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TASB staffing review process

Build Models for Improvement
Align with benchmarks Address needs

Analysis
Peer comparison Benchmark comparison

Data Collection
Staff data and processes Virtual interviews



Benchmarking



Benchmarking
•Why benchmark?
•What benchmarks were used in this analysis?



District Details



6 Year Historical Comparison



State peer districts



Local peer districts



PEIMS category comparison





Summary of Findings and 
Options



Financial Services
 Consider the absorption of up to two positions through attrition to reduce variance with 

peer comparison data.

 The financial services department is staffed with 12.5 positions compared to the state peer 
district average of 7.8. 

 This equates to 2.2 staff per 1,000 students compared to 1.3 for the state peer district 
average.

 The local peer district average is 0.8 staff per 1,000 students. 

 For enrollment range of 5,000 to 8,000 students, the ratio is 1.0 staff per 1,000 students. 

 Absorptions could be achieved in part through the adjustment of non-campus clerical 
support.

 Use the variances to determine areas available for adjustment.



Communications
 Consider the absorption of one communication position through 

attrition to reduce variance with peer comparison data.

 The communication department is staffed with 4.5 positions 
compared to the state peer district average of 2.4. 

 This equates to 0.8 staff per 1,000 students compared to 0.4 for 
the state peer district average.

 The local peer district average is 0.3 staff per 1,000 students. 

 Use variances to determine areas for adjustment. 



Technology
 Consider the absorption of up to four technology positions through attrition to reduce 

variances with peer comparison data.

 The technology department is staffed with 16.0 positions compared to the state peer 
district average of 11.6. 

 This equates to 2.6 positions per 1,000 students compared to 2.0 for the state peer 
district average.

 The local peer district average is 0.9 staff per 1,000 students. 

 For enrollment range of 5,000 to 8,000 students, the ratio is 1.8 staff per 1,000 
students. 

 This adjustment would reduce the variance between the state and local peer districts 
and districts in the enrollment range of 5,000 to 8,000 students.



Non-Campus Clerical Support
 Consider absorption of eight non-campus clerical positions.

 The benchmark is three positions per 1,000 students. 

 The district employs 28.5 positions compared to the benchmark of 
17.0. 

 Absorbing support staff from the financial services department (two 
positions), communication department (one position), and technology 
department (one position) will help achieve this recommendation. 

 Additional evaluation of departments represented should be 
conducted to determine other areas for adjustment. 



Costs/savings

 -2.0 Financial Services     $90,000
 -1.0 Communications   $180,000
 -4.0 Technology     $40,000
 -2.0 Non-Campus Clerical $160,000

Total   $470,000
  



Looking Ahead



Strategies
•Recommendations only
•Decisions made by district leaders and the board
•Gradual implementation
•Utilize staffing plans
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