
 

 

 

TSBP RECEIVED THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS OPPOSING THE PROPOSED 

PHARMACIST TO TECHNICIAN RATIO RULE CHANGES 

 

 

§291.32 Concerning Class A Pharmacies 

§291.53 Concerning Class B Pharmacies 

§291.153 Concerning Class G Pharmacies 



 

From: Jeffrey Abeldt  
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 12:04 PM 

To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: technician ratio 

 
Gay, 
 
I feel the unlimited technician ratio has many snags.  The board should first look to its mission 
statement.  After reading the mission statement it seems the boards responsibility is to the public.  I feel 
by changing the ratio it could affect the public poorly in at least 3 ways and cannot come up with a 
positive change by moving to unlimited. 

1) The rate of errors would increase.  There should be some statistical information on how many 
errors pharmacist make with x number of technicians they are supervising.  That would be the 
first number I would want to look at.  After reading the disciplinary actions on the website and 
see all the errors that are being made with the current technician ratio, it does not make much 
sense to increase the number of people a pharmacist is having to supervise.  It stands to reason 
that more errors would be made. 

2) Another area it seems would be affected would be the area of diversion.  Again I go back to the 
board website that references all the technicians that get in trouble for diversion.  It stands to 
reason that if you decrease the amount of supervision the technicians have that the amount of 
diversion will go up. 

3) Lastly, my understanding of the law is that a pharmacist must counsel on every new 
prescription.  Maybe I am slow, but there is no way a pharmacist could physically do the 
counseling on as many prescriptions that even 4 qualified technicians can generate, much less 
unlimited. 
 

These are only 3 ways that I see that making the ratio unlimited does not meet the mission statement of 
the board.  I really cannot come up any ways that it would “promote, preserve, and protect the public 
health, safety, and welfare”.  It seems that it would compromise the previously mentioned.  The only 
way I could ever  see increasing the ratio would be to have different certifications for technicians and 
give them more liability and responsibility.  This is a whole different conversation that we are not ready 
for yet.   
 
Thank you for your attention in this matter, 
 
Jeffrey V Abeldt 
BrickStreet Pharmacy 
314 W Rusk 
Tyler,TX     75701 
903-533-8155 
903-533-8158 fax 
 
 



10/ 29/2013 19:39 2149751214 

October 30, 2013 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3·600 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Fax (512) 305~8008 

Dear Ms. Benz, 

I support Texas Phannacy Association's position on the proposed elimination of the cWTent 
technicians to pharmacist ratio. I restate it here as: 

PAGE 01 

• That TPA [continue to) support and foster a comprehensjve study regarding the education and 
scope of practice for Phannacy Technicians; 

• And in order to protect public health and patient safety, [that] TPA oppose elimination of the 
pharmacist to pharmacy technician supervision ratjo until such study has been completed and 
more comprehensive infonnation is available; and 

• In the interim, based on the results of the Association's survey of the membership, [that] TPA 
support a change in the supervision ratio from 1:3 to 1:4 [for class A and B phannacies] 

In addiHon, I believe this move would benefit large pharmacies at the expense of patient safety. 

During my time as an officer in TPA and a Delegate to the TPA House ofDelegates, there was 
no greater supporter of having a technician position on the TP A Board of Directors. In addition, I 
also approved of the appointment of a technician to the TSBP Board. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Virgene K. Adams,RPh,FASCP. 
Tx 18969 
Past TP A President 





 

 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Pamela Beadle  
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2013 10:51 PM 
To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: RPh to Tech ratio 
 
Hello, I wanted to echo the thoughts of my peers and urge the State Board to please reconsider 
dropping the pharmacist to Tech ratio. In my opinion this will be catastrophic to the safety of the public 
who puts their trust in us each and every day.  To ask a pharmacist to fill hundreds and hundreds of 
prescriptions a day and give flu shots and give advice and catch errors in dosing and drug interactions 
and fend off problem after problem and not give them the backup and manpower needed to do all this 
is a catastrophe waiting to happen.  We were all taught that the pharmacist is the last line of defense a 
patient has in the chain of prescribing medication. Please do not abandon the safety and the trust of our 
patients and their families. I respectfully urge the state board to keep the ratio as it is. Thank you for 
your time 
 
Pam Beadle RPh 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 





-----Original Message----- 
From: Jeff Carson  
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 2:08 PM 
To: Becky Damon 
Subject: Technician ratios in the state of Texas 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
My family has owned and operated pharmacies in the San Antonio area for over forty years. We have seen a lot 
of changes in that time, some good and some bad. This is a potential change that could be both. I certainly agree 
that in today's practice of pharmacy technicians can do a lot of great things and decrease the overall burden to 
pharmacists. However, there needs to be a limit or that decrease in burden could become an increase in liability. 
Our pharmacies are what you would call hybrids. We do both conventional pharmacy as well as prescription 
compounding both sterile and non-sterile. In the regular dispensing pharmacy, there are only so many 
prescriptions a pharmacist can SAFELY check. At some point, you can have too many technicians producing too 
many prescriptions for one pharmacist to check. So in this instance, my experience tells me that having more 
than 4 techs per one pharmacist is about maxed out. I don't see where it is either efficient or safe for technicians 
to produce more completed, ready to check prescriptions than the pharmacist can check in a reasonable 
amount of time. This does NOT free up the pharmacist to provide more cognitive services like counseling. It 
simply pushes more and more prescriptions thru the workflow faster than the pharmacist can do final 
verifications. Having huge piles of prescriptions waiting final verification sitting around in piles creates a 
cluttered environment that is more likely to result in a dispensing error than a clean and organized environment. 
 
However, there are other pharmacy environments that could see significant benefit from increased ratios 
beyond 3 or 4 per pharmacist. For example, long term care specialty pharmacies are quite different from 
traditional dispensing pharmacies. Since there is very little contact (if any) with the patient, and therefore very 
little interruptions in the process of final verification being completed by the pharmacist on duty, there would be 
an appropriate need for say up to 6 technicians per pharmacist. You may even be able to argue for 7. Also, in the 
pharmacy engaged in compounding both sterile and non-sterile, there could also be some significant 
advantages. In order to stay compliant with USP guidelines, as well as state and federal guidelines, there are a 
significant and growing number of continuous quality improvement and control issues that require an ever 
increasing amount of time to complete and stay up to date with. It would be of significant benefit to have say up 
to 6 technicians per pharmacist to help with this. But here again, at some point there are just too many 
technicians producing too much finished product for one pharmacist to keep track of. 
 
At some point more is not better. At some point more is actually dangerous. I just cannot support going from a 
restricted 3 all the way to unlimited! That just isn't a rational change. I am always for change that improves 
outcomes. But have we not learned our lessons from the past that too much change too fast leads to human 
failures?  
 
I am very excited about adding the new class of pharmacy A-S. Let's go one step further and add Class A-NS 
(non-sterile compounder)and Class A-SNS (sterile and non-sterile compounder)as well as Class-ALTC (long term 
care specialty). Then we can assign appropriate technician ratios to each category as well as start training our 
compliance officers in the specific areas of expertise. 
 
In addition, I would also be in support of increased fees with each of these new categories in order to provide 
more resources to the TSBP in hopes of improving it's ability to regulate in these areas of expertise. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Carson, R.Ph. 
Chief-of-Staff 
Oakdell Pharmacy, Inc. 
210-240-8316 cell 
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10/30/2013 

Allison Benz RPh. Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Phannacy 
333 Guadalupe St .:1-600 
Austin TX 18701 
Fax 612-3~008 

Re: Pharmacy Technician Ratio 

>> 512 305 8008 p 1/1 

As an Independent Pharmacist and Owner, I urge opposition to the unlimited pharmacist to phannacy 
technician ratio. I feel this will be bad and unsafe for the People of the State of Texas. Giving unlimited 
ratio will cause the pharmacist on duty the inability to watch numerous people. This lack of supervision 
could cause potential loss of pharmacy controls and lead to possible errors. A current ratio of 4:1 would 
be more than suffiCient for todays pharmacist. 

I am afraid some phannacy entities would abuse this rule change in the name of profit. I raiSe a question 
to the board. who is responsible for the responsible ratios of phannacist to technicians if it was 
unlimited? Would the Owner of the Phannacy who is not the phannacist, or the Phannaicst In Charge be 
the one voice to determine the safe ratio. 

\Sin~\"' . () 
~.r.t;::.RPh 
Mabank Family Pharmacy 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Chizoba []  
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 6:38 AM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Oppose change in tech ratio 
 
I oppose to changing, eliminating or increasing the ratio, this will pose a major threat to the public. Our 
mission is to always protect the public. Pharmacist already have increasing demands and distractions 
that cause medication error. This change can eventually destroy the profession. Please let's always move 
towards the direction to protect the public.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chizoba Chinwuba-Ojiogo, Pharmd 
 



 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ellen Church  
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 10:57 PM 
To: Becky Damon 
Subject: Technician Ratio 
 
To the Texas State Board of Pharmacy, 
  
Unlimited ratio of technicians to pharmacist, you have done an injustice to the general public and to 
staff pharmacists.  In a busy pharmacy it is hard enough to oversee 3 technicians.  If medications are 
involved, there will not be enough overseeing of the technicians.  Large companies will increase the 
number of technicians and not increase number of pharmacists. 
  
I would like the Board to reconsider.  If medication is being dispensed in the building a 4:1 is enough.  If 
NO medication is being dispensed the ration could be larger.   
  
Ellen. M. Church, RPh 
 



Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
Tower 3 Suite 600 
333 Guadalupe St. 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Ref: Upcoming hearing on tech ratio. 

Dear Board Members and Staff: 

The recent vote of allowing unlimited tech hours will be a disaster to the practice of retail 
pharmacy in Texas. I often experience a 1/4 ratio and that seems to be acceptable if the techs or 
techs in training are competent and familiar with all the work stations in the pharmacy. This 
situation does not occur often when the staff is trained. Turnover in stores occurs all the time. 
There is always openings in our stores. 

If you allow the tech ratio to be unlimited you will give CVS the ability to act in an even more 
reckless manner. In todays environment at CVS we work under the worst conditions that I have 
ever seen in the industry. The company falsely reports number of scripts filled so that our tech 
hours are already reduced. When we complain about having more tech hours we are told by our 
supervisors that you must fill more and give more flu shots and we will give you more hours. If 
we are even more aggressive with our demands we are told that we are not following workflow 
and then the supervisor comes in and watches us work and makes a few adjustments and 
suggestions. Every time I have had a supervisor come in and watch, observe or coach us they 
spend most of the time on their smart phone texting someone or returning calls. When they do 
become part of our workflow by helping fill rxs they are slow and have nof clue what is going on 
in the pharmacy. The time spent in the pharmacy by the supervisor is limited and they actually 
slow us down because they are slow. 

One other issue about the retail environment is the continuing pressure to fill , fill, fill and 
increase your script count each week, make budget fills scripts within 15 minutes if they want to 
wait. The pharmacists in my store are fast, accurate and have been around for years. I am a 
preceptor and have seen pharmacists interns and pharmacists leave after they have completed 
their requirements to be a pharmacist due to workload and stressful situations. 

