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Last year Americans for Prosperity’s (AFP) Commonsense Budget warned that a storm was coming in Kansas’ 
governmental finances. This financial disaster has been building as prior Legislatures depleted the ending 
balance despite a statutory requirement for at least 7.5 percent of the existing State General Fund (SGF) budget 
to be held for such emergencies. This requirement had been “suspended” for the last seven consecutive years 
despite the fact that in the majority of those years, revenues were growing. The patterns of poor fiscal policy and 
government expansion that have played out in recent history have placed the state of Kansas in a state of fiscal 
jeopardy.

 Already we hear the Governor and some legislators talking about raising revenue through increases in 
sales and tobacco taxes. Kansas legislators should not expect Kansans - who are already feeling the effects of the 
recession in their personal finances - to make up a deficit approaching $1 billion in Fiscal Year (FY) 2011. State 
and local governments already impose a heavy enough tax burden on Kansas residents.  

 AFP warned repeatedly this was coming and provided a strategy to avoid this crisis. Fixing the mess 
once it is already upon us is more difficult than preventing it, but our Commonsense Budget has a myriad of 
ideas that – if applied – would help Kansas move forward despite the pressing weight of the current revenue 
problems. However, it is instructive to look at how we got here to begin understanding how to fix the problems.  

 Kansas’ graduated income tax contributed to the financial crisis by creating a boom of revenue and 
spending during prosperous economic times. In periods of rapid growth like we experienced prior to the 
recession, income tax revenue increased faster than income. Just as has happened in every past “boom,” 
legislators were pressured to increase state spending with new or expanded programs to match the growth in 
available revenue. 

 In fact, the unconstrained growth of state spending has by far outpaced the growth in personal income 
for the last three decades. SGF spending increased 8.6 percent, 9.6 percent and 8.6 percent in the three budget 
cycles prior to the recession, which created an unsustainable level of spending in Kansas government as agencies 
expanded programs and hired additional employees.   

 The sharp increases in spending, taxes and debt have resulted in a decline in the state’s business climate. 
Throughout the last decade, Kansas has consistently ranked among the bottom group of states in business tax 
climate. Among the surrounding states, only Nebraska has a lower business tax climate ranking.

 When a boom finally comes to a period of recession such as we recently experienced, state revenues 
are greatly reduced. In a recession, income tax revenue falls more rapidly than government expenditures. 
Politicians in the past have offset the shortfall with “temporary” taxes, fees and debt, for which we currently 
see the momentum growing. That additional revenue is then built into permanent spending programs, and 
the “temporary” taxes, fees and debt rarely disappear. With the exception of Nebraska, Kansas has already 
raised individual and corporate income taxes more than any other state in the region.  To our south, Oklahoma 
aggressively reduced its tax rate over the last decade, from 7.25 percent to 5.5 percent (a trigger will soon reduce 
that rate to 5.25 percent) after experiencing depressed economic growth following two decades of increasing tax 
burdens.  It is not surprising that Oklahoma has weathered this current financial storm in better stead than the 
majority of the states and still holds nearly $600 million in its rainy day fund.   

 The opportunity to learn from past mistakes and make the corrections needed to ensure the prosperity 
of Kansas should not be taken lightly by the Legislature. Informed choices will need to be made on how to 
utilize limited resources. The errors of the past should be avoided even though they may appear to be the easy 
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way out. This is a historical opportunity to reposition Kansas ahead of the other 49 states – and indeed much of 
the globe – in the competition for businesses and jobs. 

HoW to Move KAnsAs BAcK to tHe
ForeFront oF econoMIc ProsPerIty

Prior to the current recession, Americans for Prosperity Scholar Barry Poulson, researched the use of a tax and 
spending limit in Kansas to constrain the growth of government and stabilize the budget over the business cycle. 
The advice his research advocated could not have been timelier and would have helped Kansas avoid the current 
budget crisis in the first place.  

 Properly instituted spending constraints can set the stage for much-needed reform in Kansas fiscal 
policies, helping prevent the sort of huge deficits we currently face. Applying spending controls would ultimately 
allow income tax rates to be lowered to reduce the heavy tax burden on Kansas citizens. Growth generated by 
the transfer of businesses to Kansas would allow property tax levies to be lowered and property tax burdens 
reduced. This would continue to improve the business climate, attracting even more new investment and jobs 
and mitigating some of the effect when a particular industry is hit with hard times. In the long run, not only 
would Kansas experience smaller deficits in recession periods, but also higher rates of economic growth in good 
times, allowing Kansas’ income per capita to converge toward the national average, which it has not equaled 
since 1982.  

 The major culprit in higher tax burdens on Kansas citizens is the income tax. The state has an individual 
income tax with three brackets. The top rate of 6.45 percent kicks in at an income level of only $30,000, 
effectively making it the rate most Kansans pay. The corporate income tax has two brackets with a top rate of 
7 percent kicking in at $50,000.  The graduated income tax in Kansas results in ratcheting up of revenue and 
spending from one business cycle to the next. 

 Table 1. Kansas Individual Income Tax Rates 1960-2009
                YeaR    IndIvIdual Income Tax RaTe
                1960    1.5% - 5.5%
                1970    2.0% - 6.5%
                1980    2.0% - 9.0%
                1990    4.5% - 5.95%
                2000    3.5% - 6.45%
                Current   3.5% - 6.45%

 Kansas began this period with relatively low income tax rates ranging from 1.5 to 5.5 percent. Over 
the next two decades income tax rates were increased to a range of 2 to 9 percent. During the 1980s Kansas 
responded to the Reagan tax revolution by increasing the bottom income tax rate to 4.5 percent, and reducing 
the top rate to 5.95 percent. However, during the 1990s the bottom rate was again reduced to 3.5 percent, and 
the top rate increased to 6.45 percent. This ratcheting up of revenue and spending was especially evident during 
the most recent business cycle. In the 1990s when the economy was booming revenue grew more than 7 percent 
per year, outpacing the growth in income, which grew 5.2 percent per year. When a recession hit in 2001 the 
state experienced a revenue shortfall. Predictably, most of that revenue shortfall was due to declines in personal 
and corporate income tax revenue. As they had in prior recessions, politicians responded to the revenue shortfall 
by increasing taxes and fees, and by issuing more debt.  
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 The shining star in the region was Colorado which, until legislators recently rolled it back, had put in 
place a spending cap. However, the effect of the cap is evident in its economic growth from 1977 to 2008 where 
the individual per capita income grew 15 percent more in Colorado than in Kansas over the same period (as the 
following chart shows). 5

 

 The fatal flaw underlying the structural deficit in the Kansas state budget is unconstrained growth in 
state spending. Over the last three decades, the growth in state spending has far outpaced the growth in personal 
income. Over that period, the compound annual rate of growth in expenditures from all funds increased 8 
percent per year. Expenditures from all funds as a share of personal income increased from 9.1 percent to 12.5 
percent. 6

