caseloads nearly doubled between 1985 and 2000, from just over 101,000 in 1985 to about
185,000 in the year 2000. It’s my understanding that county caseloads have continued to
increase to 225,210 as of the end of December 2007.

In fiscal year 1998-99, the counties spend a total of $84.1 million from all funding
sources for adult probation. Of this amount, county funds covered 45 percent of the costs, with
next largest source of funds being the supervision fees offenders are required to pay, which
accounted for just over 21 percent of total funding for county adult probation services. State

funding was the third largest source of funds, covering 20 percent of the total costs.

These are statewide averages, however, and we found that funding mix varied widely
among counties, with some counties contributing as much as 70 percent of the total funding
while other counties contributed less than 20 percent. Philadelphia, was close to the statewide
average, with just over 50 percent (50.4 percent) of total funding coming from the county.
Philadelphia, however, was below the state average in the collection of supervision fees, which
made up only 5.3 percent of Philadelphia’s funding compared to the statewide average of 21.3
percent. Again, however, these figures are from FY 1998-1999, so these percentages might have

changed significantly since then.

The Commonwealth awards its monies to the counties through the “Improvement Grant
for Adult Probation Services Program,” commonly known as the grant-in-aid, or GIA, program.
The law establishing the grant-in-aid program states that the grant is to provide 80 percent of
certain personnel salary costs incurred by a county. Grant amounts are determined using a
formula that is based on the salary costs the counties incur for “eligible’” adult probation staff
positions they have added to their complement since 1966. If the amount appropriated in any
given year is not sufficient to cover 80 percent of the eligible costs, the law provides that each
county is to receive a prorated reduction in their grant. The Pennsylvania Board of Probation

and Parole administers this program.

We found that state funding for the grant-in-aid program has not been adequate to meet

the 80 percent funding percentage in any year since the Legislature added the provision in 1987,




and that in 1991 the Governor’s Budget Office took the additional step of imposing an
“administrative cap” on eligible positions at 1,016. Therefore, although nearly 1,400 adult
probation staff positions were technically eligible for grant assistance in the year we did our
report, only 1,016 of these positions were deemed eligible for grant monies. This cap remains in
place today, although the cap is now 1,014 rather than 1,016 due to due the conversion of a few

part-time positions to full time positions.

For FY 1999-00, the Legislature appropriated $18.8 million in state funds for the grant-
in-aid program, of which $18.6 million was awarded to the counties. This amount covered 42
percent of the total eligible salary costs contained in the counties’ grant-in-aid applications,
which obviously falls far short of the 80 percent level cited in the law. We calculated that an
additional $17.2 million in state funding would have been required to fund all eligible positions

at the 80 percent rate.

For this current fiscal year, FY 2008-09, state funding is $19.1 million, which means that
this year’s appropriation is only about two percent higher than it was nine years ago. As a result,
instead of covering 42 percent of eligible salaries, which is what the state contribution was nine
years ago, the state grant-in-aid program currently covers only about 27 percent of costs of the

counties’ eligible salaries.

[ should note that, at least in the three fiscal years we reviewed, the State Board of
Probation and Parole did request for this full funding in its annual budget requests to the
Governor’s Budget Office. In each of these years, however, the Budget Office reduced the
recommended funding level presented to the General Assembly to about 42 percent of the total

eligible salary costs.

Officials of the Governor’s Budget Office acknowledged that the state grant-in-aid
appropriation alone is not sufficient to cover 80 percent of the counties’ salary costs for eligible
probation staff. They stress, however, that offender supervision fees and other revenues

provided to the counties since 1995 must also be considered when considering the extent of state

contributions to the county adult probation budgets.




As I noted above, in many counties, the $25-a-month offender supervision fee does
account for a substantial portion of total funding for the county’s adult probation program, so
that struck us as a reasonable point, even thought the law authorizing the supervision fees clearly
states that they are to supplement, not supplant, other state and federal funding. Nevertheless,
even if all the supervision fees are added to the state grant-in-aid program, it would still only
cover about 63 percent of eligible county costs, which is still well below the 80 percent goal

cited in statute.

The Budget Office officials we talked to also acknowledged that the statute does not
place a limit on the number of additional county adult probation staff positions that are to be
eligible for state funding. They were concerned, however, that, in the absence of the cap, there
would be no control of the Commonwealth’s obligation to fund what potentially could be ever-

increasing numbers of county staff positions.

During the course of our study, the county chief probation officers frequently commented
on the value of the state grant-in-aid program. They stated that the program and the manner in
which the Board of Probation and Parole has administered it have had many beneficial impacts
on the development and expansion of county adult probation services. However, there was an
almost universal concern and perception that the state is not fulfilling its funding obligation
under the law, and that the shortfall in state funding has resulted in inadequate staffing and, at

least in some counties, unmanageable caseloads.

While chief probation officers and their staffs were generally concerned about this
situation, they were also divided on what the impact would be on their departmental budgets if
the amount of grant-in-aid were to be substantially increased. Probation officials in some
counties believe that increased grant-in-aid funding would not necessarily benefit their programs
because the county would probably reduce its share of the probation department’s cost. Officials
in other counties, however, believed that their county commissioners would be more willing to
increase staft, increase salaries, or increase other program resources if grant-in-aid funding were

increased to the level indicated in statute.
















