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PURPOSE OF THE SUMMIT

Evaluate Ideas Pre-Summit 
Preparation X

Counties submit legislative proposals, 
CSA review & assists.

Pre-summit briefings: County Managers 
and Administrators

Review process and agenda: Dialogue 
and critical feedback from managers

Pre-summit briefing: Board of Directors

Å Explain process and opportunity to gain 
feedback on proposals

CSA Policy Summit 
October 28th-30th 

Board of Directors decision-making 
process

Å Staff policy and research briefings

Å Facilitated workgroup session

Å Board of Directors consideration

Å Deliberate and adopt

Post-summit Board & LPC 
meetings

Oversee implementation of research 
and policy priorities

Allow ongoing opportunities for 
reconsideration of issues

Respond to emerging issues

Evaluate organizational performance

Phases of the Research Plan & Policy Development Process

CSA works to inform decisions and to protect and enhance county authorities and resources and in 
order to promote efficient, responsive constituent services.

To this end, the CSA Summit convenes county supervisors and professional staff to:
Å Discuss political context (legislative make-up, emerging issues) and create a foundational educational opportunity for elected 

officials and staff
Å Reach agreement on CSA legislative agenda and advocacy strategies for the upcoming legislative session
Å Review the research initiative workplan for the year

Back to TOC
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WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 29TH
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FACILITATED WORK SESSION

Discussion of Proposed CSA Priorities  for  2026:

Staff will  identify and present for discussion, legislative priorities important to all 15 
counties, including strategies to prevent and mitigate cost shifts, and protect/promote 
local control.

Discussion of County-Submitted  Proposals:

1. CSA staff will  present each proposal to the Board of Directors.
2. Sponsoring county will  speak to the issue.
3. County professional staff available to provide additional information.
4. The issue will  be discussed by the membership.
5. After dialogue, the facilitator will  gauge level of support and assess need for 

additional work, if necessary*.

* Note: If issues arise, the sponsoring county may attempt to address those issues prior to official consideration at the Board of Directors 
meeting

01 

02 

Back to TOC
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FORMAL VOTING ON PROPOSALS

Official  voting  on proposals will  be at the formal  meeting of the 
Board of Directors on Thursday, October 30th at 9:00 a.m.  

Å Each proposal will  be acted upon individually, pursuant to CSA Bylaws (Art.5).

Å A measure is adopted if a quorum is present and 2/3 of participating supervisors vote in favor 
of the motion.

Å Proxy voting is permitted: Supervisors with proxy votes of fellow members must HOLD UP A 
CARD with the TOTAL number of votes they represent: 

# of proxy votes + your own vote = total vote # 

Back to TOC

Back to TOC
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WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THE SUMMIT?

CSA Board, county managers and the Legislative Policy Committee (LPC) 
provide  for  oversight  of staff  implementation  of adopted policy  positions,  
flexibility  to respond to emerging issues and ongoing opportunities  for  
additional  consideration of issues.

Why are Board and LPC meetings important?

Å The legislative process is unpredictable and there may be a need to adjust allocation 
of staff and political capital.

Å CSA staff reports progress and any need to adjust deployment of resources.

LPC members are advised to participate  regularly  and inform  their  county colleagues of 
ongoing legislative  activities .

Back to TOC

Back to TOC
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COUNTY REVENUE PERFORMANCE

FY 2021 FY 2025

60%

Total Growth in Major County Revenues FY 2020 ς FY 2025 

40%

20%

0%

36%

Growth in remote retail sales has boosted state-shared TPT and local 
excise revenues, helping offset slower property tax and VLT growth.

Back to TOC
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COUNTY REVENUE PERFORMANCE

FY 2021 FY 2025

60%

Total Growth in Major State Revenues FY 2020 ς FY 2025 

40%

20%

0%

36%

49%

State revenues have consistently outperformed counties despite 
tax reductions & slower growth in traditional retail sales.
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COUNTY REVENUE PERFORMANCE

FY 2021 FY 2025

60%

Total Growth in County ALTCS contributions FY 2020 ς FY 2025 

40%

20%

0%

36%

49%

38%

Persistent growth in county ALTCS contributions exceeds county 
revenue performance, placing upward pressure on county budgets.
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COUNTY REVENUE PERFORMANCE

FY 2021 FY 2025

60%

Total Growth in Inflation  FY 2020 ς FY 2025 

40%

20%

0%

36%

49%

38%

30%

Inflation has eroded much of the growth in county revenues, 
leaving limited room to respond to rising costs.