 The growth in expenditures from state general funds was even more rapid, increasing 10.4 percent over 
the last three decades. General fund spending as a share of personal income increased from 4.0 percent to 5.7 
percent.7 Among surrounding states Kansas is second only to Nebraska in the share of government in personal 
income. This unconstrained growth in state spending has continued in recent years, right up to this economic 
crisis. The following chart from the Governor’s FY 2010 Budget Proposal clearly shows the pattern of out of 
control spending of the last eight years.
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State Effective Rate $ Where Top Rate Applies
Kansas 3.5% to 6.45% Over $30,000
Colorado 4.63%
Nebraska 2.56% to 6.84% Over $27,000
Missouri 1.5% to 6.0% Over $9,000
Oklahoma .5% to 5.5% Over $8,700

State Year
Rank (1 is the 

highest burden)

Per Capita Taxes 
Paid to State-

Local
Per Capita 

Income
Colorado 1977 15 $910 $7,912
Colorado 2008 34 $4,359 $48,300
Kansas 1977 31 $735 $7,502
Kansas 2008 21 $3,911 $40,784

FY-2008 State-Local Tax Burden 



 During the recession cycle that preceded the current recession, state expenditures from all funds 
continued to grow despite the fall in revenue. Expenditures from state general funds decreased when the 2001 
recession hit, but then recovered. Even with the recovery from that recession and before this current downturn, 
revenue growth was insufficient to fund the spending projected under current policies. The budget is projected 
to incur overspending that will result in the state having a negative ending balance of over $520 million in FY-
2010.  One must conclude that, in the long run, the structural deficit in the state budget is due not to a lack of 
revenue, but rather to unconstrained growth in spending. In periods of rapid growth the structural deficit is 
obscured by rapid growth in revenue. But when recession hits, as it did nine years ago and again in this current 
budget cycle, the structural deficit emerges as revenue falls and the state cannot sustain the high levels of 
spending. 

 Dr. Poulson’s research concluded if Kansas continued to follow its fiscal policies, the state would likely 
experience a structural deficit punctuated by periods of fiscal crises. It did not take many years for his conclusion 
to be proved correct. Solving Kansas’ fiscal crisis in the long run requires the elimination of this structural 
deficit, or we will continue to experience these overly severe booms and busts. The only way to accomplish that 
objective is to constrain state spending to keep within the revenue constraints that the economic cycle will 
create. In good times we must limit new programs and existing program growth to avoid the sort of budget holes 
we currently face. However, this budget proposes ways to bring the structural deficit under control, which may 
require more difficult decisions than would have been available had legislators heeded our warning last year. 

WHAt WoUld HAve HAPPened 
HAd KAnsAs AdoPted AFP’s APProAcH?

It is clear to both sides of the aisle in Topeka we are in a fiscal crisis. Would AFP and Dr. Poulson’s calls for 
spending restraints have made a difference? As the following chart shows, a surplus of $340 million existed in 
FY 2004, but the growth in expenditures erased that surplus and led to a shortfall of $890 million in FY 2010. 

 If Kansas had instituted a controlled spending approach as AFP advocated, the difference would have 
been pronounced for state government finances. As the chart shows, instead of a deficit of $890 million, Kansas 
would have experienced a surplus of $554 million in state coffers for FY 2010. It should be noted this estimate is 
very likely well below what actually could be expected.  With just six years of spending controls the cumulative 

Commonsense Budget Proposal

 
6



amount of funds that could have been returned to taxpayers would have been in excess of $3.7 billion. This 
infusion of cash into the economy would have generated additional tax revenues for the state coffers while 
strengthening Kansas’ private sector economy to weather the recession. It is obvious that putting government 
growth and special interests ahead of fiscal prudence has created a problem that was easily avoidable. The 
question now is: will Kansas legislators ignore this lesson of the past or move forward with self imposed 
spending controls?

PrIncIPles tHAt ProvIde A roAdMAP to FIscAl stABIlIty

Achieving any constraint in government spending is much more difficult than it seems at face value. The 
complexity of many state agencies’ funding sources and programs make it difficult for our elected officials to 
discern where the unnecessary expenditures lay. Typically advocates for every program will provide legislators 
all sorts of information to validate their continued existence. Special interest groups will wear out a path to the 
legislators’ doors to make sure any program that benefits their group stays in place. How can Kansas taxpayers 
and legislators see through the fog of partial or misinformation? AFP has put together a comprehensive budget 
that provides a principle-based fiscal philosophy that any legislator can apply to the process of spending taxpayer 
funds, and taxpayers can use to judge legislators’ adherence to spending tax dollars prudently. 

A coMMonsense Model BUdget For KAnsAs

The model for the Commonsense Model Budget for Kansas came from the Freedom Budget, a state budget 
published by the John Locke Foundation, a free market think-tank in North Carolina. Following the approach 
of a concise but broad-ranging examination of every function Kansas state government attempts to perform, 
AFP has produced a budget that makes real tax cuts possible for Kansas taxpayers. AFP has gone beyond the 
traditional cursory examinations of state spending where the stock solutions are merely eliminating waste, 
fraud, abuse, and/or rooting out duplication. As the Locke Foundation noted all of these are good ideas, but 
by themselves will inevitably fall short of generating the savings needed to balance budgets. You cannot close 
billion-dollar funding gaps or finance hundreds of millions of dollars in tax cuts while continuing to invest 
significantly in infrastructure, public safety and the other essential functions of government with such a limited 
approach. Reducing problem areas coupled with a more comprehensive approach is not only possible but far 
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easier to enact than many are willing to admit. 

tHe 9 r’s oF FIscAl resPonsIBIlIty 
The Locke Foundation established what it called the “9 R’s of Fiscal Responsibility” – a simple set of principles 
that provide a readily applicable fiscal philosophy which policymakers can apply to the complex budget issues 
that confront them. Citizens can use these principles to wade through the disinformation that bureaucrats and 
tax and spend politicians use to defend their policies. An informed citizenry is the ultimate weapon against 
spending policies such as those that have put Kansas in this state of fiscal risk. 

reForM entItleMent ProgrAMs 

State programs to provide cash assistance, medical care, or other services to the disadvantaged exist to provide 
a basic “safety net.” Even philosophers of limited government have justified such programs as needed to ensure 
order and protect public assets and spaces. But these programs must be carefully structured to minimize 
dependency and encourage personal responsibility. When the state pays nursing home bills for the parents of the 
middle class, subsidizes the day care expenses of affluent families, and perpetuates social pathologies such as out-
of-wedlock births, it strays far from its constitutional moorings. 

 One of the biggest contributors to any state’s budgetary problems is rapid growth in the state’s Medicaid 
program and Kansas is no exception. The counter-cyclical nature of this program leads to lawmakers expanding 
Medicaid programs to provide new entitlements (and create new dependents) in good economic times that 
cannot be sustained when downturns in state revenues occur. This budget outlines spending controls and 
reduces entitlements to non-poverty recipients that will result in cost containment, and ensures the availability 
of quality services for the truly disadvantaged. 

reqUIre More User resPonsIBIlIty

It is inappropriate to require those who receive core state services, such as law enforcement or public education, 
to cover a significant share of the cost of those services. But for many other state agencies, their programs or 
services are not constitutional entitlements or responsibilities. If the state is to continue involvement in these 
enterprises, it would be appropriate to ask those who benefit to shoulder more of the responsibility of paying for 
them. Services for which this budget recommends additional user responsibility include state museums, historic 
sites, parks, colleges and universities, some social and health services and the accommodation of prison inmates. 

redIrect sPendIng to HIgHer-PrIorIty Uses 

This principle requires sorting out which expenditures within a given department are central to the core 
mission of government and which are not. The state is obligated to perform its basic functions efficiently while 
leaving to the people as much of their hard-earned money as possible.  This budget recommends that in periods 
of increased state revenues the state fund a “rainy day” fund on top of the meeting the statutory requirement to 
maintain a 7.5 percent ending balance to provide an adequate safety net in time of fiscal distress. After funding 
the safety net the remaining revenues should be returned to Kansas taxpayers by reducing the overall individual 
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income tax rate.   

