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Executive Summary

This report was originally prepared in March 2025 and has been updated to reflect March 2026
metrics where applicable.

As the City of Portland continues to manage budget constraints and pursue operational efficiency,
management structure remains an important area for review. Span of control is a commonly used
management framework that evaluates how supervisory responsibility is distributed within an
organization. The City has previously examined this issue in 1994, 1997, 2011, and 2014. This
report updates that work by assessing the current state of management across the City using
human resources data, comparing findings to prior analyses, and identifying opportunities for
continued improvement. The City’s transition to a new form of government under Charter Reform
also creates an opportunity to evaluate organizational design with a more coordinated citywide
approach.

The analysis found that deviations from established span of control standards are less common
than in prior reviews. At the same time, positions in classifications with supervisory responsibilities
have grown faster than non-supervisory positions in recent years, particularly among frontline
supervisory roles. Span of control continues to vary significantly across the organization, with
higher averages in the Public Safety Service Area and lower averages in Council Offices.

The report also examines changes in organizational layers. Recent Charter Reform and related
reorganizations have altered reporting relationships and increased management depth in some
areas of the organization. Ongoing efforts to realign and streamline core services are expected to
further affect these metrics, and the full impact of those changes will need to be assessed in future
updates.

Overall, the findings are broadly consistent with prior City studies: spans of control vary widely
across bureaus, and some parts of the organization continue to operate with narrower spans than
generally recommended.

This report does not include a comparative span of control analysis of the Portland Police Bureau
due to its distinct rank-based organizational structure. Unlike most other City bureaus, formal
reporting relationships within Police do not always reflect day-to-day supervisory practices. Sworn
employees are often overseen operationally by multiple positions at a higher rank rather than
through a single traditional supervisor-direct report model. In addition, personnel decisions such
as hiring, promotions, and discipline may occur at higher organizational levels or within separate
divisions.

As aresult, applying the same span of control methodology used for other City bureaus would not
produce comparable results and could materially overstate supervisory spans within the Police
Bureau. The Bureau of Human Resources and the Portland Police Bureau will continue to work
collaboratively on an approach that supports more equivalent future comparisons.



Overview of the issue

Purpose

The Bureau of Human Resources (BHR) and the City Budget Office (CBO) conducted this analysis
to better understand management structures at the City of Portland, including how the current
organization compares with prior structures and where opportunities may exist to improve
efficiency. This analysis was originally completed in March and April 2025 and has since been
updated to incorporate metrics from March 2026. The report’s deliverables include the following:

1. Defining the current actual span of control in all areas of the City to establish a baseline for
analysis

2. Conducting a preliminary citywide span of control analysis to identify bureaus, programs,
divisions, or functions where the span of control could be optimized

3. Conducting external analysis to understand span of control work done by peer cities and
comparable jurisdictions

4. Providing recommendations for reorganization where appropriate

5. Providing an outline for further analysis resulting from the findings of the preliminary span
of control assessment

In 1994, the City of Portland released a Span of Control Study that found the organization had more
management layers than recommended by some experts and more layers than many similarly
sized private-sector organizations. The report recommended increasing spans of control and
reducing organizational layers. Follow-up reviews conducted in 2011 and 2014 found limited
progress in implementing those recommendations.

In 2018, the City implemented the results of a multi-year classification and compensation study.
As part of that work, the City’s classification structure established clear minimum span of control
standards for the first time, requiring manager and supervisor classifications to directly supervise
at least four (4) employees.

The current report is the first comprehensive span of control analysis conducted since
implementation of those updated classifications.

Definitions and Metrics

Span of Control

“Span of control” refers to the number of positions the employee is responsible for directly
supervising.

Supervising includes duties such as training, assigning work, providing feedback, and mentoring.
Those duties are not exclusive to the supervisor and are often shared with lead or senior staff.
However, the following duties are performed exclusively by supervisors:

e Hiring, promoting, and discharging

e Approving timesheets and leave requests
e Administering performance reviews

e Administering discipline



It is important to note that, in most cases, employees with supervisory responsibilities also
perform non-supervisory work as part of their classification and assigned job responsibilities. In
many instances, non-supervisory duties make up the majority of a supervisor’s overall workload.

For purposes of span of control, direct supervision refers to the number of positions for which a
supervisor has direct managerial responsibility. Indirect reports are positions supervised through
one of the supervisor’s direct reports. The example organizational chart below illustrates the
difference between direct and indirect reports and why span of control as a measure may include
both management and hon-management staff when counting direct reports.

Supervisor

]
T T ]

Direct Direct Direct Direct
Report Report Report Report
Indirect t Indirect
Report Report
Indirect
Report

FIGURE 1: THIS SUPERVISOR HAS FOUR (4) DIRECT REPORTS AND THREE (3) INDIRECT REPORTS. THE
SPAN OF CONTROL IS FOUR.

The City’s classifications specify the minimum number of direct reports that a supervisor must
have. Classifications can be divided into those that cannot supervise, those that may supervise,
and those that must supervise. Appendix 1 shows the classifications in each category. In brief:

e “Must supervise” includes classifications for whom supervision is the primary purpose of
the position. Positions in this classification must generally supervise a minimum of four
employees.

e “Cannot supervise” includes all represented classifications except for some sworn
classifications in the Police Bureau. It also includes some non-represented classifications
in Human Resources, the Attorney’s Office, and the Police Bureau.

e “May supervise” classifications are positions that may oversee a small team but are not
required to have supervisory responsibilities. Examples include, but are not limited to, the
non-represented versions of Administrative Specialist lll, Coordinator lll, and Analyst IlI.

These classifications have existed at the City for decades. In 2018, a major consolidation of non-
represented classifications significantly expanded the number of positions eligible to supervise.
These roles remain primarily focused on non-supervisory duties, though bureaus often use them to
lead small teams supporting specialized programs or projects. This can improve accountability,
flexibility, professional development, and organizational bench strength. Because supervision is
not the primary purpose of these classifications, their span of control is not included in this report.



Who is counted in span of control?
Span of control is based on the number of regular (permanent) and limited-term positions reporting

to a supervisor. Casual and contract employees are not included in minimum span of control
calculations.

Casual positions are used across the City, with the majority in Parks and Recreation during
summer months. These employees are limited in annual hours, are typically not benefits-eligible,
and serve at will rather than under Civil Service Board protections. Casual positions may be
created at bureau discretion and are not subject to the same classification and budget processes
as regular positions. While employees in any classification may supervise casual or contract staff
and may appear as supervisors in SAP, those reporting relationships are not counted toward span
of control requirements.