Rules and regulations are broken every day at CVS. This company does not like to follow even 
the minimum rules in place for all of us to follow in Texas. Just the simply counseling task is 
changed by CVS. We are brought to counsel patients at the register or consultation window if 
the customer has a chance to win the $1000.00 survey question about customer service. This is 
not a random survey. This survey prints out on the receipt if a patient has maintenance meds 
with refills. One of the questions on the survey is were you counseled. This is CVSs way of 
showing the TSBP that we are counseling patients. The folks that are left out are the ones with 
antibiotics or maybe the patient that only comes in occasionally. To the point, the people that 
need counseling never see a pharmacist or get a chance to talk to the pharmacist. 

' ··- . ·"' 



Countless hours are given to the company both by pharmacists who stay late, arrive early or 
attend meetings, training sessions or have phone conferences at home. We are encouraged to do 
things that help drive business. One of the requirements is to call patients that have not picked 
up new rxs. If a patients bottle is empty I believe that is an indication to return to the pharmacy 
for more maintenance meds. Techs make as many as 200 calls a week asking if patients need 
their maintenance med refilled. Part of our evaluation each year is based on how many 
customers pick up their refills. My sister gets calls from CVS and they are aggressive when 
asking about refills. This practice has gone too far in my opinion. We are told do not take no 
for an answer from customer. Keep pushing them to take the refills. 

I am speaking on behalf of many of the pharmacists in Texas. 
Please hear our plea. 

I vote on 114 but remember to make the company accountable and put some teeth in the law. 
Pharmacists have taken the brunt of the punishment too long. Don' t listen to the liason person 
from our company. He lies and smiles. 

Concerned pharmacist 

\ 



October 20, 2013 

Allison Benz 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
William Hobby Bldg., Suite 3-600 

333 Guadalupe St. 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Allison Benz 

I am writing as concerned citizen of Texas about the decision of the Board to 

change the ratio of pharmacist to technicians in the drug store chain pharmacies. I 

OPPOSE THIS CHANGE. 

The pharmacists that work in this environment are already burdened with too 

many tasks. One has only to watch a pharmacist and technicians in the setting to 

see that confusion and stress are present all the time. 

The Board of Pharmacy is mandated to protect Texas citizens. Adding to the 

pharmacist's burden is not a wise choice. 

I see the addition of more techs as a money saver for Walgreens, HEB and CVS but 

not a safe place to get prescriptions filled . 

Sincerely, 

if~ 
Patricia Carr' 
2318 Boulder Run 
Georgetown Texas 



M. Lynn Crismon, Pharm.D., FCCP, BCPP 
 

9600 Murmuring Creek Dr. Ph: 512-663-5068 
Austin Texas  78736 email:  Crismon1951@gmail.com 

 
 
October 31, 2013 
 
Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S.  
Director of Professional Services  
Texas State Board of Pharmacy  
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600  
Austin, Texas 78701 
 
Via Electronic Transmission to:  allison.benz@tsbp.state.tx.us 
 
Dear Ms. Benz: 
 
I am writing to express my concern about the proposed amendment to TSBP rule  
§291.32  that would eliminate pharmacist to technician supervision ratios. 
 
Above all, the responsibility of the Texas State Board of Pharmacy is to protect the 
public.  In my opinion, the proposed rule does not adequately protect the public and is not 
in the best interest of the citizens of Texas. 
 
First, please allow me to emphasize that I am highly supportive of pharmacy technicians 
and other types of supportive personnel in order to enhance the efficiency of the 
pharmacist and promote high quality patient care.  In fact, as a student pharmacist intern, 
I learned value lessons from a highly experienced technician with whom I worked.  
However, technicians are assuming increasingly complex duties, and they are doing this 
without any minimum standards for education and training.  In comparison with technical 
personnel in other health care disciplines (e.g., radiology, dentistry, laboratory, physical 
therapy, nursing), pharmacy, to the best of my knowledge, is the only health profession to 
have no educational requirements for its supportive personnel.  To enhance this potential 
risk by eliminating all ratios for technician supervision creates a catastrophe in waiting 
for the profession of pharmacy. 
 
I sincerely recommend that the Board table this proposed rule and instead appoint a 
taskforce to make recommendations to the Board on the educational requirements of 
pharmacy technicians and then tie education with supervision ratios.  Technicians 
perform different roles in different practice settings, and it is highly likely that different 
technician roles require different types of education and training.  The profession needs 
technicians with the appropriate education, training, and skill sets for the roles that they 
are asked to perform.  Satisfactory completion of the PTCB exam is a low bar to qualify a 
person to practice as a pharmacy technician.  It requires a minimum knowledge base, and 
does not assess skills or competency.  While satisfactory completion of the PTCB 
combined with on-the-job training might be appropriate for a technician practicing in a 
closely supervised situation, it is not adequate for technicians who are practicing with 
minimal pharmacist supervision or for those performing complex tasks. 



 
In fact, one possible option to explore is whether there should be different supervision 
ratios depending either on the education of the technician or the potential risk of the 
duties being performed by the technician or both.  We must avoid lulling ourselves into 
complacency and assume that all pharmacies will assure that their technicians are 
appropriately trained and supervised.  One only needs to look at the recent New England 
Compounding Center fiasco for evidence of the disastrous outcomes of maintaining 
inadequate standards.  Rather, I beg the Board to be proactive and put the appropriate 
safeguards in place to assure that the citizens of Texas are appropriately protected. 
 
Please note that the opinions expressed here are my own and do not necessarily represent 
those of the faculty of The University of Texas College of Pharmacy or of the 
administration of The University of Texas at Austin. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
M. Lynn Crismon, Pharm.D. 
Texas pharmacy license #22035 
 
 
 
cc: Jeanne Waggener, R.Ph., TSBP President 
 Gay Dodson, R.Ph., TSBP Executive Director/Secretary 
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Allison enz 

333 Gu~dalupe Street Suite 3-600 
I 

Austin, r.exas 78701 
Fax 512-305-8008 

Dear AI son 

FAX No. 15758855714 

1133 Tracy Place 

Carlsbad, Nm 88220 

September 30, 2013 

P. 001/ 001 

I have chaired the Pharmacy Technician Committee for several years in New Mexico. After years 

of discu
1 
sions we recently changed the1 :4 tech ratio requirement and left it up to the Pharmacist in 

Charger determine the Tech ratio that was appropriate lor the practice setting, 

Lou can expect a visit from Chris Jerry who lost his daughter due to a fatal mistake by an 

untrainl'd Pharmacy Technician in a state that had no requirements for technicians. He started a 

founda on to increase competencies and accountability for pharmacy technicians. 

here Is no data supporting that eliminating or reducing Tech ratios causes any problems. There 

data supporting that eliminating or reducing doesn't cause harm. 

he question asked that caught our attention after the fact. The board of Pharmacy is here to 

protect he public safety. How does decreasing or eliminating the tech ration increase or improve 

protecti n of the public safety? 

am a licensed Texas Pharmacist and the Chair of the New Mexico Board of Pharmacy and just 

o share my experience with this issue. Good luck with your deCision. 
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Alex Del Valle 
<:tinical Care Pharmacy 
2770 Nmth Sam Houston Pkwy West 
Houston. Texas 77146 

Octnher :tO, 2013 

Allison l:.cnz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Oircctor ·>f ProfessionaJ Services 
T .:xas State Board of Phurmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, Texas 78701 

CLINICAL CARE PHARMACY 

T.:l Allisfn Ben4 Texas State Board of Pharmacy Director of Professional Services: 

17463 P . 001/001 

My name is Alex Del Valle, and I am a phannacy technician at Clinical Care Pharmacy in 
I Jouston, Texas. The purpose of this letter is to express my strong opposition to the elimination 
of the Ph umacist- to-Technician supervision ratio of 1 :3 in class A and B pharmacies as 
proposed in rules published Sept. 28 in the Texas Register. 

For more than a year, TPA has proposed and continues to support a comprehensive study 
regardinf the education and scope of practice for Phanna<.:y Technicians to gather timely, 
re-levant data to help determine what, if any, should be an appropriate supervision ratio. In 
n":CCgniti·>n that such a study will take l>Ome time, I am in agreement with TPA 's suggested 
atnendnu:nt to the ratio supporting an interim change in the supetvision ratio from 1:3 to 1:4 as 
a compmmise. r do not support the elimination of the supervision ratio. 

I believe that a patient's health and safety is the primary responsibility of the pharmacist and 
should bt: everyone's ultimate objective. Protecting the health and safety of the patient aJso is 
TSUP·s (•nly charge. TSBP is THE state agency charged with protecting Texans' health and 
safety relating to A-LL matters involving prescription medication. The TSBP proposal to 
eliminate the pharmacy techni<.:ian supervision ratio puts that critical goal at risk and is a step that 
must not be taken at this time. I do not agree with or support the elimination of the supervision 
mtio. 

Alex Del Valle, CPhT 
Clini~l Cue Phannacy Technician 
2~: 1-212·8'700 







 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Jd Fain  
Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2013 10:32 AM 
To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: Technician ratio 
 
Dear Ms. Dodson, 
 
I would like to express my opinion concerning the subject of technician ratios. 
I don't think the ratio should be unlimited. This would put excess pressure, stress and responsibility on 
the pharmacist. The pharmacy profession is already one of the most stressed and regulated professions. 
It would also compromise patient safety and public safety in my opinion.  
 
I would rather see a ratio placed on the number of prescriptions filled per day and the number of 
pharmacists required to be on duty. This would help relieve stress levels and improve patient care. My 
suggestion would be one pharmacist on duty per 300-350 prescriptions per 10 hour shift.  
 
Thank you for your help and consideration, 
 
J.D. Fain PharmD 
Pieratt's Pharmacy 
233S.Manse 
Giddings Tx  
78942 
979-542-3164 
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AMERICARE PHARMACY Fax:940-668-1899 Oct 29 2013 16 :Q? 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professfonal Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Fax (512) 305-8008 

Dean Flanagan Phann D, MBA, COE 

217 N Weaver 

Gainesville, Tx 76240 

P.01 

Allison, I have been a register Pharmacist for thirty five years. I have been a preceptor for nume 

years. I am an adJunct professor for Texas Tech University Health Science Center School of Ph a 
can tell you without any doubt that the ratio of technicians to Pharmacist should not be increase o 
more than three to one. I have trained many technicians and Pharmacy students. It is difficult t 

monitor every thing they do and the welfare of patients will be sacrificed for the economic pin he 

corporate Pharmacy chain. This in no doubt a change stimulated by the corporate big box script II. t 
request that there be no change for the welfare and benefit of the health care public. 