 In times of budget shortfalls, such as Kansas is currently facing, legislators need to take a hard look at the 
necessity and efficiency of every program that the state funds. Not only should they examine its need to exist but 
to whom it provides services and how efficiently the program provides necessary services. This budget includes 
numerous examples of programs that should be examined and efficiencies that can be gained. This budget also 
provides guidance on how legislators can identify programs that are not delivering results.  

reorgAnIze stAte governMent 

Government bureaucracies grow exponentially much like cell division. Not only do individual agencies increase 
their programs and employment, but often agencies are “spun off ” from within larger agencies to become 
stand-alone entities. Unlike public sector spin-offs these are not market driven but usually motivated by political 
issues. The Kansas Department of Labor (DOL) is a recent example of this. This agency was spun off from the 
Department of Human Services in 2004 by Executive Order. Spending increased nearly 24 percent in the first 
two years alone and the agency has no less than 12 chief or director positions listed in its organizational chart.  
Former AFP-Kansas state director Alan Cobb pointed out, “the state ranks first in government job growth, 
which is clearly cause for concern. Government jobs make up 19 percent of the total work force in Kansas. The 
50-state average is 16.1 percent.” In short, there are more efficient methods of organizing the state’s various 
departments. It is instructive to note that during the period from February 2008 through February 2009 private 
sector employment decreased by 1.2 percent while government employment grew by 1.9 percent.10   

 Government bureaucracies suffer from a number of inefficiencies and high costs because of the archaic 
nature of public sector management philosophies. Public sector benefit plans tend to be more costly than their 
private sector counterparts and less friendly to the modern work force’s mobility. Directors’ and upper level 
managers’ salaries are often determined by political whim with little regard to the quality or efficiency of the 
services the agency for which they work provides.

revIve Free enterPrIse 

Responding to economic challenges, some policymakers have concluded that state government should take 
a more active role in attracting investment and guiding development through tax credits, cash subsidies and 
other incentive programs. This is a mistake. The available public policy research on state economic development 
does suggest that overall tax rates, especially the marginal rates on individual and corporate income, do have 
a measurable impact on state economic growth rates. By eliminating incentive programs, marketing subsidies 
and other encroachments on free enterprise, we can achieve a reduction in marginal income tax rates.  These 
tax changes would improve economic competitiveness across the board far more successfully than any incentive 
program for individual businesses can accomplish. AFP believes in putting those dollars back in the hands 
of tax-paying Kansans to invest and spend as they choose. We believe this cash, estimated at approximately 
$441 million, put back in taxpayers’ wallets will have a far greater impact on economic development than any 
incentive program for an individual industry over the course of any economic cycle.

restore cIvIl socIety
Nonprofits and charities form a “third” or “independent” sector that delivers important services and benefits 
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that neither governments nor profit-seeking businesses can deliver as effectively. The state should be careful 
not to supplant these institutions of civil society, and in fact should seek to create “public-private partnerships” 
whenever possible to utilize the strengths of these organizations. With limited funds available for social 
programs this is the perfect opportunity for legislators to allow the private sector an opportunity to help in 
providing for those needs. 

reMove AdvocAcy, WAste, And rAce-BAsed ProgrAMs

Laws and programs that invoke racial or ethnic discrimination violate a basic principle of moral government. 
All such programs should be ended immediately. Similarly, state funds should not be used to subsidize groups 
that advocate policies or ideas before government bodies. Taxpayers should not be forced to pay for the 
propagation of ideas with which they may disagree. Government is instituted solely for the good of the whole, 
not for special interest groups that use taxpayer money to advance their agendas. This also applies to state 
agencies that routinely send employees to lobby legislators for funding. The funding for these positions should 
be removed from the agency’s budget.

resHAPe tHe stAte-locAl governMent relAtIonsHIP 

Local control of local revenues should be a central theme whenever possible in the relationship between state 
and local government. The diverse demographic nature of Kansas leads to problems in application of some 
state programs. For example, a program like Medicaid should be tailored to fit the most pressing needs of the 
disadvantaged citizens it serves. However, the health issues of rural Kansas and the large metro areas are not the 
same. For example, any expansions of the existing Medicaid program could be both funded and targeted at the 
local level. The Kansas Health Policy Authority should serve only to administrate the matching of federal funds 
with the local dollars and let local authorities target the expenditures to their communities’ needs. In this time of 
limited monies, more precise allocation of health care dollars is paramount. 

redUce BIAses In tHe tAx code 

Like most states, Kansas has had its state tax code distorted by lobbying pressure from special interests rather 
than using broad tax reform principles to build a coherent and efficient system. As a result, a variety of special 
rates, exemptions, exclusions, deductions and credits litter the code. In the corporate tax code alone, special 
tax credits for job creation, research and development, machinery, worker training and other expenditures 
limit corporate income taxes the state collects and gives advantages to individual industries over others. These 
aberrations in letting the free market determine winners and losers are borne at taxpayer expense. Government’s 
long track record of failure in anticipating consumer demand suggest that a better approach is to return the 
millions of dollars to individual taxpayers so they may determine which industries prosper based on their 
consumer decisions. 

soMe coMMonsense stePs For A BUdget crIsIs

The Commonsense Budget suggests several steps legislators can apply to solve not only the current budget crisis but 
also help address the long term issue of making government more efficient in the expenditure of taxpayer dollars.  
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HIrIng Freeze

The Commonsense Budget proposes a hiring freeze for all Classified Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) positions 
through FY 2011 and the elimination of any budgeted FTE positions that have been unfilled for more than six 
months.   

 Legislators should look very closely at where the limited funding to the various functions of government 
goes. Even as the manufacturing, trade and services sectors of Kansas employment lost employees as the 
recession began in 2007, the Department of Labor reported government employment grew by 10,700, with 
much of the growth attributed to public schools.   

 State salaries carry with them benefit costs that are disproportionately high when compared to the 
private sector. For every $4 of salary the state pays another $1.14 in retirement, fringe benefits and payroll taxes.  
Uncapped growth in salaries and benefits are annualized costs that must be built into base budgets and will 
increase as seniority and merit raises are added each year regardless of the status of state revenues.

 Agencies should be limited to only adding new employees when it is to fill an existing FTE opening 
resulting from employees retiring, being fired, or leaving for other opportunities. This allows agencies to still 
keep all needed positions filled, yet forces them to consider their allocation of FTEs between programs.  

 This budget also believes all new hires should be unclassified positions, even when replacing a classified 
position, thereby giving agency management more flexibility in allowing the dismissal of poor performers.   

 Commonsense would suggest that all these new hires be required to participate in a defined 
contribution that will give them the same type of retirement plan that the private workforce enjoys. This would 
also result over the long term in a significant reduction in the billions of dollars of Unfunded Accrued Actuarial 
Liabilities in the Kansas Public Employees Retirement System’s (KPERS) archaic defined benefit plan as new 
unfunded liabilities will not be accruing to these new employees. 

