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SUMMARY

The Office of the Auditor General has conducted a performance audit of the
State of Arizona, Department of Administration - Personnel Division in
response to a January 30, 1980, resolution of the Joint Legislative
Oversight Committee. This performance audit was conducted as a part of
the Sunset review set forth in Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §841-2351
through 41-23%79.

Most of the State functioned under an appointive personnel system until
1968. During the 1968 legislative session the Legislature enacted laws
establishing a State-service merit system,¥* érPersonnel Commission and a
staff unit under a personnel director to administer day-to-day
activities. In 1973 Personnel Commission staff members were moved 1o a
division within the newly created Departiment of Administration
(DOA-Personnel), and the Personnel Commission was renamed the Personnei
Board. The 1973 consolidation did not, however, centralize State-service
personnel administration. State agencies continued to operate their own
personnel offices. In 1977, in response to legislative concern regarding
the cost and effectiveness of +this decentralized condition, the
Legislature wused its appropriative power to centralize personnel
administration by abolishing agency-based personnel positions within State

service and creating 47 new positions in DOA-Personnel.

The Arizona work force totals 33,000 permanent full-time employees,
earning more than $6OO million a year. Approximately half this work force
is included in the State-service merit system, while the remainder works

in agencies covered by other personnel systems.

*¥  The term State service is applied to employees and agencies governed
by the merit system of 1968. The three State universities, Department
of Public Safety, the Governor's Office, the Legislature, the courts,
the School for the Deaf and the Blind, the Board of Regents and Board
of Directors for Community Colleges were exempted from this system.

A1l other departments are subject to the merit system laws.
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Our review found that the Division has failed to maintain the Uniform
Classification Plan properly. An ongoing classification maintenance
review (CMR) program was not implemented until fiscal year 1980-81. More
than half the classes in the Uniform Classification Plan, representihg
half +the positions in State service, have not been reviewed within the
last five years. As a result, the foundation of the personnel system is
obsolete and the Division's ability to achieve other personnel objectives
is seriously impaired. In addition, surveyed State-service supervisors
and managers -express a substantial lack of <confidence in the

classification plan. (page 17)

Qur review also found that DOA-Personnel successfully recruits sufficient
numbers of qualified applicants for most State-service Jjobs. However, a
number of Jjob classes -~ particularly those in short-supply occupational
groups - are difficult to fill. The Division conducts a largely passive
recruitment program as compared to those of nongovernmental employers and
other governmental Jurisdictions in Arizona. Unless more aggressive
recruitment methods are used, the State will continue to compete at a
disadvantage 1in attracting qualified applicants for positions in
short-supply occupational groups. As a result, the State may be

attracting less-qualified applicants for hard-to-fill classes. (page 37)

In addition, our review found that many personnel requisitions received by
the Division are canceled by requesting agencies after the recruitment
process has begun. In 1980, the percentage of requisition cancelations
was virtually the same as the percentage in 1972, when requisition
cancelations were similarly identified as a  problem. Canceled
requisitions generate: 1) a substantial amount of nonproductive work,
and 2) significant public relations problems for the Division. Although
the Division has addressed some of the} causes for requisition
cancelations, a further reduction in the peréentage' of cancelations is
unlikely unless the Division collects and analyzes data regarding the

sources of and reasons for cancelations. (page 55)
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Finally, our review found that the Division has performed its training
responsibilities on a limited and inconsistent basis. As a result,
agencies have been without direction for their training activities, and
wide disparity exists among agencies in employee development and training
opportunities. In addition, there is a potential for duplication of
training programs among agencies. The Division's limited and inconsistent
training record appears to be due to: 1) a lack of clearly defined roles
for the Division and other State agencies and 2) inconsistent funding for

Division training programs. (page 61)

Consideration should be given to the following recommendations:
1. Amend State law and Personnel Board rules to require an ongoing
classification maintenance review (CMR) program and to express a

goal of reviewing all classes within five-year cycles.

2. Staff the CMR unit continuously at a level which will enable the
Division to systematically review all classes by 1985 and take
appropriate measures to protect those rescurces from diversion to

special projects.

3. Stabilize the increasing backlog of individual review rquests by:
8. fncreasing the resources devoted to this activity at the
Division central office, or
b. Delegating more authority to agency-based personnel offices
to handle such requests, and establishing a strong audit
function at  the Division to monitor these decentralized

activities.

4. Establish a formal, comprehensive +training and development

program for classification analysts.
5. Conduct classification and salary studies for classification

analyst positions to determine if increases are needed so the

Division will be competitive with other jurisdictions.
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6.

The Division include in its budget request the resources needed
to accomplish these recommendations, subject to review by the

Joint Legislative Budget Committee staff.

We also recommend that:

l.

The Division improve its management information system regarding

recruitment activities in order to determine periodically:

a. Which employment classes need special recruitment methods,
and -

b. How effective specific recruitment tactics are in attracting

qualified applicants.

The Division fully utilize opportunities for free public service

announcements on radio and television to promote

difficult-to-fill job openings.

The Division, in conjunction with appropriate State agencies,
take the following steps to recruit for openings in short-supply
occupational groups:

a. Increase the recruiting of individuals at technical schools
and colleges and develop State agency employees as part-time
‘recruiters.

b. Publish recruitment brochures describing career/promotional
opportunities available in State service.

c. Establish internship programs which will be attractive +to
students of short-supply occupations.

d. Utilize immediate testing and referral procedures more often

for hard-to~-fill classes.

The Division use the expertise of professional advertising

agencies more often for hard-to-fill job classes.

iv
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5.

The Legislature consider:

a. Increasing  DOA-Personnel  funding for advertising job
openings, and

b. Revising A.R.S. §35-196.01 to allow the State to pay
interview expenses of out-of-State candidates for selected

hard-to-fill classes.

In addition, we recommend that:

1.

Finally,
1.

The Division develop an information system which will allow

collection and analysis of data on a continuous basis regarding
the sources of and reasons for cancelations. An adequate system
can be developed by using existing equipment and modifying

current forms.

Based on such analysis, the Division identify those agencies with
excessive cancelation rates, determine the causes for such

cancelations and initiate corrective action.

The Division monitor +the impact of corrective actions by

continuing to collect and anaylze cancelation data.

we recommend that:

The Legislature determine and distinguish appropriate training
roles for: 1) DOA-Personnel and 2) other State agencies, and
clearly  express these roles and  their  responsibilities

statutorily.

The training roles of +the Division and other agencies be
specified in Personnel Board rules and/or written policies issued

by the Governor's Office.

The Division request sufficient funds and staff to enable it to

meet its training responsibilities.



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The Office of the Auditor General has conducted a performance audit of the
State of Arizona, Department of Administration - Personnel Division in
response to a January 30, 1980, resolution of +the Joint Legislative
Oversight Committee. This performance audit was conducted as a part of
the Sunset review set forth in Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §§41-2351
through 41-2379.

Arizona created its first merit system in 1942, but limited it to those
agencies which were required to hire employees under a merit system in
order to qualify for Federal funds. In 1948, the Arizona Law Enforcement
Merit System Council was established for the Highway Patrol, which later
was incorporated into a Department of Public Safety (DPS). Most of the
State, however, functioned under an appointive system until 1968. During
the 1968 legislative session, the Legislature enacted laws establishing a
State service merit system,¥ a DPersonnel Commission composed of five
appointed members to administer that system and an operating unit under a
personnel director +to administer Commission-delegated, decision-making
powers and day-to-day activities. In September 1969 the Commission
adopted personnel rules and regulations, and by July 1970 it had

established a Statewide job classification plan and salary schedule.

The term State service is applied to employees and agencies governed
by the merit system of 1968. The three State universities, DPS, the
Governor's Office, the Legislature, the courts, the School for the
Deaf and the Blind, the Board of Regents and Board of Directors for
Community Colleges were exempted from +this system. All other
departments are subject to the merit system laws.



Prior to 1969, each State agency was responsible for its own personnel
matters and each operated according to its own procedures. As such, no
uniformity or criteria Statewide regarding salaries, benefits,
qualifications for positions, hiring, <firing, promoting and demoting
existed. Consequently, there were wide disparities among agencies in

salaries and qualifications for comparable positions.

In 1972, the Legislature established by statute +the Department of
Administration (DOA), an umbrella agency consolidating several State
functions. "~ Effective July 1, 1973, Personnel Commission staff members
were moved to a division within DOA (DOA-Personnel), the personnel
director became the DOA assistant director for personnel administration

and the Personnel Commission was renamed the Personnel Board.

Initially the terms of the incumbent members were retained. Board members
since then have been appointed by the Governor to five-year terms.
Currently, no more than three Board members can be affiliated with the
same political party. The Board must include two persons interested in
personnel administration, one professional personnel administrator, one
State employee and one person active in business management. (A.R.S.

§41-781.4)

The Personnel’ Board is required to "promulgate rules and regulations
relating to personnel matters", to "hear and review appeals" and to
"conduct investigations when necessary regarding personnel matters...."
(A.R.S. §41-782), and the DOA-Personnel assistant director is authorized
to develop and administer a program of personnel administration for the
State service in conformance with rules and regulations of the Personnel

Board (A.R.S. §41-763).



The 1973 consolidation of the Personnel Division into DOA did not,
however, centralize State service personnel administration. State
agencies continued to operate their own personnel offices. In 1977, in
response to legislative concern regarding the cost and effectiveness of
this decentralized condition, the Legislature used its appropriative power
to centralize personnel administration. The 1977 appropriations bill
abolished agency-based personnel positions within State service and
created 47 new positions in DOA-Personnel to staff Division branch
personnel offices in the larger agencies (Agency Personnel Management

Services Section).

In 1978, the Board hired a staff responsible directly to it and separated
its office physically from the Division. In fiscal year 1979-80 the Board
was appropriated funds separate from those of the Division. According to
the Board's special assistant, these changes were designed to maintain the
Board as an independent body, a desirable status for the execution of the

Board's responsibility to adjudicate Division decisions.

In 1979 the Governor appointed a Merit System Reform Commission to define
philosophy and purpose of the system, review statutes, rules and
regulations, and review the administration of personnel functions. In
July 1980 the Commission reported its findings and recommendations to the

Governor.¥

Table 1 presents several major workload indicators for the Personnel

Division for fiscal years 1977-78 through 1981-82.

According to its report, the Commission reviewed several major areas
of concern: utilization of personnel resources; compensation and
benefits; problem-solving procedures; compliance with Federal 1laws;
flexibility; organization; and administration. Appendix I contains a
summary of 42 Commission recommendations.
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TABLE 1

DOA-PERSONNEL WORKLOAD INDICATORS
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1977-78 THROUGH 1981-82

Fiscal Year

Workload Indicator 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81  1981-82
(Estimate)
Reguisitions received 6,937 7,500 8,151 7,345 6,800
Applications processed 60,659 61,000 80,636 77,642 78,000
Positions filled 8,018 8,047 8,456 7,538 7,000

Employees participating

in State health:

insurance plans 26,586 27,659 28,394 30,750 31,850
Employees participating

in State dental

insurance plan o%* 0¥ 27,64% 31,607 33,000
Permanent full-time

employees in State

service agencies 16,575 16,504 17,040 17,328 17,500

The Arizona work force totals 33,000 permanent full-time employees,
earning more than $600 million a year. Approximately half this work force
is included in the State service merit system, while the remainder works
in agencies covered by other personnel systems.¥* As of July 1981
DOA-Personnel provided services to approximately 85 agencies, 17,500
full-time employees and an additional 3,000 part-time, temporary or
seasonal employees. The Division also is responsible for:
1) administering insurance programs for all permanent full-time employees,
and 2) providing personnel assistance to health and emergency services

agencies in eleven counties.

Expenditures and full-time equivalent employees of DOA-Personnel for

fiscal years 1977-78 through 1981-82 are summarized in Table 2.

* State dental insurance plan was not available.
*¥%¥ See footnote on page 1 for a list of these agencies.
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TABLE 2

PERSONNEL DIVISION ACTUAL EXPENDITURES AND FULL-TIME
EQUIVALENT EMPLOYEES FOR FISCAL YEARS
1977-78 THROUGH 1979-80, AND ESTIMATES
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1980-81 AND 1981-82

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82
Actual Actual Actual Estimate Estimate
GENERAL FUND*
Full-time equivalent positions 120.5 124.5 125.5 126.5 128.5
Expenditures :
Personal services $1,58%,287 $1,788,891 $1,9%6,281 $2,347,300 $2,610,700
Employee-related expenses 267,601 328,607 35%,678 477,400 526,300
Professional and outside
services 100,451 122,875 127,203 122,200 198,700
Travel -
In-State 10,927 11,595 14,398 13,400 19,000
Qut-of-State 3,538 3,532 3,429 3,700 4,100
Other operating expenses 27%,565 269,832 %%1,064 %95,400 460,100
Equipment 19,498 4,945 3,698 18, 100 39,200
Executive recruitment 0 0 0 17,500 19,300
$2,258,867 $2,530,277 $2,769,751 $3,395,000 $3,877,400
FEDERAL FUNDS
Full-time equivalent
positions*¥ 24 32 335, 37.5 3
Expenditures - Projects¥**¥
Intergovernmental personnel
grants $ 215,500 $ 145,400 $ 171,3%00 $ 169,800 § 169,800
Public Service Employment
CETA*%** 6,174,300 4,528,500 3,171,400 4,860,900 FRERR
Public Works .
Antirecession 0 0 17,500 41,900 5,700
$6,389,800 $4,673,900 §3,360,200 §5,072,600 § 175,500
* Source: Appropriations Report (pertinent years), published by
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee.
*% Source: Division estimates.
*¥% Source: Federal Programs (pertinent years), published by the
Executive Budget Office.
*¥% ¥ Most of the CETA (Comprehensive Employment and Training Act)
funds were used to pay salaries of CETA participants working in
State agencies. The remainder supported Division administration
of the CETA program.
XX X%

No CETA funds available in fiscal year 1981-82.
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The Auditor General expresses gratitude to the employees of the Personnel
Board and Department of Administration - Personnel Division for their

cooperation, assistance and consideration during the course of the audit.



SUNSET FACTORS

Nine factors were reviewed to aid in the process of determining whether
the Department of Administration - Personnel Division (DOA-Personnel)

should be continued or terminated, in accordance with A.R.S. §§41-2351

through A.R.S. 41-2379.

SUNSET FACTOR: OBJECTIVE AND
PURPOSE IN ESTABLISHING THE DIVISION
There is no explicit statement of legislative intent in the statutes

establishing DOA-Personnel. However, A.R.S. §41-763 does prescribe that

the assistant director for personnel shall perform certain duties:

"2. Have authority for developing and administering a
program of personnel administration for the state
service in conformance with the rules and regulations
of the personnel board.

"%, Have authority to establish such offices as may be
necessary to maintain an effective and economical
program of personnel administration.

"4, Have the power to deputize employees in various
state agencies where certain of the functions of the
persaonnel administration division can be performed by
such deputies.

"5. Subject to approval of the personnel board, make
an annual recommendation to the legislature and the
joint legislative budget committee of a salary plan and
adjustments to the plan for employees in the state
service and executive service...." (Emphasis added)



Further, Personnel Board Rule R2-5-02 explains the intent of a personnel

system based on merit:

"A. Purpose: The purpose of these Rules 1is +to
implement and give effect to the intent and
requirements of the Act which establishes for the State
a system of personnel administration based on merit
principles and scientific methods governing the
recruitment, examination, appointment, promotion,
transfer, layoff, removal, discipline, development and
welfare of 1ts civil employees and other incidents of
State employment." (Emphasis added)

For fiscal year 1980-81 the Division adopted the following goals:

"l. Hiring or promoting individuals with the

qualifications to satisfy or exceed performance
standards, and who have the desire for continuing
careers.

"2. Retaining employees who have demonstrated the
required knowledge, abilities and skills to meet
or exceed performance standards for their
positions, thereby minimizing unwanted turnover.

"%, Improving employee performance, conduct and
productivity levels.

"4. Delivering personnel services in such a manner as
to facilitate agencies achieving their goals and
objectives."