Back to TOC
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STATE & COUNTY REVENUE PERFORMANCE

Individual 
Income Tax

Corporate 
Income Tax

State 
Sales Tax Primary Property Tax

Local 
Excise Tax State Shared Sales Tax

% of major general fund revenues
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average % of major general fund revenues

13%

0.5%

3%

13%

5%

6%

1%

4%

State revenue performance driven by robust 
growth in individual income and insurance 
premium  tax categories, despite slow growth 
in sales tax revenues.

General Fund
VLT Distr.

Insurance 
Premium

Total State GF 5%

Growth in major revenues through FY 2025 Avg. growth in major revenues through FY 2025

County primary property tax and local excise 
tax categories show moderate gains, offset 
slower growth in traditional retail and VLT.

FY 2025

14
Back to TOC
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STATE BUDGET CONTEXT

{ǘŀǘŜΩǎ C¸нс ōǳŘƎŜǘ 
outlined a $17.6B spending 
plan focused mainly on 
one-time investments.

ÅTransportation Investments
ÅOne-time stipend for State 

Corrections Officers
ÅChildcare Investments
Å Increasing the Business 

Personal Property Tax 
Exemption

ÅPay raises for DPS, DFFM 
Firefighters

FY25 Budget as Enacted Projected Ending Balances

$1.1B

$208M

$52M $55M

Back to TOC

Back to TOC
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ά{ǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǘƻƭŘ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ 
budget requests due to 
ƭƻƻƳƛƴƎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ŏǳǘǎέ
- AZ Capitol Times 8.20.25

ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ 
millions to fill the gaps left 
ōȅ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ŏǳǘǎέ
- AZ Capitol Times 9.20.25

άIƻōōǎ ǎŜŜƪǎ Ϸтсл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 
Trump administration for 
!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ Ŏƻǎǘǎέ
- AZ Mirror 7.31.25

ά¢ƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅΣ 
has a lot of policy decisions to 
make over the next year to 
ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊŜ ǎŎŀǊŎŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ
- Ben Henderson, Director OSPB 10.9.25

STATE BUDGET CONTEXT

Back to TOC

Back to TOC
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STATE BUDGET CONTEXT

9ŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ carryforward  is used 
ǘƻ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ 
budget.
Å Revenues alone not enough to cover 

projected spending.

Projected ending balance in FY28 
is $67M, represents ceiling for 
discretionary spending.

Revenues ExpendituresCarry Forward 

FY26 FY27 FY28 FY29

October FAC Projected Ending Balances

$18.1B$17.6B $17.9B$18.4B

$18.43B$18.36B $19.1B$18.8B

Ending Cash Balance $519M $305M $67M $247M

Back to TOC
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STATE BUDGET CONTEXT

Revenues ExpendituresCarry Forward 

FY26 FY27 FY28 FY29

October FAC Projected Ending Balances

$18.1B$17.6B $17.9B$18.4B

$18.43B$18.36B $19.1B$18.8B

Ending Cash Balance $519M $305M $67M $247M

$67M insufficient to cover  key 
stress points:

άhƴƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ-ǘƛƳŜέ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ς $580M
ÅState employee health insurance 

subsidies
ÅSchool facilities repairs

Impacts of H.R. 1 - $1.1B
ÅTax conformity (optional)
ÅSNAP
ÅMedicaid

Back to TOC
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ONE BIG BEAUTIFUL BILL ACT (H.R. 1)BUDGET CONTEXT
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While H.R. 1 has no direct mandates on counties, several provisions may have downstream 
impacts on county budgets depending on how the state chooses to respond.