 A hiring freeze and the elimination of unfilled FTEs will have some immediate impact on agency’s 
budgets by providing savings that will help sustain needed programs. Older employees retiring will be replaced 
by younger who will have lower salary and benefit costs.   

 Even with budget cuts, there are ways agencies can fund pay raises for deserving employees.  Agency 
directors should challenge their department managers to propose plans that would result in the consolidation 
and redistribution of duties. Most employees would agree to take on more responsibility if they were rewarded 
with higher pay. Just as private industry rewards employees for their productivity, reducing the number of FTE 
required to perform the same services provides excess funds to split between budget savings and providing pay 
increases for those employees shouldering increased work loads.  

consolIdAtIons 

Businesses in the private sector have learned the savings and efficiencies that can be gained by outsourcing 
and consolidating functions and we shouldn’t expect any less of our government agencies, which are financed 
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directly or indirectly by Kansas taxpayers. At the very least the accounting, data processing, and administrative 
support personnel of each of these agencies should be reviewed for consolidation if not outsourcing.  

 Kansas taxpayers would receive a savings of at least 10 percent of each agency’s total administrative 
budget if support functions such as accounting were consolidated and the layers of highly paid comptrollers 
and other supervisory positions were eliminated. The savings compound when you consider the reduction in 
workspace requirements, computer hardware, software costs and other overhead costs of each of these positions. 
The AFP Commonsense Budget points out in individual agency write-ups where savings from consolidations 
should be instituted. This budget encourages our elected officials to investigate the possibility of downsizing 
government starting with their own support agencies. 

Move stAte JoBs to rUrAl AreAs

The Legislature funded the Rural Opportunity Program with $1.8 million in the Commerce Department to 
meet the challenge “to recruit and retain good jobs, while maintaining quality housing and basic services”  for 
rural areas. This budget has a solution that goes beyond government merely forming a division to study the 
problem or throwing money at economic development schemes. 

 The Commonsense Budget proposes that existing state agency functions be examined for their 
suitability for remote office environments. In this day of server-based operations, many private firms have moved 
jobs not only around the country but overseas. Through the use of Virtual Private Network (VPN) systems we 
can move state jobs into rural areas. 

 The VPN technology is safe, economical and battle-tested by tens of thousands of private companies 
who have used this ability to place their support functions wherever it is most economical. The placement 
of agency jobs in rural towns would provide an instant economic impact on those communities. State jobs 
have insurance and retirement benefits that exceed those normally available in the rural counties of Kansas. 
State wage scales are really quite good compared to rural per capita incomes and would go a long way towards 
propping up the economies of those rural communities receiving the jobs.

 Not only would rural Kansas benefit but all Kansas taxpayers could expect a savings from such a move. 
A review of government expenditures found a number of capital expenditures related to office space expansion 
and building renovation. Our elected officials should consider that rural Kansas counties contain many fine 
buildings on their main streets that are either currently vacant or underutilized. The rent on these buildings is 
significantly less than equivalent office space in Topeka and might actually be obtained rent-free by asking rural 
towns to compete for these state jobs.  

reAl econoMIc develoPMent FUndIng

AFP encouraged the Legislature to review the efficiency of the many tax credit and incentive programs these 
agencies oversee. We were enthused legislators took our advice and ordered the review by the Legislative 
Division of Post Audit of the $1.3 billion in state and local funds earmarked for economic development from 
2003 to 2007. Not surprisingly the audit “found the number of new jobs created that were directly linked to 
such investments was only about 4 percent of the state’s total for the period surveyed.”   
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The Commonsense Budget noted the concept of supporting industries at the exclusion of others is a flawed 
concept. The free market provides “seed” or venture capital to firms all the time. Clearly the audit proved there is 
no reason to believe government bureaucrats are better than the market at identifying profitable investments for 
seed capital.   

 Venture capitalists and small business entrepreneurs are experts in identifying potentially profitable 
investments; the people who are most successful at it are the ones that find and produce the best products. 
Unlike government bureaucrats, these people also have a great incentive to be right. If they are, they make lots of 
money. If they are not, they lose money. These people have the knowledge and the incentive to fund profitable 
opportunities.  

 The government bureaucrat is selected for different reasons, without a natural-selection mechanism for 
weeding out those who make bad investment decisions. The argument can be made that projects which only are 
viable with the state’s incentives or tax credits programs are either bad investments that should not be funded, or 
are projects that the market would have funded anyway if they are good investments.  

 The most important difference between private investors and bureaucrats is venture capitalists and small 
business entrepreneurs risk their own money, not the taxpayers’ money.  Common sense would suggest that 
the best economic growth policy a state can have is a low tax environment without unnecessary government 
regulation. The Commonsense Budget proposes that all these programs be considered for closure and the 
funding currently flowing to the credits and initiatives be used to lower the existing tax rate and benefit all 
Kansans.  

ModernIzIng governMent

The Commonsense Budget reduces the overall budget by approximately 15 percent in this period of economic 
distress. However, many programs that form the core of essential services such as infrastructure and public 
safety may actually receive funding increases or receive standstill budgets from the savings from elimination 
or reduction in those non-essential services that fail the “9 R’s Test.” Many of the remaining programs that 
received no additional funding increase in this budget may actually experience operational cost decreases and/
or increases in revenues and/or services through administrative savings, user fees, and redesign efficiencies 
suggested in this budget. 

 There are also areas for long-term savings and some will be discussed within agency budget 
recommendations. For example, this budget recommends a redesign of Medicaid to better target services to 
truly needy individuals while giving taxpayers a more transparent view of the effectiveness of the medical care 
for which their tax dollars pay for. The scope of Medicaid has grown far beyond its original intended coverage of 
the poor and now includes non-poor children, pregnant women, and elderly residents of nursing homes whose 
backgrounds and family finances place them firmly in the middle class.  

 Another important area for reform is the restructure of state employment and retiree benefits programs. 
In the private sector, employers have moved away from defined benefit pension plans and replaced them with 
defined contribution plans (such as IRAs, 401(k)s and the like). With the latter, employees retain ownership 
and control of their own money. Making similar changes at the state level would lower administrative costs 
and improve both employee welfare and management flexibility. KPERS retirement plans currently carry 
billions of dollars of unfunded liabilities that threaten the long-term fiscal stability of the state. Converting to 
a defined contribution plan would immediately halt the growth of this debt and provide the state government 
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workforce the same portability in their retirement plans that privately employed Kansans enjoy. In the absence 
of immediate conversion to a defined contribution plan for all employees, the Commonsense Budget proposes 
that all new government employees be placed in a defined contribution plan.   