SUNSET FACTOR: THE DEGREE TO WHICH THE DIVISION
HAS BEEN ABLE TO RESPOND TO THE NEEDS OF THE
PUBLIC AND THE EFFICIENCY WITH WHICH IT HAS OPERATED

The Division was not created to serve directly the needs of the general
public, except that a State government personnel system based on merit

principles and which promotes productivity is in the public interest.



Our audit revealed that some improvements are needed to enhance the
Division's ability to operate efficiently:

1. The State service position classification plan is seriously

outdated, impairing the ability of agency managers to conduct

State programs efficiently and effectively, and jeopardizing the

merit principles underlying the personnel system. (page 17)

2. The Division generally provides sufficient numbers of qualified
applicants for State service positions. However, it  has
difficulty” filling some positions, thus impairing some agency

programs. ({page 27)

3. A consistently high proportion of requests for hiring lists are

canceled, causing recruitment work which is never used. (page 55)

4. The potential for costly duplication of agency training programs

exists due to a lack of coordination by DOA-Personnel. (page 61)

Overall efficiency of the Division for the period 1977-78 through 1980-81
appears to have improved. Table 3 reveals that dincreases in major
workload indicators have outstripped a 6.1 percent increase in Division

staff, suggesting an improvement in overall efficiency.



TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF DIVISION STAFFING LEVEL TO
SEVERAL MAJOR WORKLOAD INDICATORS,
FISCAL YEARS 1977-78 THROUGH 1980-81

Percentage
Increase 1980-81
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 over 1977-78

Full-time equivalent employees 154.5 15¢.5 159.0 164.0 6.1%
Applications processed ) 60,659 61,000 80,636 77,642 28.0
Requisitions received 6,937 7,500 8,151 7,345 5.9

Employees participating in
State health insurance plans 26,586 27,659 28,%94 20,750 15.7

Employees participating in

State dental insurance plan * * 27,64% 31,607 N/A

SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DIVISION
HAS OPERATED WITHIN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

In April 1981  Auditor  General staff surveyed directors,
supervisors/managers and employees of State service agencies
regarding several major activity areas of the Division. Sample

sizes and response rates for each group were as follows:

Number Number
Receiving Completing Response
Questionnaire Questionnaire Rate
Agency directors
with more than three FTEs 57 38 67%
Supervisors/managers 93%6 29% 31%
Full-time permanent
employees 1,357 574 42%

Appendices II, III and IV contain the questionnaires and summary of
responses for these surveys. Highlights are presented in the
following text according to function: training, recruitment and
selection, classification and compensation and employee grievance

procedures.

*¥ No plan offered.
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Training

DOA-Personnel promotes its supervisory training programs fairly
effectively in that 72 percent of the supervisors and managers responding
were aware of the programs. Survey respondents cited Division publicity

most often as the source of their information.
Most supervisors/managers (64 percent) and employees (61 percent) have not
discussed their career or promotional opportunities or training needs with

their supervisors or an agency official.

Recruitment and Selection

Most agency directors (61 percent) and supervisors/managers (64 percent)
indicated that Jjob candidates referred to them from the Division usually
or always meet minimum qualifications. of the directors and
supervisors/managers responding, 64 percent and 53 percent, respectively,

indicated that hiring lists usually or always are current.

0f the directors and supervisors/managers responding, 44 percent and 31
percent, respectively, dindicated that hiring 1lists wusually or always
ranked candidates generally in the order in which they would have ranked
them. Twenty-five percent of the directors and 32 percent of
supervisors/managers indicated the need for substantial improvements in

the Division's recruitment and selection activities.

Classification and Compensation

The Division's classification activities generally received poor marks
from respondents. Only 31 percent of supervisors/managers and 43 percent
of directors indicated that the State position classification plan is
basically sound and helps them run effective, efficient and economical

organizations.

11



Approximately half the supervisors/managers responding answered three
questions® negatively regarding the quality of classification analysts'
activities in their organizations. Directors responded more positively to

these same questions, however.

All three groups - employees, supervisors/managers and agency directors -
indicated that compensation for State positions generally 1is not
competitive with similar jobs outside Arizona government. Agency
directors expressed the strongest sentiment of the three groups with 68

percent indicating that compensation is not competitive.

Employee Grievance Procedures

Written procedures for submitting grievances or complaints appear to be
readily available to most employees. Most employees (64 percent),
supervisors/managers (79 percent) and directors (92 percent), responded

favorably when questioned about availability of written procedures.

Most employees (55 percent), however, are undecided as to the fairness of
grievance procedures ‘to all parties, while only 19 ©percent of
supervisors/managers and none of the directors criticized procedures as

unfair.

Most supervisbrs/managers (68 percent) and directors (89 percent) feel
adequately prepared to handle employee grievances and complaints. 1In
addition, 52 percent of supervisors/managers and 76 pecent of directors
indicated that they receive sufficient assistance from DOA-Personnel in

correcting employee disciplinary problems.

SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH RULES AND
REGULATIONS PROMULGATED BY THE DIVISION ARE
CONSISTENT WITH THE LEGISLATIVE MANDATE

The Division does not promulgate rules and regulations governing personnel
matters. That is the duty of the Personnel Board, as expressed in A.R.S.

§41-782.

* See questions 17, 18 and 19 in Appendix III.
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SUNSET FACTCR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DIVISION
HAS ENCOURAGED INPUT FROM THE PUBLIC BEFORE
PROMULGATING ITS RULES AND REGULATIONS AND THE
EXTENT TO WHICH IT HAS INFORMED THE PUBLIC AS TO
ITS ACTIONS AND THEIR EXPECTED IMPACT ON THE PUBLIC

Although the Division does not promulgate rules and regulations, it has
published a manual for State agency managers and supervisors entitled

State Personnel Board Rules and Interpretations. In addition, the

Division's agency-based offices provide & means of: 1) obtaining input
from agency managers and employees regarding Board rules, and

2) explaining Board rules and their impact to agency managers and
supervisors. The Division also publishes and distributes a monthly

newsletter, Personnel Highlights, which announces Personnel 3Board rules

and decisions and explains their impact on employees and agency managers.

SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DIVISION
HAS BEEN ABLE TO INVESTIGATE AND RESQLVE
COMPLAINTS THAT ARE WITHIN ITS JURISDICTION

The Division becomes involved in the investigation of employee complaints

under the following circumstances:
1. When a formal grievance is not resolved within an agency and is

filed with the Division. (page 81)

2. When the Personnel Board asks the Division to investigate an

alleged violation of a Board rule. (page 80)

3. When a probationary employee is dismissed and the DOA-Personnel

assistant director accepts a request to review the matter.

13



The Divisicn alsc has the responsibility for reviewing classification of
individual positions when  requested by management and pesition
incumbents. These requests come from employees, superviscrs or managers
who believe their positions are inappropriately classified. The Divisicn
devoted a substantial portion of 1ts classification resources to this
activity until fiscal 1980-81, when it implemented a systematic

maintenance review program. (page 17)

There appears to .be some confusion among employees as to appropriate

avenues for pursuing various ccmplaints. (page 83)

SUNSET FACTCR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL OR ANY OTHER APPLICABLE

AGENCY OF STATE GOVERNMENT HAS THE AUTHORITY

T0 PROSECUTE ACTIONS UNDER ENABLING LEGISLATION

According to A.R.S. §41-775 viclations of previsions of the personnel
statutes are considered misdemeanors and are subject tc prosecution by the
State Attorney General or the cocunty attorney. However, virtually all
personnel statutes are incorporated into rules of the Personnel Board;
therefore, a statutory violation generaslly also is a violation of a Board
rule. According to the Board's special assistant, personnel-related
improprieties usually are pursued as Board rule viclations rather than as

statutory violations requiring Attorney General invclvement.

A.R.S. §41-782.01 gives the Board authority tc enforce its rules by
investigating alleged violations, holding hearings and issuing orders. If
the Board finds a viclation, it may order the cffender's compensation
suspended until the rule nc longer is being violated. In addition, the
Board may apply to the Superior Court for injunctive relief against an

agency, cfficer or employee believed to be violating a Board rule.
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Prior to 1980 the Office of the Attorney General regularly provided legal
counsel to the Board. However, 1in June 1980 +the Attorney General
determined that such a practice constitutes a conflict of interest because
of his responsibility to represent State agencies at Board hearings. His
decision was based on Arizona State Bar Ethics Opinion Number 79-2, issued
in December 1979 concerning a similar situation in the City of Phoenix
personnel system. As a result, the Personnel Board now contracts with an

outside attorney for legal advice.

The Board's special assistant cites two weaknesses in the Board's ability
to enforce its rules: 1) no staff resources to investigate alleged rule
violations by or involving DOA-Persomnel, and 2) inadequate authority to

enforce a decision against an agency in an appeals case.

A.R.S. §41-782.01 permits the Board to delegate its power to investigate
alleged rule violations to the Division except when the Division itself is
the alleged violator. Under the latter circumstance, the Board's own
limited staff must conduct the investigation as time permits. According
to the Board's special assistant, 12 alleged rule violations were pending
against or involving the Division as of August 12, 1981, extending as far
back as January 1981. The Board intends to request another full-time
position for fiscal year 1982-83 to investigate alleged Division rule

violations, aiong with other investigative duties.

A.R.S. §41-785 allows an employee who is dismissed, demoted or suspended
for more than 40 hours to appeal such action to the Board. However, if
the Board decides in favor of the employee it has no way to enforce its
decision. Statutes do not permit the Board to file with the court to
force agency officials to comply, although that enforcement method is
available for rule violations. In fiscal 1980-81 agency officials refused
to honor the Board's decision in two appeal cases, and the employees had
to initiate restitution through the courts on their own. The Board
intends to draft proposed legislation which would enable the Board itself

to seek court enforcement of its appeals decisions against agencies.
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SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DIVISION HAS
ADDRESSED DEFICIENCIES IN THE ENABLING STATUTES WHICH
PREVENT IT FROM FULFILLING ITS STATUTORY MANDATE

The present assistant director, DOA-Personnel, has initiated or supported
many proposed changes to the statutes regarding personnel administration
since he assumed the post in November 1977. The proposals covered many
topics, including: employee benefits, overtime pay, merit increases and
merit awards, funding of position reclassificiations, employee grievance
procedures, appeal of disciplinary actions and retirement. Many of the
proposals became law. Appendix V contains a brief description of each

proposal and its disposition.

SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH CHANGES ARE
NECESSARY IN THE LAWS OF THE DIVISION TO ADEQUATELY
COMPLY WITH THE FACTORS LISTED IN SUBSECTION

Qur review determined statutory changes are needed for DOA-Personnel to
comply adequately with the Sunset factors. These changes are detailed on

pages 34, 54 and T73.
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FINDING I

THE DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION - PERSONNEL DIVISION HAS FAILED TO
MAINTAIN THE UNIFORM CLASSIFICATION PLAN PROPERLY.

State law requires the Personnel Board to adopt a classification plan
which appropriately groups and defines jobs for State service positions.
The Board has promulgated rules stating such a plan shall be maintained
by: 1) estéblishiﬁg new job classes, and 2) altering or abolishing
existing ones. Further, Board rules state +that the Department of
Administration - Personnel Division (DOA-Personnel), hereinafter also

referred to as the Division, must assist the Board with these duties.

As the foundation of the State service personnel system, the usefulness of
a position classification plan rapidly erodes unless it is maintained on a
current basis. The Division has failed to maintain the Arizona Uniform
Classification Plan properly since its adoption in 1969-70. More +than
half the Plan's classes, representing at least 50 percent of the positions
in State service, have not been reviewed within the last five years. The
Division's classification staff resources have been consumed largely by
individual position reviews as requested by management and position
incumbents. Therefore, the State service personnel system may well be
incurring substantial hidden costs of inequities and low morale resulting

from obsolete position classifications.

Uniform Position Classification Plan Adopted

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §41-783 defines the Personnel Board's

duty regarding a position classification plan and states, in part:

"The rules of the personnel board shall include:
"l. A position classification plan for all positions
in the state service.”
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Position classification is the organization of jobs into groups or classes
on the basis of their duties, responsibilities and required
qualifications. A class is defined in the Personnel Board Rule R2-5-01.10

as follows:

Class' means a group of positions sufficiently
similar as to duties performed, scope of discretion and
responsibility, minimum requirements of training,
experience, or skill, and such other characteristics
that the same title, the same test of fitness, and the
same schedule of compensation have been or may be
applied- to each position in the group and for which a
class specification has been approved.” (Emphasis
added)

In fiscal year 1969-70, the Personnel Board adopted a State service
Uniform Classificiation Plan. Pérsonnel Board Rules define the Board's
authority to change the Plan by establishing new classes and dividing,
combining, altering or abolishing existing classes (R2-5-41.A.2). The
Division is charged with recommending appropriate changes to the Board

after conducting analytical reviews.

Classification Plan Is the

Foundation of a Personnel System

The Uniform Classificiation Plan is the foundation of the State service
personnel system. According to authoritative literature, the purpose of
such a plan 1is to assist such Dbasic personnel functions as salary
administration, recruitment, examination of candidates and in-service
training. 0. Glenn Stahl, author of numerous  public personnel
administration textbooks, summarizes the principal uses and advantages of

position classificiation as follows:

"l. Facilitating other personnel objectives:

a. It provides a rational criterion for control
of pay levels by making it possible to equate
whole classes of positions with common salary
ranges.
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"b. It reduces a variety of occupations and
positions to manageable proportions so that
recruitment, qualification requirements,
examination, and selection can be made for
whole classes of positions or more at a time.

c. It defines in objective terms the content of
jobs (or what is expected) against which the
performance of incumbents (how well it is
done) can be measured.

d. It furnishes Jjob information upon which the
content of orientation and other in-service
training can be based.

e. Although it does not of itself guarantee a

. good promotion and placement policy, it
supplies a systematic picture of
opportunities and ©position relationships,
which 1is essential to an orderly promotion
and placement procedure.

f. It provides a foundation for common
understanding between supervisor and employee
as to the Jjob and pay, which facilitates
employee~management relations and helps
promote work-centered motivation.

"3. Particular values in the public service...

a. It assures the citizen and taxpayer that
there 1is some logical relationship between
expenditures for personal services and the
services rendered.

b. It offers as good a protection as has been

' found against political or personal
preferment in determination of public
salaries." (Emphasis added)

Thus, effective personnel administration is substantially dependent on the
existence of a rational, equitable and objective position classification

plan.

Plan Must Be Continually Maintained

A position classification plan's usefulness rapidly erodes if it is not
continually revised and updated to account for changes which affect the

responsibilities, duties and qualifications for individual jobs.
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Dr. Stahl explains:

"Because of changes in personnel, in governmental
functions, and in the structure of the public service,
no sooner is a classificiation plan adopted than its
revision and adaptation must be undertaken."

While Personnel Board Rule R2-5-41.B.1 requires that material and
permanent changes in the duties and responsibilities of a position be
reported to the Board, such changes in actual practice are reported to
Division stéff. Changes are reported by: 1) agency managers wanting to
reorganize and so to transfer existing, and/or establish new, positions,

2) position incumbents who believe their jobs should be reclassified
(assigned to a different class of positions), and 3) agency managers who
believe the positions of +their employees should ©be reclassified.
According to Division staff, position incumbents usually are hopeful that
the reclassificiation will provide higher compensation. When such changes
are reported, Division analysts review the positions to determine if a
classification change is needed. For the period July 1980 through April
1981, the results of individual ©position reviews (not including
reorganizations) were as follows: eight percent downgraded, 57 percent
upgraded and 35 percent unchanged. Sometimes the Division also recommends

the creation of new classes or revisions to existing class specifications.¥

*  According to Personnel Board Rules R2-5-01.11:
"Class specification is an official description of the
type and level of duties and responsibilities of the
positions assigned to a class, and the necessary

prerequisites for performing those duties. The
official specification will include the title of the
class, description of the +type of duties and

responsibilities, knowledge, abilities and skills, the
required training and experience, a class code, and
official date of adoption or revision."