Vacant regular and limited-term positions are included in span of control calculations. This is
particularly important in units with unfunded vacancies, where reported span of control may be
overstated.

Organizational Layers
The “depth” of the organization is related to span of control. Wide spans of control support a “flat”

organizational structure, while narrow spans support a “deep” (or tall) hierarchy. The pros and
cons of these hierarchy depths will be discussed later in the report.

Layers are defined as follows:

e |Layer 0: Elected Officials

e Layer 1: City Administrator and Deputy City Administrators
e |Layer 2: Direct reports of positions in Layer 1

e Layer 3: Direct reports of positions in Layer 2

e _..andsoon.

As of March 2026, the hierarchy reaches Layer 9. The figure below shows the change in the number
of layers and distribution of positions among layers in 2021, 2023, 2025, and 2026:

Current
Layer 2021 2023 2025 (March 2026)
0 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.2%
1 0.6% 0.4% 0.7% 0.4%
2 3.1% 3.0% 1.3% 1.2%
3 11.9% 10.5% 4.0% 1.8%
4 36.5% 22.4% 12.2% 6.6%
5 29.7% 42.1% 23.3% 14.0%
6 14.8% 17.1% 44.0% 25.5%
7 3.0% 4.4% 12.1% 38.2%
8 0.3% 0.0% 2.2% 9.6%
9 n/a n/a n/a 2.4%

TABLE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF POSITIONS BY LAYER IN 2021, 2023, 2025, AND 2026. INCLUDES ALL NON-
CASUAL POSITIONS (VACANT AND FILLED).



The table above shows that most City positions are in layers 4, 5, and 6. Between 2021 and 2023, a
significant number of positions shifted from layer 4 to layer 5. Between 2023 and 2025, positions
shifted further to layer 6. The 2021-2023 changes were largely driven by bureau reorganizations and
the creation of new program areas, while the 2023-2025 changes were primarily associated with
the citywide reorganization implementing the new City Charter.

The changes between 2025 and 2026 are mainly due to an updated reporting structure within the
Public Safety Service Area. In the 2025 analysis, the Deputy City Administrator for Public Safety
reported directly to the Mayor. In the current analysis, that position reports to the City
Administrator, who reports to the Mayor. As a result, positions within public safety bureaus moved
down one organizational layer.

The 1994 analysis found several parts of the organization with six management layers (seven total
organizational layers). Under the current government structure, many positions now sit two layers
deeper than under the pre-charter model. Previously, most bureau directors reported directly to

the Commissioner-in-Charge. Today, most bureau directors report to Deputy City Administrators,
who report to the City Administrator, who then reports to the Mayor. The increased organizational
depth is therefore largely attributable to additional layers at the highest levels of the organization.

What we found

Average Span of Control

We calculated the span of control for all supervisors in the City and summarized the average span
by bureau and by service area. The table below shows the average span of control by service area,
excluding Police (Police is considered separately due to their unique hierarchy).

Service Area Average Span of Control

City Operations Service Area 7.1
Community & Economic Development Service Area 7.3
Office of Chief Financial Officer 7.3
Office of City Administrator 5.1
Public Safety Service Area (excluding PPB) 11.0
Public Works Service Area 7.6
Total 7.7

TABLE 2: AVERAGE SPAN OF CONTROL FOR MUST-SUPERVISE SUPERVISORS AS OF MARCH 4, 2026
(EXCLUDES POLICE BUREAU)

The average span of control by bureau is shown in Appendix 3.

For reference, in the 1994 report, the average span of control (Citywide) was 6.5. Excluding Police,
the current Citywide ratiois 7.7.



Growth in Supervisory Positions

We reviewed data from 2020 through March 2026 to assess changes in hon-casual positions. The
data show that positions in classifications with supervisory responsibilities increased at a faster
rate than non-supervisory positions during this period. Non-supervisory positions grew by
approximately 5.0 percent, while positions in classifications required to supervise grew by
approximately 15.6 percent. Positions in classifications that may supervise showed the highest
rate of growth, increasing by approximately 73.1 percent.

It is important to note that positions in “may supervise” classifications are not necessarily assigned
supervisory duties in all cases, as supervision is optional rather than required within those
classifications. It is also important to consider that supervisory-classified positions represent a
smaller share of the overall workforce, so percentage increases reflect more modest changes in
the total number of positions than the rates alone may suggest. Overall, the data indicates
supervisory-capable classifications grew faster than the non-supervisory workforce over the review
period.

All Non-Casual March % Change

Positions 2020 2021 2022 2024~ 2025 2026 2020-2026

Non-Supervisory (and
Elected) Positions

6,057 5,975 6,133 6,390 6,540 6,458 6,353 4.9%

Supervising Positions
in “May Supervise” 104 104 132 142 188 191 180 73.1%
Classifications

Supervisory Positions

in “Must Supervise” 783 799 842 916 938 948 905 15.6%
Classifications
Grand Total 6,944 6,878 7,107 7,448 7,666 7,597 7,438 7.1%

TABLE 3: NUMBER OF NON-CASUAL POSITIONS FROM 2020-2025. COUNTS ARE AS OF JANUARY 10
EACH YEAR UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

Filled Non-Casual March % Change

Positions Only 2020 2021 2022 2026 2020-2026

Non-Supervisory (and
Elected) Positions

5,436 5,299 5,155 5,409 5,575 5,643 5,706 5.0%

Supervising Positions
in “May Supervise” 96 93 110 125 172 168 157 63.5%
Classifications

Supervisory Positions

in “Must Supervise” 718 712 740 831 845 857 832 15.9%
Classifications
Grand Total 6,250 6,104 6,005 6,365 6,592 6,668 6,695 7.1%

TABLE 4: NUMBER OF FILLED NON-CASUAL POSITIONS FROM 2020-2025. COUNTS ARE AS OF JANUARY
10 EACH YEAR UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.



Positions not Meeting Span of Control Requirements

Classifications in the “Must” supervise category are, with limited exceptions, expected to
supervise at least four reports. The graph below displays the distribution of direct reports for
incumbents in those classifications as of March 4, 2026. Most supervisors in this category meet or
exceed the four direct report minimum.