Tax Conformity

Arizona does not automatically conform to 
federal tax changes, the Legislature would need 
to pass conforming legislation to apply these 
changes at the state level

JLBC estimates a state General Fund cost of 

$438 million in FY26 if the state chooses to 

conform; ongoing cost of over $300M

FY 26 State Budget Ending Balance vs. Cost of 
Federal Tax Conformity FY 2026 - 2028

$0

$100

$200

$300

$400

$500

FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028

$438 M
$336M

$372 M

$519M

$305M

$67 M

In
 m

ill
io

n
s

Back to TOC

Back to TOC



ONE BIG BEAUTIFUL BILL ACT (H.R. 1)BUDGET CONTEXT
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SNAP Adjustments

Increased state share of SNAP administrative 
costs from 50% to 75%

Å$33 Million in FY 2027

Å$44 Million in FY 2028

State cost sharing of benefits if error rate is 6% 
or higher

Å$139 Million in FY 2028 (based on state error 

rate from FY 2024)

Å$185 Million annually going forward

Å DES has requested $7.5M in FY26, and $26.3 
in FY 27 and FY28 to lower SNAP error rate

Expanded work requirements

Å DES requested $1.8M in FY26

FY 26 State Budget Ending Balance vs. Estimated 
Impact of SNAP Provisions FY 2026 - 2028
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MEDICAID PROVISIONSBUDGET CONTEXT
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H.R. 1 also includes several health-related provisions that are expected to carry financial and 
administrative implications for the state, including expanded work requirements, eligibility 
redeterminations, and provider tax limitations . 

Provider Tax Limitation:
Å¢ƘŜ ōƛƭƭ ƭƻǿŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ άǎŀŦŜ 
ƘŀǊōƻǊέ threshold for provider taxes 
from 6% to 3.5% by 2032

ÅArizona currently assesses a 6% tax on 
providers to draw down additional 
federal dollars for Medicaid

ÅJLBC assumes AHCCCS will still be able 
to fund expansion population under 
limitation through Hospital Assessment 
Fund 

6% Provider Tax
$1.5B expected FY26

Hospital Assessment Fund
Health Care Investment 

Fund

Å Covers state match for 
expansion pop.

Å Statutory trigger: repeal 
of HAF and elim. of 
coverage if revenues 
insufficient

Å Increased payments to 
hospitals, physicians, 
dentists above current 
Medicaid 
reimbursement rates

Est. $529M Est. $989M

Back to TOC
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TOTAL STATE IMPACT H.R. 1

FY 26 State Budget Ending Balance vs. Total Cost of H.R. 1 FY26 - 28

FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028

$519M

$290M

$67M

$459M $399M

$571M

Back to TOC

Back to TOC



23

STATE COUNTY

KEY FINANCIAL TAKEAWAYS

ÅProjected cash reserve gives state little 
room for new spending priorities.

ÅSlower state revenue growth 
insufficient to cover baseline spending, 
forcing state to rely on cash on hand.

ÅFederal legislation will add uncertainty 
and pressure to state budget 
lawmakers may need to consider 
spending cuts, offsets, or delayed 
initiatives to maintain positive cash 
balance.

Å Inflationary pressures have eroded 
purchasing power.

ÅCounties rely heavily on property and 
sales taxes, which some legislators have 
indicated they want to reduce.

ÅState mandated costs, like ALTCS 
contributions, continue to put pressure 
on county finances.

Back to TOC
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INCREASED MAJORITIES

Senate: 17 R - 13 D

House: 33 R - 27 D 

DIVIDED GOVERNMENT

2026 ELECTION HAS BEGUN

Governor & Attorney General will be 
hotly contested 

LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT

BUDGET 
CONTRACTION

TAX 
CONFORMITY

BALLOT 
REFERRALS

ELECTION 
SEASON

FEDERAL POLICY
CHANGES

Back to TOC
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Declares the !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ commitment  to 
providing  high quality  analysis to inform  state 
ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ deliberations  of proposed policies that  
impact  county operations,  responsiveness to 
constituents,  and limited  local resources, and 

Respectfully requests state law-makers partner  
and collaborate with  county officials  regarding 
pending legislation  in order to promote  efficient,  
high-quality  state-mandated services at the 
regional level.