20



The Division does not and, according to authoritative literature, should
not, rely entirely on managers and incumbents to report changes in

position duties and resonsibilities.
Dr. Stahl warns:

"In spite of the most conscientious efforts to maintain
currency through these means, unreported changes are
almost certain to occur. Because of this, periodic
audits or vresurveys are essential to keep the
classifications in tune with the facts of the
situation."

In a 1979 report reviewing Arizona's DOA - Personnel Division, the U.S.

Office of Personnel Management (OPM) said:

"The only [Federal] Merit Systems Standards*
requirement regarding <classification 1is that the
jurisdiction maintain its classification plan on a
current basis. To meet this requirement, a schedule of
classification reviews must be established and carried
out."

OPM recommends that all positions in a state government merit system be
reviewed systemtically every five years. This requires a formal
maintenance review schedule based on occupational groups and/or
organizational units so that: 1) all positions in a particular class (or
series of classes) or organizational unit are reviewed simultaneously,
and 2) within a five-year period all positions thus would be reviewed at

least once.*¥

* State and local governmental agencies participating in designated
Federal grant-in-aid programs must be covered by personnel systems
which meet the Federal Merit System Standards.

*¥ Some classes deserve even more frequent attention because of the
rapidly~changing nature of those career fields.
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Uniform Classification Plan

Is Substantially Obsclete

Prior +to fiscal year

classification reviews on a formal,

1980-81, the Division did

planned basis.

ncet cenduct

Classification

rescurces were dedicated almost entirely to responding to review

requests from agency managers and position incumbents.
the Uniform Classification Plan is
classes existing as of April 9,

class. specification was adopted or last revised.

substantially

by calendar year the results of this analysis.*

TABLE 4

AGE OF CLASS SPECIFICATIONS IN USE

AS OF APRIL 9, 1981%*

As a result,

cbsoclete. All

1981, were analyzed as to when each

Table 4 summarizes

Number of (1) (2)
Years Since Positicns Included in
Class Specification Classes in Column (1)
Was Adopted Classes As a Percentage of

or Last Revised

As a Percentage

all State Service

(whichever is later) Number of All Classes Number¥¥#* Positions

Less than 3 years 288 28% 5,502 22%

3-5 years 216 21 6,763 28

5-8 years 303 30 8,681 35

More than 8 years 224 21 3,672 15
Totals 1,03] 24,618

* Appendix VI contains a more detailed analysis of the data
summarized in Table 4.
*¥%¥ All nonexempt classes.
*¥%%¥ Includes temporary, part-time, seascnal and permanent full-time
positicns, as well as positions which were not being utilized
as of April 9, 1981.
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As shown in Table 4, 51 percent of the class specifications, representing
50 percent of all State service positions, were adopted or last revised
(whichever is later) more than five years ago. Some of the revisions were
only minor and did not include an entire class review. Therefore, Table 4
overstates the number of class reviews completed, and more than 51 percent
of all classes have not been reviewed in five years. In addition,
Division staff reported such class reviews conducted before fiscal year
1980-81 were completed on a crisis basis, not as part of a systematic

long-term approach to plan maintenance.

Table 5 identifies high-volume class series* which have received little or

no review since their establishment more than five years ago.

*¥ A class series is a group of career-related classes. Often a series
contains several classes which form a promotional ladder--such as
Secretary I, II and III.
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TABLE 5

HIGH-VOLUME CLASS SERIES WHICH HAVE RECEIVED
LITTLE OR NO REVIEW SINCE CALENDAR YEAR 1975%

Positions in Classes
Not Reviewed since
Total Number of Calendar Year 1975¥¥*¥¥*

Positions Covered As a
by Classes in Percentage
this Series Number of Column 1
Stenographic and secretarial 1,110 982 88%
Typing 1,889 1,829 97
Public and social services 657 539 82
Cash collection and disbursement¥*¥ 106 106 100
Stores and related classes 122 118 97
Food services 248 191 77
Correctional custody 1,601 1,549 97
Building and industrial trades 290 285 98
General labor 378 342 90
Labor, trades and custodial
supervision 120 120 100
Mechanical trades 221 214 97
Mechanical equipment operation 137 37 100
Professional nursing and therapy 267 298 81
Budget and management analysis*¥ 149 133 89
Legal and related classes 315 222 70
Civil engineering and related¥*¥*¥*
classes . 306 306 100
Auditing and accounting*¥* 452 398 88
Correctional counseling and
treatment 294 287 98
Cartography and drafting¥**¥ 135 134 99
Right-of-way and real property 153 115 75
* Only those class series which meet both of the following
conditions were selected for this table:
1) the series includes more than 100 positions, and
2) at least T0 percent of the positions are in classes which
have not been reviewed since 1975.
** Part of this series was included in  the fiscal year 1980-81
maintenance review schedule.
*x% The entire series was included in the fiscal year 1980-81
maintenance review schedule.
kel The 1list was compiled under the assumption +that a class

specification revision date means that all positions in the class
were reviewed at that time, although this was not always true.

24



All but two of the series in Table 5 contain classes which are common to
more than one agency. It should be noted that the basic theory of a
position classification plan assumes common classes are periodically
reviewed to ensure that similar positions are classified consistently from

agency to agency.

Lack of Plan Maintenance Can Be Costly

If a classification plan is not maintained currently, low morale and

salary inequities result. According to Dr. Stahl:

"Once a classification plan is adopted, it is pointless
to do anything less than provide for continuous,
painstaking maintenance on a current basis, else once
different positions that have actually become similar
to each other remain in different classes, and some
former cognates that have Dbecome quite different
continue in the same class. Such a program often seems
expensive. But to stint too much on this out-of-pocket
cost may create still higher hidden costs growing out
of lowered morale, poor production, delayed operating
prograns, excessive pay for simple work, and low pay
for responsible work (resulting in poorly qualified
executives and professionals)-all normal concomitants
of inadequate, hasty, or out-of-date classification.”

Keeping position classifications current also facilitates attraction and
selection of'well—qualified candidates, employee motivation, performance
appraisal, and effective in-service training. Thus, a poorly maintained
plan will adversely affect substantial factors in effective personnel

administration.

Lack of a systematic maintenance review program has undermined the
confidence of: 1) supervisors and managers within the Uniform
Classification Plan, and 2) agency directors. As mentioned earlier, OPM
conducted reviews of the Division in 1978 and 1979 and leveled criticism
at the absence of a maintenance program. In its 1978 review OPM noted a
lack of confidence among agency personnel and recommended ongoing

maintenance reviews as a means of restoring confidence.
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This lack of confidence is still present. As part of this audit the
Auditor General surveyed State service supervisors, managers and agency
directors regarding the ©position classification plan and Division
classification activities.¥* Supervisors, managers and agency directors

were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the following statement:

"The State position classification plan is basically
sound and helps me as a supervisor/manager to run an
effective, efficient and economical organization."*¥*

Two hundred and seventy-~five supervisors/managers and 35 agency directors

responded to this statement as shown in Table 6.

TABLE 6

SURVEY OPINIONS REGARDING SOUNDNESS OF CLASSIFICATION PLAN

Respondents were asked to indicate low much they agreed or disagreed with
this statement: “"The State position classification plan is basically
gsound and helps me as a supervisor/manager to run an effective, efficient
and economical organization.”

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree
Supervisors/managers
Number 25 81 85 82 2
Percentage 9.1 29.5 %0.9 29.8 0.7
Agency directors
Number 4 10 6 15 0
Percentage 11.4 28.6 17.1 42.9 0
* See page 10 for description of sample sizes and response rates.

* See Question 21 in Appendices III and IV.
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As demonstrated in Table 6, 39 percent of surveyed supervisors/managers
and 40 percent of the responding agency directors disagreed with the
statement while ancther 31 percent and 17 percent, respectively, had no
opinion. Only a third of the supervisors/managers (30 percent) and less
than half the directors (4% percent) responding to the survey expressed

confidence in the classification plan.

Further, more than two-thirds (71 percent) of the surveyed agency
directors identified classes of positions in their agencies which they
"strongly Tbelieve need adjustment in order to maintain a fair
classification plan."* When asked to comment on the effects of these
inequities, they mentioned many of Dr. Stahl's cited effects - low
employee morale, difficulty in recruiting well-qualified employees, more
rapid turncver, difficulty in motivating employees and hindrance to

employees' career development.

Reasons for the Absence of

Maintenance Review Program

There is no evidence that before 1979 the Division attempted a sustained
maintenance review proegram. Instead, individual requests from agency
managers and position incumbents consumed available classification staff
resources. Acbording to Divisicn officials, entire classes were reviewed
on a crisis basis cnly with the larger agencies and more influencial
agency directors receiving first priority. Consequently, the Division
reviewed some classes several times, ignored others and adjusted classes
without regard to other related personnel system classes. According to
Division staff, this piecemeal apprcach ultimately was self-defeating in
that it merely created additional review requests from position incumbents
who believed an inequity had been established, further diverting Division

staff from large scale reviews.

*  See Question 20 in Appendix IV.
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A study by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee staff in fiscal year
1977-78 concluded that the Uniform Classification Plan was not functioning
properly and recommended a consultant be hired to guide a major overhaul
of the entire classification system. Division staff agreed and requested
funds for this preoject. The Legislature rejected the request in two
consecutive years and directed the Division to overhaul and maintain the
plan with existing resources. Consequently, in 1979 the Division prepared
a four-year maintenance review schedule covering all classes in the State
service. However, less than 20 percent of the first year's schedule was
actually aécompliéhed. According to Division officials, continuing
pressure from State agencies for classification services (single position
review requests and reorganizations) prevented greater accomplishments;
however, poor management of the maintenance review program and

inexperienced analysts also appear to be factors.

CMR Program Implemented in Fiscal Year 1980-81

In October 1980 a one-year classification maintenance review (CMR)
schedule was adopted to review approximately one-fifth of the State
service positions. The DOA director and the assistant director, Personnel
Division, claimed fundamental policy and organizational changes were
needed to improve the possibility of the schedule's success. The DOA
director sent policy memorandums to agency directors, stating maintenance
reviews would receive first priority among the Division's classification
activities. Four personnel analysts were transferred to the Division
central office from agency-based personnel offices and four analysts
within the central office were assigned to accomplish the CMR schedule.
Three analysts were committed to handling requests for new positions and
agency reorganizations, while the equivalent of only one was available for
individual review requests.® Another position was established in the

assistant director's office to review classification appeals.

* Limited-classification  authority is delegated to agency-based
personnel offices. However, few reclassification reviews are
performed by agency-based analysts. In the four-month period January
through April 1981, only 24 reviews were performed by agency-based
analysts.
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As of July 1981, the Division had made substantial progress in the fiscal
year 1980-81 CMR schedule, but most completion dates had not been met.*
The Division anticipates additional setbacks and attributes review delays
to:

1. The diversicn of CMR staff to unexpected special projects,

2. Inexperienced analysts,

3. Staffing shortages, and

4, Unrealistic scheduling.

Special Projects Disrupt CMR Schedule

Actions by State agencies, the Legislature, the veoters and the Federal
government in fiscal year 1980-81 generated a number of unexpected special
projects and diverted CMR staff from their schedule. Specifically, the
following projects have consumed hundreds of CMR staff hours since October
1980:

1. The State lottery, approved by the voters in November 1980,

2. The new Department of Water Resources,

3. A new series of special agent classes for the O0ffice of the

Attorney General, and
4. Transfer of the Navajo Ordnance Depct from the Federal government

to the State.

Each of these projects required the creation of new classes of pcesitions

and thus the diversion of CMR staff.

Inexperienced Analysts

According to Division staff, classification maintenance work (including
develeoping and altering class specifications) is the meost difficult of
classification analyst functions. If analysts are not thorough and
professional in classification work, their decisions will nect be
well-received by agency managers and employees, and thus will generate
additional discontent and mistrust of the system. Hence the need for

well-trained classification analysts.

*¥ Only two of the eleven series in the 1980-81 review schedule were
completed according to original deadlines. The other nine series were
completed or are expected to be completed one to nine months later
than original deadlines.
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Two-thirds of the classification analysts have advanced within the
Division and have not received substantial academic education or
experience which would prepare them appropriately for classification
activities. In its 1978 report on the Division, OPM noted this lack of
expertise and recommended that the Division "develop and implement a
comprehensive training and career develeopment program for classificaticn
analysts." The 1979 OPM report reiterated this need feor technical

training.

According to the Division's classification group manager, CMR analysts
need substantial technical training, but limited budget resources and
fiscal year 1980-81 CMR schedule deadlines forced them to forego formal,

.planned training.

Staff Shortages

The Division has had difficulty hiring qualified senior classificaticn
analysts. Although it committed eight analyst positions te¢ CMR in the
fall of 1980, staff members were not obtained for all positions until May
1981. The classification group manager stated that Arizona is at a
serious disadvantage in recruiting experienced classification analysts
because salaries are not competitive with other jurisdictions. Our
limited analysis of salaries paid by adjacent states for comparable
positicns revealed that three of the five states pay salaries 14 to 30

percent higher than in Arigzona.

Unrealistic Scheduling

The schedule overrun also can be attributed partially to the Division's
inexperience with a maintenance review program. Acccrding to Division
staff, substantially more time has been required to gather data and to
investigate thorcughly for «class reviews than had been originally

estimated.
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Five-Year Goal Will Not Be Accomplished

The Division claims a five-year review of the entire classification plan
is essential. However, the classification group manager has stated the
five-year gocal will not be met if present conditions and staffing levels
continue. In order to meet the schedule there would have to be less data
gathering, fewer desk audits and fewer sessions with the supervisors and
empleyees involved in the reviews. Division staff members fear that such
shortcuts wculd generate more challenges of analyst decisions and greater
mistrust of  the  classification systen. Results of our survey of
supervisors and managers indicate one-third or fewer of the respondents
had favorable attitudes regarding personnel analysts' activities. Table 7
summarizes the responses to three survey questions relating to

classification activities.
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TABLE 7

RESPONSES TO SUPERVISORY SURVEY QUESTIONS
ABOUT CLASSIFICATION ACTIVITIES*

All Respondents Having Involvement with
Classifications Activities at Some Time During:

disagree with the feollowing Last
statements?" Last 3 Years 12 Months
Strengly
: Disagree
Strongly Strongly cr
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree Disagree
17. Personnel Divisicn analysts obtain an
adequate understanding of my organizaticn
and the pesitions being reviewed when doing
classification work. 11% 339 29% 25% 2% 44%
18. I am adequately invelved and consulted
by the Personnel Division when classification
work is being done in my area of supervisicn. 8% 34% 24% 33%% 1% 40%
19. The Personnel Division makes adequate effort
to educate superviscrs/menagers about the
classificaticn process and procedures. 14% 38% 21% 26% 1% 52%
*  See questions 17, 18 and 19 in Appendix III.
a ] a e a a & o



As Table 7 demonstrates, 42-52 percent of the respondents disagree or
strongly disagree with the three statements concerning analysts'
activities (compared with only 27-34 percent agreed), indicating the need
for continued, if not increased, onsite analysis and the involvement of

agency personnel affected by the reviews.

Backlog of Reclassification

Requests Threatens CMR Schedule

An increasing backlog of individual requests for reclassification reviews
also threaténs the fimely implementation of a long-term CMR program. Such
requests originate from agency managers and position incumbents asking for
review of +their positions. As noted earlier, the equivalent of one
analyst only at the central personnel office has been assigned to this
type of classification activity since the fall of 1980. Requests are
filed as received and normally are addressed on a first-come, first-served

basis. Table 8 shows the increasing backlog of requests since July 1980.

TABLE 8

INDIVIDUAL REVIEW REQUESTS PENDING AND COMPLETED
AT CENTRAL PERSONNEL, JULY 1980 - APRIL 1981

Percentage Increase

Reviews Requests Over the Requests

Completed Pending at Pending at the End
Month During Month End of Month of October 1980%
July 1980 103 60
August 166 36
September 100 70
Cctober 99 69
November 87 86 25%
December 94 143 107
January 1981 114 99 43
February 72 138 100
March 119 149 116
April 111 185 168

* The 1980-81 CMR schedule began in October 1980; at that time the staffing

changes occurred as explained on page 28.
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Table 8 reveals that the backlog of individual review requests increased
from 69 at the end of October 1980 to 185 at the end of April 1981, a 168
percent increase in only six months. The Division's classification group

manager expects this backlog to continue increasing.