Frequency Distribution of Direct Reports per
"Must-Supervise" Supervisor
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Number of
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FIGURE 2: DISTRIBUTION OF DIRECT REPORTS PER MUST-SUPERVISE SUPERVISOR AS OF MARCH 4, 2026

As of March 4, 2026, 57 supervisors in must-supervise classifications had fewer than four direct
reports. This represents approximately 8 percent of supervisors in classifications subject to the
minimum span of control standard.

There are several reasons why positions may fall below the minimum threshold. In some cases,
prior budget reductions, vacancy levels, or organizational reprioritization reduced the size of the
work unit while the reporting structure remained unchanged. In other cases, classifications may
reflect a combination of supervisory responsibility and advanced technical or specialized
expertise, where direct supervision is only one component of the role.

In March 2025, Deputy City Administrators were provided lists of positions within their service
areas that did not meet the minimum span of control standard. Bureaus then provided context
regarding those positions. The graph below summarizes the responses received.



Summary of Results from Service Area Survey

Will correct in future Minimum is met; SAP

reorganization 12% was out of date 12%
Team is \" Intends to add
direct reports 21%

dissolving 3%

Other
Responsiblilities justify 5%

smaller span 47%

FIGURE 3: SUMMARY OF BUREAU FEEDBACK REGARDING POSITIONS NOT MEETING MINIMUM SPAN OF
CONTROL REQUIREMENTS

Of note, nearly half of the responses indicated that bureaus did not believe the positions should be
required to meet the four direct report standards due to the nature of the work, operational needs,
or level of responsibility associated with the role.

The City is currently conducting a broader review of classification and compensation for its non-
represented classifications, which primarily include manager and supervisor roles. As part of that
effort, options will be developed to crosswalk existing manager and supervisor positions that do
not meet span of control standards into more appropriate classifications, where warranted.

Span of Control at Bureau Leadership Levels

City bureaus are generally led through the Director classification series, which includes three
levels: Director I, Director Il, and Director Ill. The assigned level is based on criteria established in
the classification specifications. To qualify for a given level, a position must meet at least two of
three factors: budget authority, number of senior-level direct reports, and bureau size measured by
share of Citywide FTE.

The table below outlines the current qualifying factors for each bureau director level.

Director | Director Il Director Il

Qualifier Responsible for a Responsible for a Responsible for a
1: Budget minimum of .1% butless  minimum of 2% but less minimum of 5% of total
Authority than 2% of total City than 5% of total City City budget

budget budget
Qualifier Supervises a minimum of  Supervises a minimum of  Responsible for a
2: Direct one (1) but less than three three (3) but less than five minimum of five (5)
Reports (3) Manager Ill or higher- (5) Manager Ill or higher- Manager Il or higher-level

level direct reports level direct reports direct reports
Qualifier Bureau represents a Bureau represents a Bureau represents a
3: Bureau minimum of .1% butless  minimum of 1% but less minimum of 5% of City
Size than 1% of City’s FTEs than 5% of City FTEs FTEs




The Police Bureau and Portland Fire & Rescue are led by sworn chief classifications rather than the
Director series. For purposes of this analysis, the Police Chief and Fire Chief are treated as bureau
directors due to their comparable organizational role.

Itis also important to distinguish formal classifications from working titles. The term “director” is
used in some program titles across the organization; however, this section refers only to bureau
leaders serving in the formal Director series or equivalent executive classifications.

Bureaus may optionally establish Deputy Director positions to support bureau leadership. Deputy
Director classifications also include three levels aligned to the corresponding Director
classification. While Deputy Directors are not required by specification to supervise staff, all
currently filled Deputy Director positions do have supervisory responsibilities.

The current compensation structure places Deputy Director classifications two pay grades below
the corresponding Director level. For example, Deputy Director lll is assigned two grades below
Director lll. In some bureaus, this structure creates compression between Deputy Directors and
other senior management classifications. As one example, the Bureau of Technology Services uses
an Information Systems Manager lll in a deputy leadership capacity rather than the Deputy Director
Il classification. Similar alignment considerations exist in other bureaus where operational
responsibilities, market conditions, or internal reporting structures have evolved over time.

Table A., B., and C. provide a summary of the City’s executive leadership span of control in April
2026. This includes the Deputy City Administrator, Director, and Deputy Director or Deputy Director
equivalent classifications.

Table A. Deputy City Administrators Span of Control

Span of Control

Service Area .
(number of non-casual direct reports)

City Operations 18
Community & Economic Development 8
Office of the CFO 5
Public Safety 6
Public Works 12

10



Table B. Director I, Director Il, and Director lll Span of Control

Bureau

Classification

Span of Control

(number of non-casual

direct reports)

Bureau of Fleet & Facilities Director Il 5
Bureau of Human Resources Director Il 13
Bureau of Technology Services Director Il 5
City Attorney’s Office City Attorney (Director lll pay 9
grade)
City Budget Office Director | 9
Civic Life Director | 5
Emergency Communications Director | 8
Emergency Management Director | 5
Equity & Human Rights Office Director | 9
Fire and Rescue Fire Chief (Director Il pay grade) 8
FPDR Director | 4
Government Relations Director | 4
Housing Director Il 8
g(f:z(;ir?:act:)?l?;ymumty Police Director | Recruitment in progress
Parks Director lll 12
Permitting & Development Director Il 13
Planning and Sustainability Director Il 9
Police Police Chief (Director Ill pay 11
grade)
Public Utilities Director lll TBD*

* THE PUBLIC UTILITIES DIRECTOR WAS RECENTLY CREATED TO OVERSEE A REORGANIZATION TO ONE

WATER AND THEREFORE CURRENT SPAN OF CONTROL IS NOT AVAILABLE.