ADOPTED  RESOLUTION

STATE-COUNTY PARTNERSHIP
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STATEWIDE COURT SYSTEM

άLƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ Χ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ only one superior 
court  ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΦέ
State v. Flemming (1995)

ά¢ƘŜ judicial power shall be vested in 
an integrated  judicial  department  
consisting of a supreme court, such 
intermediate appellate courts as may 
be provided by law, a superior court, 
such courts inferior to the superior 
court as may be provided by law, and 
justice courts.έ
Arizona Constitution, Article IV, Sec. 1

Back to TOC
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FUNDING PARTNERSHIP CHALLENGES

No clear cost-sharing structure 
between the state and counties for 
superior and justice court funding.

According to AOC reports, counties 
have born most of the increase in 
funding for the courts.

Arizona Court Funding
FY 2010, FY 2020, FY 2024

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts, Total Court Spending & Share of Court Spending, Court 
Expenditures DashboardBack to TOC
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PROBATION FUNDINGShare of Probation Funding
FY 2019 to FY 2024

Source: AOC Report to JLBC; FY 2019 to FY 2024

Outside of Maricopa, state funds 
approximately  half  of probation  
costs.
Å Maricopa County funds probation without 

state support, in exchange for offsets in 
other costs

Å State primarily funds case-carrying 
officers

Å State-county cost share varies across 
counties

Back to TOC
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ARS §12-252 & § 8-203 require BOS 
to set salary ranges of probation 
department personnel, on 
recommendation of the presiding 
judge.

Prior to FY 2022, state would provide 
supplemental funding for adjustments 
for state-funded officers.

FY22

Pre-funding policy begins.

2.5% increases funded.
Legislature authorized 10% for DPS, 5% for DOC.

AOC indicated sufficient funds for BOS 
approved adjustments.

Pre-funding continued.

2.5% increases pre-funded.
Legislature provided double-digit adjustments for other public safety functions.

One-time federal funds used to cover remaining 
state funding obligation.

Pre-funding language removed.

NO increases pre-funded.

State provided $6.7M one-time to cover 
FY 2023 adjustments.

FY23

FY24

FY25
& FY26

NO increases pre-funded.

State provided no funds for prior 
adjustments ς Governor backfilled with 
one-time federal funds .

31

PROBATION FUNDING BACKGROUND

Back to TOC
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32

COURT BUDGET REQUEST

AOC FY 2027 State Budget Request: 
$10.4M
Å Maintain existing salaries for probation officers
Å Equivalent to 129 PO positions (of 275 non-Maricopa 

case carrying POs)
Å Cited morale challenges with ongoing uncertainty 

around state funding
Å Could result in fewer individuals on probation, more 

revoked to prison

FY 2026 State Funding for Probation
One-time Federal Funds State General Fund Appropriations

One-time funding is almost 
11% of total state probation 
appropriations in FY 2026

Back to TOC
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION

COURT FUNDING

CSA calls on State Lawmakers and the Administrative  Office of the Courts 
to:

¶Provide sufficient  ongoing state funding  for  probation  officer  salaries in 
FY 2027 without  shifting additional burden to the county general fund, and

¶ Implement policies that  effectuate greater state support  for the court 
system, particularly in areas where state policy choices are driving 
additional costs, and

¶ Improve the efficient  deployment  of taxpayer resources, and 

¶Find a sustainable funding  solution  for  the judiciary  that works for the 
counties, the state, and the courts.

Back to TOC

Back to TOC
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TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Counties primarily fund maintenance of local 
roads through:
Á Highway User Revenue Fund
Á Vehicle License Taxes
Á Local Excise Tax for  Roads

Other local funding structures, like those levied 
by Regional Transportation Authorities (RTA) 
also exist.

Counties do receive some federal and state 
grants for roadway infrastructure, but funding 
ƛǎƴΩǘ consistent/ongoing.