CONCLUSION

The Personnel Division has failed to maintain the Uniform Classification
Plan properly. An ongoing classification maintenance review (CMR) program
was not implemented until fiscal year 1980-81. More than half the classes
in the Uniform Cléssification Plan, representing half the positions in
State service, have not been reviewed within the last five years. As a
result, the foundation of the personnel system is obsolete and the
Division's ability to achieve other personnel objectives is seriously
impaired. In addition, surveyed State service supervisors and managers

express a substantial lack of confidence in the classification plan.

Since an ongoing CMR program is essential to an effective State service
merit system, the Division appears to be committed to a maintenance review
program. However, the schedule's timely implementation is endangered by
the following conditions:

1. Diversion of CMR staff +to special projects, wusually on the

request or action of the Legislature or the Governor.

2. Lack of +training and experience in classification maintenance

work.
5 Inadequate staffing levels to accomplish a five-year CMR schedule
and respond %to other requests without reducing the quality of

classification work.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Consideration should be given to the following recommendations:
1. Amend State law and Personnel Board Rules to require an ongoing
CMR program and to express a goal of reviewing all classes within

five-year cycles.
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Staff the CMR unit continuously at a level which will enable the
Division to systematically review all classes by 1985 and take
appropriate measures to protect those resources from diversion to

special projects.

Stabilize the increasing backlog of individual review rquests by:
a. Increasing the resources devoted to this activity at the
Division central office, or
b. Delegating more authority to agency-based personnel offices
| to héndle such requests, and establishing a strong audit
function at the Division to monitor these decentralized

activities.

Establish a . formal, comprehensive +training and development

program for classification analysts.

Conduct classification and salary studies for classification
analyst positions to determine if increases are needed so the

Division will be competitive with other jurisdictions.
The Division include in its budget request the resources needed

to accomplish these recommendations, subject to review by the

Joint Legislative Budget Committee staff.
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FINDING 1T

IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED IN THE PERSONNEL DIVISION'S RECRUITMENT EFFORT FOR
HARD-TO-FILL JOB CLASSIFICATIONS.

The Personnel Division is able to attract sufficient numbers of qualified
applicants for most State positions. However, some job classifications,
including some high-volume classes, are hard to fill. Our review of the
Division's recruitment effort for these hard-to-fill classes revealed that
the Division has a competitive disadvantage with nongovernmental employers
and other governmental entities in Arizona because competing employers use
more aggressive recruitment programs. As a result, the State may be
attracting less-qualified applicants for hard-to-fill classes. The
Division has used successfully specialized recruitment practices on a
limited basis for hard-to-fill classes. The Division should use these

successful recruitment practices more often.
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DOA-Personnel Generally

Provides Qualified Applicants

Our review revealed that the Division 1is successful in attracting
sufficient numbers of qualified sapplicants for most job openings.¥* Audit
staff members gathered and analyzed four indicators of the Division's
effectiveness in providing qualified applicants to hiring agencies for the
period March through December 1980. These four indicators are the
percentages of: 1) personnel requisitions which involved a request for a
supplemental hiring list, 2) hiring lists which either had fewer than
seven or fewer fhan four applicants, %) hiring 1list questionnaire
responses which indicated that the hiring list was of poor gquality, and

4) surveyed supervisors and managers who indicated dissatisfaction with
candidates referred by the Division. DOA-Personnel officials discussed
the appropriateness of the first three indicators with audit staff and
agreed that they are appropriate indicators of hard-to-fill job classes,
although the supplemental hiring list percentage was judged to be the most
reliable of the three. Table 9 shows the first three indicators and the

overall results of our analyses.

* When an agency wants candidates for State service positions from
outside State government, it sends a requisition to the Division
indicating the class and number of vacant positions. Upon receipt,
the Division begins +the recruitment process: 1) advertising the
vacancy, 2) screening applications and testing applicants (selection
phase), 3) ranking the top candidates on a list (list of certified
applicants) and 4) sending the list to the requesting agency. The
agency interviews candidates on the list and makes a selection.
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TABLE 9

ANALYSIS OF THREE INDICATORS OF DOA-PERSONNEL'S ABILITY
TO PROVIDE QUALIFIED APPLICANTS TO AGENCIES
DURING THE PERIOD MARCH THROUGH DECEMBER 1980

Indicator

The percentage of requisitions which required

a request for a supplemental hiring list.

(A supplemental list is required when the first list

sent tc the agency is not adequate.)
The percentage of hiring lists which had

a. Tfewer than seven certified applicants*

b. fewer than four certified applicants

The percentage of hiring list questicnnaire
responses*¥* which indicated that the hiring
list was of pcor quality.

*¥%

Results of Analysis

Number of requisitions in analysis:

Number of requisitiens requiring supplements:

Percentage:

Number of hiring lists in sample:
a. Number with fewer than seven certified
applicants:
Percentage:
b. Number with fewer than four certified
applicants:
Percentage:

Number of questionnaires in analysis:
Number of respcnses indicating pcor quality:
Percentage:

Personnel Board Rule R2-5-1%.B.1 states the Divisicn should refer to
the agency the seven mest qualified applicants for an opening,
although fewer than seven names still constitutes a valid hiring list.

Prior to March 1981, a simple questionnaire was sent to the agencies

with each hiring list. The questionnaire asked: "Was the quality of
the majority of applicants: Excellent [ J Satisfactory
Belew level required.” Agencies were asked te return the

questionnaire along with the used hiring list, although this was not
always done. Since the conversion to an automated system in March
1981, the question is printed directly on the hiring list.
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Table 9 demonstrates that generally +the Division provides requesting
agencies with sufficient numbers of qualified applicants. Only eleven
percent of personnel requisitions require a supplemental 1list, a
significant improvement over the 20 percent rate in October 1977, as cited
in a 1978 Joint Legislative Budget Committee report. Of all hiring lists,
75 percent contained at least seven certified applicants, and 86 percent
contained at least four. Only eight percent of the returned hiring<list

questionnaires were rated as poor.

The fourth indicator of effectiveness is an April 1981 Auditor General
survey of a random sample of State service supervisors and managers.
Respondents were asked to what extent or how often the following statement

is true:

"Candidates referred to me by the Personnel Division
meet the minimum qualifications needed for the job."

Only those supervisors/managers who had participated in a hiring decision
in the last 12 months were asked to respond to the statement.¥* Table 10

summarizes their responses.

TABLE 10

RESULTS OF AN AUDITOR GENERAL SURVEY OF
SUPERVISORS AND MANAGERS REGARDING THE QUALITY
OF CANDIDATES REFERRED BY THE DIVISION

Respondents were asked how often this statement is true:
"Candidates referred to me by the Personnel Division meet
the minimum qualifications needed for the job."

Response Category

Never Seldom Sometimes Usually Always
Results
Number 1 15 65 117 26
Percentage 0.4% 6.7% 29% 52.2% 11.6%

*¥ Nine Thundred thirty-six supervisors and managers vreceived the
questionnaire. Two hundred ninety-three completed and returned the
questionnaire, a 31 percent response rate. Of these 293, 224
responded to the statement.
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As Table 10 shows, 64 percent of the respondents indicated that applicants
"usually" or "always" were qualified for the position. Appendix III
summarizes the responses to several other recruitment-related questions

asked of supervisors and managers.

Too Few Qualified Applicants

for Some Classes

Although the Division generally 1is successful in attracting qualified
applicants, our analysis identified classes of positions which apparently
are difficuit to fill. Some of these are relatively high-volume classes
in that the State has several openings in each of them every year.
Table 11 1lists some of these high-volume classes and their associated

supplemental hiring list rate for the period March through December 1980.

TABLE 11

SUMMARY OF HIGH-VOLUME CLASSES AND THEIR
ASSOCIATED SUPPLEMENTAL HIRING LIST RATE¥*
FOR THE PERIOD MARCH THROUGH DECEMBER 1980

Associated
Number of Supplemental
Requisitions Hiring
March through List Rate
Class Title December 1980 (Percentage)
Total requisitions and percentage
average 4,732 11 %
Data Entry Operator II 57 21
Data Entry Operator III 27 33
Secretary II 122 20
Administrative Secretary I 23 22
Word Processing Equipment Operator II 18 33
Cashier I 15 27
Licensed Practical Nurse 14 21
Psychiatric Licensed Practical Nurse 14 21
Building Maintenance Worker II 18 22
Nurse II 37 32
Psychiatric Nurse 34 29
Program and Project Specialist II 10 20
Teacher Institutional Program 23 22

*¥  Only those classes with ten or more requisitions and a supplemental
rate of 20 percent or higher are listed in this table.
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Table 11 is based on an analysis of requisitions received between March 1
and December 31, 1980. The supplemental hiring list rate for each class
listed in Table 11 is well above the average rate of eleven percent for
all requisitions. According to Division officials, the supplemental
hiring 1list ©rate 1is ©probably the most reliable indicator of a

difficult-to-fill classification.*

Unable to Compete with Other

Employers for Short-supply Groups

Private sector employers and non-State governmental jurisdictions in
Arizona have more agressive recruitment programs than does DOA-Personnel,

particularly for prospective employees in short-supply occupational groups.

Audit staff contacted the six largest Arizona cities, Maricopa County and
several large Phoenix business firms to determine their normal recruitment
practices, as well as their special recruiting activities for short-supply
occupational areas. Table 12 compares the advertising budget for job
vacancies of the Division with those of Phoenix, Tucson, UNMesa, Tempe,

Glendale, Scottsdale and Maricopa County.

* Analyses of +the second and third indicators revealed additional
classes which may have recruitment problems. The analysis results are
presented in  Appendix VII. The general office group and
nursing/therapy series appeared most frequently as hard-to-fill in the
three kinds of analysis. Other classes may have recruitment problems
but fail to appear in Table 11 or Appendix VII because they did not
have enough openings to qualify for analysis.
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As revealed in Table 12, the Division has the smallest advertising budget
of the eight governmental jurisdictions shown, based on the number of job
openings filled through outside recruitment. The next smallest
recruitment budget per Jjob opening (Phoenix) is more than twice the

Division's.

The cities of Mesa and Scottsdale contract with a professional advertising
agency to: 1) research occupational markets, 2) determine where the best
recruitment opportunities are for particular kinds of short-supply skills,
and 3) deéign aﬁd place advertising which will reach prospective
employees. Officials in both cities told audit staff that they are

satisfied with the results of their contracts.

Nongovernmental employers also have more aggressive advertising programs
than does the State. For example, the following page contains a photocopy
of several advertisments from the same page of an Arizona newspaper dated
March 15, 1981. The difference between the Division's small advertisement
at the left of those of various hospitals is significant, particularly in

that each advertisement is designed to recruit nurses.
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(Reprinted with permission from the Arizona Republic)
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In addition to wusing 1larger advertisements, competing private sector
employers and other states also use other recruitment methods far more
extensively than the Division. Audit staff asked several large companies
in the Phoenix area and the personnel departments of adjacent state

governments how they recruit employees in the electronic data processing
(ETP), engineering, nursing and secretarial fields.* Some practices

identified are:

1. Compahies .with numerous EDP and engineering positions send
recruiters to dozens of colleges across the country twice a
year. One firm sends a recruiter to cities having recent layoffs
in these occupations, after preparing for interviews by placing

advance advertising in city newspapers.

2. Companies pay interview travel and relocation costs to recruit

out-of-State persons.

e An Arizona hospital employs a full-time recruiter and two
assistants to hire nursing personnel only. The recruiters visit
Arizona nursing colleges and Jjob fairs in other states, where
they may hire nurses on the spot. The hospital also sends

brochures to nursing colleges throughout the country.

4. A large Arizona bank has a full-time recruiter who visits high
schools and vocational schools 10 recruit secretarial/clerical

students.

5. New Mexico and Nevada have used professional advertising agencies

extensively, reporting excellent results.

6. California recruits actively on college campuses and provides a

24-hour telephone recording of job openings.

*  Generally considered to be short-supply occupational fields throughout
industry and government.
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7. Colorado and Wyoming have established higher salaries for
hard-to-fill classes than their salary survey medians would
indicate, and several states are using flexible hiring steps for

some job classes.

8. Nevada's state agency officials have the authority to travel to

recruit and to hire applicants on the spot.

Dr. 0. Glenn Stahl, in his textbook on public personnel administration,
lists the following as typical of enterprising recruiting methods used by

public agencies:

"l. Intensive cultivation of newspaper, radio, and
television outlets for news about public job
opportunities, usually on a 'public service' basis
but often supplemented by imaginative paid
advertising. College and trade Jjournals are also
useful media.

"2. Maintenance and use of extensive mailing lists of
schools, labor unions, vocational counseling
offices, and particularly of organiged

orocunational crouns—-—-nrofecsionsl +achnical or
gceupatlienal  groups-—--proiessienal N technicadl, or

trade-~-including their membership 1lists, where
appropriate. Depending on the occupation, the
relevant organizations or their memberships are
circularized with attractive and informative data
about job and career opportunities.

"%, Inviting individuals to specify their vocational
interests for future reference. When positions
open up, such expressions (coded and recorded on
electronic equipment) yield automatic mailing
lists for distribution, direct to potential
applicants, of information about examination and
hiring procedure.

"4. Careful development of long-term institutional
relationships with teachers, editors, influential
professional men and women, and labor leaders.

"5. Preparation and strategic distribution of
well-illustrated pamphlets, each on a separate
occupation or profession in the service and the
career posibilities it offers.
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"6. For college-level ©positions, particularly at
junior entrance level, a career directory 1like
that produced by the U.S. Civil  Service
Commission. It indexes and illustrates
opportunities by college major as well as by
occupational field and emphasizes the kind of work
programs in which the positions exist. This is a
valuable tool to have available in liberal numbers
in university placement offices.

"7. Periodic visits, displays, and programs directed
to college campuses tc interest students in
government work.

"8. Maintaining dramatic and informative exhibits of

- government careers at conventions, state fairs,
and similar assemblages where large numbers of
persons are in attendance.

"9. Holding 'open house' periodically in those
agencies which have functions that lend themselves
to public display--whether it ©be the local
waterworks or a space science laboratory.

"10. Personal letters to college seniors or high school
seniors in relevant institutions.

"11. Use of tourist bureaun  materials--colorful,
descriptive booklets and maps~-especially - for
out-of-area prospects.” (Emphasis added) ———-

Reasons for Lack of Aggressive

Recruitment Program

According to our audit review, several reasons explain the lack of an
aggressive recruitment program by DOA-Personnel: 1) workload increasing
faster +than staffing and funding 1levels, 2) inadequate analysis of

recruitment problems, and 3) restrictions in State law.

Comparison of Workload Increases,

Staffing and Funding Levels

Workload for the Division's recruitment staff increased significantly from
1978-79 to 1979-80, as indicated by the numbers of requisitions received
and applicants processed. Table 13 shows workload data for fiscal year
1977-78 through 1980-81.
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TABLE 13

RECRUITMENT WORKLOAD INDICATORS,
FISCAL YEARS 1977-78 THROUGH 1980-81

1979-80

Percentage
Workload Increase
Indicator 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 over 1978-79 1980-81
Number of
requisitions
from agencies " 6,937 7,500 8,151 9% 7,345
Number of
applications
processed 60,659 61,000 80,63%6 32% 77,642

Table 13 reveals that 32 percent more applications were processed in
1976-80 than in the prior fiscal year. This increase was handled without
enlarging the permanent recruitment staff, although several Federally
funded CETA positions were added. In 1980-81, while the number of

requisitions declined, the number of Jjob applications remained near the

ious year s lev

Falninl

ETA positions assigned

prev el. Approximately half the 12
to recruitment were vacant during the first nine months of 1980-81, and
all CETA positions were eliminated in April 198l. No new permanent

positions were added to the recruitment staff in fiscal 1980-81.