11




Table C. Deputy Director Classifications or Equivalent Span of Control

Deputy Director Span of

Bureau Classification Control

Bureau of Fleet & Facilities No I?eputy Director or n/a
Equivalent

Bureau of Human Resources Manager I *Vacant

Bureau of Technology Services :Ir;formatlon Systems Manager 3

City Attorney’s Office No I?eputy Director or n/a
Equivalent

City Budget Office Deputy Director | 6

Civic Life No I?eputy Director or n/a
Equivalent

Emergency Communications No I?eputy Director or n/a
Equivalent

Emergency Management Deputy Director | 2

Equity & Human Rights Office  Deputy Director | *Vacant

Fire and Rescue Deputy Director lll 6

FPDR Deputy Director | 7

Government Relations Deputy Director | 2

Housing Deputy Director 9

Office of Community Police No Deputy Director or

. . n/a

Accountability Equivalent

Parks Deputy Director Il *Vacant

Permitting & Development Manager Il 5

Planning and Sustainability Deputy Director Il 6

Police None 4

Public Utilities TBD** TBD**

Transportation Deputy Director Il 3

* WHEN A POSITION IS VACANT THE TYPICALLY ASSIGNED DIRECT REPORTS ARE TRANSFERRED TO THE
DIRECTOR. THIS COULD ACCOUNT FOR LARGER SPANS OF CONTROL IN AREAS WITHOUT A DEPUTY
DIRECTOR. **THE PUBLIC UTILITIES DIRECTOR WAS RECENTLY CREATED TO OVERSEE REORGANIZATION

TO ONE WATER AND THEREFORE CURRENT SPAN OF CONTROL IS NOT AVAILABLE.

All Deputy City Administrators and Directors currently supervise at least four direct reports and
therefore meet the City’s minimum span of control standard. However, the data shows substantial
variation in supervisory spans across bureau leadership roles, including among positions within the
same Director level. Director spans range from relatively narrow structures to significantly broader
spans, suggesting classification level does not always correspond directly to the number of direct
reports.

The data also show differing approaches to second-level leadership support. Some bureaus utilize
formal Deputy Director classifications, some assign comparable responsibilities to other senior
management classifications, and some operate without a deputy position or with vacancies in
those roles. These differences indicate bureau leadership structures have evolved over time in
response to operational needs rather than through a single standardized model. It should also be

12



noted that, due to the current hiring freeze and efforts to achieve in-year spending reductions,
some leadership positions that would otherwise be filled may currently be vacant.

To evaluate these issues, the City is reviewing the non-represented classification and
compensation system, including the Director and Deputy Director series. Data collection and
employee surveys were completed in early 2026, with recommendations anticipated before the
end of FY 2025-26. The prior comprehensive review of these classifications occurred in 2018. A key
objective of the current study is to reassess bureau leadership classifications under the City’s new
form of government, in which directors now generally report to the City Administrator or Deputy
City Administrators rather than elected Commissioners. Any recommended classification changes
are expected to require Council approval prior to implementation.

“ldeal” Span of Control

Available literature on span of control, including the City’s prior studies, consistently indicates that
there is no single target span of control appropriate for all situations. The optimal span of control
depends on multiple factors that can be difficult to quantify and may change over time. The figure
below, taken from the City’s 2011 span of control study, summarizes the primary considerations
that influence span of control.

Narrow Spans Wide Spans
Complex Nature of the work Mot complex
Different Similarity of activities performed Similar
Mot clear Clarity of organizational objectives Clear
Fuzzy Degree of task certainty Definite rules
High Degree of risk in the work for the Lowr

organization

High Degree of public scrutiny Low
Weak Supervisor's qua‘Ii'ﬁca'liu ns and Strong
experience
Heawy Burden of non-supervisory duties Light
High Degree of coordination required Low
Mone Availability of staff assistance Abundant
Weak Qualifications and experience of Strong

subordinates

Dispersed Geographic location of subordinates Together

Maore Supervisors Fewer Supervisors

FIGURE 4: FACTORS TO HELP DETERMINE APPROPRIATE SPANS OF CONTROL, AS DESCRIBED IN 1994
AUDIT REPORT
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Generally, a lower (narrower) span of control can support closer oversight, coordination, and
consistency within a team. Higher (wider) spans of control typically require clear delegation of
authority and effective decision-making processes to avoid bottlenecks at the supervisory level.
While wider spans are often associated with greater efficiency and a less hierarchical structure,
they may also create challenges related to consistency, communication, and accountability.
Ideally, span of control should be determined by the nature of the work, operational complexity,
and organizational needs.

What does this mean for the budget?

No systematic or one-size-fits-all approach

A span of control study is only one of many factors and evaluations that an organization should
consider when assessing organizational efficiency. This report is focused on identifying and
addressing the low-span of control supervisors and proposing recommendations that continue to
address the core issues that have contributed to low span of control relationships within the City.

Salaries tied to supervisors are typically higher than non-supervisor employees. As a result,
organizational structures with fewer employees per supervisor or more layers of management may
increase direct personnel costs. By monitoring span of control over time, the City of Portland can
determine if it needs to realign its workforce to manage costs or plan for higher costs of
management during times of disruption. Even if the City were to increase the span of control
requirement, that would not cleanly translate to a budget cut amount, because the size of the
budget reduction would depend on what happens with the reduced managers. For example, some
positions could be reclassified to non-supervisory roles, but the position would need to be
rescoped and re-classified to determine the appropriate classification and compensation.
Therefore, budget adjustments based on span of control should follow a careful review and
reorganization process to identify which positions should be reduced or re-classified.

Conclusion

This analysis indicates that the City has made measurable progress since prior span of control
studies, with fewer positions falling below established supervisory standards than in past studies.
At the same time, spans of control continue to vary across bureaus and functions, reflecting
differences in operational needs, service models, and historical organizational design.

The review also found that classifications with supervisory responsibilities have grown faster than
the non-supervisory workforce in recent years, while the City’s new government structure has
added management layers in some parts of the organization. Bureau leadership structures also
vary in the use of Directors, Deputy Directors, and equivalent management roles.

These findings suggest that span of control should continue to be used as one tool, rather than the
only tool, for evaluating organizational effectiveness, leadership alignment, and administrative
cost. The City’s transition under Charter Reform, combined with ongoing budget pressures and
classification review efforts, presents an opportunity to modernize management structuresin a
deliberate and data-informed manner.

14



Recommended Next Steps
The following next steps are intended to address current span of control issues, support work

already underway, and establish stronger processes to promote continued alignment of future
organizational and classification decisions with span of control standards.

Actions Underway

e |ncorporate span of control considerations into current budget reduction and service
realighment decisions where management structures are being evaluated.

e Complete the review of non-represented classification and compensation, including the
Director and Deputy Director series.

e Continue reviewing positions currently below minimum span of control standards and
determine whether reorganization, reassignment, or reclassification is appropriate.

Future Actions for Consideration

e Develop a citywide administrative guideline for span of control expectations, exceptions,
and approval process.

e Standardize review of leadership structures when creating, expanding, or reorganizing
bureaus and services areas.

