis service through the Stabilization and Crisis Unit (SACU). This provides services
to those with Intellectual and/or developmental disabilities in crisis. There are over 750 positions at SACU with
some supervisors having to cover multiple houses and as necessary providing direct services to clients to ensure
proper staff to client ratios based on the needs of the client. Staffing ratios have been below 1:11 which is not a
reasonable ratio considering the acuity of clients and the 24/7 nature of the business. SACU should be at a higher
ratio such as 1:7 to be more appropriately staffed in a 24/7 environment.

Are there unique personnel needs of the agency, including the agency’s use of volunteers or seasonal or temporary employees,
or exercise of supervisory authority by agency supervisory employees over personnel who are not agency employees a factor
to be considered in determining the agency maximum supervisory ratio? Y/N

Explain how and why this factor impacts the agency maximum supervisory ratio upwards or downward from 1:11-

On average DHS has over 300 volunteers than need some level of supervision. These positions are not in the
“system” per se, at this point but do require some level of supervision. This justifies a higher ratio than 1:11.

In addition, all supervisors but the director have supervisors and supervisors should be included as supervised
employees in the denominator of the calculation. This would also justify a higher than 1:11 MSR. This should be
taken into consideration on the ASR calculation but is not currently part of the calculation of the ASR.




Is the financial scope and responsibility of the agency a factor to be considered in determining the agency maximum

supervisory ratio? Y/N

Explain how and why this factor impacts the agency maximum supervisory ratio upwards or downward from 1:11-

DHS is responsible for serving over 1 million Oregonians per year encompassing over $11.5 billion-dollar total fund
budget. This comes with more than 126 funding streams each with their own limitations, rules and reporting
requirements. There are 5 major program areas each bigger than most agencies. Within each program are multiple
sub programs again each with their own rules, funding sources and complexities. Most of this funding is spent in the
community through hundreds of contracts, thousands of providers and multiple interagency agreements. Each
program comes with its own eligibility criteria, usually having multiple different factors. Each sub program usually
has its own set of eligibility criteria and there is not continuity between program eligibility due to federal
regulations. Employees must know each separate sub program and their supervisor must also be able to guide the
employee or answer questions they may have as to how to apply the criteria etc. In addition, the central office staff
for each program must keep up with ever changing federal regulations and state changes that must then be
distributed out to our many field offices. These changes can be weekly or even daily sometimes meaning employees
and managers need to keep up with a myriad of process or policy changes every day. This justifies a higher ratio

than 1:11.

Based upon the described factors above the agency proposes a Maximum Supervisory Ratio of 1: 8.39.

Unions Requiring Notification: SEIU; AFSCME; ONA

Date unions notified: SEIU 10/11/18; AFSCME 12/12/18; ONA 12/17/18
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