R Dean Flanagan Pharm D, MBA, CDE 
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To: 
Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Ointctor of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Phannacy 
333 Guadalupe St., Suite 3-600 
Austin, Texas 78701 
FAX: 512·305--8008 

From: 
John Franklin, R.Ph. 
Franklin Phannacy 
1013 Brook Ave 

Wichita Falls, TX 76301 
FAX; 940-692-2931 

I oppose the elimination of the phannac:ist-tec:hnlc:ian ratio and support an 
increase from the current 1:3 ratio to 1 :4 for class A & 8 pharmacieS. 

lndhridual pharmacists could be threatened if they refuse to go along with an 
absurd workload I ratio. 
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From: Michael J Garcia  

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2013 1:10 PM 
To: Gay Dodson 

Subject: Technician Ratio 

 

Gay Dodson, R.Ph. 
Executive Director  
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 

Austin, TX 78701 

  
My name is Michael Garcia and I am a 4th year professional student from the University of Texas 
at Austin College of Pharmacy.  I want to take this opportunity to express a few concerns I have 
about increasing the technician ratio in a pharmacy. I have had the privilege to work as a 
hospital technician before pharmacy school and have worked at H-E-B as a 
technician/pharmacist intern during pharmacy school.  I feel that as a future pharmacist, this 
experience has given me a better grasp on what side of this debate I choose to 
support.  Increasing the tech ratio will only make it harder for a pharmacist to monitor their 
actions. My main concerns are patient safety and drug diversion.  We are going to get an influx 
of new, inexperienced technicians which will increase the probability of making mistakes. This 
puts additional stress on pharmacist to catch these mistakes. We’re human and we’re bound to 
miss one of those mistakes. As for drug diversion, additional stress is again put on the 
pharmacist for accurate monitoring of controlled substance inventory. Pharmacists are going to 
be preoccupied counseling, transfers, verifying, etc.  As a new upcoming pharmacist, the 
thought of increasing the technician ratio worries me because it is already hard enough to 
handle 3 technicians under a pharmacist’s supervision. At the end of the day, it’s my license 
that is on the line and the safety of the community with which I’m concerned.  

Michael Garcia 

Pharm D. Candidate 2014 

Intern# 27430 
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September 30, 2013 

Ms. Gay Dodson, R.Ph. 
Executive Director 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 

333 Guadalupe St., Suite 3-600 
Austin, Texas 78701 
  

Dear Ms. Dodson: 

We are writing to oppose the proposed rules to eliminate the pharmacist- pharmacy 
technician supervision ratio of 1:3 in class A, B & G pharmacies. We are highly 
concerned that the Texas State Board of Pharmacy’s recommendation is to 
eliminate the ratio entirely rather than modify it, and we feel that more extensive 
research is needed before even considering such action.  

American Pharmacies is an independent pharmacy purchasing cooperative with 
more than 600 member pharmacies, 95% of them In Texas. Our independent  
pharmacists enjoy close, community-based relationships with their patients and 
patient safety and welfare is our #1 concern. Accordingly, the APRx Board of 
Directors has voted to oppose elimination of the pharmacist-technician supervision 
ratio and instead support a change in the ratio from 1:3 to 1:4 for Class A and Class 
B pharmacies. 

While we recognize and support the need for pharmacists to devote more time to 
patient care and consulting, we feel eliminating the ratio is neither wise nor  
warranted. We recognize that prescription volumes at most retail pharmacies 
continue to rise with our aging population; therefore we support raising the ratio to 
1:4 to address this need. We strongly encourage the Pharmacy Board to devote 
more time and resources to studying this important safety issue further before 
making major changes to the ratio or eliminating it entirely.    

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

      

Mike Gohlke    Robert Kinsey, R.Ph. 
President, American Pharmacies  Chairman, Board of Directors 

 

 

 







 
 
 
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2013 11:40 AM 
To: Gay Dodson 

Subject: ***technician ratio**** 

 

Hi Gay, Long time since we have seen each other. I will be 

very brief. To properly oversee your technicians, teach them on 

a day to day basis (& it takes that) and do your on work, 

unlimited technician ratio would in my opinion be a nightmare. 

Hope you are doing well. Kind of been out of pocket but maybe 

I will see you in the near future  

 

Bentley Hawley 
 



September 3, 2013, 2013 

 

To: The members of Texas state board of pharmacy 

 

Recently it was brought to my attention that the board intends to allow unlimited 

technicians in the Class A pharmacies.   

 

Since the board’s primary responsibility is the safety of the Texas citizens, I would 

suggest that you would have a committee study the ramifications of such a radical 

change.  There could me a need for more education requirements, etc, to insure the safety 

of the citizens of the state. 

 

Having a store full of technicians with a high school education and one pharmacist who is 

responsible for everything that goes on in the ordering, stocking, and the dispensing 

process could lead to very negative outcomes.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Doyle High, R.Ph. 



From: A H  

Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 11:09 PM 

To: Allison Benz 

Subject: Written Comments Concerning Proposed Changes to the Pharmacist to Technician Ratios 

 

Texas Board of Pharmacy Members 

Director of Professional Services 

Texas State Board of Pharmacy  

333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 

Austin, Texas 78701 

  

Board of Pharmacy members, 

  

I ask you to carefully consider the implications and unintended consequences of changing the pharmacist to 

technician ratios. I also ask the Board to carefully consider the statements made in favor of changing the 

pharmacist to tech ratio in all classes of pharmacies. I have read many of the comments submitted in support of 

a change. An overwhelming majority of the comments in favor have been sent in by corporate retail chain 

pharmacists and middle managers. The central argument in nearly all these comments has been how dangerous 

it is to work with too little staff.  The Board of Pharmacy does not limit the number of technicians that can work 

in a pharmacy. It limits the number of technicians one pharmacist can supervise in a pharmacy.  The problem 

these pharmacists and middle managers have is with their respective companies and their refusal to provide an 

adequate number of pharmacists. It is not the ratio the Board of Pharmacy has set. 

  

Retail pharmacists have been pushed to their breaking point. There has never been more  tasks, responsibilities 

and liability placed on pharmacists than there is now. I have personally experienced this as a PIC at two 

different grocery store chains in two different states. As the PIC I had absolutely no discretion concerning the 

staffing of the pharmacy. The staffing decisions were made by non-pharmacist corporate middle managers 

thousands of miles away.  The staffing ratios outlined by the TSBP are the only protection a PIC has against 

dangerous and unsafe staffing. Removing this regulatory check will endanger the health safety and well being 

of the citizens of Texas.  

  

Pharmacy technicians are an invaluable part of the pharmacy team. There is no doubt they alleviate some of the 

massive workload forced onto pharmacists by corporate retail chain pharmacy management. Sub Chapter B, 

Rule 291 (C) states, "Pharmacists are solely responsible for the direct supervision of pharmacy technicians and 

pharmacy technician trainees and for designating and delegating duties".  Sub Chapter B, Rule 291, (2) Duties 

(i) states "a pharmacist verifies the accuracy of all acts, tasks, and functions performed by pharmacy technicians 

and pharmacy technician trainees; (ii) pharmacy technicians and pharmacy technician trainees are under the 

direct supervision of and responsible to a pharmacist". This alone is an enormous task for one pharmacist. Add 

to this the responsibility and liability of dispensing and counseling on 300 to 400 prescriptions in a 12 to 14 

hour shift, immunizations, record keeping and ensuring compliance with state and federal law and it becomes 

impossible. Removing the ratio requirement and allowing more technicians into the pharmacy does nothing but 

increases the stress on the pharmacist and endanger the public. 

  

I ask the Board to carefully and thoughtfully evaluate the following question. Who benefits from a change in the 

pharmacist to technician ratio? The citizens of Texas certainly will not benefit. The pharmacists licensed by this 

board will not benefit. The only benefit will be to the big corporate pharmacy chains that have so aggressively 

lobbied  you for this change. I believe it will be a huge mistake for the Board to ease and/or voluntarily give up 

regulatory control at a time when our health care system is undergoing a massive change with millions of 

people entering the system via the Affordable Care Act. This is a time for the Board to be ever more vigilant in 

order to protect the heath, safety and welfare of the citizens of Texas.  

  

Respectfully, 

  

Arden J. Hill, RPh, PharmD 



Oct. 31. 20 13 7:17AM Kroger Rx 389 

Michael Patrick Hughes Jr., 
2109 Sawdust Road Apt 4102 
The Woodlands, TX 77380 
281~827~8339 

October 30111, 2013 
RE: Proposed Changes to Current Supervision Ratios 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street. Suite 3-600 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Fax ~,U}_305-800Q 

Dear Members of the Board: 

No. 5630 P. 1 

Your mission reads as follows: To promote, preserve, a.nd protect the public health, 
safety, and welfa~ by fosterine the provision of quality pharmaceutl'cal care to the 
citizens of Texas throu.gh the regulation of the practice of pharmacy, the operation of 
pharmacies, and the distribution of prescription drugs in the public interest. 

As a retail pharmacist, l urge you to reconsider increasing the supervisory 
technician ratio to unlimited .. This change would not be in the best interest of public 
health and safety. Under this new rule, retail drug pharmacies could choose to 
decrease the number of pharmacists working in exchange for more technicians. This 
wtll no doubt cause a bottleneck effect at the pharmacist's station in retail 
pharmacies, putting more pressure on the pharmacist to verify more scripts than 
they are able. This will lead to an increase in medication errors. 

~~ 
Michael Patrick Hughes Jr., PharmD., RPh. 



From: Hallmark Pharmacy  

Date: October 9, 2013 at 12:39:27 PM CDT 

To: "allison.benz@tsbp.state.tx.us"  

Subject: Fw: TECH RATIOS 
 

Allison Benz RPh MS 

Director of Professional Services 

Texas State Board of Pharmacy 

333 Guadalupe street, Suite 3-600 

Austin, TX 78701 

  

RE: tech ratios 

  

I would like to know WHO thought that a limit on technicians was a bad thing? 

 

It sounds like someone with a profit motive rather than concerned about public health. 

 

The chains and especially mail order would save $100,000.00 +/- per 3 techs, do the math. 

 

This action could trigger a surplus of pharmacists and lower salaries across the board, a big payday for CEOs. 

The chains and mail order have already put the profit in the hands of a few people instead of spreading it over a 

larger number of people. ie: Your local independent Pharmacies who tend to live and spend their money in the 

local economy. Now they want more pharmacists out of the way. The monopolist mentality of buying the 

competition instead of competing, under the guise of economies of scale to save the public money, when in 

actuality it eliminates the competition and increases their profits and there is no reason not to raise prices.   

  

I would really like to know "WHO" and "WHY" the elimination of the techs to pharmacist ratios would be a 

"GOOD' thing. 