Ongoing Monitoring and Review

e Publish span of control metrics periodically as part of workforce and budget planning.
e Perform a similar analysis following completion of major reorganizations or structural
changes.

15



Appendix 1: Types of Supervisors

Classification Level of

Number

Supervision

Classification Name

Supervisor

Requirement

30003001 Accounting Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003004 Administrative Specialist Il Supervisor May supervise
30003007 Analyst I Supervisor May supervise
30003008 Analyst Il Supervisor May supervise
30003009 Analyst IV Supervisor May supervise
30004102 Assistant City Administrator Chief Executive Must supervise
30003218 Auditor - Analyst Il Supervisor May supervise
30003212 Auditor - Archives & Records Coordinator lll  Supervisor May supervise
30003228 Auditor - Audit Services Director Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003225 Auditor - City Archivist Manager Must supervise
30003229 Auditor - City Auditor Chief Deputy Chief Executive Must supervise
30003226 Auditor - City Ombudsman Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003208 Auditor - Clerk to City Council Supervisor Must supervise
30003214 Auditor - Coordinator lll Supervisor May supervise
30003354 Auditor - Coordinator IV Supervisor Must supervise
30003220 Auditor - Financial Analyst Il Supervisor May supervise
30003232 Auditor - General Counsel Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003227 Auditor - Manager | Manager Must supervise
30003217 Auditor - Supervisor | Supervisor Must supervise
30003224 Auditor - Supervisor Il Supervisor Must supervise
30003222 Auditor-Investigator Il Supervisor May supervise
30003014 Capital Project Manager Il Supervisor May supervise
30003015 Capital Project Manager IV Supervisor Must supervise
30003016 Chief Administrative Officer Chief Executive Must supervise
30004100 City Administrator Chief Executive Must supervise
30003017 City Attorney Chief Executive Must supervise
30003019 City Attorney, Chief Deputy Chief Executive Must supervise
30003022 City Forester Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003023 City Treasurer Executive Manager  Must supervise
30000006 Commissioner's Chief of Staff Manager Must supervise
30003025 Communications System Administrator Supervisor Must supervise
30003626 Community Health Nurse Manager Manager Must supervise
30003700 Community Health Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003551 Community Safety Transition Dir Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003026 Controller Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003028 Coordinator I Supervisor May supervise
30003029 Coordinator lll Supervisor May supervise
30003030 Coordinator IV Supervisor Must supervise
30004202 Council Aide, Senior Supervisor May supervise
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30004275 Council Operations Manager Manager Must supervise
30003031 Debt Manager Executive Manager  May supervise
30003032 Deputy Chief Administrative Officer Chief Executive Must supervise
30003033 Deputy Chief of Police Chief Executive Must supervise
30004101 Deputy City Administrator Chief Executive Must supervise
30003034 Deputy Director | Chief Executive May supervise
30003035 Deputy Director Il Chief Executive May supervise
30003036 Deputy Director I Chief Executive May supervise
30003037 Director | Chief Executive Must supervise
30003038 Director I Chief Executive Must supervise
30003039 Director lll Chief Executive Must supervise
30003040 Economist Supervisor May supervise
30003041 Emergency Communications Ops Mgr Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003042 Emergency Communications Ops Sup | Supervisor Must supervise
30003043 Emergency Communications Ops Sup |l Supervisor Must supervise
30003044 Emergency Communications Systems Supervisor May supervise
Admin
30003045 Emergency Medical Services Coordinator Supervisor May supervise
30003047 Engineer lll Supervisor Must supervise
30003048 Engineer, Chief Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003049 Engineer, City Traffic Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003050 Engineering Manager Manager Must supervise
30003051 Engineering Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003052 Environmental Manager Manager Must supervise
30003376 Environmental Regulatory Coordinator Supervisor May supervise
30003553 Environmental Regulatory Manager Manager Must supervise
30003055 Financial Analyst Il Supervisor May supervise
30003056 Financial Analyst Il Supervisor May supervise
30000806 Fire Battalion Chief Manager Must supervise
30000807 Fire Battalion Chief, Staff Manager Must supervise
30000803 Fire Captain Supervisor Must supervise
30000817 Fire Captain, Staff Supervisor Must supervise
30003057 Fire Chief Chief Executive Must supervise
30003058 Fire Chief, Deputy Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003059 Fire Division Chief Executive Manager  Must supervise
30000811 Fire Inspector, Sr Supervisor May supervise
30000816 Fire Inspector, Sr - Specialist Supervisor May supervise
30000798 Fire Lieutenant Supervisor May supervise
30000801 Fire Lieutenant, Staff Supervisor May supervise
30003060 Fire Marshal Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003062 Government Relations Specialist Il Manager May supervise
30003451 Hearings Officer, Chief Supervisor Must supervise
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30003065 Human Resources Analyst llI Supervisor May supervise

30003875 Incident Command Manager Manager Must supervise
30003231 Independent Police Review Director Executive Manager  May supervise

30000218 Inf Syst Analyst, Principal-Gen Supervisor May supervise

30003068 Information Security Manager Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003069 Information Systems Manager | Manager Must supervise
30003070 Information Systems Manager Manager Must supervise
30003071 Information Systems Manager lll Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003072 Information Systems Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003074 Laboratory Manager Manager Must supervise
30003078 Legal Assistant Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003079 Maintenance Supetrvisor | - E Supervisor Must supervise
30003234 Maintenance Supervisor | - NE Supervisor Must supervise
30003080 Maintenance Supervisor | Supervisor Must supervise
30003081 Manager | Manager Must supervise
30003082 Manager | Manager Must supervise
30003083 Manager llI Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003084 Mapping & GIS Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30004103 Mayor's Aide, Senior Supervisor May supervise

30000008 Mayor's Chief of Staff Manager Must supervise
30000007 Mayor's Deputy Chief of Staff Supervisor Must supervise
30003086 Occupational Health Specialist Supervisor May supervise

30003876 Operations Director Executive Manager  May supervise

30003088 Paralegal Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003089 Planner, Principal Manager Must supervise
30003090 Planner, Supervising Supervisor Must supervise
30003091 Police Captain Manager Must supervise
30003092 Police Chief Chief Executive Must supervise
30003093 Police Chief, Assistant Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003094 Police Commander Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003651 Police Education Director Executive Manager  Must supervise
30000299 Police Lieutenant Supervisor May supervise