Division officials claim these conditions have precluded staff and funds
availability for some of +the more aggressive methods of attracting
prospective employees. In fact, the vacancies in and eventual elimination
of CETA positions caused Division officials to greatly reduce telephone
availability checks in fiscal 1980-81, directly affecting the quality of
hiring lists.

It should be noted that Division requests for increased advertising
budgets for fiscal years 1980-81 and 1981-82 were denied by the
Legislature. For fiscal year 1981-82, +the Division requested an
advertising budget increase of $20,550, but the Legislature approved only
an inflationary allowance increase of $3,920, or ten percent of the fiscal
1980-81 budget.
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Inadequate Analysis of

Recruitment Problems

DOA-Personnel's current recruitment program is based on an inadequate
management information system. The Division relies primarily on informal
means to identify hard-to-fill job classes and to evaluate the results of
recruitment techniques. Much documented data presently is collected by
the Division from outside sources that could be used to identify clearly
the nature and extent of recruitment problems. However, this data is not

analyzed systematically to identify hard-to-fill job classes.

For example, the Division could replicate our analysis of the recruitment
indicators shown in Tables 9, 10 and 11 and in Appendix III. In addition,
the Division could devise a means to determine the number of applicants

generated by each recruitment method.

In our opinion, the Division could allocate its existing recruitment
resources more effectively if it had a management information system that
clearly identified hard-to-fill job classes and allowed for monitoring and

evaluating overall effectiveness of specific recruitment tactics.

Restrictions in State Law

Arizona law prohibits a State agency from paying travel and related

expenses to persons who interview for State jobs. A.R.S. §35-196.01 reads:

"After July 1, 1978 no appropriated monies may be
expended by any budget unit for transportation or other
travel expenses necessary for bringing any person into
this state who is not a resident of this state for an
interview for prospective employment nor for
transportation or for moving expenses for any person
newly employed or retained unless such monies are
appropriated for such specific purposes.” (Emphasis
added)
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Division officials claim out-of-State recruiting ~would be much more
effective if advertising could include an inducement that interview costs
would be paid by the State. Such is a frequent practice among large
employers in the private sector. 1In addition, some companies also pay

relocation costs for selected new employees.

Recruitment Program Affects

Quality of State Government

Documentation is not available regarding the number of well-qualified
prospective‘employées the State has lost to its competitors because of
their more aggressive recruitment practices. However, a reasonable
conclusion, especially in +the competitive short-supply occupational
groups, is offered by Dr. Stahl, who emphasizes that the absence of an
aggressive recruitment program results in less-gqualified applicants for =

merit employment system:

"A MERIT SYSTEM does not live up to its name unless it
plans systematically to replenish its manpower, unless
the field within which it may seek applicants is as

broad and unfettered as possible, and unless it uses as
modern and as aggressive recruitment methods as it can
find or invent. If the manpower assessment and

recruitment program does not reach out and attract the
best minds and skills to apply for employment, then the
rest of the staffing process consists merely of a
sorting out among the mediocre and the ill qualified.”
{Emphasis added)

Ten thousand new employees (6,000 permanent full-time, 4,000 part-time or
seasonal) hired for State service in fiscal year 1981-82 will be paid
approximately $100,000,000 during their first year. Assuming that the
quality of new employees affects productivity, then even & modest
improvement in the quality of these employees could translate into a
significant increase in productivity. An additional effect of recruitment
difficulties occurs when positions remain vacant, causing disruptions and

delays in agency programs or Services.
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Special Recruitment Practices

Have Been Tried on a Limited Basis

The Division has attempted successfully several special recruitment
efforts to attract more qualified applicants for some of the hard-to-fill
Jjob classes. These special recruitment efforts include:

1. Classification adjustments and hiring at advanced steps in the

pay grade;

2. Immediate testing and/or referral of applicants (such as
automated records clerks, data entry operators, nurses and EIP

programmers/analysts) to requesting agencies;

b1 Limited staff visits to technical schools and community colleges

to talk with students of selected skills;
4. A productivity incentive plan for data entry operators;

5. Promotion of some hard-to-fill Jjobs through radio and TV public

service announcements; and

6. Occasional use of a professional advertising firm for advice

regarding particular Job openings.

In addition, in June 1980, +the Personnel Board gave the assistant
director, DOA-Personnel, authority to waive Board recruitment rules for
hard-to-fill classes.* This waiver has been applied to various nursing
classes in that an agency now can hire an applicant for one of these

positions without interviewing every person on the hiring list.

According to DOA-Personnel managers, application of the special practices
has been effective, but the Division cannot apply these methods more often
because of 1limited staff resources. Instead, they have relied on
traditional methods of seeking employees through advertisements, 1local
newspapers and posting Jjob announcements at public locations throughout

the State.

* Adopted as an emergency measure in June 1980. In December 1980 the
rule was adopted formally by the Board.
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CONCLUSION

DOA-Personnel successfully recruits sufficient numbers of qualified
applicants for most State service jobs. However, a number of job
classes - particularly those in short-supply occupational groups - are
difficult to fill. The Division conducts a largely passive recruitment
program as compared to those of nongovernmental employers and other
governmental jurisdictions in Arizona. Unless more aggressive recruitment
methods are used, the State will continue to compete at a disadvantage in
attracting qualified applicants for positions in short-supply occupational
groups. As a result, the State may be attracting less-qualified

applicants for hard-to-fill classes.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Consideration should be given the following recommendations:

1. The Division improve its management information system regarding
recruitment activities in order to determine periodically:
a. Which employment classes need special recruitment methods, and
b. How effective specific recruitment tactics are in attracting

qualified applicants.

2. The Division fully utilize opportunities for free public service
announcements on radio and television to promote

difficult-to-fill job openings.

3. The Division, in conjunction with appropriate State agencies,
take the following steps to recruit for openings in short-supply
occupational groups:

a. Increase the recruiting of individuals at technical schools
and colleges and develop State agency employees as part-time
recruiters.

b. Publish recruitment brochures describing career/promotional
opportunities available in State service.

¢c. Establish internship programs which will be attractive +to
students of short-supply occupations.

d. Utilize immediate testing and referral procedures more often

for hard-to-fill classes.
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The

Division wuse the expertise of professional advertising

agencies more often for hard-to-fill job classes.

The Legislature consider:

8.

b.

Increasing DOA-Personnel funding for advertising job
openings, and
Revising A.R.S. §35-196.01 to allow the State to pay

interview expenses of out-of-State candidates for selected

hard-to-fill classes.
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FINDING ITI

REDUCING REQUISITION CANCELATIONS WILL ELIMINATE UNPRODUCTIVE WORK FOR THE
PERSONNEL DIVISION.

Many personnel requisitions received by the Division are canceled by
requesting agencies after the recruitment process has begun. In 1980, the
percentage of requisition cancelations was virtually the same as the
percentage .in 1972, when requisition cancelations were similarly
identified as a problen. Canceled requisitions generate: 1) a
substantial amount of nonproductive work, and 2) significant public
relations probléms for the Division. Although the Division has addressed
some of the causes for requisition cancelations, a further reduction in
the percentage of cancelations is unlikely unless the Division collects

and analyzes data regarding the sources of and reasons for cancelations.

Requisition Cancelations

Remain a Persistent Problem

When a State agency wants to fill positions through outside recruitment,
it sends a requisition to the Division indicating the class and number of
positions to be filled. The requisition form starts the recruitment

process.
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Between March 1 and December 31, 1980, approximately 16 percent (744 of
4,7%2) of the requisitions received by the Division ultimately were
canceled.* This 16 percent cancelation rate is slightly lower than the
rate of 19 percent for the period July through November 1977, as
determined by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) staff, and is
within the range of a 15 to 20 percent rate estimated by Arthur Young and
Company** in a 1973 study covering fiscal year 1971-72. Clearly,
cancelations have been a persistent problem for the Division, and little

improvement has been made since the problem first was identified.

Generates Nonproductive Work

A 16 percent cancelation rate represents a substantial amount of
unutilized work. Most of the canceled requisitions are not canceled until
after the Personnel Division has prepared hiring lists (containing names

of certified applicants) and has sent them to the requesting agencies.

0f 4,732 requisitions received by the Division between March 1 and
December 31, 1980, 15.7 percent (744) were canceled. Table 14 shows what
portion of +these cancelations occurred after hiring lists had Dbeen

compiled for the requesting agencies.

* Many requisitions instruct the Division to recruit for two or more
positions in the same class. In our analysis a requisition was
counted as a cancelation only if all positions requested were
canceled.

** Arthur Young and Company is an international certified public
accounting firm. Its 19735 study was commissioned by the JLEBC.
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TABLE 14

CANCELATION OF REQUISITIONS RECEIVED BETWEEN
MARCH 1 AND DECEMBER 31, 1980

Requisitions Canceled - 744
Before Hiring After Hiring

List Sent List Sent
Involving new outside recruitment 91 145
Involving existing registers 144 357
Unknown 2 5
Totals gzz' EQZ
Percentage of total cancelations 2;% gg%

As shown in Table 14, 507 (or 68 percent of the 744) cancelations were
made after the Division prepared hiring lists and sent them to the
requesting agencies. In the cases involving outside recruitment, the
Division had performed the following tasks: 1) prepared and distributed
advertising materials, 2) received and evaluated applications,

3) administered and scored tests, as appropriate, 4) notified applicants
of scores, and 5) compiled and sent to the agencies lists of certified
applicants (generally known as hiring lists). We estimate that during
1980 the equivalent of approximately four full-time positions was devoted

to canceled requisitions.

Canceled Requisitions Cause

Public Relations Problems

According to Division officials, canceled requisitions create a public
relations problem for the State. Canceled requisitions in 1980 needlessly
generated an estimated 3,700 applications.¥* This not only represents a
waste of time for those persons who applied, but unduly raised their hopes

for employment.

* In the period July-December 1980 +the Division received 3,323
requisitions and 43,928 applications, an average of 13 applications
for each requisition. Canceled requisitions from March <through
December 1980 involving outside recruitment totaled 236. Applied on a
12-month basis, the canceled requisitions could represent as many as
3,682 needless applications.
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Various Reasons for Cancelations

Division officials identified the following reasons for requisition
cancelations:

1. An agency ultimately may fill a position with a staff member
through internal promotion, even though the Division was asked to
perform outside recruitment at the same time. The agency then
cancels the requisition.

2. A State employee may learn about a vacancy through a Division job
announcement, discuss the Jjob with the hiring supervisor and
negotiate a transfer to the position. The superviscr then
cancels the requisition.

3. Outside recruitment may not locate a candidate superior to one of
an agency's own employees, and it may decide to promote a current
staff member.

4. An employee who has announced his retirement or resignation may
change his mind, thereby negating the need to find a replacement.

5. Agency management may withdraw a requisition pending the results
of a reclassification review concerning the vacant position.

6. Unexpected budget cuts (State or Federal) may force withdrawal of

a requisition.

Other possible reasons are not documented in the data collected by the

Division.
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In a December 1977 memorandum, the Division informed State agency
directors of ©policy restrictions intended +to curb the number of
cancelations caused by transfers and internal promotions. Division
analysts assigned to the agencies were charged with implementing these
restrictions. Although these actions may have contributed to the three
percent reduction in the cancelation rate between 1977 and 1980 (from 19
percent to 16 percent), there is no documentation to confirm that theory,
nor has the Division compiled data to assess the impact of other actions

it has taken to reduce the cancelation rate.

Further Reduction in Cancelation

Rate May Be Possible

Further reduction of the cancelation rate would reduce the Division's
worklcad, but such reductions are unlikely unless the Division collects
and analyzes data regarding the sources and reasons for cancelations. By
gathering such information, the Division could: 1) identify the numbers
of and reasons for cancelations by each State agency, 2) take steps to

resolve specific problems, and 3) monitor the impact of those actions.

A minor revision in an existing information system in the Division may
satisfy this need. The requisition or hiring list forms could be modified
slightly to request agencies 1to note reasons for cancelations. The
reasons could be entered into the Division's word processor along with
other data now recorded about requisitions. With such automated means of
recording and processing the cancelation data, minimal additional staff

time would be required to identify and analyze specific problem areas.

CONCLUSION

High numbers of canceled requisitions continue to waste Personnel Division
recruitment staff resources. Canceled requisitions account for a
substantial portion of the recruitment workload and create public
relations problems. Since 1972, the overall cancelation rate has remained
virtually the same. The Division's ability to reduce the cancelation rate
is hampered by inadequate data regarding the sources of and reasons for

canceled requisitions.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Consideration should be given to the following recommendations:

1.

The Division develop an information system which will allow
collection and analysis of data on a continuous basis regarding
the sources of and reasons for cancelations. An adequate system
can be developed Dby wusing existing equipment and modifying

current forms.
Based on such analysis, the Division identify those agencies with
excessive cancelation rates, determine +the causes for such

cancelations and initiate corrective action.

The Division monitor +the impact of corrective actions by

continuing to collect and anaylze cancelation data.
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FINDING IV

ILL-DEFINED TRAINING ROLES IMPAIR THE PERSONNEL DIVISION'S ABILITY TO
IMPROVE STATE EMPLOYEES' PRODUCTIVITY.

According to Personnel Board rules, the assistant director of
DOA-Personnel must assist and cooperate with agencies to improve their
training programs. However, Division efforts to coordinate and promote

training have fluctuated widely over the past six years.

The Division's training program received substantial emphasis in fiscal
years 1975-76 and 1980-81; however, in intervening years the Division
undertook only a few, isolated coordinative activities and provided
relatively little technical assistance to other agencies. In the absence
of consistent Division direction, State agencies continued to develop and
conduct independently their own training programs or developed no programs
at all. As a result, there is 1) a wide disparity among agencies in
training opportunities available to employees, and 2) a potential for
duplicate training programs. This situation appears to be because of

1) the lack of clearly defined training roles, in statutes or Board rules,
either for +the Division or State agencies and 2) an inconsistent

commitment of funds by the Division for training programs.

Ill-defined Statutes and Board Rules

Regarding the Division's Training Responsibilities

Statutes provide little direction concerning in-service training for State

employees. A.R.S. §41-783 states that Personnel Board rules shall include:

"18. Development and operation of programs to
improve the work effectiveness and morale of employees
in the state service, including the development of
in-service training programs."”
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While current laws do not mention explicit training responsibilities for

DOA-Personnel, Board rules do define some responsibilities. R2-5-02.E
states that a duty of the assistant director of the Division is to develop

staff training programs:

"6. To develop, in cooperation with appointing
authorities and others, +training, educational, and
staff development programs on an equal opportunity
basis for employees in agencies covered by these Rules."

R2-5-02.G pfovides the assistant director with more specific duties:

"G. Programs for employee development:

"l. The Assistant Director shall cooperate with
agency heads in developing and promoting programs for
employee +training, safety, morale, work motivation,
health, retirement counseling, and welfare.

"2. The Assistant Director shall assist agencies
in determining needs for employee development.

"3. The Assistant Director shall develop and
conduct interdepartmental programs; shall assist with
planning and conducting employee development programs
for individuval departments; and shall assist agencies
in evaluating training.

"4, The Assistant Director shall provide advice
and counsel on employee development as requested by the
agencies.

"5. The Assistant Director shall establish
working relations with educational institutions
regarding employee development and continuing education
programs for both present and potential State employees.

"6. The Assistant Director shall keep records on
training equipment, facilities, budgets, and training
personnel in State Service." (Emphasis added)

The Board rules appear to define the role of the Division as a coordinator
and provider of technical a&assistance and interdepartmental training

programs.