FY 2025 Collections or Distributions to Counties 
for Transportation Funding

0 20M 40M 60M 80M 100M 120M 140M

Apache

Cochise

Coconino

Gila

Graham

Greenlee

La Paz

Maricopa

Mohave
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Pinal

Santa Cruz

Yavapai

Yuma
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Construction Cost Index

FY 2025

304%

Registered 
Vehicles

2023

128%

AZ Vehicle Miles Traveled

2023

112%

Consumer Vehicle 
Weight

2024

30%

AZ Lane Miles

2023

49%

Change from 1990

Gas Tax

Diesel Tax

VLT

Motor Carrier

Registration

HURF Purchasing
Power

68%

HURF per capita purchasing power is just 32% of what it was in 1990, the last 
ǘƛƳŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ŦǳŜƭ ǘŀȄ ǿŀǎ ŀŘƧǳǎǘŜŘΦ 

HURF Purchasing Power FY 1990-2025
HURF revenue per capita, adjusted for construction inflation

1990 2000 2010 2020

PURCHASING POWERTRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Consumer Fuel
Efficiency

2023

32%
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ROAD USER TAXES & FEES

Source: Energy Information Administration

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ŦǳŜƭ ǘŀȄ ƛǎ му ŎŜƴǘǎ ǇŜǊ ƎŀƭƭƻƴΦ
Å Bottom 10% of state fuel taxes
Å Additional 1 cent for underground 

storage (19 cents total).

Nationwide, average state fuel tax is $32.6 
cents per gallon.

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ŦǳŜƭ ǘŀȄ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ 
increased in 35 years.
Å Since just 2015, 36 states have 

increased fuel taxes or fees.

State Fuel Taxes & Fees; Change since 2015

Lowest Fuel Tax
$0.09

Highest Fuel Tax
$0.71

Highest Rate Increase
100%+No Rate Increase

Back to TOC

Back to TOC



NATIONAL COMPARATORS

38
Source: National Conference of State Legislatures

Electric & Hybrid Vehicles Electric Vehicles Only

States with Additional Fees on Electric & Hybrid Vehicles

None
41 states currently charge additional 
fees on plug-in electric vehicles.

Å 34 assess on plug-in hybrids

Variety of different fee types 
including:
- Fixed fee amounts
- Fee based on fuel efficiency
- Inflation-adjusted fee amounts
- Fee tied to gas tax rate

Since FY 2021, number of electric vehicles 
registered in Arizona has increased by 
more than 3x

ROAD USER TAXES & FEES
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STATEWIDE PICTUREROADWAY NEEDS

YumaYavapaiSanta CruzPinalPimaNavajoMohaveMaricopaLa PazGreenleeGrahamGilaCoconinoCochiseApacheApache Cochise Coconino Gila Graham Greenlee La Paz Maricopa Mohave Navajo Pima Pinal Santa Cruz Yavapai Yuma

County Roadway Conditions
2018 AACE Roadway Need Study
In lane miles, total paved and unpaved

Poor Fair Excellent

County & state roadway needs are substantial.

Most recent estimate was a $2.2 billion funding gap for county infrastructure over 10 years.
Å Construction inflation in recent years has likely made this more acute.

39
Back to TOC

Back to TOC



STATEWIDE PICTUREROADWAY NEEDS

2019 2023

GOOD

2019 2023

FAIR

2019 2023

POOR

Infrastructure is degrading, roadway funding 
needs are growing.

Statewide, lane miles in poor condition more than 
doubled  (+125%) from 2019 to 2023.
Å Share of total lane miles increase to ~7%

ADOT estimates shortfall of $112B for 
transportation infrastructure, $162B total through 
2050

Arizona Pavement Conditions
Share of Total Lane Miles; 2019 to 2023 by County
ADOT Highway Performance Monitoring Data
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION

TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

CSA urges the Governor and Arizona State Legislature to:

¶ Identify and implement a long-term funding solution for 
statewide transportation needs , including establishing fuel tax 
parity with alternative fuel vehicles, and

¶Allocate any additional one-time resources using existing 
distribution mechanisms for transportation funding, and

¶Oppose the reduction or diversion of existing transportation 
revenues.
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CORP T1/2, 87%

ASRS, 74%

PSPRS T1/2, 68%

EORP DB, 42%

CORP T3, 99%

PSPRS T3, 106%

Plan Funded Status

Plan design, decisions by lawmakers 
& prior System, & investment 
performance caused plan to 
deteriorate

Å County contribution rates increased by 5x.

Å Crowded out other investments, like salary 
adjustments, given tight revenue environment 
during recession.