30000298 Police Sergeant Supervisor May supervise

30003096 Public Information Manager Manager Must supervise
30003701 Real Estate Portfolio Manager Manager Must supervise
30003098 Risk Manager Executive Manager  Must supervise
30003100 Risk Specialist Il Supervisor May supervise

30003101 Risk Specialist Il Supervisor Must supervise
30003850 Streetcar Maintenance Supetvisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003103 Supervisor|-E Supervisor Must supervise
30003275 Supervisor |- NE Supervisor Must supervise
30003104 Supervisor I Supervisor Must supervise

18




30003105 Surveying Manager Manager Must supervise
30003106 Surveying Supervisor Supervisor Must supervise
30003951 Systems Analyst, Senior Supervisor May supervise
30003108 Technology Capital Project Manager Executive Manager  May supervise
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Appendix 2: Links to Resources

The most recent comprehensive study of span of control was released in 1994. It was
commissioned by the Auditor’s Office and led to the recommendation of the minimum ratio
of 1:4.

Record 11/ED/51553: Span of Control Study - FULL combined Report & Appendices (Report
198)

A follow-up report was issued by the Auditor’s Office in 2011 (which also references an
earlier 1997 follow-up):

Record 23/ED/13246: Span of Control - Although numbers are reported, bureaus lack
organizational structure goals (Report 397)

In 2014, a Council Budget Subcommittee made further recommendations.

https://media.oregonlive.com/portland_impact/other/FINAL%20Span%200f%20Control%

20Final%20Report.pdf
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Appendix 3: Average Span of Control by Bureau

Service Area/Bureau Must Supervise

City Operations Service Area 71
Bureau of Fleet & Facilities 7.3
Bureau of Human Resources 6.7
Bureau of Technology Services 8.2
City Budget Office 5.0
City Operations Service Area 6.8
FPDR 4.0
Independent Police Review 4.7
Office of Comm Police Accountability 2.0

Community & Economic Development Service Area 7.3
Community & Economic Development Service Area 2.6
Housing 7.8
Permitting & Development 8.5
Planning and Sustainability 6.2
Portland Children's Levy 4.0

Council Offices 3.7
City Auditor 3.4
Council Offices n/a
Mayor 7.0

Office of Chief Financial Officer 7.3

Office of City Administrator 5.1
Attorney 7.7
Civic Life 2.7
Equity & Human Rights Office 7.0
Government Relations 2.5
Office of City Administrator 3.8

Public Safety Service Area 11.0
Emergency Communications 11.4
Emergency Management 5.0
Fire and Rescue 13.6
Public Safety Service Area 5.4

Public Works Service Area 7.6
Environmental Services 7.0
Parks 7.4
Public Works Service Area 3.3
Transportation 8.4
Water 7.5
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Appendix 4: Research Summary

Oregon Metro: “Span of Control: Develop a framework to monitor organizational structure” -
A report by the Office of the Auditor, September 2024
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2024/10/08/Span-of-control-audit-september-

2024.pdf

This report describes a September 2024 audit of Metro’s span of control by the Office of the
Auditor. The audit’s purpose was to determine how changes in Metro’s span of control could affect
costs and workforce planning.

The audit began by reviewing prior audits related to span of control. In 2011, Metro Human
Resources released a span of control study (“Span of Control at Metro,” not available online) that
stated organizational development goals would be established based on each organizational unit’s
specific business needs. It established thresholds for the number of employees per manager and
the number of layers of management. Although actions for monitoring span of control as part of
the annual budget process were outlined in the study and in the response to a 2012 audit by the
Office of the Auditor, they were not sustained. The report indicates that as of the time of the 2024
study, Metro was not measuring span of control or using benchmarks to inform or manage span of
control. Guidance on span of control that had previously been included in the annual budget
instructions was no longer included.

In late 2023, Metro identified thresholds for management and supervisory positions in a document
called “Supervisor & Manager Classification Criteria" (not available online). The thresholds
included criteria for the minimum number of direct and indirect employees reporting to each
manager classification. However, this information was used to update the compensation policy
and reflected general ranges and did not analyze span of control.

The report calculated the average Metro span of control as of January 2024. The average manager
in central and government services supervised between five and six employees, while a manager at
the visitor venues supervised between six and seven. Visitor venues had about one additional
average layer of management compared to central and government services.

The audit created three scenarios to compare Metro’s current span of control to a range of
benchmarks and analyzed the potential cost impacts. The first scenario evaluated the impact on
costs if the number of employees per manager was the same as it was in 2012. At that time, the
agency-wide average was 6.44 employees per manager. The second scenario used a baseline of 11
employees per manager, like the State of Oregon’s baseline that is reflected in statute. The third
scenario used 8.36 employees per manager, which was the average of data they found published
by some of Metro’s peer governments, including Portland, Clackamas County Sheriff’s Office, and
the State of Oregon. All three scenarios resulted in cost savings through a reduction in supervisory
positions.

The report includes a series of recommendations and a response from management that included
information on the current processes in which span-of-controlis considered as well as solutions
specific to the audit’s recommendations.

State of Oregon: “Span of Control Policy”
https://www.oregon.gov/das/HR/Documents/30-000-20.pdf

State of Oregon: Resources for HR Compliance, including highlights, toolkit, quarterly
reports, and FAQs
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https://www.oregon.gov/das/hr/pages/compliance.aspx

The Span of Control policy outlines guidelines for managing the balance of supervisory to non-
supervisory staff within state agencies.

The "Maximum Supervisory Ratio" is a target set by each agency. When determining an agency’s
maximum supervisory ratio, all agencies begin with 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.

Risk to public/employee safety
Geographic location(s) of subordinates
Complexity of duties/mission

Best practices/industry standards
Agency size/hours of operation
Non-agency staff/temporary employees
Financial responsibility

The "Actual Supervisory Ratio" refers to the current number of non-supervisory employees for every
supervisory employee. Agencies are required to report these ratios to the legislature and to
maintain them within defined limits through regular updates. If an agency's actual supervisory ratio
exceeds the set maximum, they must seek approval from the Department of Administrative
Services Chief Human Resources Office (DAS CHRO) for new supervisory hires based on justifiable
needs.

The Department of Administrative Services (DAS), Chief Human Resources Office (CHRO)
publishes a quarterly report with the actual supervisory ratios and maximum supervisory ratios for
each agency. Agencies receive notification of their actual supervisory ratios two (2) weeks prior to
the quarterly report being published to allow for corrective staffing changes.