Training Efforts Have Been

Unstable and Minimal in Recent Years

The Division has a uneven history of training activities within the scope
of possible activities outlined in Personnel Board rules. Table 15
summarizes the Division's training and employee development activities for

the six-year period 1975-76 through 1980-81.
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TABLE 15
DOA-PERSONNEL TRAINING AND EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES,
FISCAL YEARS 1975-76 THROUGH 1980-81
Division Duties Listed in Board Rules 1975-76 197677 1977-18 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
Conduct interagency programs:
- New-employee orientation (monthly) X X X X X X
- Preretirement seminars ; X X X X X X
- Performance planning and evaluation workshops
for supervisors X X X* X X
- Supervisory/management development X X *wx
- Others X¥¥ Xx%%
Assist in developing and/or conducting programs for
individual agencies (other than shown above) X X
Assist agencies in determining needs for employee
deve lopment X X*
Assist agencies in evaluating training X
Provide advice and counsel on employee development as
requested by agencies X UNKNOWN=—— = = m e e e e
Establish/maintain working relationships with educational
institutions regarding continuing education programs¥¥**¥ X X X X X X
Inventory training resources and programs in agencies X ‘ X
(o))
” Staffing and Funding Levels
Full-time equivalent positions involved in training
activities 7 0 1 1 3 8
Division funds dedicated to training activities:
- State (estimated) $149,400 $0 $20,000 $22,000 $60,000 $127,100
-  Federal $ 0 $0 $ o ¥ o  $7,152  § 73,500
* Given to one agency only.
*¥%¥ According to the Division's 1975-76 Annual Report, additional courses were
provided regularly: characteristics of productive groups; equal employment and
human relations; insurance seminars; interviewing procedures; clerical lab; work
simplification; effective communications; and management by objectives.
*¥%% Yorkshop for hearing offices.
*¥%%%¥ Several modules of this program also are offered independently of the program as
a whole.
FRRKK

The Division's only involvement in this program is to publicize the schedule of
classes offered in the Capitol complex by the university and colleges.



Table 15 demonstrates the wide fluctuation of Division resources (staff
and funds) devoted to training activities during the six-year period ended
June 30, 1981. It should be noted that the Division largely has neglected
its coordinative and technical assistance responsibilities, which include
inventorying agency training resources and programs, assisting agencies in
assessing training needs and developing and evaluating agency-specific
programs. Further, the only areas in which the Division has demonstrated
a consistency is in conducting interdepartmental programs and publicizing
the continuing education programs of the university and colleges.
Interdepartﬁental frograms, too, were limited between fiscal years 1975-76
and 1980-81.

The emphasis of the Division's training efforts in fiscal year 1980-81 was
on the implementation of the Management Development Program (MDP),
patterned after the certified public manager program in the state of
Georgia. Those who have received this +training generally rate it
favorably and, as of April 13, 1981, there was a waiting list of employees
who wish to participate. In order to reach more employees, the Division
has begun identifying and approving agency instructors who can deliver the

training to employees within their own agencies.

In fiscal year 1980-81 the Division also designed a training-needs
assessment survey questionnaire, which has been utilized by one 1large
agency. The Division has offered to provide the questionnaire to any

State agency and help plan a training program based on the survey results.

Agencies Develop Training

Programs without Division Guidance

In the absence of assistance or guidance from DOA-Personnel, each State
agency either has continued to develop its own training and employee
development programs or has developed no programs at all. As a result,
there is 1) a wide disparity among agencies as to training and
development opportunities available to employees, and 2) a potential for

costly duplication of training programs.
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Wide Disparity in Opportunities

For State Employees

A review of the training programs in the eight largest State service
agencies revealed significant differences in the range and amount of
training opportunities available to agencies' employees. State
Compensation Fund employees, and those of the Department of Corrections
(DOC), Department of BEconomic Security (DES) and Department of
Transportation (ADOT), for example, appear to have greater opportunities
through training to expand their skills and prepare for career advancement
than do emfloyees— in other large =agencies. Table 16 summarizes the

training programs in the eight largest State service agencies.
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TABLE 1b

SUMMARY OF TRAINING PROGRAMS IN
THE EIGHT LARGEST STATE-SERVICE AGENCIES*

Agency Progrums

Number of Formul kEmployee Generic
Full-tizie Egquivalent wWritten Development Supervisory/ﬂanagement Skills/General Tuition Reimbursement
Agency Employees 1950-81**  Training Policy  Program/Counseling Development¥*** Interest Courses Policy
vepartument of Elucaticon e REe] No No Ho 1004 tuition ani twoss
) reiztursement for
Job-related cources
Department of .
Administration®*** 520 No No o No No policy
State Compensation Fund 548 Yes Yes (counseling
identifies Yes (3-day course) Yes 100%¢ tuition paid in

specific courses)

Department of Revenue 606 No No No No

y

Lepartment of Health
Services 1,434 No No (program No No
being designed)

o
=2}
Department of Corrections 2,447 Yes Yes (limited) Yes (also uses Yes
Division program)
Department of Transportation 3,240 Yes Yes No Yes
Department of Economic 5,424 Yes Yes Yes (nearly same as Yes
Security Division's)
3

Does not include specific job-related training.

** Yource: Executive Budget, 1981-82.

xR Agencices without in-house programs participate in the Division's program.
FHXE Information applies to the Department as a whole. Divisions within DOA may
have one or more of these elements.

advance for job-related
courses

No policy

100% tuition
reimbursement (maximum
$125) and up to $20
for books; Jjob-related
courses only

66-100% tuition and
books paid in advance
for job and
career-related courses

100% tuition
reimbursement (maximum
$150) and up to $15
for books; job-related
courses only

1004 tuition and books
reimbursement for
job-related courses



Table 16 reveals significant differences among the listed agencies in the
areas of career counseling, generic skills training, tuition reimbursement
and in-house supervisory training programs. Of the eight agencies, four
do not have written +training policies, even though authoritative
literature cites a written policy as the best means of emphasizing and
communicating within an organization +the purposes, methods and

responsibility for training.

New employees of the State Compensation Fund receive formal career
counseling énd, if'they are interested, assistance in outlining a career
development program which identifies specific training. The Compensation
Fund offers its own supervisory training program, as well as numerous
generic skill/general interest courses available +to supervisory and
nonsupervisory employees. Careful records are maintained of +training

completed by each employee.

In fiscal year 1980-81, DES established an employee development program
which specifies that each nonmanagement employee will receive 16 days of
training over a two-year periocd in the following subjects: organizational
team-building; communication skills; coping with stress; cultural
awareness; basic problem-solving; advanced problem-solving; interpersonal

relationship skills; and management information systems.

DOC has a written training policy* which describes training objectives for
new employees, permanent-status employees and administrative/management
staff; it includes a minimum number of training hours required for merit

increases.

In the fall of 1981 ADOT employees may attend a new career planning
workshop on how to establish and achieve career goals. ADOT employees
also may receive individual career counseling from Department staff on
request. Employee training history data is maintained in computer files,
and employees are offered courses in subjects such as public contact,

public speaking and improvement of secretarial skills.

* Appendix VIII contains the policy and list of courses offered by the
DOC training staff.
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According to DOA-Personnel staff, smaller agencies rarely have staff
training resources of their own and may rely on the Division or outside
sources for training programs. Employees of smaller agencies without
in-house training staff thus appear less likely to have access to the
number or quality of +training programs that are available in larger

agencies and, therefore, less career-growth opportunity.

An  Auditor General survey of State service enployees and
supervisors/managers included several questions relating to employee
development and training. Table 17 summarizes responses to two related

questions.
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TABLE 17

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO TRAINING QUESTIONS IN
A SURVEY OF STATE-SERVICE SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS AND EMPLOYEES

Supervisors/Managers¥* Employees*¥
Percentage Percentage
Question Yes No Yes No Don't Know

Has your present supervisor,

manager or other agency

official discussed with you

your career or promotional

opportunities or training

needs? 362 64% 39%  61%
Is the State giving you all the

training you need?*¥* 343  AS% 21%

*¥ 291 respondents.
*¥% 568 respondents.
Rl Supervisors and managers were not asked this gquestion.
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As shown in Table 17 most of the supervisors/managers and employees
surveyed said they have not had an opportunity to discuss their career
plans or training needs with their managers or other agency officials. In
addition, a substantial portion of the surveyed employees answered that

their training needs are not being met.

Potential for Duplication of Training Programs

Personnel Board rules appear to define a coordinative role for the
Division in staff training programs. However, the Division has undertaken
only a few; isolafed coordinative activities since fiscal year 1975-76.
Further, Division officials do not know how much training is administered
in State agencies that could be provided or coordinated by the Division on
a Statewide basis. Finally, the Division's central records 4o not
document 1) the éourses thaf are taught in each agency or 2) the amount
of equipment, facilities or manpower within the State that are dedicated

to training.

Such absence of central coordination creates a potential for duplication
of training programs among agencies. Supervisory/management development
training is an apparent example of such duplication. DOA-Personnel has a
training program available to supervisors and managers in all agencies.
However, as of June 30, 1981, at least three of the larger agencies also
had their own in-house training programs for supervisors and managers.
According to the Division training coordinator, some agencies have
contracted with outside consultants to provide supervisory/management
training to their employees while others may be using funds to develop and
conduct training courses which needlessly duplicate courses already

available either from the Division or other State agencies.
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According to the Division training coordinator, her staff members could
assist agencies in obtaining the same training services at less cost by
providing: 1) some training directly, 2) expertise in developing and
evaluating in-house programs, and 3) a central source of information
regarding the availability and quality of workshops offered by outside

consultants.

The following example illustrates the potential benefits of a Statewide
coordinated training program. In 1980, an employee of a medium-sized
agency attended a three-day management development workshop out-of-State,
costing his agency more than $1,000. The same employee later attended one
of the Division's management development program workshops. According to
the employee, the Division's workshop was better suited to his needs.
Significantly, the only cost to his agency was the loss of his time on the

job and $20 for workshop materials.

Presently the Division's ability to function effectively as a coordinator
of Statewide training relies entirely on the voluntary cooperation of each
agency. Agencies are not required by statute or Board rule to report
training information +to +the Division or to request the Division's
assistance for training purposes. In December 1980 and January 1981 the
training coordinator requested (first verbally, then in written form) that
each major State agency provide her with data on training courses and
equipment to facilitate +the sharing of equipment and courses among

agencies. As of July 1981, not one agency had responded.

Causes for Inconsistent Training Effort

The Division's minimal and inconsistent +training efforts appear to be
related to: 1) the lack of clearly defined training roles for the
Division and State agencies and 2) inconsistent funding for DOA-Personnel

training programs.
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Inadequate Role Definitions

While State 1law does not specify training responsibilities for the
Division, Personnel Board rules do impose several coordinating or
assisting duties. However, State agency training responsibilities are not
similarly defined in statute or rule. Further, the Division has to rely
entirely on voluntary agency cooperation to perform a coordinative role.
According to the assistant director, DOA-Personnel attempts to exercise a
lead agency role in the training area have been thwarted because other

agencies have received funding to develop their own training programs.

Inconsistent Funding Levels

Funds available for Division training programs have been inconsistent in
the past six years,* ranging from $149,400 in fiscal year 1975-76 down to
$20,000 in fiscal year 1977-78 and up to $200,600 in fiscal year 1980-81.

According to Division officials, a former assistant director reassigned
the entire training staff to other duties when he took over the post in
fiscal year 1976-77. Budget limitations and workload increases in areas
of higher priority caused the assistant director to apply only minimal

resources to training activities between fiscal years 1976-77 and 1980-81.

Training programs appear to be subject to similar fluctuations elsewhere
in the governmental sector. According to Jay M. Shafritz, a recognized

authority on public personnel administration:

"Although the value of training is generally conceded,
it almost invariably has a low position in the
hierarchy of an organization's needs. And given the
scarce resources enviromment that public organizations
must live in, it is frequently the first area to be
sacrificed in a budget crunch.”

According to a personnel staff specialist for the Council of State
Governments, training funds are among the first to be reduced because

training results are not easily or immediately identifiable.

* See Table 15 on page 63 for detailed information.
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CONCLUSION

Personnel Board rules make DOA-Personnel responsible for: 1) coordinating
training programs among State agencies, 2) providing technical
assistance, 3) developing and conducting interagency training programs
and 4) developing +training programs for particular agencies. The
Division has performed these functions on a limited and inconsistent
basis. As a result, agencies have been without direction for +their
training activities, and wide disparity exists among agencies in employee
development and training opportunities. 1In addition, there is a potential
for duplication of +training programs among agencies. The Division's
limited and inconsistent training record appears to be due to 1) a lack
of clearly defined roles for the Division and other State agencies and

2) inconsistent funding for Division training programs.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Consideration should be given to the following recommendations:

1. The Legislature determine and distinguish appropriate training
roles for 1) DOA-Personnel and 2) other State agencies, and
clearly  express these roles and their responsibilities

statutorily.

2. The ‘training roles of +the Division and other agencies be
specified in Personnel Board rules and/or written policies issued

by the Governor's Office.

3. The Division request sufficient funds and staff to enable it to

meet its training responsibilities.

The following questions should be considered in promulgating appropriate

statutes, rules and policies:

What role, if any, should DOA-Personnel have in reviewing, evaluating

and/or approving the training programs of individual State agencies?

- Should agencies be required to report to the Division data on
training programs and resources, enabling the Division to

function as a training clearinghouse?
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- Should agencies be required to submit to the Division +training
plans for review and comment?
- Should agencies be required to obtain Division approval before

requesting or expending funds for training purposes?

Are there certain training activities or courses which only the Division

should have authority to conduct?

What policies, procedures and mechanisms are needed to enable the Division

to perform its roles effectively?

What standards, if any, should the rules or policies specify for

training/employee development programs in each agency?

Should a uniform tuition reimbursement policy be established for State

agencies?
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OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION

TURNAROUND TIMES FOR HIRING LISTS
During the three fiscal years from 1977-78 through 1979-80 the Division

decreased the average time required to respond to an agency's request for
a list of certified applicants. However, in fiscal year 1980-81 the
average turnaround time¥ for requests filled through public announcement
returned to. the fiscal year 1977-78 level. Table 18 displays average
turnaround times from 1977-78 through 13580-81.

TABLE 18

DIVISION'S AVERAGE TURNAROUND TIMES FOR PROVIDING HIRING LISTS
DURING FISCAL YEARS 1977-78 THROUGH 1980-81

Fiscal Years
Turnaround Times for: 1977-178 1978-79 1979-80 1980-1981

Requests filled through

public announcement 20.3 days 16.7 days 17.5 days 20.2 days
Requests filled through

existing registers 5.2 days 2.8 days 2.4 days 5.0 days
All requests 8.7 days 6.9 days 6.6 days 7.3 days
*

Turnaround time for providing a 1list of certified applicants is
calculated as the elapsed time (in working days only) from the day the
Division receives an agency's request to the day the list is mailed.
It does not include time in the mail or within the requesting agency.
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Reasons for Turnaround Time Decreases
from 1977-78 through 1979-80
According to a 1977 Joint Legislative Budget Committee staff study,

average turnaround time for requests filled by public announcement was
22.3 days in January 1977. By the end of fiscal year 1977-78 the average
was reduced to 18.3 days, according to Division records. The Division's
enployment and training section manager attributes improvement during
1977-78 and in subsequent years to: 1) designating turnaround time for
certified hiring lists as a priority for improvement, 2) expanding the
use of word processing equipment, %) establishing performance standards

for staff, and 4) reorganizing staff into certification teams according
to occupational groups sought rather than by recruitment function or

activity.

The turnaround time reductions from 1977-78 through 1979-80 were achieved
without significant additions to +the State-funded staff and despite
increases 1in recruitment workload. However, more of the Division's
Federally funded CETA positions were assigned to recruitment activities
throughout this period, reaching a peak of approximately 12 positions in
1980. CETA employees assisted with numerous clerical activities,
including logging of requests, copying and filing applications and making
phone calls to determine if applicants listed in registers still were

available for employment.

Reasons for Turnaround Time

Increase In 1980-81

According to the employment and training section manager, turnaround times
increased in fiscal year 1980-81 because: 1) the number of CETA employees
assisting with recruitment activities was reduced significantly,

2) recruitment staff +time was allocated in part to developing and
implementing an automated system for processing applications and preparing

hiring lists and 3) personnel analysts' assignments were changed.
Y g
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During fiscal year 1980-81 the Division had difficulty filling its CETA
positions Dbecause of stricter Federal eligibility requirements. Only
about half the CETA positions available for recruitment activities were
filled during the first nine months. As of April 1981 CETA positions were
eliminated altogether when Federal funding ceased. According to Division
officials, these staff reductions forced +the Division +to eliminate
availability checks and seriously impacted its ability to respond to

hiring list requests promptly.