 Government accounting, unlike private sector accounting, is not structured to measure how effectively 
the taxpayer’s money is being spent. In the private sector there is a bottom line – net profit – that is a continuing 
measure of the success of the entity. Government accounting is designed merely to track the sources and uses 
of funds. Though that is a worthwhile endeavor, it does not give the taxpayer any indication of how well those 
funds are being spent. One solution is to have every state program not only benchmarked against other states’ 
programs, but also against private industries performing similar tasks. These measures must be outcome-based so 
legislators and taxpayers can see if the program is delivering the benefits that were promised on its inception.  
The flaws in Kansas’ performance measure approach, known as “performance budgeting” are twofold. The 
goals that the performance budget approach sets and the measurements used are set by the agencies themselves. 
This approach is so obviously flawed that the concept of a performance budget becomes almost meaningless. 
An agency can defend a program by merely setting measures that are nothing but measures of outputs, such 
as the number of vaccinations given by the Kansas Health Policy Authority instead of a measurement that 
chronicles the reduction of childhood diseases relative to a control group in the state’s population who are not 
in the Authority’s Medicaid program. Legislators must take it upon themselves to institute a set of performance 
measures for every program performed by the state.  

 Every piece of new legislation that creates a program or agency should have these strong outcome-based 
performance measures attached, but it must go further than just relevant measurements of success. In order to 
fix the second fundamental flaw in the Kansas performance budgeting program, each program should be subject 
to penalties for failing to meet the desired outcomes. For programs with little success, these punishments could 
be as extreme as to act as a trip wire to dismantle the program if it cannot meet standards set by legislators. The 
resources can then be returned to the taxpayers or allocated to programs that actually produce results.   

vIeWIng stAte exPendItUres In tHeIr totAlIty

An overview of spending by Kansas State Government by function from KanView, the state’s transparency 
Web site, reveals that expenditures approached $21 billion for FY 2009.  Approximately $8 billion is transfers 
between agencies or levels of government, leaving about $13 billion in actual expenditures which is roughly split 
by revenue source between the general categories of taxes and fees. 
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Agriculture & Natural Resources 488,137,342.61$
Education 6,402,457,529.85$
General Government 5,108,210,935.31$
Highways & Other Transportations 1,539,457,278.09$
Human Resources 6,320,704,945.16$
Public Safety 803,404,389.86$

Total Expenditures 20,662,372,420.88$



 Legislators often overlook the opportunities provided within the totality of government spending to 
address crucial needs or provide for taxpayer relief. With the current economic crises, common sense would 
suggest now would be an excellent time to stimulate the state’s economy by increasing the amount of money 
Kansans’ have to spend. Unfortunately, the commonly held perception of most bureaucrats and many legislators 
is that demands on the SGF’s reduced revenues preclude the ability to provide a tax break to citizens. AFP 
believes within the $13 billion budget lurk enough waste, unnecessary services and misguided incentive plans 
so that even in this budget crisis, Kansas businesses and taxpayers would be provided some tax relief, while 
maintaining a budget funding all essential services. 

 This budget especially encourages legislators in the budgeting process to look at the bank accounts 
of state agencies at the end of the fiscal year. Unencumbered cash that has no claims made against it is often 
referred to as carryover. These unencumbered fund balances often tell a story of waste or excessive funding. 
Agencies, departments or programs will often view these as a sort of a savings account. Typically an agency, 
department or program director will tell legislators these funds serve two purposes. One, they provide “float” to 
allow them to manage the transition between fiscal years and any disbursement delays that come with it. What 
the bureaucrats don’t mention is that their SGF revenue allocations are disbursed in 12-month increments. 
Just as citizens are paid on a regular basis and must budget within those parameters, we should expect our state 
agencies to be able to live within their allocations. The second argument bureaucrats will advance is these funds 
provide protection from temporary revenue shortfalls. Monies will accumulate in these unencumbered funds 
during periods of high revenues and they will be drawn down in periods of falling or stagnant revenues. This is 
especially true in the area of funds tied to tax receipts. Since these funds vary the most as revenues rise and fall, 
bureaucrats will more aggressively “save” in these areas. 

 Allowing bureaucrats to accrue these savings accounts to access during economic downturns ignores the 
positive impact of the efficiencies that are a natural outcome during downturns within the private sector. In a 
recession private businesses across the entire spectrum of goods and services have to look at their processes and 
products to pare costs and increase efficiencies in order to survive. Bureaucrats do not face the same pressures 
when they have a built-in savings account in their unencumbered funds. 

 The Kansas Policy Institute examined these funds and found 1,658 funds with total unencumbered 
balances of nearly $2 billion. Some of these funds will have legitimate uses but others should be considered as 
available funds for legislators to use in determining how much to budget to that agency.  

 Viewing funding sources in their totality also allows the discovery of funds that can be redirected 
to more effective areas of expenditure. While some of these transfers may require alterations of the statutes, 
enabling these funds only for the care of the state’s truly needy should trump turf wars and political bickering. 
For example, the Commonsense Budget proposes using some of the KEY funds that are currently being used for 
programs with questionable benefits to provide funds for Medicaid funding for underprivileged children. Most 
notably the $12.5 million being provided to the Department of Education for parent education and a Pre-K 
pilot program should be matched with federal Medicaid money creating approximately $31 million in funding 
for medical care for children living in poverty.  

 In addition, this budget encourages legislators to look for savings in the $8 billion in transfers. There are 
costs associated with every transaction that moves these funds and finding and removing duplication and waste 
will save money at every level of government. For example, Medicaid expenditures are spread through several 
agencies, which results in additional paperwork and unnecessary overhead. This budget also strongly encourages 
the review of the transaction costs to local governments related to the Community Block Development Grant 
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Program. These are federal funds, but each state is given great leeway in the application and acceptance system. 
This program needs a complete system redesign that results in less bureaucratic review of applications and less 
time consumed by local communities wading through the paperwork.  

stoP coMPetIng WItH PrIvAte BUsIness

Real economic growth is fueled by private business through the products and services they produce and 
subsequent payrolls they generate. Over time, we believe state government should be required to introduce 
competitive contracting and other privatization strategies to virtually all programs. Government should avoid 
competing with private enterprise whenever possible.  

 Outsourcing functions or forming public-private partnerships should be considered for many programs. 
The rule of thumb of: “If you can find the service in the Yellow Pages government shouldn’t be in the business 
of providing it” is a measure that should be applied to many programs. If deemed appropriate, privatization and 
sales of unnecessary assets can be made subject to public covenants and contractual restrictions to continue the 
desired public purpose while the state, and ultimately the taxpayers, benefit from the savings.

KnoW WHAt everytHIng costs BeFore coMMIttIng

Private citizens and businesses typically do not engage in transactions in which they don’t have an 
understanding of the cost. However, Kansas legislators are not required to practice the same commonsense 
approach. 

 Mandating that each piece of legislation has an economic impact statement enhances transparency for 
the general public. Legislators, bureaucrats and special interests who advocate for legislation should be prepared 
to face an honest inquiry on the cost of the legislation. This “cost” information should be generated by the 
legislative staff and be public record for inspection before a bill is ever advanced to committee. This concept is 
already being done in other legislatures and it has effectively controlled certain types of hidden spending bills.  
This budget believes this is a fundamental system design change to help legislators make important decisions on 
legislation that may have long-run implications for future state budgets.  

APPlyIng coMMon sense In tHe sHort terM

Common sense would suggest when revenues are down one would limit controllable expenditures. AFP has 
found some areas where a little common sense would save millions.  Kansas taxpayers’ incomes are clearly down, 
as witnessed by the continuing drop in tax receipts to the state coffers. It seems only prudent to hold state wages 
in check while this recession is in place. By holding wages at current levels and foregoing longevity pay Kansas 
agencies will have approximately $64 million to apply to essential programs. 