Multnomah County: “Calculating Span of Control in Multnomah County,” updated August 1,
2011
https://multco.us/file/calculating_span_of_control%C2%A0/download

A briefing paper that provides guidance for managers who are compiling span of control data for
their review meeting with the Chief Operating Officer as part of the Multnomah Evolves

initiatives. It provides a synthesis of best practice as described in the literature (no references
cited), namely a list of factors to consider when determining optimal span of control, and includes
instructions for calculating span of control.

Multnomah County: “Multnomah County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan,” July
2017
https://multco.us/file/emergency_operations_plan_2017/download

Includes a statement that according to the National Incident Management System, an appropriate
span of controlis between 1:3 and 1:7, with optimal being 1:5, or between 1:8 and 1:10 for many
large-scale law enforcement operations.

City of Seattle: “Ratio of Staff to Managers in City Government,” Office of the City Auditor,
1996
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https://afscmestaff.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/2010legagenda-seattle.pdf

Includes references

South Florida Water Management District: “Interim Study of Span of Control,” Office of the
Inspector General, 1999
https://www.sfwmd.gov/sites/default/files/documents/spanctrl.pdf

Purpose of the study: 1) Document spans of control and levels of management for the entire
District, 2) Assess recent trends and evaluate District ratios against benchmarks and current
practices, and 3) Recommend strategies for improvement.

The District's span of control was found to be 4.25 with a maximum of seven reporting layers
beginning with the front line supervisor.

City and County of Honolulu: “Audit of the Span of Control of Selected Departments in the
City and County of Honolulu,” Office of the City Auditor, January 2012
https://www.honolulu.gov/rep/site/oca/oca_docs/span_of_control_final_report.pdf

The audit “judgmentally” selected 5 of the 21 city departments (the Departments of Budget and
Fiscal Services, Enterprise Services, Environmental Services, Planning and Permitting, and Parks
and Recreation). For each department, they selected the entity’s organizational chart as of January
31, 2010 and used existing information reports to analyze the organizational structure. For each
department, they examined the span of control, the layers of management in existence, and
interviewed department staff regarding the results of our analysis. They analyzed the span of
control and its underlying layers of management; analyzed the organizations’ operating structures;
and determined if the organization or its operating subunits maximized its span of control and
minimized the layers of management. They did not perform an analysis of each department’s
operations to determine the appropriate span of control. The audit also quantified the number of
vacancies and reviewed the effect of vacancies on the spans of control and layers of management.

The results indicated Honolulu spans of control (1:4.8) were generally narrower than
recommended by current management practices; the layers of management ranged from five to
nine layers which are on the high end for other jurisdictions. We found that when currently vacant
positions were considered, the span of controls were further narrowed. Significant potential cost
avoidances are possible by increasing the span of control, reducing the layers of management; and
abolishing positions that have been vacant for five or more years, particularly long vacant
supervisory positions.

Includes a comparison of Honolulu Span of Control compared to other jurisdictions, including
Portland (based on 1994 study).

North Carolina General Assembly: “Most Departments’ Spans of Control and Number of
Organizational Layers Do Not Meet Recommended Levels.” Final Report to the Joint
Legislative Program Evaluation Oversight Committee, December 12, 2016
https://www.ncleg.gov/Files/ProgramEvaluation/PED/Reports/documents/Spans/Spans_Report.p
df

The average span of control ratio across the 21 departments examined is 1:6.3, and only one state
department met the statewide recommended ratio of 1:8. On average, supervisors were overseeing
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slightly more positions compared to the 1990s; however, 33% of all supervisors had narrow spans
of control, defined as overseeing three or fewer positions. The average number of organizational
layers was 8.1, and ten departments had more than the recommended seven layers. This average
represented an increase since the 1990s.

lowa Board of Regents: “Span of Control Policy”
https://www.legis.iowa.gov/docs/code/262.9C.pdf

The target span of control aggregate ratio of supervisory employees to other employees shall be
one to fifteen.

lowa Board of Regents: “Annual Span of Control Report for 2024,” February 2025
https://www.iowaregents.edu/media/cms/0225_GEHR_2a__Annual_Span_of_Contro_FC4C6D8A9
36F1.pdf
https://www.thegazette.com/higher-education/iowa-universities-slip-from-state-set-supervisor-
employee-goal/

lowa’s public universities in recent years have drifted farther from a target of one supervisor per 15
employees to a narrower ratio of one supervisor per nine or 10 subordinates, according to a new
Board of Regents report.

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit: “Span of Control Audit,” Office of the Inspector
General, April 4,2024
https://www.bartoig.org/files/25aa1f6f4/BART+Can+Benefit+from+Applying+Span+of+Control+An
alysis+in+its+Organizational+Decision-Making.pdf

BART has not yet established benchmarks that define desired levels of span of control, consistent
with other transit agencies. Without establishing a specific target, the overall number of
supervisors to employees is about 1:4, ranging from 1:1 to 1:8.5 across 16 BART offices. Span of
control ratios among the lower organizational layers of the offices are generally higher although
they identified 60 cases where one employee supervises the work of another. Further review of
these reporting relationships could potentially present an opportunity for cost savings if higher
spans of control are justified so that these 60 cases of one supervisor per employee could shift to
allow more employees per supervisor.

Texas Government Code Sec. 651.004: “Management-to-Staff Ratios”
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/Docs/GV/htm/GV.651.htm

Texas Government Code, Section 651.004(c), specifies that if an entity in the executive branch
employs more than 100 FTEs, it “...may not employ more than one full-time equivalent employee in
a management position for every 11 full-time equivalent employees...in nonmanagerial staff
positions.” Legislative and judicial agencies are excluded from this requirement.

A state agency that believes that the minimum management-to-staff ratios required by this section
are inappropriate for that agency may appeal to the Legislative Budget Board.
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State of Texas: “A Summary Report on Full-time Equivalent State Employees for Fiscal Year
2021,” State Auditor’s Office, March 2022
https://sao.texas.gov/Reports/Main/22-703.pdf

The statewide average management-to-staff ratio for fiscal year 2021 was 1:10.1. State agencies
averaged a ratio of 1:11.0, while higher education institutions averaged a ratio of 1:9.6.