Another contributing factor to the turnaround time increase in 1980-81 was
the conversion to an automated employment system. According to Division
staff members, preparation for this conversion diverted them from their
normal recruitment activities to: 1) advise in final development work,
and 2) learn and practice procedures required by the new system. In
addition, the phased conversion to automation, which began in March 1981,
required that both systems be maintained for the remainder of the fiscal
year. A third reason cited by Division staff for +the increase 1in
turnaround times was that recruitment analysts' assignments were changed

and the analysts were not familiar with their new assignments.

Faster Turnaround Expected In Future

Division officials said they expect turnaround times to improve slightly
in fiscal year 1981-82 and eventually return to the lower averages of
fiscal years 1978-79 and 1979-80. Adopted goals for turnaround times in
fiscal year 1981-82 are: 1) requests filled by public announcement - an
average of 19.5 days, and 2) requests filled from existing registers - an

average of 2.5 days.
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EMPLOYEE PROBLEM-SOLVING SYSTEMS

The State merit system includes seven systems to address employee-related

problems: 1) appeal of dismissal, demotion, suspension or alleged
discrimination, 2) discrimination complaint, 3)complaint of rule
violation, 4) grievance procedure, 5) protest of performance
evaluation, 6) appeal of classification action, and 7) protest of

reduction-in-force actions. This multiplicity of systems appears to
produce confusion and has caused some employees to file the same complaint

in more than one system at the same time.

Appeals System

A.R.S. §41-785 gives a permanent employee who is dismissed, suspended or
demoted the right to appeal to the Persomnel Board. Personnel Board Rule

R2-5-33 defines an appeal as:

“...any written request filed with the Board by an
employee with permanent status seeking relief from:

a dismissal;

b) demotion;

c) suspension; or

d) alleged discrimination as defined in R2-5-02."

An appeal must be in writing and filed with the Personnel Board no later
than 30 days from the effective date of the action which is the subject of
the appeal. However, Dbefore an employee can file a charge of
discrimination, he must pursue it first through the grievance procedure.¥*

If the grievance procedure fails to produce a satisfactory result, the

employee may file an appeal with the Personnel Board.

The Personnel Board or a duly appointed hearing officer conducts a hearing
on the subject of an appeal. If the employee is not satisfied with the

Board's decision, he has 30 days in which to appeal to the Superior Court.

*¥  See page 8l for description.
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From fiscal year 1977-78 through fiscal year 1980-81, the number of

appeals filed with the Perscnnel Board increased as shown in Table 19.

TABLE 19

APPEALS FILED WITH PERSONNEL BOARD
FISCAL YEARS 1977-78 THROUGH 1980-81

Percentage Increase

Number of Appeals Filed Over Previous Fiscal Year
1977-78 65 -
1978-79 95 46%
1979-80 113 18
1980-81 117 4

According to the assistant director, DOA-Perscnnel, a total of 691
appealable disciplinary actions (dismissals, suspensions, demctions) were
taken by State service agency managers in 1980-81. However, fewer than

one in five were actually appealed to the Perscnnel Bcard.

On the average, each appeal in 1980-81 cost the State an estimated $2,100
in ccurt reporter fees, mailing costs, Board contract attorney fees and
hearing officer, State attorney, appeals secretary, Board typist and
special assistant time. Witness costs and Board members and responding

agency time and costs are not included in the $2,lOO estimate.

Personnel Board Rule R2-5-3%.B.5 states that a hearing must be held within
30 days after receipt of an appeal, unless both parties agree to a
continuance. Approximately cne-third of scheduled hearings are
continued. During fiscal year 1980-81, 103 of 312 hearing dates were
continued (33 percent). Personnel Board staff attributes most of these
continuances to the inability of the Attorney General to devote sufficient
staff to appeals. As a result, barring rescheduling, some cases which
could be heard and decided in four to five weeks actually require up to 28

weeks fer resclution, accerding tc the Board's special assistant.
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A 1981 amendment to A.R.S. §41-785 may affect the number of appeals filed
with the Board. The law, as amended, states that suspension of 40 hours
or less must be resolved through the grievance procedure (see page 8l);

previcusly, any suspensiocn could be appealed to the Board.

Discrimination Complaint System

A State employee who believes that he has been discriminated against
because of race, national origin, age, sex, physical disability, political
or religicus opinion or affiliation has a number of avenues of redress:

1. He may pursue the charge of discrimination through the grievance .

procedure. (page 81)

2. If the employee is dissatisfied with the grievance procedure

ocutcome, he may file an appeal with the Perscnnel Board.

3. The emplcyee may file a discrimination charge with the Arizona
State Office of Affirmative Action (part of the Governor's
Office) or the Office of the Attorney General, Civil Rights
Division, separately from or in conjunction with a charge being

pursued through the State grievance or appeals procedure.

4. Within 180 days of +the alleged act of discrimination, the
employee may file a discrimination charge with the Federal Equal

Employment Opportunity Commissicn (EEOC).

In addition, a handicapped employee who believes he has been discriminated
against in any condition of employment on the basis of his handicap may
file a complaint directly with the U.S. Department of Labor, Office of

Contract Compliance Programs.

Complaint Of Rule Violation System
A.R.S. §41-782.01 gives the Personnel Beard statutory authority +to

investigate, hcld hearings and issue a final order in matters invelving

the viclation of a Board rule:
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"A. Upon complaint in writing to the board that a rule
of the board is ©being violated by a board,
commission, department, officer or employee, the
board may investigate the complaint. If the board
determines, after preliminary investigation, that
there 1s reasonable cause to believe that a
complaint has merit, the board shall send notice
to the complainant and to the board, commission,
department, agency, officer, employee, or person
against whom the complaint is brought, who shall
be called the respondent, that a hearing will be
held, at which time the complainant shall present

. his evidence of the rule violation to the board
and at which time the respondent shall present
evidence to rebut said complaint. Notice to the
complainant and respondent of the date of hearing
shall be given by the board not later than ten
days before the date of said hearing. Within
thirty days after the last day of said hearing the
board shall make a final decision pursuant to
§41-1011 as to whether or not said rule violation
exists." (Emphasis added)

Table 20 shows the number of rule violation complaints filed with the

Personnel Board during fiscal years 1978-79 through 1980-81.

TABLE 20

RULE VIOLATION COMPLAINTS FILED WITH THE
PERSONNEL BOARD DURING FISCAL YEARS 1978-79 THROUGH 1980-81

Year Number
1978-79 18
1979-80 18
1980-~-81*% 21

Grievance Procedure System

A.R.S. §41-783 requires that the Personnel Board establish "a plan for

resolving employee grievances and complaints.” Accordingly, the Board has
promulgated rules intended to provide employees with a written and
systematic means of obtaining consideration of grievances after informal

efforts have failed to resolve them.

¥ As of June 4, 1981.
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The Personnel Board has established a four-step grievance procedure for
agencies with fewer +than 1,500 employees and a five-step grievance
procedure for agencies with more +than 1,500 employees. Under Dboth
procedures, an employee must file a grievance within ten working days
after the alleged action, must submit the grievance in writing at each

step and must adhere to time limits between steps.

In agencies with fewer than 1,500 employees, the first step of the
grievance procedure is the filing of an employee's grievance with his
first-line supervisor. If satisfaction is not attained, the employee may
file with the agency head. The third step is to file the grievance with
the assistant director, DOA-Personnel, who must investigate and recommend
a solution. The fourth step again involves the agency head, who reviews
and accepts, rejects, or modifies the recommendation of the assistant
director. The procedure 1is completed when the employee receives the

agency head's response to the assistant director's recommendation.

In agencies with more than 1,500 employees, the grievance procedure is

much the same, except that a program manager step is included.

Performance Evaluation

Protest Review System

Under §3.19 of the Personnel Manual, each agency's director is responsible
for maintaining an adequate appeals system for employees protesting a
performance evaluation. According to Division staff, there is no standard
procedure for agencies to follow in conducting a protest review. Thus,
agencies have wide discretion as to how they conduct such reviews.
According to the 1980 Governor's Commission on Merit System Reform report,

some agencies have not adopted a protest review procedure.
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Appeal of Classification Action System

A State employee who believes his position is improperly classified can
appeal to the Division for a review. Personnel Rule R2-5-41.C.4 defines

this right of appeal:

"4. Review of allocations: Any appointing authority
or any employee affected by the allocation or
reallocation of a position to a class by the Assistant
Director may obtain a review of such action upon filing
with the Assistant Director a written request for a
review thereof on such forms as the Assistant Director
may prescribe."

An analyst in the assistant director's office reviews the position's

classification and makes a recommendation to the assistant director.

Protest of Reduction in Force Actions

According to the State Personnel Manual, employees being transferred,

assigned to a lower grade, or laid off are to be given notice in writing
of the proposed action normally not less than 30 days prior to the
effective date. If an employee feels that the action is not in accordance
with Board rules or established procedures, he may request review of his
situation. The request must be filed directly with the agency director
within five days of receipt of the reduction in force notice. The agency
director or his representative is to review the matter and advise the
employee of his decision. If the employee believes the decision still is
incorrect, he may request a review by the assistant director,
DOA-Personnel, who then investigates the matter and advises the employee

and the agency director of his recommendation.

Multiplicity of Avenues

Creates Confusion

The multiplicity of avenues for solving employee-related problems appears
to produce confusion, which causes some employees to file the same

complaint in more than one system at the same time.

The Governor's Commission on Merit System Reform noted this confusion in

its report published in July 1980:
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"In general, the Commission subcommittee found the
state's current systems for handling grievances to be
confusing, overlapping, not well understood by
employees or by management, lacking in credibility,
lengthy in the +time taken to resolve problems, and
perceived by emplcyees as biased in management s
favor." (Emphasis added)

The Commissicn recommended one procedure be adopted:

"The state system should have one preocedure for
handling the majority of complaints from employees and
former employees. The current separate procedures for
handling rule viclation complaints, protests  of
performance evaluations, general problem-solving, and
discrimination should be folded into one procedure
which  would be uniform in its administration
statewide." (Emphasis added)

According tc interviews with staff members of the Personnel Board,
DOA-Personnel and the Arigona State Office of Affirmative Action,
employees with complaints often are confused as to their basic rights, as
well as tc available avenues for redress. They have difficulty
determining which system or procedure is appropriate for handling their
complaints. Therefore, some employees file duplicate complaints and thus

overburden the systems.

Survey cf Superviscrs, Managers and

Employees Regarding Grievance Procedures

In April 1981, Auditor General staff surveyed State service supervisors,
managers and emplcyees about grievance procedures - one of the more widely
used of the seven problem-sclving systems. Table 21 tabulates the survey
responses regarding availability of written grievance procedures and

opinions ccncerning whether the procedures are tcoc complicated.
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TABLE 21

AUDITOR GENERAL SURVEY OF
SUPERVISORS, MANAGERS AND EMPLOYEES IN STATE SERVICE

REGARDING AVAILABILITY AND COMPLEXITY OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES

Respondents were asked to indicate
how much they agreed or disagreed Strongly
with the following statements: Disagree Disagree Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

"Written procedures for submitting
grievances or complaints are
readily available to me."

EMPLOYEES: % 10% 19%
"Written procedures for submitting
grievances or complaints are
readily available to my employees."

SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS: 4% 6% 12%

"The system for handling grievances
is much too complicated."

SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS: 3% 39% %9%

EMPLOYEES: 3% 27% 54%

57%

64%

16%

12%

As demonstrated in Table 21, employees and supervisors/managers

expressed generally positive opinions (64 percent of employees, T8
percent of supervisors/managers) regarding the availability of
written grievance procedures. Further, enployees and
supervisors/managers either claimed the procedures were not too

complicated (30 - 42 percent) or had no opinion (54 - 39 percent).
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Table 22 summarizes responses regarding the fairness of the grievance

procedures and opinions regarding possible retaliation.

TABLE 22

AUDITOR GENERAL SURVEY OF
SUPERVISORS, MANAGERS AND EMPLOYEES IN STATE SERVICE
REGARDING THE FAIRNESS OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES AND
THE POSSIBILITY OF RETALIATION FOR FILING GRIEVANCES

Respondents -were asked

to indicate how much they
agreed or disagreed with
the following statements:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree
"The grievance procedure
is fair to all parties.”
EMPLOYEES: 8% 14% 55% 22% 1%
SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS: 5% 14% 3% 41% 3%

"If I were to file a
complaint or grievance,

I feel that no retaliatory
action would be taken
against me."

EMPLOYEES: 13% 23% 41% 22% 1%
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As shown in Table 22, while a majority of employees were undecided as to
whether grievance procedures are fair to all parties, 44 percent of the
supervisors/managers stated the procedures were fair. However, 36 percent
of the surveyed -employees stated +that they would ©be subjected to
retaliation for filing a grievance, but 41 percent had no opinion. It
should be noted, however, that responses from certain State agencies were
particularly negative towards the possibility of retaliation. For
example, 49 percent of one agency's surveyed employees "felt" that they

would be subjected to retaliation for filing a grievance.

Table 23 summarizes survey responses from supervisors and managers
regarding their preparedness for Thandling employee grievances and

complaints.

TABLE 23

SUMMARY OF AUDITOR GENERAL SURVEY RESPONSES FROM
SUPERVISORS AND MANAGERS REGARDING
THEIR PREPAREDNESS FOR HANDLING GRIEVANCES

Respondents were asked to
indicate how much they agreed
or disagreed with the following
statement:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree

"As a supervisor or manager,

I feel adequately prepared

to handle employee

grievances and

complaints."” 2% - 13% 17% 60% 8%

As the replies in Table 23 indicate, 68 percent of the responding
supervisors and managers responded that they are adequately prepared to

handle grievances and complaints.
Lastly, surveyed respondents expressed their opinions regarding the value

of grievance procedures as a means for resolving complaints. Table 24

summarizes these results.
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TABLE 24

SUMMARY OF AUDITOR GENERAL SURVEY RESPONSES
FROM STATE-SERVICE SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS AND EMPLOYEES
REGARDING THE VALUE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES

Needs No
Excellent Satisfactory Improvements Inadequate Opinion

"How would you rate the State's
grievance procedure ‘as a means
for identifying and resolving
employee complaints?"

EMPLOYEES: , 29 25% 26% 6% 419%
SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS: 4% 48% 22% 5% 21%

As indicated in Table 24, a majority of supervisors and managers and
one-fourth of employees rated the grievance procedure as
"satisfactory" or "excellent". Approximately one-fourth of each

group believed improvements were needed in the current procedures.
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SUMMARY

The Personnel Division believes that the draft report fairly represents and evaluates
the factors relating to the performance of the Division, although it believes certain
comments and clarifications are appropriate. Each Sunset Factor will be discussed

below. Comments about each finding are set forth here in summary form.

\ With respect to Finding.I which concerns the classification maintenance plan, the
Personnel Division has long recognized the need to maintain the eclassification plan and
review all position classifications on a periodic basis. The State of Arizona, however,
has not determined that this is a funding priority, and consequently has allocated

limited resources for this purpose.

In FY 77-78 JLBC consulting staff recommended outside management consultants be
employed to overhaul the eclassification plan. The State could not afford this in FY
78~79 and again in FY 79-80. In FY 80-81 the Legislature again determined that the
State could not afford it, but concluded that the State could not afford to be without
it either. The Personnel Division was directed to implement a Classification Maintenance
Review (CMR) program using existing resources. To assist it to implement classification
changes found to be necessary by the CMR program the Legislature provided a
classification fund to be administered by the Division. In FY 81-82 the Legislature

funded two additional Classification Analysts.

Responding to this direction, in FY 80-81 the Personnel Division placed a new emphasis
on CMR. All Classification Analysts were centralized (taking them from agency-based

personnel offices).

In the latter part of FY 80-81 the Personnel Division hired an experienced classification
manager and several specialists. The new management team organized into two groups

- one for CMR with eight analysts assigned, and the other with four analysts assigned
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for ongoing activities associated with new positions, reorganizations, and
agency/employee initiated requests. In addition, a Classification Appeals position was
established. Early feedback from agency management indicates a renewal of confidence

in the management team and a high level of satisfaction with CMR results to date.