  

Thank you for your response: 

  

Richard Irby Owner  

HALLMARK PHARMACY 

1316 Sycamore School Rd  Ste.130 

Fort Worth, TX 76134 

Ph# 817-293-2441  Fax# 817-568-0955 

  

  

mailto:allison.benz@tsbp.state.tx.us




-----Original Message----- 
From: aizundu]  
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2013 9:42 AM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Obinna Izundu 
 
October 24, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
I am writing to request an opportunity to voice my support in favor of modifying the current pharmacist 
to technician ratio.   Currently, the pharmacist to technician ratio cannot be above 1 to 3 in the 
community setting.  While I understand the rationale behind this law, I believe most retail settings will 
benefit from allowing 4 technicians to work under the supervision of one pharmacist.  This is especially 
useful in the training of new technicians.  While we strive to hire technicians with experience, new 
technicians still have to learn the system before they can completely assimilate with the company's 
system and procedures. In addition, this change will benefit areas like El Paso, TX which is experiencing a 
shortage in pharmacist.  With the increased responsibilities of incorporating medication therapy 
management and immunizations into our practice, allowing an additional technician will afford us the 
time to focus on these additional responsibilities. With the Affordable care act set to kick off next 
month, I foresee an increase in customer base and this will present a dilemma in companies striving to 
balance reducing medication costs and maintaining enough staff to handle the customer load.  
 I believe adding a technician will be a more fiscally feasible option than adding an additional 
pharmacist. For this reason, I support implementing the technician ratio to allow a pharmacist to 
supervise up to 4 technicians at a time. Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional 
support on this issue. 
Sincerely,  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Obinna Izundu 
Pharmacy Manager 
 
 
 

mailto:aizundu@hotmail.com




093013 

1600 Coulter Suite 307 
Amarillo, TX 79106 
(806) 358-4576 fax (806) 358-4323 
www.kin~scomvoundiwrobarmacy.com 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Fax(512)305-8008 

Ms Benz, 

I have been concerned about the possibility of eliminating any kind of ratio limitations between 
pharmacists supervision of technicians. I run a moderately slow number wise pharmacy. but we 
handle hospice patients and compound a significant number of our prescriptions. I feel that the 
ration now existing allows me to supervise adequately 3 technicians doing various jobs and allow 
me to do what I need to keep my patients care the nmnber one priority. Possibly, I could handle 
one more technician. 

I also know full well that you cannot legislate morality, and many pharmacies do not abide by 
the rules now provided. To abandon the rule would open too many doors for unsupervised 
opportunities. I know now that occasionally my tech.s will be waiting in line to ask a question or 
clarify a situation. How approachable would one pharmacist be for 20 technicians? 