WHY IT MATTERS
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CORP T1/2, 87%

ASRS, 74%

PSPRS T1/2, 68%

EORP DB, 42%

CORP T3, 99%

PSPRS T3, 106%

Plan Funded Status

Actions by local government 
employers, pension reform stabilized 
system & reduced taxpayer cost

Å Employers deposited almost $5.8B to reduce 
unfunded liabilities

Å Counties made $1.2B in additional contributions, 
mostly financed through bonding

WHY IT MATTERS
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State, 98%
Counties

86%

Municipalities, 30%
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%
 2

0
2

0
 U

A
L

 D
e

p
o

si
te

d
 a

t 
P

S
P

R
S

, 
C

O
R

P
 o

r 
E

O
R

P

Since FY 2021, individual employers have deposited 
over $5.8B into the PSPRS and CORP systems.

$1.2B has come from 15 counties using:
Å Cash on hand
Å Increased tax rates
Å Historically low interest rate pension obligation bonds 

(POBs) (1.98%-2.98%)
Å Counties still hold over $630M in pension debt outside 

of PSPRS.

Other, 
10%

ADDRESSING LEGACY DEBTPOST-REFORM
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1. Is this the appropriate policy 
solution to this problem? Are there 
other policy avenues that should be 
evaluated?

2. Is there a demonstrable taxpayer 
value?

3. What is the funding mechanism? Is it 
sustainable long-term?

4. Are their potential cost drivers that 
may cause long-term issues with 
providing the benefit?

CSA Pension Modification 

Evaluation Framework

Å Counties still carry almost $1.0B in 
pension debt through POBs, 
remaining UAL.
Å Not including ~$1B in pooled plan UAL

Å Pension benefits are irrevocable once 
extended; policies should be 
considered carefully.

ÅWant to efficiently deploy limited 
taxpayer resources to most effective 
tools for specific issues.

Å Pensions are a very broad, blunt tool 
to address workforce challenges.

Key County Perspective

CSA POLICY LENSPENSION CHANGES

47
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CSA urges the PSPRS Board of Trustees to:
Å Continue to work with stakeholders on changes 

that may allow for reduced repayment  costs of 
the {ȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ pooled plans, and

Å Utilize the Advisory Committee to perform  data 
driven  analysis of proposed changes with all 
system stakeholders, and 

CSA respectfully  requests the Arizona State 
Legislature and Governor:
Å Exercise restraint  in enacting policies that 

increase costs or reduce contributions into the 
system without a clearly defined problem and 
demonstrable benefit to taxpayers, and 

Å Protect the structure  created through  pension 
reform  to control costs, specifically the 50/50 
contribution sharing and the requirement to 
fully fund any new benefits when enacted.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION

PUBLIC SAFETY PENSIONS
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DETENTION STUDY

Employee Behavior

Statewide Trends: No consistent 
pattern in hiring, terminations, or 
headcount

FY24: 12 counties hired more 
staff than they lost

Short Tenure: Only ~30% of FY18 
& FY19 hires remained after 4 
years
Retirement:  Few retirements, 
even under CORP Tier 1

Comparison: DB cohort stayed 
longer than DC overall, but 
reversed in Maricopa & DOC

Transfers: ~25% of exits moved to 
other state/local government 
public safety, primarily local law 
enforcement roles

Recruitment

Career Path: Seen as a 
steppingstone to law enforcement, 
but interest exists
Messaging: Messaging, imagery 
matters. Could be improved & 
shared best practices

Attractors:  Helping others and 
perceived compensation boost 
interest
Detractors: Stress and job danger 
reduce appeal

Compensation: Salary, bonuses, 
and retirement income matter 
more than retirement plan design

Difference: Recruits and current 
officers differ in retirement plan 
importance

Retention

Satisfaction:  Officers generally 
satisfied, but less so with 
compensation and staffing levels
Culture & Leadership: County 
cultures and leadership styles 
varyτand impact retention
Training: Standardized programs 
and shared best practices may 
help
Retirement:  Loss of DB was 
substantial issue for those 
surveyed & interviewed
Mental Health: Noted strain from 
role, poor staffing levels
Second Class: Employees 
perceived being treated as lesser 
than other public safety jobs
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STAFFING CHANGESMEMBER DATA FINDINGS 