It proved impractical in FY 80-81 to conduct ongoing activities with only four analysts,
where all twelve had been needed the year before. It also became apparent that the
Personnel Division will not be able to maintain a five-year cycle without seriously

impairing the quality of work.

In FY 81-82 even with the addition of two analysts for ongoing efforts, it will not be
possible to review one-fifth of the class plan without seriously impairing the quality
of the review. Consequently, the Personnel Division will not be able to meet its
five~-year CMR goal. The Personnel Division will place a priority on the training of

its Classification analysts but is again limited by a modest training budget.

With respect to Compensation the Personnel Board in 1979 adopted a market rate
philosophy establishing step 4 as the market reference for the state salary schedule.
This position reflects the average rate paid for classifications surveyed in the market
place. This compensation philosophy does create varied perceptions with regard to
specific market comparisons. On the other hand, one of the basic information sources
used to monitor the market is the Joint Governmental Salary Survey. This information
source was modified substantially to increase its reliability and validity in 1979 and
has received an improved acceptance. Participation in the survey has grown from 110

organizations in 1978 to an expected 185 in 1981.

With regard to Finding II, the Personnel Division has long recognized that its recruitment
efforts, while generally adequate, fall short in hard-to-fill classes. Recruitment

activities are correctly characterized as '"passive". More aggressive recruiting is
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required for this purpose. The State of Arizona has not placed a high priority on

aggressive recruiting, and therefore funding has been limited.

In FY 80-81 and FY 81-82 the State of Arizona could not afford to increase staffing
and further operating appropriations as requested by the Division for aggressive

recruiting. Funding is again being requested in FY 82-83.

The Personnel Division received $4.90 to advertise each job opening in FY 80-81

compared to $11.90 up to $135.26 for six cities and one county within the State.

The Personnel Division has no funds for even accepting collect telephone calls while
private industry and other governmental jurisdiction pay for interviewing and relocation

costs.

With no increase in staff, the Personnel Division absorbed an increase of 32% in the
number of applications processed in FY 79-80. This higher level has and is expected

to continue in the foreseeable future.

This overload condition was further compounded in FY 81-82 when the Personnel
Division lost 12 CETA positions out of a combined State/Federal work force of 36

clerical and para-professional FTE's allocated to the employment program.

Forced by circumstances to do much more with much less, the Personnel Division has
automated the processing of employment applications and hiring lists, is negotiating
with DES Job Service to provide on-site employment services, is voluntarily participating
in Productivity Resource Management System (PRMS) studies being conducted under

the guidance of the Arthur Young Company, and is actively seeking volunteer help
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from the community. Even with all of these, the Personnel Divison has had to reduce
services and can in no way attempt a more aggressive recruiting program without
additional resources.

The Personnel Division agrees that the State will continue to compete at a disadvantage
in attracting qualified applicants for short-supply occupations unless the State can
afford to provide funding for more aggressive recruiting and assures that compensation

for critical hard to fill occupational groups is maintained at competitive levels.

The third Findiné concerr-ling cancellation of requisitions illuminates a long recognized
problem. The Personnel Division agrees with the recommendation for analysis-based
corrective action. Until now with insufficient resources hampered further by a manual
employment system, it has been able to maintain only the barest of cancellation
information. The Personnel Division's planning for the all but completed automated
system contemplated taking just such steps to address the problem; thus the system
contains provisions for cancellation data gathering and analysis. Based upon this analysis,
the Personnel Division will develop appropriate solutions which may include legislative

or rules proposals.

Finding 4 addresses the lack of well defined training roles and the resulting impact
on the State's productivity. There is little question but that ill-defined training roles
hamper the Personnel Division's ability to improve State workers' productivity. From
a historical perspective however, it is less clear that inadequate coordination by the
Personnel Division contributes to duplication of training programs as noted in the draft
report, for the only duplication existing today is that which predates the Personnel
Division's own existence. In the initial years following its creation, several agencies
had their own personnel offices and in some cases, training offices. Without authority
or resources, the Personnel Division was unable to impact on continuing agency training

programs which continue to receive resources annually for their operation. In an effort
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to coordinate State training activities and make the best use of its resources, the
Personnel Division founded the Training Officers' Council in 1873, which included all
agency training officers.. In 1977 when the State's personnel system was centralized
by legislative action, the training functions and resources were left to operate in the
agencies; and training relationships, responsibilities and roles remained uncertain except
that it was clear the Personnel Division had no influence on agency programs.

In 1979 the Personnel Division, which slowly had been reconstituting the training unit
which had been abolished by an earlier assistant director, was asked by Governor Babbit
to determine the feasibility of developing and implementing a supervisory and manage-
ment development program such as that of the State of Georgia. Having established
its feasibility, the Personnel Division undertook development of such a program. The
supervisory element has been completed, and implemented and has from the beginning
received high marks. With the continued existence of training programs in several
agencies, however, responsibilities for supervisory and management training remains
unclear. In an attempt to resolve this, the DOA has formed an interagency role
definition task force. The Personnel Division is a member of this group and plans to

introduce legislation to clarify and resolve this problem.

The Personnel Division has taken several significant steps in the past year to respond
to the areas of needed improvement identified in the draft report. It has looked into
itself, has analyzed itself, to better understand its structure, its purpose and the course

of its future direction.

The results of this self-study have been invigorating; they have led to a definition,
clarification and understanding of its mission; a reorganization into four programs each
designed to support progress toward carrying out that mission; an improved planning
process based to a substantial extent on the needs of the agencies it serves as they

have expressed them at the Division's request; and development of mission - oriented
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and agencies-needs-based goals and objectives, a copy of which is attached.

The Division believes it now is operating with a focussed sense of purpose that will
enable it to achieve those objectives to the benefit of the agencies it serves and,

ultimately, the taxpaying public.
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SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DIVISION HAS OPERATED WITHIN
THE PUBLIC INTEREST (pages 10 - 12)

The Personnel Division agrees, but offers comments on three points: Training,

Recruitment and Selection, and Classification and Compensation.

Regarding Training, in the second paragraph is an observation about the lack of
diseussion in state service agencies between supervisors and employees about career
development and training needs. There is no question that more such discussion should
take place, and fhe Peréonnel Division has a role in fostering such discussion. To
encourage such activity leads to increased expectations, which is good, but with

insufficient resources to satisfy increased needs the results would be counterproductive.

Concerning the Recruitment and Selection statement about minimum qualifications,

probably 99.9% of the job candidates referred to the agencies meet the formal minimum
qualifications which often differ from those of the hiring official. This will be discussed
in more detail later. The Division has no reason to believe that the hiring officials'

perceptions are not accurately reflected in the draft report.

With respeet to Classification and Compensation, the Personnel Division does not

question the reported perceptions and opinions of employees, supervisors, managers and
agency heads. The Personnel Board in 1979 adopted a market rate philosophy establishing
step 4 as the market reference for the state salary schedule. This step 4 position
reflects the average rate paid for classifications surveyed in the market place. This
compensation philosophy does create varied perceptions with regard to specific market
comparisons. On the other hand, one of the basic information sources used to monitor
the market is the Joint Governmental Salary Survey which was modified in 1979 and
has received an improved acceptance level within state service as well as in the private
sector. Participation in the survey has grown from 110 organizations in 1978 to an

expected 185 in 1981.
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SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OR
APPLICABLE AGENCY OF STATE GOVERNMENT HAS THE AUTHORITY TO
PROSECUTE UNDER ACTIONS UNDER ENABLING LEGISLATION (pages 14 - 15)

The statements in this Sunset Factor more directly apply to the Personnel Board and

the Attorney General.

SUNSET FACTOR: THE EXTENT TO WHICH CHANGES ARE NECESSARY IN THE
LAWS OF THE DIVISION TO ADEQUATELY COMPLY WITH THE FACTORS LISTED
IN SUB-SECTION (page 16)

The Personnel Division agrees. Further, it believes that even additional changes should

be made, which will be recommended under its responses to speecific findings.
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FINDING 1

THE DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION - PERSONNEL DIVISION HAS FAILED TO
MAINTAIN THE UNIFORM CLASSIFICATION PLAN PROPERLY. (pages 17 - 35)

The Personnel Division generally agrees. Due to unsuccessful attempts to obtain
additional resources, the Personnel Division has responded to this problem by reallocating
and providing additional resources from other programs to -classification plan
maintenance, effecting changes in management and organization, and improving

operational procedures and practices.

Reasons for the Absence of Maintenance Review Program (pages 27 - 28)

Generally, the comments under this section are correct. However, the major factors
which hindered the accomplishment of the 1979 schedule should also include unrealistic
classification maintenance review scheduling, varying support of the classification review

schedule by other state agencies, and insufficient classification resources.

CONCLUSION (page 34)

The Personnel Division agrees. With respect to the degree to which the classification
plan has affected the Personnel Division's achievement of other objectives, the Personnel
Division agrees its abih‘ty has been impaired, but suggests that it was less than seriously

impaired.

RECOMMENDATIONS (pages 34 - 35)

1. The Personnel Division agrees with the goal of reviewing all classes within five-year
cycles. It suggests, however, that to place that goal in law or in rules would
place it within a too rigid framework without knowing the extent to which any
future variables will impact the program.

2. The Personnel Division agrees. In order to complete a full five-year cycle, and
assuming additional resources are provided, it suggests that the date by which all

classes should be reviewed be changed to June, 1987.
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RECOMMENDATIONS (continued)

3.

The Personnel Division agrees. However, the achievement of either a or b is
contingent upon whether additional resources are provided.

The Personnel Division agrees.

The Personnel Division agrees. The study is underway at this time.

The Personnel Division agrees. The Personnel Division will propose a budget to

achieve Finding I recommendations and include the various alternatives.
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FINDING II

IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED IN THE PERSONNEL DIVISION'S RECRUITMENT
EFFORT FOR HARD-TO-FILL JOB CLASSIFICATIONS (pages 37 - 54)

The Personnel Division agrees with Finding I that it should use more aggressive
recruitment techniques and should use certain recruitment practices more often.

DOA - Personnel Generally Provides Qualified Applicants (pages 38 - 41)

The Personnel Division agrees with all aspects of this section. There is one area
where a point of elarification might help avoid possible misinterpretation by its readers.
This has to do with item 4) on page 38 regarding the extent to which candidates

referred to the agencies meet minimum qualifications.

There are two forms of minimum qualifications: those formally set forth in the
published classification specifications, as approved by the Personnel Board, which are
used for recruitment purposes and which serve as the initial standard against which
all candidates are measured; and those desired by the hiring official with a specific
kind of person for his specific job vacaney in mind. It is not unusual for those to
differ. The survey findings summarized in Table 10, page 40, with which the Personnel
Division does not disagree, reflect the latter definition of minimum qualifications.
Based upon information provided in job applications, 99.9% of candidates for state
service employment who are referred to hiring officials meet the required formal
minimum qualifications established for the job as well as any approved job-specific
special qualification requirements requested by hiring officials.

Reasons for Lack of Apgressive Recruitment Program (page 48)

The reasons listed in this section do contribute to the general lack of an aggressive
recruitment program. The Personnel Division will comment on these and others as
they are presented in the report.

Comparison of Workload Increases, Staffing and Funding Levels (pages 48 - 49)

The Personnel Division is in full agreement with this section. It does, however, view
the loss of 12 FTE's from the recruitment program as having greater impact than the

report's narrative suggests and will address this in the "Recommendations" section.
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IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED IN THE PERSONNEL DIVISION'S RECRUITMENT
EFFORT FOR HARD-TO-FILL JOB CLASSIFICATIONS (pages 37 - 54) (continued)

Inadequate Analysis of Recruitment Problems (page 50)

The Personnel Division agrees that an effective management information system is
most important to an effective recruitment and employment program. The automated
employment system is expected to provide the capability to provide information to

assist the Personnel Division in achieving improved employment analysis.

Restrictions in State Law (pages 50 - 51)

The Personnel Division agrees. It has and will again propose legislation not only to
provide for interview expense reimbursement but also for relocation expense

reimbursement for certain jobs.

CONCLUSION (page 53)

The Personnel Division concurs with the conclusion set forth in the draft report.

RECOMMENDATIONS (pages 53 - 54)

1. The Personnel Division agrees. Its automated employment system is the first
step and is part of a broader Personnel Division objective to develop a

comprehensive management information system.

2. The Personnel Division agrees and has taken steps to increase use of these
media.
3. a. The Personnel Division agrees and will increase such efforts as resources
permit.
b. The Personnel Division agrees and will continue to publish such materials.
c. The Personnel Division agrees and will pursue its target to establish intern

and co-op programs.
d. The Personnel Division agrees and will attempt to maximize these
procedures as resources permit.
4. The Personnel Division agrees and will use professional advertising agencies more

often if resources permit. 102



RECOMMENDATIONS (pages 53 - 54)

5. a. The Personnel Division agrees and has sought a significant increase
in its budget request.
b. The Personnel Division agrees.
In addition, the Personnel Division proposes to seek legislation to allow
payment of relocation expenses for a limited number of successful

candidates for critical, hard-to-fill job classifications.

The Personnel Division further proposes to seek additional staff resources to soften
the loss of its FTE's since implementation of the automated system only partially will
compensate for staffing the losses. While the draft report correctly notes the impact
of that loss on the availability program, the lost positions also made up a substantial
portion of the recruitment program's support staff. As such, their abolition had
widespread impact in addition to availability., These positions greeted applicants;
provided information; received and checked applications; answered telephones; prepared
correspondence; maintained application files; posted scores; copied applications for
referral to agencies; and, in general, provided a myriad of eclerical support activities
that are not being accomplished by computer some of which either are not being done

at all today or are falling further and further behind.
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FINDING 1II

REDUCING REQUISITION CANCELLATIONS WILL ELIMINATE UNPRODUCTIVE WORK
FOR PERSONNEL DIVISION (pages 55 - 60)

There is no question about the severity of this long standing and long recognized
problem. The Personnel Division agrees with the Finding and its recommendation that
data be collected for analysis and that corrective action be taken based upon that
analysis. Until now, the Personnel Division's insufficient resources were hampered
further by limitations imposed by a manual employment system which made data
gathering laborious and time-consuming. Thus, it has been able to maintain only the
barest of cancellation information. The Division's planning for the all but completed
automated system, however, contemplated taking just such steps to address the problem;
thus the system contains provisions for cancellation data gathering and analysis. Based '
upon this analysis, the Division will develop appropriate solutions which may include

legislative or rules proposals.
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FINDING IV

ILL-DEFINED TRAINING ROLES IMPAIR THE PERSONNEL DIVISION'S ABILITY TO
IMPROVE STATE EMPLOYEES' PRODUCTIVITY (pages 61 - 74)

The Personnel Division agrees with the draft report's discussion and conclusions.

RECOMMENDATIONS (pages 73 - 74)

1. The Personnel Division concurs with this recommendation. It is an active member
of a DOA-formed interagency task force on role definition for training in the state
service and will propbse legislation to clarify those training roles.

2. The Personnel Division agrees.

3. In its current budget request the Personnel Division has sought staff to replace

those lost due to recent cutbacks in federal program support.

Further, the Personnel Division intends to consider the questions raised in this section
of the draft report as it develops its state service training program. With specific
reference to tuition reimbursement for state service employees, noted on page 74, the
Personnel Division has established as one of its objectives for Fiscal Year 1981/82 the
development of such a program accompanied by any legislative proposals that might

be required to implement and operate it.
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OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION

TURNAROUND TIMES FOR HIRING LISTS (page 75)

With minor amplification; the Personnel Division finds this section to be an accurate

portrayal. The expectation expressed in Faster Turnaround Expected in Future on page

77 is conditioned on a reasonable stablization of workload and sucecessful conclusion
of a joint DES Job Service - Personnel Division employment program agreement. If
these conditions do not come about, it is unlikely the Personnel Division will perform
satisfactorily with its existing resources, and turnaround time will continue to~ increase
to unacceptable levels, and agencies will be adversely affected as more and more jobs
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