Based on my experience of 3 7 years as a licensed TEXAS pharmacist I cannot see any reason, 
other than abuse, that anyone would want to eliminate restrictions to supervision. Please 
consider these views as you make recommendations. 

~~~~~ 
Rbbin Johnson, RPh 



 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Chris Kautz  
Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2013 11:38 AM 
To: Becky Damon 
Subject: Proposed Changes to Pharmacist to Pharmacy Technician Ratio 
 
Ms. Damon,  
 
I am a pharmacist with Medco/Express Scripts in Fort Worth, Texas. I have seen many changes in 
pharmacy practice in the 35 years I have been a licensed pharmacist, both in retail and the PBM sectors. 
 
I believe the proposed changes to allow more pharmacy technicians per supervising pharmacist will 
adversely affect the practice of pharmacy from not only a job security perspective but, more 
importantly, from a patient safety perspective.  
 
When less pharmacists are required according to the law but prescriptions still need to be checked for 
patients that are waiting for their medications, the likelihood that a dispensing error may occur will 
increase. Emphasis on performance "rates" will increase and short cuts may be taken or important 
safety checks may be overlooked, even with safeguards in place. The impact on the security of 
pharmacist jobs in the future is obvious.  
 
I understand that businesses would be in favor of the change because they are looking at it as it affects 
their bottom line and are not looking at it from either a job security or patient safety perspective. 
 
Patient safety should be the overriding factor in The Texas State Board of Pharmacy's decision regarding 
the proposed change to the Pharmacist to Pharmacy Technician ratio. I am asking The Board to vote 
against the proposed change to the ratio. More than anything, our patients deserve our full attention 
when it comes to their safety.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider my request. 
 
Sincerely,  
Christine Kautz 
 
 



October 22, 2013 

Larry Krasner 
6723 Duffield Court 

Dallas, TX 7 52 48 

Allison Benz, R. Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, #3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 

Dear Allison, 

I am writing you concerning the proposed regulation eliminating the pharmacist­
technician ratio in community pharmacy settings. I am against this idea and hope 
the board does not adopt it. I would be in favor of a 1 pharmacist to 5 technicians 
ratio instead of no limit at all on technicians. 

I believe that in order to provide the citizens of Texas with the best and safest of 
pharmaceutical care, there needs to be a limit on how many technicians one 
pharmacist can supervise. I understand that the chain and mail order pharmacies 
would like infinity as the ratio, but their main concern is profit and not the safety 
and welfare of the patient I would suggest some kind of a pilot program or 
study in order to observe which ratio would be the overall best of the choices. 

Thank you for your consideration of my opinion. 

Pr47~ f(fJ/,. 
Larry Krasner, R. Ph. 
UT Southwestern Campus Pharmacy, Dallas, Texas 75390 





B E Leissner R.Ph. 
POBox415 

Nursery, TX 77976 

(361) 573 7471 
belrin2s@aol.com 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
·· Director of Professional Services 

Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

I wish to register a STRONG PROTEST against the proposed 
rule change to allow unlimited number of Pharmacy Techs to.be 
supervised by a Pharmacist. 

I am still in active practice and my experience with the ratio of 3 
to 1 is very satisfactory. I really have a problem of changing it to 4 to 1 
but unlimited would be a disaster. The so called argument that it would 
give more time for patient contact is bog wash. 

}'be only Pharmacist that would benefit from this would be the 
mail order practice where they bave NO patient contact. I work in both 
independent and chain settings and with the current ratio, we have 
plenty of time for patient contact. I would not want the constant 
pressure of having to supervise more techs than I do now. 

I OPPOSE THE RUr 

J 
I 3 3:;;L( 



 

 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Luis Lester  
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2013 2:51 AM 
To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: Pharmacy Technician Ratio 
 
 
It is my belief that the unlimited ratio of technicians vs pharmacist is a tremendous mistake and will only 
be used to benefit the bottom line. Our job has become increasingly difficult in the past years and 
managing more staff will make it more difficult. It is my belief that patient health will be compromised.  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 



10!30/20 13 04 : 31 28 12728706 

Ashlt:y L:.vings 
Clinical Care Phannacy 
2770 North Sam Houston Pkwy West 
Houstun, Texas 77346 

October ~ 0, 20 13 

Allison Dent_. R.Ph .. M.S. 
Oirector <•f Professional Services 
TelUlS StQte Board of Phannacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
A1Jstin, T ::xas 7870 I 

CLINICAL CARE PHARMACY 

To Allison Renz. Texas State Board or Pharmacy Director of Protcssional Services: 

17465 p . 002/002 

My name is Ashley Livings, and Jam a pharmacy technician at Clinical Care Pharmacy in 
Houston, Texas. The purpose of this Jetter is to express my strong opposition to the elimination 
of the Ph~Lf'lllacist- to-Technician supervision ratio of I :3 in class A and B pharmacies as 
proposed in rules published Sept. 28 in the Texas Register. 

For more than a year, TPt\ has prorx)sed and continues to support a comprehensive study 
re::garding the education and .scope of practice for Pharmacy Technicians to gather timely, 
relevant data to help dctcnninc what, if any, shouJd be an appropriate supervision ratio. In 
reoogniti(·n that such a study will take some time, I am in agreement with TPA's suggested 
amendment to the rcttio supporting an interim change in the supervision ratio from 1 :3 to 1 :4 as 
a ':ompromise. I do not support the elimination of the supervision ratio. 

I bt;Ji~ve lhaL a palit:nl"s health and safety is the primary responsibility of the pharmacist and 
should be everyone's ultimate objective. Protecting the health and safety of the patient also· is 
TSBP's ooly charge. TSBP is THE stale agency charged with protecting Texans' health and 
safety rclHting to ALL matters involving prescription medication. The TSBP proposal tu 
eliminate the pharmacy technician supervision ratio puts that critical goal at risk and is a step that 
must not he taken at this time. I do not agree with or support the elimination of the supervision 
ratio. 

cerelyl) 'dt 
shley Li~ CPbT ~ 

Cliniutl Can~ Phannacy Technician 
281-272-87 )0 



-----Original Message----- 
From: bertlopez 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2013 7:42 PM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Norberto Lopez, Jr. 
 
October 21, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
As a licensed pharmacist, I want to urge the Texas State Board of Pharmacy to NOT adopt the proposed rules that would eliminate the 
pharmacist to technician ratio for all classes of pharmacy.  In contrast,  this would open a pandora's box of negative issues in Texas that 
will have a direct effect on all pharmacists and patients' safety.  I see major corporations salivate at the opportunity to load pharmacists 
with work that would maximize profits and not patient outcomes.  Paying 2 pharmacists and 6 techs is more expensive than paying 1 
pharmacist and 6 techs. Corporations would not see the need to hire additional pharmacist and now with Texas having 8 pharmacy 
schools there will be on excessive supply of pharmacist and less jobs because of budgeted labor cost cutting.   
 
I read the minutes of the state board talking about this issue and it made sense that mail order pharmacies would benefit from this type of 
action thus, the reason I believe Express Scripts supports deregulation of the pharmacist to tech ratio.  This would benefit them because 
PBM's just put pills in a bottle and do not readily interact with patients and are not available to customers.  Thus, the same PBM's will lower 
prices and reimbursements causing a stress on retail pharmacies and the pharmacists that are immediately accessible to customers and 
their needs. As we see today many pharmacists, especially independents, cannot compete or are at the mercy of PBM's because of unfair 
practices due to cost cutting.  The pharmacists to tech ratio levels the field for all pharmacies.  My pharmacy currently runs, during peak 
times, 2 pharmacist and 5 techs.  We are stressed but capable to service all pharmacy services to customers.  Pharmacists are the bottle 
neck for all pharmacy services not technicians.  
 
You can fill up a pharmacy with technicians but at the end of the day the pharmacist is the one who will verify, authorize and administer 
pharmacy services, authorize and approve staffing issues like scheduling, hiring and training,  and address patient concerns, just to 
mention a few responsibilities.  The state board summer newsletter top 10 reason for a warning notices could be minimized by adding 
more pharmacists not technicians. Pharmacist are restricted by budgeted labor hours set by their employers not by the number of 
technicians in the pharmacy.  If the ratio is changed it does not mean that 6 techs will be hired. It means that there is no need for 2 
pharmacist at one time. 
 
If 1 pharmacist takes 1 minute to counsel 1 patient and fills 300 scripts per day that is 300 minutes or 5 hours.  But that 1 pharmacist has to 
take another minute to verify that script is correct and in addition to counseling that is 10 hours of 2 of the many responsibilities pharmacist 
carry on their shoulders.  That is without a lunch and any break. There are still other services that time has not accounted for nor serviced.  
The system is not broken so there is no need to fix it. 
 
There is no guaranty that we will have more time to conduct pharmacy services.  There have been no studies that show any benefit to 
patients or pharmacist. Therefore, approving the elimination of the current ratio would be irresponsible and ill advised. Today's ratio level 
the field to ensure that there are sufficient pharmacist providing services to customers.  Techs cannot counsel, immunize, be in charge of 
controlled inventories, etc.  The summer's newsletter that address top reasons for the issuance of warning notices can be only addressed 
by pharmacist not techs.   
 
I urge the Board to take action at the November 4th meeting to ensure patient safety and care by voting to UPHOLD the ratios on all 
classes of pharmacy.  
 
Sincerely, 
Norberto Lopez, Jr. 
7135423991 
Pharmacist 



October 21,2013 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe St, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
Fax: 512-305-8008 

Dear Ms. Benz, 

I am writing in regards to the proposed changes concerning Class A pharmacies. I have been a 
licensed pharmacist since July of 2009 and am opposed to the elimination of the pharmacist-to­
technician ratio for community pharmacies. I speak only on behalf of Class A pharmacies 
because this is the capacity in which I work. 

As a pharmacist, I feel it is my job to oversee the pharmacy ranging from the sales of over-the­
counter items to direct supervision of all technicians. With the ratio in place now, the majority 
of the time I work alongside three technicians. The technicians I work with are extremely 
competent and I trust them to alert me when phone calls or questions arise that require a 
pharmacist to intervene. I understand their importance and I respect the knowledge they possess 
concerning the computer system, insurance claims and their many other responsibilities to keep 
the pharmacy running smoothly . Even with this trust and respect, when a technician answers the 
phone or is speaking to a patient, I try to be constantly aware of what is going on around me and 
what is being communicated to our patients. I feel that I am able to oversee three, possibly four, 
technicians with confidence, but I don't see how any pharmacist in a community setting can 
directly supervise more than that number while still completing their other duties. I am not sure 
what eliminating the ratio is trying to accomplish when you can have clerks who do not count 
toward the ratio performing some tasks and interns who also do not count toward the ratio 
performing others. 

I work at an independent pharmacy and I am fortunate to be employed by an individual whom is 
also a pharmacist. My employer is aware of the multitasking required to work in retail pharmacy 
and who has also made safety a top priority. I do not know that is the case in all retail 
pharmacies. My concern is that you have individuals supporting this change who have never 
stepped foot in a retail pharmacy and do not realize what it takes to correctly fill prescriptions, 
counsel patients, answer questions from doctors, etc. It is certainly up to the employer and 
pharmacist in charge to appropriately staff the pharmacy to ensure that a pharmacist is able to 
carry out these tasks , but I think by eliminating the ratio you are only opening the door to 
employers cutting back on pharmacist hours and an increased number of mistakes. Eliminating 
the ratio and possibly cutting back pharmacist hours would put more stress on a single 
pharmacist, therefore increasing the chance of a mis-fill. I understand that reimbursement fees 
are constantly shrinking and to eliminate the pharmacist-to-technician ratio could help to reduce 
the cost of filling a prescription, but at what risk? I think there would be major safety concerns if 
the ratio were eliminated. 



In summary, I believe the ratio can be increased without compromising patient safety, but to 
eliminate the ratio all together is opening the door to possible abuse by employers who are only 
concerned with increasing their profit. 

Yours truly , 

Sara Mae Lott, PharmD 



 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Jeff Lurey  
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 10:20 AM 
To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: Tech ration changes in TX 
 
Gay, 
 
Good morning.  I hope you are well. 
 
It's been quite some time since we have spoken.  I surely miss the days when I served on the Georgia 
Board of Pharmacy (1992-2004) and attended all the NABP meetings. 
 
I am now the Director of the Georgia Pharmacy Association's Academy of Independent Pharmacy (AIP) 
and we represent more than 475 independent pharmacies in Georgia.  I am still very active and involved 
with the profession, not only at the state level, but also the national level. 
 
I recently heard the Texas Board of Pharmacy passed a Rule that will allow an unlimited ratio of 
technicians to pharmacists.  Please don't think I am trying to meddle in the affairs of the Texas Board, 
but I felt compelled to write and let you know how dangerous I feel this Rule is to the health and safety 
of the citizens of Texas.  Even though I do not work in a pharmacy anymore, I still remember how 
difficult it was to manage multiple technicians in a busy pharmacy (and Georgia's ration was 3 to 1). 
 
I'm not sure if the Rule-posting process in TX is similar to GA, but we are allowed to send comments to 