 When the common citizen is faced with a budget dilemma, unnecessary items are typically pared from 
the budget. It is only prudent to ask Kansas government agencies to do the same. Perusal of the KanView Web 
site uncovered out-of-state travel expenditures that exceed $20 million. This budget removes all out of state 
travel from state budgets. Travel that agencies deem absolutely necessary will have to be funded by paring other 
areas of their budget, just as taxpayers are currently adjusting their budgets. 
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 Legislators should avoid being lulled into believing they can cure the current budget crisis problems 
as they did in 2003, when then-Governor Kathleen Sebelius and the Legislature used hundreds of millions 
of dollars’ worth of accounting moves to balance the budget so the actual cuts wouldn’t be as steep. It doesn’t 
take much common sense to understand that moves such as changing from accrual to cash-basis accounting at 
agencies with large amounts of expenditures are smoke-and-mirrors budgeting. 

 Moving a large amount of expenditures into another month and hence a different budget cycle 
does nothing to change the amount of those expenditures. This sort of accounting chicanery only delays the 
inevitability of budget problems, and in many ways exacerbates them.

 With a budget hole of around $1 billion there are no easy fixes and the theme of the agency-by-agency 
funding for this budget is “share the pain.” Nearly every agency has been asked to find 15 percent to cut. Agency 
bureaucrats will attack such across the board spending cuts as unfair but taxpayers have been funding dramatic 
increases in agency budgets that have exceeded responsible spending limits for many budget cycles. Legislators 
are faced with little time to react to a budget deficit that has grown so quickly.  

 The low-hanging fruit will not fill this budget hole but the necessary program-by-program reviews 
cannot be thoroughly performed before agencies are asked to balance the budget. The only way to force 
tough choices on agency directors in order to buy time for implementing real reform is through restricting 
their funding. Legislators should be alert to the use of one-time funding sources or cuts and the mere delay of 
projects, and should insist that cuts remain in the base budget of each agency even when the economy recovers. 
It is time to end programs that have existed merely to placate special interest groups and/or that have no material 
effect on the well-being of Kansans. Kansas bureaucrats need look no further than their friends and neighbors to 
understand they are not the only ones being asked to make sacrifices.  

conclUsIon

The Commonsense Budget provides some specific examples of the application of these commonsense fiscal 
policies to agencies and programs to give citizens and law makers a roadmap on how to weather the current 
economic downturn AND reduce Kansas’ individual income tax rate.  This is a time of opportunity for Kansas. 
If we act courageously now we can provide Kansas a competitive advantage in the future and avoid a repeat of 
these cycles of boom and bust. 
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1.  http://budget.ks.gov/publications/FY2009/FY2009_Comparison_Report.pdf, page 9
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12.   http://budget.ks.gov/publications/FY2009/FY2009_Comparison_Report.pdf ratio of salary to retirement, other benefits and 
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 FY-2011 AFP Budget 
Beginning Balance (5.2)$                                         

Revenues *
Revenue from Taxes 5,651.0$
Interest 25.0$                                         
Agency Earnings 55.0$                                         
Transfers:

Special County/City Highway Fund -$                                          
School Capital Improvement Aid (85.0)$                                       
Water Plan Fund -$                                          
Regents Faculty of Distinction (4.0)$                                         
Regents Research Corp Debt Service (4.9)$                                         
Reinstate LAVTR -$                                          
Keeping Educ. Promises Trust Fund -$                                          
ELARF Revenues 50.0$                                         
Statewide Maint. & Disaster Relief -$                                          
Biosciences Initiative (35.0)$                                       
Business Incentives (3.9)$                                         
Property Tax Slider--2006 HB 2583 -$                                          
Highway Patrol 36.1$                                         

All other Transfers 20.0$
Total Available 5,699.1$

Expenditures**
General Government 197.0$                                       
Human Services 1,165.2$
Education 3,526.7$
Public Safety 379.7$                                       
Agriculture and Natural Resources 26.0$                                         
Transportation 8.9$                                           
Undermarket Adjustment 8.5$                                           
Emergency Funding in Reserve 50.0$

Total Expenditures 5,362.0$

AFP Economic Stimulus Plan
Continue Franchise Tax Phase Out 37.0$                                  
Continue Estate Tax Phase Out 47.0$                                  
Remove ELARF Funds for AFP Stimulus 50.0$                                  
Biennial Budget Agency Fee Reduction 5.8$                                    
Corporation Commission Fee Reduction 5.0$                                    
KPERS Moratorium---State Agency Share 10.7$                                  
Elimination of Commerce/KTEC/Kansas Inc. Tax Credits 36.4$                                  
Suspension of 1/3 of KDOT Capital projects 250.0$
Total Stimulus 441.9$                                
Adjustment for Non-SGF Stimulus Funding Sources
Biennial Budget Agency Fee Reduction (5.8)$                                   
Corporation Commission Fee Reduction (5.0)$                                   
Elimination of Commerce/KTEC/Kansas Inc. Tax Credits (36.4)$                                 
Suspension of 1/3 of KDOT Capital projects (250.0)$
Total Adjustments to Expenditures (297.2)$                               

Total Expenditures 5,506.7$

Ending Balance 187.2$                                

Outlook for the State General Fund
(Dollars in Millions)
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General Government
State General Funds

 Approved Budget FY-2010  AFP Budget FY-2011 
 Attorney General 4,736,805$                              5,146,179$                              
 Board of Indigents Defense Services 22,643,002$                            20,378,702$                            
 Court of Tax Appeals 1,440,511$                              1,224,434$                              
 Department of Administration 49,066,411$                            41,706,449$                            
 Department of Commerce -$                                        -$                                        
 Department of Revenue 18,472,347$                            15,701,495$                            
 Governmental Ethics Commission 429,599$                                 365,159$                                 
 Judiciary 97,202,045$                            82,621,738$                            
 Judicial Council -$                                        -$                                        
 Kansas Human Rights Commission* 1,493,193$                              -$                                        
Kansas Racing and Gaming Commission -$                                        -$                                        
Kansas Technology Enterprise Corp. -$                                        -$                                        
Kansas, Inc. -$                                        -$                                        

 Kansas Public Employees Retirement System 639,134$                                 543,264$                                 
 Legislative Coordinating Council 748,714$                                 636,407$                                 
 Legislative Division of Post Audit 2,651,952$                              2,254,159$                              
 Legislative Research Department 3,539,688$                              3,008,735$                              
 Legislature 16,562,940$                            14,078,499$                            
 Office of the Governor 7,455,035$                              6,336,780$                              
 Office of the Lieutenant Governor 207,375$                                 176,269$                                 
 Revisor of Statutes 3,340,063$                              2,839,054$                              
 Secretary of State -$                                        -$                                        
 State Treasurer -$ -$

General Government Total 230,628,814$                          197,017,323$                          

Kansas Insurance Dept Partial Transfer of Fund Balances (8,497,000)$                            
Biennial Budget Agency Fee Reduction (5,793,588)$                            
Expanded Lottery Act Revenues Fund (56,700,000)$                          
Corporation Commission Fee Reduction (5,000,000)$                            
KPERS Moratorium---State Agency Share (10,724,668)$                          
Elimination of tax credit and directed incentive programs (36,400,000)$

Economic Stimulus Plan (123,115,256)$                        

*duties transferred with funding to Attorney General
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This category of government agencies contains a diverse group of functions. Many of these agencies are headed 
by elected officials or provide support for those elected officials; however, the vast majority of the paid Full Time 
Equivalents or FTEs (one FTE=one full time employee) in these agencies are government bureaucrats.    