Staffing changes improved in FY 2024 and half of counties saw increases in staffing 
since FY 2018.
Net Change in Staffing FY18 to FY24

7 counties
Staffing increase

Å3 hired at a rate that exceeded 
high exit rate (Graham, Santa 
Cruz, La Paz)

Å2 show substantial increase in 
hiring at end of the data period 
(Yavapai, Pima)

Å1 able to decrease in turnover in 
recent years (Navajo)

Å1 consistently had hires 
matching or exceeding 
departures (Yuma) 

1 county
No change

ÅOne county had no net 
change; hiring generally 
matched departures (Pinal)

6 counties
Staffing decrease

Å2 had moderate-high turnover 
with hires not quite matching 
departures (Apache, Cochise) 

Å3 showed recent growth , but 
not enough to offset significant 
declines during COVID 
(Coconino, Gila, Mohave) 

ÅMaricopa trend is differentτ
turnover rates are generally 
low, but hiring remained 
substantially lower than pre-
COVID

Back to TOC

Back to TOC



Comparison Impact of plan change
Group 

retained 
longer

Statistical 
Power

ALL COUNTIES
FY18 DB v. FY19 DC

DC group employees 
leave 10.8% sooner

DB Medium

ALL COUNTIES
FY18 DB v. FY19-21 DC

DC group employees 
leave 29.5% sooner

DB High

MARICOPA ONLY
FY18 DB v. FY19 DC

DC group employees 
stay 16.9% longer

DC Low

NON-MARICOPA COUNTIES
FY18 DB v. FY19 DC

DC group employees 
leave 19.3% sooner

DB High

DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS
FY18 DB v. FY19 DC

DC group employees 
stay 99.7% longer

DC High

DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS
FY18 DB v. FY19-21 DC

DC group employees 
stay 61.7% longer

DC High

Neutral
Strong DC 

Benefit
Strong DB 
Benefit

52

EMPLOYEE BEHAVIORMEMBER DATA FINDINGS

Height of bar indicates statistical significance; smaller bars have less significance.

Some evidence that county DC members left sooner than DB 
counterparts, but opposite true for DOC. 
All personnel, regardless of plan tend to leave quickly ς only 30% 
employed after 4 years.

Table 6b: Summary of models examining the impacts of the DB vs. DC plan change

10.8%

29.5%

16.9%

19.3%

99.7%

61.7%

Joining Detention
~1/5 of all hires

Leaving Detention
~1/4 of all terminations

Most common transfer out to same county 
ǎƘŜǊƛŦŦΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ t5Τ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ 
transfer in from Dept. of Corrections.

Figure 17a. Out-migration and in-migration moves statewide between detention 
agencies and other PSPRS/CORP data agencies.
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KEY TAKEAWAYS

MEMBER DATA TRENDS

Å Staffing levels are improving in FY 2024
Å About 50/50 for counties above/below FY 2018 

headcounts
Å 12 of 14 counties saw hiring exceed exits in FY 

2024

Å Hiring is rebounding after COVID-slump in most, but 
not all, counties

Å Turnover is common across counties, but turnover 
rates vary considerably within and across counties by 
year

Å!ōƻǳǘ оκп ƻŦ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜƧƻƛƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 
PSPRS/CORP agency
Å Retirements are rare (outliers in Maricopa & Pinal)
Å Remainder go to other agencies, primarily law 

enforcement
Å5ƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǎŀƳŜ {ƘŜǊƛŦŦΩǎ 

Office

Å5ŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎǎ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 
the state
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DRAWS & DETRACTIONSRECRUITMENT FINDINGS
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Perception of compensation, opportunity to help were all 
factors that increased interest in the work.