State of Texas: “A Summary Report on Full-time Equivalent State Employees for Fiscal Year
2023,” State Auditor’s Office, February 2024.
https://sao.texas.gov/Reports/Main/24-703.pdf

In fiscal year 2023, the statewide average MTS ratio for state entities with more than 100 FTEs was
1:9.6 (1 manager or supervisor FTE per 9.6 staff FTEs). State agencies averaged a ratio of 1:10.2,
while higher education institutions averaged a ratio of 1:9.3. These ratios remained the same
compared with fiscal year 2022.

State of Texas: “A Summary Report on Full-time Equivalent State Employees for Fiscal Year
2024” State Auditor’s Office, December 2024.
https://sao.texas.gov/reports/main/25-706.pdf

In fiscal year 2024, the statewide average MTS ratio for state entities with more than 100 FTEs was
1:9.7 (1 manager or supervisor FTE per 9.7 staff FTEs). State agencies averaged a ratio of 1:10.3,
while higher education institutions averaged a ratio of 1:9.3.

Miami-Dade County: “FY 2010-11 Span of Control Analysis,” Office of the Commission
Auditor, September 10, 2010
https://www.miamidade.gov/auditor/library/OCA_FY_10-11_Span_Control_Analysis.pdf

The analysis did not determine an optimum span of control; however, it stated that contemporary
management theory advocates higher spans of control and flatter organizational structures.

This report analyzed full-time positions in the departments’ staffing charts and calculated two
spans of control; one based on information submitted by the departments and one based on
comparing staffing charts to published County job descriptions. When a supervisory level position
was indicated in the job description, the Office of the Commission Auditor (OCA) assumed that the
position should be considered supervisory in nature. In cases where supervision “may” be
exercised, OCA used the departments’ decision. They noted many cases where the supervisor
position counts differed between staffing charts and the job descriptions, indicating that the
departments either needed to update the job descriptions and/or their staffing charts.

Miami-Dade County: “Response to the Span of Control Analysis by the Office of Strategic
Business Management”

https://www.miamidade.gov/auditor/library-
archive/PEC/Analysis_studies/Memo_OCA_span_control_response.pdf

A memorandum prepared by the Office of Strategic Business Management to provide additional
and correcting information related to the Office of the Commission Auditor’s "FY 10-11 Span of
Control Analysis" memorandum. The memorandum stated that the OCA’s analysis contained a
number of errors and omissions and provided additional information regarding span of control. For
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example, OCA did not provide departments with a definition of supervisor, and in reviewing the
departmental responses it was evident that departments defined the term differently. OSBM also
asserts that the formula used by OCA to calculate span of control differed from the standard
definition, and OSBM recalculated the span of control using the standard definition

The memorandum includes a review of a number of studies related to span of controlin public
sector organizations, 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.

SHRM.org. What factors should determine how many direct reports a manager has?
November 16, 2023. (Members-only access)
https://www.shrm.org/topics-tools/tools/hr-answers/factors-determine-how-many-direct-reports-
manager

SHRM.org. SHRM Benchmarking: Human Capital Report, Government Sector, 2022
https://www.shrm.org/content/dam/en/shrm/research/benchmarking/Human%20Capital%20Rep
ort-SECTOR-GOVERNMENT. pdf

Includes data for 25™ percentile, median, 75™ percentile and average for Executive level and middle
management, based on data derived from the SHRM Benchmarking Database, which contains
organizational data from a random sample of SHRM members.

Orgvue. “The ideal span of control - How to see it and intervene,” October 20, 2017
https://www.orgvue.com/resources/articles/ideal-span-control-see-intervene/

AlIHR. “An HR’s Guide to Calculating Span of Control”
https://www.aihr.com/blog/calculating-span-of-control/

Deloite Consulting LLP. “Spans and Layers for the Modern Organization,” 2019
https://www?2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/us/Documents/human-capital/us-spans-and-
layers-for-the-modern-organization-2020.pdf

Theobald, Nick. “The Many Faces of Span of Control: Organizational Structure Across Multiple
Goals,” Administration & Society 36(6):648-660, January 2005.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252936150_The_Many_Faces_of_Span_of_ControlOrga
nizational Structure_Across_Multiple_Goals

Abstract: As an extension of the existing literature on span-of-control relationships, we propose
that public bureaucracies are typically faced with multiple goals creating potential conflicts due to
structural choices. In other words, optimal span of control for one goal may not be optimal for
another. Findings from an analysis of nearly 600 public bureaucracies provide some evidence that
structural changes designed to improve performance on one goal may hinder performance on
others. The results from our analysis also demonstrate a functional form for the span-of-control
relationship that is very different from the one suggested by recent theoretical work.
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Moon, K. K., & Park, J. (2019). Leadership Styles and Turnover Behavior in the US Federal
Government: Does Span of Control Matter? International Public Management Journal, 22(3),
417-443.

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10967494.2018.1557767

Abstract: Even when leaders exhibit desirable leadership styles, the effectiveness of their
behaviors on organizational outcomes may be influenced by the structural distance between them
and their followers. Nonetheless, previous empirical research on the relationships between
leadership styles and outcomes has largely ignored the role of leader distance in public
administration. Using panel data drawn from the US federal government, this study explores how
transformational and transactional leadership styles affect employee turnover behavior and how
span of control as a proxy for leader distance moderates those relationships. The statistical results
indicate that transformational leadership is negatively related to turnover behavior, whereas
transactional leadership is positively related to turnover behavior. Further analysis shows that span
of control significantly moderates the relationships between the two leadership styles and
employee turnover behavior such that organizations benefit more from transformational leaders
with a broad span of control than from those with a narrow span of control. Conversely,
transactional leaders with a narrow span of control are better at reducing turnover than those with
a broad span of control. The implications and contributions of these results for public
administration are discussed.

Jacobsen, Christian Bgtcher, Ane-Kathrine Lundberg Hansen, and Lars Dahl Pedersen. 2023.
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Abstract: How does organizational structure shape the role of leadership? Research emphasizes
the negative implications of broad spans of control, but theory and empirical research about the
span of control and leadership are sparse. We develop theoretical arguments about the span of
control and transformational, transactional, and distributed leadership and argue that employees
in units with medium-sized spans of control observe more leadership and have higher job
satisfaction. Furthermore, that span of control can affect leadership behaviors differently. The
arguments are tested on multilevel survey data from 393 nursing managers and 1699 nurses in
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satisfaction under medium spans of control compared to narrow and broad spans of control.
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