 Government bureaucracies tend to divide and multiply over the course of years, segregating each 
different “job” performed into their own agency.  Typically each must have a director (the equivalent of the 
business world’s chief executive) and staff for each particular function of government. Each entity will even have 
its own accounting, support and/or data processing personnel and the accompanying overhead costs such as 
office space and computer hardware.   

 Each of these agencies becomes another competitor for the taxpayer’s dollar at budget negotiation 
time. They also provide a way to “play down” the true amount of spending by any function of government. A 
good example of this is that several agencies provide support for the Legislature. The Legislative Coordinating 
Council, Legislative Post Audit, Legislative Research Department and the Revisor of Statutes all have functions 
pertinent to the Legislature. If the increase in spending by all these functions were viewed as one agency the 
amount is clearly more substantial, but distributed across several agencies the overall impact is minimized to the 
taxpayer.  

 The Commonsense Budget suggests several steps legislators can apply to solving not only the current 
budget crisis, but also helping address the long-term issue of making government more efficient with taxpayer 
dollars. These principles should be applied to every state agency and legislators should lead the way with their 
own function of government. An immediate hiring freeze coupled with the consolidation of redundant or 
underutilized positions and a reallocation of job locations would provide savings on several fronts without 
impacting government services. 

 AFP supported the franchise tax phase-out and includes funding for the elimination of this tax. The 
net effect of suspension would be an increase in taxes to businesses at a time when many are struggling to meet 
payrolls or simply survive. Businesses must pass the cost of these taxes on to their consumers so in the end the 
price of products and services include the tax. Ultimately the price increase causes a reduction in sales and 
revenues to the state coffers decline. It also adds paperwork requirements that add filing costs to businesses in 
Kansas on top of the tax itself.

 Similarly, AFP supported the estate tax phase-out on the basis the “death tax” is a form of double 
taxation on asset accumulation that has already been taxed at the income tax level.  The impact on states with 
estate taxes is to ensure wealthy citizens move their assets, if not their residency, to states without this onerous 
tax.  

 A number of different federal funds have flowed to agencies within this cabinet from the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) and they will be in general discussed in the individual department 
write-ups.  

legIslAtUre:  
 This AFP budget recommends the Legislature’s budget lead the way in reducing funding by 15 percent 
of appropriations. Where can legislators look to find these monies? Nearly a half million dollars can be saved 
by foregoing out-of-state and international travel for the year.1  Millions of dollars has been expended on 
information systems consulting fees in the last few years. These are expenditures that should have reached a 
point of being finished or near completion. The private business world expects savings or increased services to 
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come from such huge investments in software consultants, and taxpayers and elected officials should expect 
no less. If neither can be delivered by these expenditures legislators may be able to find the monies needed to 
balance their 15 percent reduction by simply suspending payments and working on these systems until better 
revenue times. 

 The Statehouse renovation continues to be a prime example of how poorly government entities handle 
cost containment. In FY 2010 another $38 million in bonding authorization was added to finish the project 
with the debt service on these bonds beginning in FY 2011.2  While this is now water under the bridge, it is 
instructive for lawmakers when considering the cost projections of any capital outlay project by agencies. As 
legislators defending taxpayer dollars it is important that projects be properly bid and contracts be written to 
protect the taxpayer from cost overruns.  

legIslAtIve coordInAtIng coUncIl:  
 The AFP budget recommends the Legislative Coordinating Council receive the 15 percent reduction in 
appropriations for FY 2011.

legIslAtIve Post AUdIt:  
 The AFP budget recommends the Legislative Post Audit Division receive a 15 percent reduction in 
budget for FY 2011.

legIslAtIve reseArcH dePArtMent: 
 The AFP budget recommends the Legislative Research Department receive a 15 percent reduction in 
budget for FY 2011.

revIsor oF stAtUtes:  
 This department received an increase of over 23 percent for FY 2008 which only partially reflects 
the cost of two FTEs for committee staffing. With the updated computer systems and additional staffing the 
Revisor’s office should be able to suffice with the reduction of 15 percent of appropriations funding. 

oFFIce oF tHe governor:  
 During the period FY 2006 through FY 2008 this office’s budget grew by nearly 20 percent, largely 
driven by an increase from the SGF of $1 million for child advocacy center grants. The funding is intended 
to provide services for areas of the state not currently served by child advocacy center. The placement of these 
funds in a political office is not only inappropriate, but inefficient. The AFP budget transfers these funds to the 
Department of Health and Environment and removes an FTE from the Governor’s budget.  
 
 This budget also encourages the Governor to remove the other grant programs he supervises to areas of 
the government where they can be more effectively managed and removed from the political process. S.T.O.P. 

Things like a budget crisis might make you wish you had watched your money better?“The original cost of the statehouse renovation was estimated to cost between $90 million and $120 million. Now, it’s up to $172.5 million, with plenty more to come. The newest figure doesn’t include a fourth and final phase of renovation, which includes work on the north wing and construction of a visitors’ center.”http://cjonline.com/stories/091907/opi_200826375.shtml
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Violence against Women Act, Victims of Crime Act, Family Violence Prevention and Services Act, State Access 
and Visitation Program, Sexual Violence Prevention and Education, the Governor’s portion of Safe and Drug 
Free Schools and Communities Act, Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant, Residential Substance Abuse 
Treatment, National Forensic Sciences Improvement Act, and Bullet Proof Vest Program are all candidates for 
transfer to the offices of the Attorney General, Department of Education, Department of Public Safety or Social 
and Rehabilitative Services.

 Overall, AFP reduces the Governor’s office budget by 15 percent and encourages the Governor to lead 
by example in looking for greater cuts while maintaining services.
 

oFFIce oF tHe lIeUtenAnt governor:  
 The large increase in this office’s budget from FY 2006 to FY 2007 reflects the fact that the current 
Lieutenant Governor has elected to serve only in that position and to receive the full salary for the position. 
Previous Lieutenant Governors had elected to serve in other capacities, including cabinet secretaries, and to 
receive the salaries for those positions instead of the Lieutenant Governor’s salary. Since this office is completely 
funded by taxpayer resources it is appropriate for the current occupant to look for the most efficient way for 
Kansas taxpayers to fund his office. AFP reduces this office’s budget by 15 percent.

secretAry oF stAte: 
 AFP notes that many fees in the state on business and individuals are too high and in fact represent 
backdoor taxes. As part of the AFP Economic Stimulus Plan, we recommend an across the board reduction in 
fees charged to businesses by 15 percent. 

Attorney generAl:  
 AFP recommends the Attorney General receive a 15 percent reduction in budget for FY 2011 after the 
consolidation of the Human Rights Commission functions into its operations.  

stAte treAsUrer: 
 AFP notes the Governor’s recommendation to transfer $105,419 to the SGF and suggests this is further 
proof legislators need to consider the revenues of the state in their totality when judging agency efficiency. It 
should also be noted the Legislative Division of Post Audit found some issues with the internal controls relating to 
inventory and abandoned property3 that, if resolved, could result in more monies being made available to the SGF.  
  