the GA Board regarding the promulgation of Rules/Regs.  If appropriate, please share my comments 
with the members of the TX Board.  I hope other pharmacists in TX are equally as concerned and will 
speak out against the passage of this Rule. 
 
I appreciate all that you do for Pharmacy and I look forward to hearing from you.    
 
 
Jeff Lurey, R.Ph. 
AIP Director 
50 Lenox Pointe NE 
Atlanta, GA 30324 
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October U. 2013 

Te•as Stat• 8oard of f'h•I"''N'Y 
William P. Hobby Buildins 
Tower 3, Suite 600 
3H Guadalupe St. 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Re: Propos.ct Chanaes to Current SupeMslon btlos 

Dear Members of the Boird: 

As a future pharmac:ist. I urae you to reconsider any chan1es reprdlng the supervisory ratio of 

pharmacists to technicians. Safe ilnd effKtive mediQI ure Is tne h~llma~ of 0\lr professton. 

Safety simply annot be guaranteed when there are an unlimited number of techniCians ilctlns 

on behalf of a pharmacist at any given time. Ours is a trusted professkM't, and any rules chanae 

th•t would jeopardize that trust bears your strictest scrutiny. 

As the volume of prescriptions filled in Class A pharmuies increa~s every year, so does the 

need for pharmacists to verify their safe dispensin1 and use. In 200S, PharmacotMIOpy, the 

respected journal of tht American College of Clinical Pharmacv, ran an anicle on fatal errors and 

their connection to the modem pharmacist's wo~load, and Its message is applicable here. If 

the pharmacist-to-tech'1ician ratio is removed, then the possibility el<ists for a company to 

increase its technician st•ff and its number of prescriptions filled per hour, all while tteeplns 

minimal Registered Pharmacist staffiRJ. The pharmacist would be the bott~eneck In a high 

volume process, lea dins to a scenario predispos,ed to medication errors. 

1 stand with the Texas Pharmacy Associitlion and their opposition to removlnl the supervisory 

ratio. The Board exists to protect t~ public, and this change runs counter to that purpose. 

Respectfully, 

--&12, -1 t{ .:JD-
Brady McNulty '14, PharmO Candidate 

PO Box 271088 

COrpus Christi, TX 78427 

{843) 425 -3781 



2013-1().23 15:43 » 512 3051001 

Alli&an Banz..Rph.,M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
T IXU Stllte Board of Phannacy 
333 Guadelupe street,SUita~ 
Austin,TelC88 78701 

Dear Allison Banz, 

I am Harry Melnick RPh. ,Have been practicing pharmacy for 55 years .I have had much elfpenence with 
pharmacy tech and other assistant individuals in the practiCe of pharmacy.! can tell you one ltting that the 
more people you have around you the more likely you are to mike mistakes. I know the techa are trained 
and the prescriptions are ftlled by machines.stlll the more distraction~ you have the more probability of 
mistakes. 

I feel that the boards proposal to eliminate the ratio if taken without much thinking. This can only help the 
chain atorn. 
I think 3 techs to one pharmachlt is more than enough but probably to much. 

I would like the board to reconsider changing the ratio. 

Sincerely, 

Harry Melnick RPh. 

p 111 



18/31/2813 12:53 3253655376 

Norval D Meredith, R.Ph 
300 CR459 
Ballinger, TX 76821 

October 31, 2013 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
Fax 512-305-8008 

KEEL DRUG STORE 

I would like to state my opposition to the elimination of pharmacy tech 
supervision ratios. I have worked in phannacy for over 45 years, much of 
that time as the owner and PIC of Keel Drug. I have seen first hand the 
importance of a pharmacist supervising every prescription from beginning 
to the end of each fill. There are so many valuable steps where a mistake 
can take place. I have made filling scripts and helping patients a life long 
commitment and I feel that increasing the tech to pharmacist ratio would be 
putting patients at risk. Remember as pharmacist, our goal is to help 
patients. 

Sincerely, _ , ~ 

~,~t 

Norval D Meredith, R.Ph 

PAGE B1/e!2 



-----Original Message----- 
From: tmielke  
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 12:17 PM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Terry Mielke 
 
October 28, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
As a licensed pharmacist, I want to urge the Texas State Board of Pharmacy to immediately NOT adopt 
the proposed rules that would eliminate the pharmacist to technician ratio for all classes of pharmacy. I 
believe that A HIGHER RATIO IS NEEDED.  It would allow me to help determine adequate staffing when I 
am on duty in my pharmacy and will enhance patient care and public safety because I will have more 
time to focus on what I have been trained to do, interact with and counsel patients.  
 
I know that as a pharmacist, I am stretched between all the hats that I wear.  As stated above, I think 
that the ratio of 1:3 is too low and should be a higher ratio of 1:5 or 1:6, but unlimited puts me at risk if 
appropriate policies and procedures are not put into place.  It is my license on the line to oversee all that 
happened under my watch. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Terry R. Mielke 
 
 
 







Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 

Dear Ms. Benz: 

8549 Golfers Ln 
Woodway, TX 76712 
October 7, 2013 

I have been a registered pharmacist in this state for over forty years. I have been in both 
academics teaching pharmacy and also in the retail setting. In no way would agree to or 
support the elimination of the supervisory ratio of pharmacist to technicians. 

I would prefer the ratio to remain the same but could learn to accept a 1:4 ratio as a 
compromise. Complete elimination of the ratio is totally unacceptable. 

I once had a primary doctor that had 17 P.A. ' s, none of which he actually supervised. 
Without any restrictions, things will get out of hand in a hurry by the greedy who do not 
care about safety or concern about the patients. 

PLEASE VOTE NO on total elimination ofthe pharmacist to technician ratio . 

Respectively Yours, 

fl. r< All( 1 A---' 

H. Keith Morgan, R.Ph., Ph.D. 



 

 
 

From: Lloyd and Irma Morvant   
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2013 11:11 AM 

To: Allison Benz 

Subject: Rule eliminating pharmacy tech ratios 

 

As a pharmacist I believe Proposed Rules – 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 eliminating 
pharmacist to technician ratios would be a detriment to public safety. A single pharmacist 
working a twelve hour day trying to supervise six technicians is a recipe for disaster. Who will 
pay the price for this cost savings measure, the patient.  I feel the Texas Board of Pharmacy 
should act in the interest of patient safety and keep the ratio in force. 
  
  
Lloyd A. Morvant    
 



 

 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Melvin Musgrove  
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2013 5:09 PM 
To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: Rules 
 
Gay, 
 
I am opposed to the pharmacist-tech ratio of being unlimited . I would support increasing the ratio to 
1:4. This change really concerns me. The mission if the State Board if PhArmacy us to protect the health 
and safety of the citizens if Texas. In my opinion an unlimited ratio would be just the opposite. As a 
community pharmacist with 44 years of experience , I can say that there isn't a pharmacist in the state 
that could supervise an unlimited number if techs without seeing an increase in prescription errors , I 
would urge the board not to approve this change. Thanks for your consideration and please forward my 
concerns to my peers on the board. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Melvin Musgrove R.ph 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 



-----Original Message----- 
From: fwtxcowboy2 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2013 8:02 PM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Phillip Nail 
 
October 23, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
As a licensed pharmacist, I want to urge the Texas State Board of Pharmacy not to adopt the proposed 
rules that would eliminate the pharmacist to technician ratio for all classes of pharmacy. I believe that 
allowing owners to eliminate the ratios on all classes of pharmacy will only serve to allow the dismissal 
of pharmacists. In high volume pharmacies with multiple pharmacists I believe all but one pharmacist 
will be removed and additional technicians added to reduce overhead. This will put the burden of one 
pharmacist having to try  to verify the correctness of every prescription filled. I do not believe chain 
pharmacy management will use this opportunity to add technician to staff to already overworked 
pharmacists because of the increase in overhead. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Phillip Nail, R. Ph. 
 
 
 



-----Original Message----- 
From: notprovided 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2013 6:27 PM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Withheld Pharmacist 
 
October 18, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
I'm supposed to send you a pre-cut message urging you to remove the pharmacist-technician ratio, but I do not agree 
with it. The letter mentions that pharmacist-technician ratios were adopted in the late 80s, and that technicians have 
become much more competent. And that our friends in other states are much happier with additional technician help. 
 
I do have friends in other states, and some are happier, some are not.  Some states allow their technicians to check 
voicemails as well, does that mean that Texas should also blindly follow suit? Additionally, pharmacist are doing a lot 
more now than they were back in the 80s. In the late 80s, pharmacy was still a "lick-n-stick" profession. There was 
more able to be done back then by a technician than there is today. Very few sales can go through to a patient without 
pharmacist intervention. Namely, sales on refill medications. All new medications require counseling. 
 
I find that the limiting step in our busy pharmacies is not the number of technicians we have, but the number of 
pharmacists available to perform pharmacist duties. I suppose by eliminating pharmacist-technician ratios, we could 
have more technicians, but I fail to see how that would help. 
 
When you have just one pharmacist on duty, and a good portion of work tied exclusively to pharmacists (reviewing 
prescriptions, counselling, providing immunizations, MTMs, taking new prescription orders, etc.), then what you really 
need is more pharmacists available to provide these services. By removing the ratio, I can see a reduction in 
pharmacist hours (i.e. pharmacies that have 3 pharmacists a day will now have just 2) with an increase in technician 
hours. Extra technicians can help check patients out, but each patient still deserves their right to pharmacist counsel.  
With just one pharmacist, only one patient can be counseled at a time. 
 
This is not going to improve the situation. You could have a pharmacy run by one pharmacist and eighty technicians, 
and it will still be inadequate.  
Big business will always want more technicians and less pharmacists, because it is cheaper that way. Stock prices have 
to go up. But does the Texas public really need overworked pharmacists managing their medication? 
 
Note: I'd rather not provide my information, due to fear of retaliation from my employer at a large-chain pharmacy. All 
I ask is that regardless of whether my information is present or not, weigh the options carefully and keep in mind the 
Texas public. Money is never more important than the safety and well-being of our public. By keeping restrictive 
pharmacist-technician ratios, it forces employers to keep more pharmacists on duty, that or suffer lost profits due to 
customers leaving. An upset customer is far better than a dead patient. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Withheld 
Pharmacist 



 

 

 
Via Electronic Transmission to: allison.benz@tsbp.state.tx.us 
 
October 31, 2013  
 
Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S.  
Director of Professional Services  
Texas State Board of Pharmacy  
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600  
Austin, Texas 78701 
  
Re: Discussion on Technician Ratios  
 
Dear Ms. Benz:  
 
I am writing today on behalf of the National Community Pharmacists Association (NCPA) in 
opposition to the proposed amendments to §291.32, that if adopted, would eliminate the 
pharmacist to technician ratio for Class A pharmacies.  NCPA represents the interests of 
America's community pharmacists, including the owners of more than 23,000 independent 
community pharmacies. Together they represent an $88.7 billion health care marketplace, 
dispense nearly 40% of all retail prescriptions, and employ more than 300,000 individuals, 
including over 62,000 pharmacists. In Texas alone there are over 1,570 community pharmacies 
that employ a projected 18,840 residents.   
 
NCPA has serious concerns with proposals to entirely eliminate technician ratios. Our 
organization has a long-standing position that supports the use of pharmacy technicians in 
community pharmacies to enhance the pharmacist’s role in the provision of quality pharmacist 
care. NCPA believes the proper training and supervision of technicians by pharmacists is critical 
to the health and safety of patients. It is our thought that proper supervision is a key factor in 
successful utilization of technicians maximizing their roles.  Once a pharmacy’s workload 
increases there should not be a unilateral allowance of increased technician utilization. 
 
A study conducted by Malone and colleagues titled, “Pharmacist Workload and Pharmacy 
Characteristics Associated with the Dispensing of Potentially Clinically Important Drug-Drug 
Interactions,” concluded that factors significantly related to an increased risk of dispensing a 
potential drug-drug interaction included, among others,  pharmacy staffing.  The authors stated 
that unfortunately, implementation of automation and other pharmacy staffing may not 
sufficiently compensate for the increased pharmacist workload, leading to an increased risk of 
dispensing a potential drug-drug interaction.1  
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Med Care 2007;45: 456–462 

mailto:allison.benz@tsbp.state.tx.us


 

 

We contend that elimination of ratios is not in the best interest of pharmacists or the patients they 
serve. As the mission of the Texas State Board of Pharmacy is to promote, preserve, and protect 
the public health, safety, and welfare of its citizens, NCPA does not agree that state boards of 
pharmacy should allow individual pharmacies to set their own ratios. There should be clear 
delineation of the roles of pharmacists and technicians.  NCPA does support the enhanced 
utilization of technicians so that pharmacists have more time to provide patient care services.  
However, we think the elimination of pharmacist to technician ratios could prove counter to the 
goal of improving patient outcomes and lowering overall health care spending.  
 
While we do not have a formal position on an exact ratio, we are opposed to leaving open the 
number of technicians that a pharmacist may oversee. We believe this is particularly important as 
many pharmacists work in environments in which they have no ability to control the number of 
