
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 225,2IO 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 2l 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 gant. 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 517.2 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 ofcosts ofthe

counties' eligible salaries.

I 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 staffingand, 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 staff, increase salaries, or increase other program resources if grant-in-aid funding were

increased to the level indicated in statute.



The resolution also asked us to consider the issue of probation officer salary levels.

Nearly 60 percent of the chief county adult probation officers who responded to our study

questionnaire cited low salaries and high staff turnover as two of the most significant challenges

currently facing their departments.

We found that the 1999 statewide average starting salary for the county adult probation

officers was $21,816. This is substantially lower than the average starting salaries for state

parole agents and other state and local law enforcement and correctional positions. The Board's

existing guidelines for the state grant-in-aid program provide that its Bureau of Probation

Services is to solicit information concerning possible revisions to the Board's minimum salary

policy and procedures. Our report recommends that the Board formally initiate this procedure in

light of the widespread concerns expressed during this study about probation officer salaries.

We also reviewed courts probation caseload statistics. Statewide in FY 1999-00, the

average active caseload (excluding "administrative cases") was 128 per supervising officer.

Numerous chief probation officers expressed concems that, given current funding and caseload

conditions, their agencies have become "reactive" rather than "proactive" in providing adult

probation services. In many counties, adult probation staff must "triage" their caseloads, moving

less pressing cases from field supervision to their administrative or reduced supervision

caseloads.

Our report includes recommendations for both immediate and longer-range actions

pertaining to state funding of the grant-in-aid program. In the short-term, we recommend that

the House and Senate Appropriations Committees consider granting the PA Board of Probation

and Parole a separate budget hearing rather than a combined hearing with the Department of

Corrections. A separate hearing would provide a better opportunity for the Board to present and

discuss all aspects of its budget request, including the level of state funding assistance needed for

county adult probation. We also recommended the Appropriations Committees request that the

Board of Probation and Parole provide them with detailed information on the amounts of state

grant-in-aid requested by the state's 65 county adult probation departments as a way to highlight



the gap that exists between the amounts counties are potentially eligible for versus the amount

they actually receive.

In the longer term, we recommended the General Assembly consider amending the

"Improvement of Probation Services Act of 1965" to change the basis upon which state grant-in-

aid monies are awarded to the counties. Continuing to allocate state grant-in-aid funding to

counties on the basis of the number of adult probation staff they hired between 1966 and 1991 is

no longer appropriate, and does not take into account current needs in the various counties. We

recommended that consideration be given to establishing a new funding rationale based on a

"needs-based" budgeting system such as is used to fund county children and youth services

programs. As anyone who is familiar with county children and youth programs will tell you, a

"needs-based" budget by no means guarantees that the state will meet all the counties' needs, but

we think it would be an improvement over the way the grant-in-aid funds are currently allocated.

Finally, we recommended that the PA Board of Probation and Parole work with the

Governor's Advisory Committee on Probation to establish reasonable caseload and workload

standards or models for use by the county adult probation departments. [n establishing such

standards or models, the Board and Advisory Committee should seek advice and assistance from

organizations, such as the National Institute of Corrections and the American Probation and

Parole Association. Once established, these standards should be taken into consideration as part

of the proposed "needs-based" funding process.

Thank you.
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A STUDY OF COSTS AND SERVICES IN PENNSYLVANIA'S
COUNTY ADULT PROBATION SYSTEM

Report Highlights
Nearly 70 percent of Pennsylvania's entire offender population is on probation. As of January 1,2000, county
adult probation officers were supervising a total of 182,01 8 adult offenders statewide. Collectively, the co'nties
currently spend in excess of $80 million annually for adult probation. House Resolution 251 of 1999 directed
the LB&FC to conduct a'study of costs and services in Pennsylvania's statewide county adult probation system.
The LB&FC's study was to focus on the state's grant-in-aid program for tlre improvement of adult proiation
services and on related issues of program funding, caseload size, and service delivery.

196'1, the counties have received more than $245
million through the GIA program in order to ex-
pand and improve county adult probation services.
Under this program, the PA Board of probation
and Parole awards state grants to the counties
based on the salary costs the counties incur for
"eligible" adult probation staff positions added to
their  complernents since 1966. Under state law,
the grants are to cover 80 perceut of the salary
costs for these positions except that a prorated re-
duction occurs if sufficient funds are not availa-
b le .