Table CC: Top Ten Factors Supporting Interest in a Detention Center Officer Career

53%

50%

37%

34%

31%

27%

26%

23%

21%

18%

18%

17%

Stressful nature of the job

High risk of personal danger

Tough jail/prison culture

[ƻƴƎ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǊǊŜƎǳƭŀǊΧ

tƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜΧ

Job pays poorly

aƛƭƛǘŀǊȅπǎǘȅƭŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ƻŦΧ

Direct contact with detainees

Mandatory overtime

tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴΧ

wŜƎǳƭŀǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘΧ

Criticism from the public

Safety, stressful nature of the profession are 
primary detractors  from interest in field.

28%

28%

27%

26%

26%

24%

22%

20%

19%

18%

17%

15%

Opportunity to help people

Job pays well

Job security

Early retirement

Opportunities for promotion

Opportunity to solve problems

Potential for bonus pay

To have a challenging career

To help rehabilitate criminals

¢ƻ ōŜ ŀ ǊƻƭŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΧ

Excitement of the work

aƛƴƛƳŀƭ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻǊΧ
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INTERVIEWSRECRUITMENT FINDINGS
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Interviewees

47 Sheriffs and local government leaders

43 current detention officers

32 former detention officers

Negative and Unclear Public Perception of 
the Work

Å Stigma associated with detention officer work

Å Leads to a sense of being undervalued by both 
the public and sworn law enforcement officers, 
contributing to low morale and recruitment 
challenges.

Overlooked and Undervalued Labor

ÅWork is demanding and dangerous in stressful, often 
understaffed, environments. 

Å Felt that they received little recognition or support from 
leadership or the public. 

Å The physical and emotional toll, along with limited 
personal time and long shifts, further discourages 
potential recruits.

Barriers in the Hiring Process

Å Application process regarded as lengthy, rigid, 
and excessively complex. 

Å Factors like polygraphs, background checks, 
and disqualifications due to prior conduct (e.g., 
drug use)
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INTERVIEWSRECRUITMENT FINDINGS
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Policy & Practice Needs

Å Engaging with the current generation of recruits: 
updating messaging about the work and benefits

Å Streamlining personnel processes

Å Support from leadership, including compensation 
& benefits

Inadequate Compensation

Å Felt that the pay for detention officers is still 
inadequate, when compared to roles in the public 
and private sectors. 

Loss of Pension as a Deterrent

Å Argued that shifting from a DB to DC significantly 
diminished the appeal of careers. 

Å Eliminates a key incentive that previously drew in 
long-term employees.
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<10

21

<10

<10

<10

335

56
11

40

99<10

Over 600 current detention employees responded 
to survey, from 11 counties.

SURVEY RESPONSES

RETENTION FINDINGS
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JOB SATISFACTIONRETENTION FINDINGS

Overall Satisfaction with Current Job

6%
7%

11%

8%

12%

10%

19%

15%

6%
7%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Share of Detention Respondents Share of Sheriff Sworn Respondents (2023)

Figure AA: Job Satisfaction (1 to 10 Scale)

Extremely 
Dissatisfied

Extremely 
Satisfied

Current detention employees express moderate to 
high job satisfaction

Salary

Overtime

Bonus Pay

Performance Pay
Family Leave

Sick Leave

Promotion 

Opportunity

Pension

Personal Safety

Support from Boss

Support from Peers

Staffing Levels

A LITTLE 
IMPORTANT
for retention

A LOT OF 
IMPORTANCE
for retention

VERY 
DISSATISFIED

VERY 
SATISFIED

Satisfaction with job aspects varied; less satisfied 
with compensation than in -kind

Back to TOC

Back to TOC



59

WELL-BEING & CULTURERETENTION FINDINGS

Detention work taking a toll on officers despite officer values, ambitions and perception positivity.

CƛƎǳǊŜ {{Υ hŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΩ 9Ƴƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ aŜƴǘŀƭ ²Ŝƭƭ-being

Emotionally Drained

Burned Out from Work

Job Emotionally Numbing

Difficult to Work with 
People All Day

I Make a Positive Difference

Mostly Socialize with 
Coworkers

Detention Center 
Operations

5ŜǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ /ŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ 
Professional Standards

Supervisor

CƛƎǳǊŜ hh ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ wwΥ hŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΩ {ŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎΣ 
Professional Standards and Department Operations

Center is a well-run 
organization

Center seeks input 
before changing policy

Supervisor 
supports officer 

development
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