technicians they are compelled to safely oversee.  We respectfully request your careful 
consideration of our comments.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ronna B. Hauser, PharmD 
VP Policy and Regulatory Affairs 
 





 

 
 

From: oteh ojiogo]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2013 7:57 AM 

To: Allison Benz 

Subject:  

 

I strongly oppose to any change in the current tech ratio. Increasing or eliminating the tech ratio 

will not only be detrimental to our profession but will also jeopardize public safety. 

Sincerely, 

Oteh Ojiogo, PharmD 

 



 
-----Original Message----- 
From: mistypaddack  
Sent: Sunday, October 27, 2013 11:57 AM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Misty Paddack 
 
October 27, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
As a licensed pharmacist, I want to urge the Texas State Board of Pharmacy to NOT adopt the change of 
pharmacist to tech ratio.  I feel it will put undo burdon on the pharmacist by eliminating the professional 
partner help and increasing the number of subordinates I am required to directly supervise.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Misty A Paddack 
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Shiv PatE!I 

4500 S Lancaster Rd Dallas. TX 75216 

Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Te)(aS State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin , Texas 78701 
Fax (512) 30~aooa 

Hi Ms. Benz, 

Pharm D. candidate (P4) 

P.01 

I am currently a fourth y@ar pharmacy student at Texas Tech University Health Science Center i 
and also a former technician and Intern at a retail pharmacy. I was informed that there is a po 

ina-easing the pharmacist-to-technician ratio from 3:1 to no limitations. I feel like this could be 

big hazard to not only the pharmacist & technicians, but also the patient5 who we take ct~~re of 
basis. The job of a pharmacist can be extremely stressful when having to overshadow 3 techni 
while also performing daily tasks and I feel that this new possible Increase would only further t 

and lead to more adverse events for the patients that we serve. I am hoping that you read this 
and reconsider changing the current ratio when taking into consideration all the possible down 

the increased technician coverage. 

Sincerely, 

Shiv Patel 

Pharm D. Candidate, TTUHSC (P4) 

; , 

, . 
. :.· 

· ... 

. ~ : .. 
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From: Bill Poteet  

Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2013 3:03 PM 
To: Becky Damon 

Subject: Elimination of the Pharmacist-to-Technician ratio 

 
Please pass to Allison Benz, R.Ph., M.S 
 
Subject: Elimination of the Pharmacist-to-Technician ratio 
 
Don’t do it. 
The state government has already weakened the pharmacy profession by authorizing too many 
pharmacy schools.  
 
We will soon (THREE YEARS) have too many pharmacists and a weakening of the ration will eliminate a 
pharmacy position. 
 
The chain pharmacies will love it. Less payroll and more profit. 
Already, some chains are hiring new pharmacists for only thirty-two hours a week.  
The chains that I have worked for for  the past twenty years do not care about the health of the 
pharmacy profession in Texas. They only care about PROFIT. 
 
If you lessen the ratio, stores will hire a tech instead of a pharmacist, and you just cost a pharmacist 
his/her  job. 
 
Bill Poteet, R.Ph., MBA 
Captain, USN (Ret) 
 



 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2013 11:42 AM 
To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: technician to pharmacist ratio 
 
Ms. Dodson 
 
We are compromising patient care by changing ratio. Everyone knows this to be true.  The patient is first 
and foremost. 
 
Thank You 
 
Barry K Powers 
 
 







From: Jodie Roberds  

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 4:04 PM 
To: Gay Dodson 

Subject: Unlimited Tech Ratio 

 
August 26, 2013 
  
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
Attention to:  Gay Dodson, Secretary of TSBP 
  
Subject: Unlimited Technician Ratios 
  
Representing myself and colleagues who are certified pharmacy technicians, we would like to express 
our voice against the ruling that will allow "unlimited technician ratios". 
  
TSBP was originated to protect the public and so for this reason, the ruling of "unlimited tech ratios" 
should not be taken into effect.  We all feel this decision will create dangerous environment for 
pharmacists to work in and in turn jeopardize patients' safety and lives.  More and more pharmacists will 
not be able to handle the high loads of stress we put on them for overseeing the unlimited number of 
technicians in the pharmacy.  This in turn leads to more misfills which ultimately hurts the public.  Not only 
the patients are at risk, pharmacy jobs are also at risk.   
  
Being a pharmacy technician, we do not want any more responsibilities on our shoulders.  With more 
responsibilities, our license is on the line because we do not have the years of education and expertise of 
a pharmacist to perform their extra tasks.  We do not want to be doing any extra training or education to 
meet any further standards if this ruling comes into effect. 
  
We sincerely ask Texas State Board of Pharmacy to reconsider this law because if this ruling comes into 
effect, more tragedies are foreseen and our profession of pharmacy is at stake.  The profession of 
pharmacy will not be a respected profession like before anymore due to a different environment this law 
will create for both pharmacists and technicians.  TSBP is here for the people and so are we.  That is why 
we need to vote against this proposed law. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerely yours, 
  
Jan Anderson, CPhT 
Yen Nguyen, CPhT 
Willie Richie, CPhT 
Taylor Fodderie, CPhT 
 



 
-----Original Message----- 
From: updatepharmd  
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 1:27 AM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Janie Robles 
 
October 28, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
As a licensed pharmacist, I want to urge the Texas State Board of Pharmacy to not immediately adopt 
the proposed rules that would eliminate the pharmacist to technician ratio for all classes of pharmacy. I 
believe that by allowing this change it will not enhance patient care and public safety because it will 
companies to limit the number of pharmacists on duty expending the number of technicians.  
 
I urge the Board to not take action at the November 4th meeting to eliminate the arbitrary ratios on all 
classes of pharmacy.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Janie 
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Asisla Rodriguez 
1206 N 7th Street 
Ballinger, TX 76821 

October 30, 2013 

Allison Benz, R. Ph.,M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
Fax 512-305-8008 

Dear Ms. Benz, 

KEEL DRUG STORE 

I would like to voice my opposition to the elimination of pharmacy tech 
supervision ratios. As a pharmacy clerk, I see first hand the importance 
of pharmacist watching every prescription in detail as it goes thru the 
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filling process. There are so many steps where a mistake can take place. 
Having more technicians working under one pharmacist is only going to put 
patients at risk. Helping patients with their medication needs is our ultimate 
goal. As a patient of a pharmacy, I know that I would feel safer -with my 
medications being filled and checked by a pharmcist to tech ratio, as it is now. 

Sincerely, 

~Rook_ 
Asisla Rodriguez 
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Philip D. Rolland, Pharm. D 
PIC for Keel Drug Store 
2001 Hutchings Ave. , Ste A 
Ballinger, TX 76821 

October 30, 2013 

Allison Benz, R. Ph.,M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
Fax 51 2-305-8008 

Dear Ms. Benz, 

KEEL DRUG STORE PAGE 81 / 81 

I would like to voice my opposition to the elimination of pharmacy tech 
supervision ratios. I have been a licensed pharmacist for 29 years, and 
and a pharmacy tech before that. I have seen first hand the importance 
of pharmacist watching every prescription in detail as it goes thru the 
filling process. There are so many steps where a mistake can take place. 
Having more technicians working under one pharmacist is only going to 
put patients at risk. Filling scripts correctly and helping patients with their 
medication needs is our ultimate goal. Let's remember why we became 
pharmacist in the first place! 

Sincerely, /7 .11 

/7~~ 
Philip D. Rolland, PIC/Pharm.D 



 

 
 

 
From: Elizabeth Rosas  

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 10:58 PM 

To: Gay Dodson 
Subject: Pharmacist to Technician Ratio 

 

Hello, 

  

It has been brought to my attention that efforts are being made to increase or eliminate the 

current pharmacist to technician ratio in Texas. I am extremely concerned about this 

proposal because I believe this will affect patient safety and be a disservice to the public. Being a 

pharmacist, I know the difficulty that comes with multi-tasking and adding more technicians to 

supervise may lead to a potential error that goes unseen. Ultimately, errors do fall upon the 

pharmacist. Pharmacists already accept liability and take responsibility for their patients, and this 

is unfairly increased if technicians are hired without regard to a ratio.  

  

I know other pharmacists share this concern, and I hope this perspective is taken into account 

when delegation takes place. Thank you so much for your time.  

  

God Bless, 

Elizabeth Rosas, PharmD, RPh 

  

 



From: Jim Roskopf   

Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2013 10:48 PM 
To: Becky Damon 

Subject: Pharmacist Tech Ratios 

 
Please forward to: 
 
Dear Alicia Benz, 
 
  I am a Pharmacist at a retail chain store in Plano, Texas.  I have worked in the profession for over 35 
years.  I feel quite strongly that it would be a mistake to change the ratio of Pharmacists to tech from 
1:3.      In retail pharmacy we are already working in a precarious environment, too many demands, with 
not enough support.  Rather than increasing the ratio of pharmacists to technicians, more pharmacists 
should be on duty for the well being of the pharmacists and the patients.  We are  responsible for the 
actions of our technicians, and the safety of our patients, and there IS/ SHOULD be reasonable limits.     
 
  Also please consider the number of Pharmacists that are now being graduated for Texas Pharmacy 
Schools alone. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sheri Roskopf RPh 
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R. louis Rumsey R.Ph. 

Elam Road Pharmacy 

9209 Elam Road Ste lOS 

Dallas, Texas 75217 

October 31, 2013 

Dear Texas State Board of l>harmacy Members, 

My name is Ronald louis Rumsey R.Ph. and I am writing to express my opposition to the elimination of 

the Pharmacist- to- Technician supervision ratio. Personally, I would recommend a 1:4 supervision 

ratio. 

I own Elam Road Pharmacy in Dallas, Texas. We filf about 225 prescriptions, on averase, on a daily basis. 

I currently employee 4 Certified Technicians. My technicians have been with me for 20 years, 18 years, 

13 years, and 9 years, respectively. My Techs are well trained, experienced, and very professional. 

We nave a workflow system at my store. One technician inputs the prescription infonnation Into the 

computer, the second technidan gets the medicine ready, and the third technician labels the 

prescription. I will then check the prescription for accuracy and then council the patient. Essentially, 3 

technicians look at each prescription. Even though I have a great staff, I estimate that I catch 5 to 10 

mistakes a day. One or two of these mistakes may be a serious mistake. This could be a wrong drug, a 

wrong drug strength, wrong directions, or wrong drug from the stock bottle. 

We basically, have 3 technicians filling prescriptions most of the time. The fourth tech may not be 

working due to scheduling or the 4t~~ technician may be doing clerical work. 

To be honest, I would not feel comfortable supervising more than 4 technicians. As the supervising 

pharmacist you have a tremendous amount of responsibility to make sure the work of your technicians 

Is accurate. 

To be blunt, I think that a pharmacist supervising more than 4 technicians would decrease the safety for 

the public, using a retail pharmacy. As a pharmacist of 33 years, I would not want to aet any of my 

prescriptions filled at a pharmacy with more than a 1 to 4 ratio of pharmacist to technicians. 

Thank you for allowing me to express my opinion. 

Sincerely, 

~~tv 
lRumsey@aol.com 

p . 2 
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Jessi Saucedo, CPh T 
501 N 3rd Street 
Ballinger, TX 76821 

October 30, 2013 

Allison Benz, A. Ph.,M.S. 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
Fax 512-305-8008 

Dear Ms. Benz, 

KEEL DRUG STORE 

I would like to voice my opposition to the elimination of pharmacy tech 
supervision ratios. As a certified pharmacy technician, I know first hand 
the importance of pharmacist watching every prescription in detail as it 
goes thru the filling process. There are so many steps where a mistake 
can take place. Having more technicians working under one pharmacist 
is only going to put patients at risk. Filling scripts correctly and helping 
patient~ with their medication needs is our ultimate goal. Let' s not forget 
what we are here for! 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: eschopf7  
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2013 12:47 PM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Emily Schopf 
 
October 18, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
As a licensed pharmacist, I want to urge the Texas State Board of Pharmacy to consider keeping the 
pharmacist to technicians ratios in place.   
 
Technicians are not required to have any type of degree program to become licensed.  A national 
lisensure system exists, and anyone who can read a study book can pass this test, and with some 
experience, become a technician.  It is far from being the professional education they need in order to 
make unsupervised judgement decisions.  Many people that are employed as technicians do not see it 
as a lifetime career, but rather a stepping stone to something that offers much better pay and career 
choices.  We need an associates degree program to teach technicians a basic understanding of 
pharmacology before I would feel comfortable with unlimited ratios.  Increase technician quality and 
pay so it is a viable career option.  
 
Large companies are petitioning for this change because they want to use a central dispensing facility 
and have the pharmacist on duty out front strictly counselling, performing MTM and vaccinations.  
While this sounds good in theory, unless the technician is educated enough and licensed to run the 
dispensing side of things, this is currently just not feasible.   
While a good use of a seven year pharmacy education is clinical services, and many pharmacists resent 
the count, pour, lick and stick stigma, unless the law allows technicians to run the day to day operations 
without a pharmacist to examine every prescription and tablet that leaves the pharmacy it is going to be 