.l State GIA funding has not beerr adequate to meet
the 80 percent funding percentage in any year
since the Legislature added this provision in 1987.
For FY 1999-00, the GIA appropriat ion covered
only about 42 percent of the counties, actual eli-
gible salary costs.

.l In 1991, the Governor's Budget Office imposed
an "administrative cap" on positions eligible for
state assistance at 1,016. Although el igible,
another 378 positions added by the counties since
that tirne are not being funded due to the cap.

* State funding of tlie CIA program has not kept
pace with tlre increases in caseload and workload
demands occurring in the county programs or with
funding increases provided for other components
of the state's law enforcement and corrections
system.

The pattern of state appropriations for the GIA
Progranr since l99l  suggests that one-halfof the
offender supervision fee revenues collected by the
count ies are being used to reduce the arnount of
state funding provided to county adult probation
otf ices.

Courrty officials and staff believe tlrat the shortfall
iu state funding is stagnating tlre grorvtlr of counry
adult probation departrnents. Others state that

Iror a l 'ul l  copy ol ' thc rcport.  plcasc cal l  717-783-1600 or c-rnai l  us at inl i){nrlbl 'c. lcgis.starc.na.us

inadequate funding has resulted in inadequate
staffi ng and unmanageable caseloads.

* Many chief adult probation officers cite lorv sala-
ries and high staff turnover as two of the most
significant challenges currently facing tlreir de-
partments. Many also expressed concerns that
there is no statervide minimum starting salary and
that countv adult probation officer salaries are not
commensurate with the level of education re-
quired.

* As a whole, the number of offenders in the countlz
adult probation system appears to exceed the sys-
tem's capacity. Statewide, the average total case-
load per supervisory probation officer is I66.

* More than 18,000 persons, about l0 percent of the
counties' adult probation caseloads, are "abscond-
ers," i.e., they are not under supervision because
they cannot be located.

* The House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees should: (a) conduct a special review of the
GIA funding provisions and the Budget Office's
administrative cap; and (b) consider granting the
Board of Probation and Parole a separate budget
hearing to provide a forum for full discussion of
the funding needs of county adult probation.

* In the longer term, the General Assembly should
consider amending the law to base grant alloca-
tion on a "needs-based" budgetary system rather
than basing state grant amounts on county salary
costs.

* The report includes other recornmendations re-
lated to the rreed to establish reasonable caseload/
workload standards or models for use by the coun-
ty adult probation departnrents; revise the Board's
pol icy and procedures relat ing to minimum sala-
r ies for county adult  probat ion personnel;  al lorv
counties to retain all offender supervision fees;
and statutorily add a representative of the Counfy
Chief Probation Officers Association to the Advi-
sory Cornrnittee on Probation.

*

December  1 i .2000



Legislative Budget and Finance Committee

Costs and Services in Pennsylvania's
County Adult Probation System

Presentation by Philip Durgin, LB&FC Executive Ui"..to", at Septem ber 1212008,
Public Hearing of the Senate Judiciary Committee

Good morning. My name is Philip Durgin, and I am the Executive Director of the

Legislative Budget and Finance Committee. For those of you who may not be familiar with our

Committee, we are a statutory Committee of the Pennsylvania General Assembly that does

reports and performance audits of programs and agencies that spend state money.

Often we get our assignments through a House or Senate resolution. One such resolution,

House Resolution No. 251 of 1999, called upon our Committee to conduct a study of

Pennsylvania's county adult probation system, with a focus on how the state helps fund these

programs.

Before I get into the report findings, I'd like to emphasis that our report was released

eight years ago. So the data is old, and it's possible that some of our findings are no longer

relevant. Although based on some of the conversations I've had recently, my sense is that many

of the problems and issues we identified eight years ago are still with us today.

We found that the county probation function has become increasingly complex, and over

time, the duties and responsibilities of county probation officers have expanded and become

more specialized. In particular, the passage of "lntermediate Punishment" legislation in the early

1990s resulted in the development of a significant number of community-based corrections

programs. These programs are designed to ease prison and jail overcrowding by placing certain

offenders in the communitv in lieu of incarceration.

Also, thousands of offenders had been added to the county caseloads as a result of

increased legislative and law enforcement activity to address drug-related offenses, driving under

the influence, domestic violence, and sex offender cases. Statewide, county adult probation