difficult to make this change. Having unlimited ratios is not going to change this factor.   
 
I strongly feel the ratios should stay in place at this time. Changing the structure and requirements to 
become a technician, and improving the knowledge and quality of technicians is the way to move 
pharmacy forward and put pharmacists where they belong, practicing clinical working, and moving away 
from dispensing. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Emily Schopf 
 



 

 
 

 
From: Tom Siegenthaler  

Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 12:45 PM 

To: Becky Damon 
Subject: Rule Change 

 

Dear Sirs 

I am shocked to learn that the State Board of Pharmacy is considering removing ALL limits on 

the ratio of techs to pharmacists. 

I am opposed to this change, and wonder what would prompt the State Board to put the public of 

Texas at such a risk.   

I can not imagine what response we could possibly make after this causes a patients harm or 

death.   

 

Tom Siegenthaler, RPh 

Pharmacy Solutions 

1921 W. Pioneer Parkway 

Arlington, Texas 76013 
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Kimberley S Stengel, CPhT, PhTR 

Kimberley Stengel. CPhT. PhTR 
5809 Marilyn Drive 
Austin. TX 78757 

October 29, 201 3 

Allison Benz, RPh, MS 
Director of Professional Services 
Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street. Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
FX (512) 305-8008 

Dear Ms. Benz: 

raJ 002 

I am writing to ask that the Board reconsider their position on elimination of the 
pharmacist to technician ratio in Class A pharmacies. This rule change is on the 
agenda for the Board's next meeting on November 4th. I've been a technician in 
community pharmacies over 20 years. A change in the ratio to anything other than 
1 :4 could be detrimental to the community at large. I ask that the Boord modify their 
stance on the ratio, in regard to Class A pharmacies, until the following factors are 
considered. 

Elimination of the ratio (or a ratio greater than 1 :4) would result in a decrease of much 
needed direct supervision of technicians with less than 5 years experience or have not 
completed an ACPE approved training program. Several non-ACPE approved 
programs, offering technician training, are "tech mills'• and don't provide the 
appropriate education needed to become a useful member of the pharmacy team. 

Class A pharmacies not only process prescriptions (Class G) but dispense prescriptions 
directly to the public. Unlike hospital/institutional pharmacy, there is not another 
medical professional's set of eyes between the pharmacy and the patient. Retail 
pharmacies are not limited to the number or type of medications they carry (Class B or 
D) . There is greater probability and risk for an end user to receive a miss-filled 
medication from a community pharmacy. 
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At this point in time, without further studies on technician education and prescription 
error rates, a proposition to increase the pharmacist to technician ratio greater than 
1 :4 in a Class A pharmacy. is unwarranted, unadvised and a threat to the public 
safety of Texas residents. I ask the Boord to take a limited approach to changing the 
pharmacist to technician ratio. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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10/30/2013 

To: Allison Benz R.Ph. , M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of 
Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 

Dear Ms. Benz: 

The proposed elimination of the Pharm Tech to Pharmacist ratio is a fantastic concept 
for me as a Chain Pharmacy, corporate bean counter! I can now hire 9 technicians to 
process the 600-800 prescriptions per day and now I don't need to hire another couple 
of overpaid Pharmacists to do so! You just added $250,000(by virtue of the elimination 

ot the need for 2 other RPhs) to my bottom line and although we will likely have to add 
in some additional retaining fees for attorneys due to the escalation in lawsuits , it's a 
mere drop in the bucket compared with our new found savings! 

This elimination of the ratio coupled with the soon to be EIGHT pharmacy schools in 
Texas producing a glutton of new and eager, in debt graduates, will also allow me to put 
salary pressures on my existing Pharmacists and make them more amenable to 
meeting my profit derived desires! It's truly going to be the golden age for corporate 
Pharmacy profits! Thank you Texas State Board of Pharmacy! 

Signed, 

The Texas Federation of Drug stores led by Herman-E-BUTT. 

Now for the TRUTH: 

The TRUTH IS that the ratio for Class A Pharmacies should likely be moved to 4:1 with 
a typical workflow being : 1 Tech at data entry, 2 Techs counting and filling and 1 Tech 
at the pickup or drive thru window. That is a safe work environment for a single 
Pharmacist to oversee. 



The TRUTH IS that the definition of a Class A Pharmacy needs to be streamlined to 
cover ONLY community outpatient Pharmacies. There are far too may scopes of 
practice under the Class A designation currently. 

The TRUTH IS when reading com~nts from middle managers who work for say the 
"Smiley faced Pharmacy" about how eliminating this Tech to Pharmacist ratio will "free 
their Pharmacists up to do more counseling, immunizations and MTM" is nothing more 
than a corporate talking point. I challenge anyone reading this to go to THREE "smiley 
faced Pharmacies• and talk to the Pharmacists working in these dispensing factories 
where an average day is 700 rxs how much time that they have for any task other than 
overseeing the filling process. How do I know? Have you ever called a "smiley faced 
pharmacy" for a Transfer and suffered through the inevitable 10 minute wait before the 
Pharmacist can catch their breath long enough to take the call? All that adding more 
technicians to this scenario would do is increase the number of Rx's that these 
Pharmacists would have to verify. This proposal is tantamount to a traffic engineer 
attacking the traffic congestion issues on 1-35 in Austin by adding UNLIMITED roads 
feeding directly onto 1-35 in Austin. It's ridiculous on its face. 

The TRUTH IS the BUTI of all Pharmacies obviously has a vested (Translation: 
FINANCIAL) interest in seeing this ratio done away with as evidenced by the 
disproportionate number of BUTI Pharmacists responding in the "PRO" position. I am 
personally humored by the myopic view point of these employees who clamor for more 
clinical responsibilities and duties. As employees they are obviously unaware that the 
business fundamentals of Clinical Pharmacy practice simply ARE NOT in existence 
currently. One cannot pay a single Pharmacist even one day's salary consistently at a 
store by virtue of MTM or immunizations alone. Dispensing is STILL the underlying 
profit driver for Pharmacy. These Corporate,driven by profit Chain Pharmacies, are not 
going to have Pharmacists conducting clinical services at a LOSS. This is a FALSE 
argument being given by the Chain drug store owners. 

The TRUTH IS that the Affordable Care Act DOES NOT provide Pharmacists a model 
for profitability in providing clinical services. Our financial viability is still going to be 
defined by DISPENSING. See below for PROOF. 

·---:-: . .. ':'. . ...... ··---·-··--·... ... ·-.----- ··--· . . ------:-----·····. -· ..... ······--::-·--· .... ·- ,, .. ·- --·':"'-- ..... ·.· -··--·---....... . ··-·····------·-.... , . ., ,.. ··~"7-··---.. -. . : 
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1 continue to read that EMPLOYEE PHARMACIST proponents of the elimination of the 

Pharm Tech to Pharmacist ratio believe that it should be up to the Pharmacist on duty in 
each store to decide how many Technicians that they can safely supervise. The TRUTH 

IS that EMPLOYEE Pharmacists are NOT given much in the way of professional 

discretion and leeway and that most, if not all, are forced to accommodate their Chain 
Drug Store owner's "Best Practices" workflow. I'll give you one guess as to what the 
new wbest practices workflow" model at chain stores will consist of if this ratio is 

eliminated? ANSWER: Many more Technicians and a lot LESS $125,000 per year 

Pharmacists. 

The TRUTH IS that many of these Employee Pharmacists working in a chain store 
environment already don't have even a 3:1 Ratio at ALL times in their stores and it's 
due to one thing, the corporate bottom line. These employee Pharmacists are already 
being told that they are at their Pharmacy department's maximum payroll and are often 
asked to slash hours. so where is the additional revenue going to come from to pay for 
these unlimited Technicians if this proprosal is approved? I'll give you one guess. 

The TRUTH IS that Pharmacists who are working in the Chain store environment and 

who have written letters in support of the elimination of the Pharm Tech to Pharmacist 

ratios aren't able to see beyond the horizon of their personal Pharmacy counter. For 
those of us who can see past it, it's readily apparent that this elimination of Tech to 
Pharmacist Ratios, coupled with the coming surge of new Pharmacy grads here in 
Texas, in addition to the ACA's lawfully defined role for Pharmacists as not being able to 
"participate financially in ACO's" is a recipe for employment disaster. 

The TRUTH IS that Pharmacists are already being asked to verify too many 
prescriptions in the Community Pharmacy Chain drug store setting. Instead of the 

Texas State Board of Pharmacy bringing to the table the elimination of Tech to 
Pharmacist ratios, the State board should strongly consider that for every 300 
prescriptions filled , on average, at a store, that there needs to be AT LEAST 1 FTE 
Pharmacist. For example, if a store were to average 303 Rx's a day, then that store 
would need to have AT LEAST 16 hours of Pharmacist coverage by 2 different 
Pharmacists. That is the SAFE and EFFECTIVE way to deal with the current work flow 
issues in community Class A Pharmacy. But OF COURSE the Lobbyists from the Texas 
Federation of Drug stores wouldn't propose this. It's BAD for their BOTIOM LINE. 

In conclusion, when Pharmacists wiltfully take steps to remove themselves from the 
PROFIT generating portion of their profession (and it's STILL DISPENSING) while 
clinging to the Clinical Pharmacy practice dreams and wishes that we all heard of while 
attending Pharmacy school, Pharmacy will cease to be OUR profession and we will 
continue down the road of professional exploitation culminating in subpar working 



conditions and decreasing financial rewards that ultimately will result in a working 
environment that is unsafe for the Public. 

Sincerely, 

Concerned Pharmacist AND PHARMACY OWNER. 

j(% 
-------. 

<. ----



From: Van Tran  

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 3:12 PM 
To: Gay Dodson 

Subject: Unlimited Tech Ratio 
 

August 26, 2013 

 

Texas State Board of Pharmacy 

Gay Dodson, Secretary of TSBP 

 

Subject: Unlimited Technician Ratios 

 

I, representing myself and my colleagues, would like to express our voice against the ruling that will 

allow “unlimited technician ratios”.   

 

Texas State Board of Pharmacy was originated to protect the public and so for that reason,  

the ruling of “unlimited tech ratios” should not be taken into effect.  We all feel this decision  

will create dangerous environment for pharmacists to work in and in turn jeopardize patients’  

safety and lives.  Being practicing pharmacists for many years, we feel that the ratio of 1:3  

of pharmacist to technicians is the max that we could handle on a daily basis.  Retail chain  

pharmacists do not even have time to counsel patients for new prescriptions with this current  

ratio of 3 techs to 1 pharmacist.  Therefore, increasing this ratio to the impossible “unlimited  

number of technicians to pharmacist” will turn the profession of pharmacy into a disaster within  

us and in the eyes of the public.  More and more pharmacists will not be able to handle the high  

loads of stress put on them at work for overseeing the unlimited number of technicians in the  

pharmacy.  This leads to more misfills which ultimately hurts the public.  Not only the patients  

are at risk, pharmacy jobs are also at risk. 

 

We sincerely ask Texas State Board of Pharmacy to reconsider this law because if this ruling  

comes into effect, more tragedies are foreseen and our profession of pharmacy is at stake.  TSBP 

is here for the people and so are we.  That is why we need to vote against this proposed law. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

Van  

 



-----Original Message----- 
From: annavu  
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2013 7:03 AM 
To: Allison Benz 
Subject: Re: Proposed Rules - 22 TAC §§ 291.32; 291.53; 291.153 
 
Tram Vu 
 
October 31, 2013 
 
Allison Benz R.Ph., M.S. 
Director of Profession Services, Texas State Board of Pharmacy Texas State Board of Pharmacy 
333 Guadalupe Street, Suite 3-600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Dear Allison Benz: 
 
As a licensed pharmacist, I want to discourage the Texas State Board of Pharmacy to adopt the proposed rules that 
would eliminate the pharmacist to technician ratio for all classes of pharmacy. I believe that eliminating the ratio will 
have no impact on freeing up more of my time to help more patients.  In fact I believe the opposite would happen.  
Greedy companies will use this as a way to hire cheaper help and less pharmacist.  
 The few pharmacist that have a job will be forced to oversee an unlimited number of techs that they can't honestly 
keep track of. 
 
In an ideal world companies would use the no ratio for it's intended good to free up a pharmacist time to offer more 
direct help to patients.   
However, lets be frank money often speaks a lot louder.  I work for a busy big chain and I can tell you I don't get the 3 
to one ratio as is.  I'm lucky if I even get 1:1 help.  Therefore my belief is that if this is passed qualify of care will 
decrease not improve.  All I will see is tons pharmacist laid off before they reach their retirement benefits and less 
pharmacist hire.  If I'm lucky to keep my job I'll be forced to take on all the liability for the unlimited amount of techs 
my company decides I need to watch.  Techs may be better trained now a days with certifications but I can tell you 
even my best make a few mistakes in a day.  Now multiply that by the number of techs I would now have to watch 
and I feel med errors double.   
 
Those for may use the argument that in the hospital setting there isn't the 3:1 ratio and it works.  But it's not the 
same because in the hospital RPH do order entry not techs so there is less room for entry error.  In the retail setting 
techs do most order entry and Rph do final verification.  Also, hosptials have a multidisciplanary team of trained 
professionals and med errors still occur at high rates.   
 
I urge the Board to vote against this proposal at the November 4th meeting to protect patient safety and care.  
Please do not let greedy chain owners convience you that this is in the best interst of out patients because it's only 
the best interst of their budgets. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tram Vu 
 
Tram Vu 
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