KAnsAs InsUrAnce dePArtMent: 
 AFP recommends the Kansas Insurance Department receive a 15 percent reduction in budget for FY 2011.    

               The Governor certainly has led by example!

Percentage Increase in Salary per FTE from FY-2008 to FY-2009
%09.32ronrevoG eht fo eciffO
%01.61setutatS fo rosiveR
%08.21tnemtrapeD hcraeseR evitalsigeL
%00.21tiduA tsoP fo noisiviD evitalsigeL
%03.8erutalsigeL
%08.5licnuoC gnitanidrooC evitalsigeL

*Governor's Budget Book Vol 2 General Government Section
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HeAltH cAre stABIlIzAtIon FUnd BoArd oF governors: 
 AFP recommends the Health Care Stabilization Fund Board of Governors receive a 15 percent 
reduction in budget for FY 2011.

JUdIcIAl BrAncH: 
 AFP recommends the Judicial Branch receive the 15 percent reduction in appropriations and notes 
there has been an increase in fees well in excess of population and inflation growth over the last several years. The 
fee increases will help maintain full services for this essential function of government. 

JUdIcIAl coUncIl: 
 The Judicial Council began the implementation of the Judicial Performance Commission in FY 2007 
as a result of Senate Bill 337 in 2006, which established the Judicial Performance Commission in the Judicial 
Council, adding 3.0 FTE positions. At that time the budget was increased by 136.2 percent. This was followed 
in FY 2008 by another increase that brings the amount of increase to 252 percent in just three years. The latest 
data on the KanView Web site shows another 18 percent increase in 2009. These sorts of increases require review 
before any further expansion of this agency’s budget. With this amount of budget growth even this essential 
function of government should be able to operate with a 15 percent reduction in appropriations.     

BoArd oF IndIgents’ deFense servIces: 
 Increases amounting to nearly 30 percent have been implemented in the prior two fiscal years to cover costs 
associated with Jessica’s Law. At this point those costs should be known and accounted for; however, this budget 
anticipates additional prosecutions from increased expenditures in law enforcement. This budget recommends that 
the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services receive a 10 percent reduction in budget for FY 2011.

KAnsAs PUBlIc eMPloyees retIreMent systeM (KPers): 
 State retirement systems are seldom addressed when budget issues are being discussed. However, every 
adjustment in employer or employee contributions impacts taxpayers. These increases in contributions increase 
costs to every agency and end up being funded by SGF despite the fact that normally very little in SGF flows 
directly to KPERS.   

 The type of retirement plan that KPERS uses is a defined-benefit plan. Defined-benefit plans such as 
KPERS have inherent flaws that are almost unavoidable. In a defined-benefit plan the employer guarantees a 
certain benefit payment to an employee for his or her lifetime, regardless of the availability of funds in their 
retirement accounts. The collapse of Bethlehem Steel, the crisis at General Motors and dozens of other examples 
have spotlighted the inherent problems with defined-benefit plans and KPERS is no exception. Currently 
KPERS has an unfunded actuarial liability (UAL) of over $5.55 billion according to the latest actuarial report. 
What this essentially means is that KPERS is $5.55 billion short of being able to pay the retirement benefits 
that have been promised by the system. And by KPERS’ own account, “even with a strong, sustained market 
recovery, the UAL will significantly increase going forward.”4

    
Here’s how teachers can raise their salariesThey need to go to work for their retirement system where the average salary per FTE at KPERS is an astounding $64,194 per year. This salary average includes every employee of KPERS. Governor’s FY-2010 Budget Book Vol. 2 Page  44
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  KPERS has admitted: “By the early 2000s, it became apparent that the planned rate increases were 
insufficient to fund those benefits, creating a long-term funding problem. Over the last five years, the Retirement 
System’s Board of Trustees, staff and actuary has worked closely with the Legislature’s Joint Committee on 
Pensions, Investments and Benefits and the Governor’s office to implement a comprehensive funding plan. Key 
steps taken to implement the plan include:

•  A series of scheduled employer contribution rate increases.
•  Issuing pension obligation bonds.
•  Making actuarial changes.
•  Reviewing possible plan design changes for future employees.”

 The “possible plan design changes” proposal is the only solution that will not cost Kansas taxpayers more 
money to maintain an archaic system. Most private businesses use some version of a defined contribution plan 
in which the employer guarantees the level of contribution to the plan. The employee is usually empowered to 
make investment choices but is not guaranteed any more than the amount in the plan at retirement. The very 
nature of the plan guarantees fiscal solvency. Common sense would argue all new employees to state and local 
government entities who are currently KPERS-eligible should be enrolled in a defined contribution plan.

 FY 2010’s projected budget called for an infusion of $43.6 million5 to KPERS. Savings incurred 
through the enrollment of all new employees to a defined contribution plans will allow KPERS to spend down 
assets if necessary and a short term cessation of funding should not impair KPERS’ long-term viability. This 
budget advocates redirecting these funds in FY 2011 to more essential functions. 

KAnsAs HUMAn rIgHts coMMIssIon: 
 This budget proposes the merger of the Human Rights Commission (HRC) functions into the office 
of the Attorney General. Not only will this merger provide a savings in support staff with the elimination of 
redundant positions, but it will also heighten the ability of HRC staffers to perform their tasks. The Attorney 
General is far better staffed to investigate and prosecute discrimination cases than HRC. The AFP budget 
proposes the HRC’s budget, after its combination with the Attorney General, be reduced by 25 percent to 
reflect administrative savings from the merger and the current economic climate.

KAnsAs corPorAtIon coMMIssIon: 
 The Kansas Corporation Commission is funded by fees and does not directly receive any SGF monies. 
However, this budget encourages a rollback of fee schedules designed to reduce overall fees to those businesses 
and individuals affected of 25 percent. This budget includes $5 million in fee reductions as part of the AFP 
Economic Stimulus Plan.

cItIzen UtIlIty rAtePAyer BoArd: 
 The Citizen Utility Ratepayer Board is funded by fees and does not directly receive any SGF monies. 
However, this budget encourages a rollback of fee schedules designed to reduce overall fees by 25 percent.

dePArtMent oF AdMInIstrAtIon: 
 There are a number of areas within the department that need critical review. The funding from the SGF 
for public broadcasting should be reviewed for the necessity of the services provided by public television. AFP 
concurred with the Legislature’s decision to refuse to provide outright funding of enhancements for public 
broadcasting, and instead approved a loan to the various entities running the public stations last fiscal budget 
cycle. The advent of satellite television and the rapid expansion of other audio visual applications on the Internet 
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bring into question the efficiency of continuing to use public funds even in its education application. At a time 
of budget crisis these sort of projects need to be considered for either funding cuts or elimination. 

 It is telling that the Adminstration Department met most of the FY 2009 reduction by “holding vacant 
positions open”6 and intended to do the same for FY 2010. If the department can function without these 
positions, the necessity of these FTEs is questionable and they should be eliminated. 

 The department invested $40 million in a computer software project to implement a new Statewide 
Financial Management System. One of the benefits of this expenditure was the establishment of the Kansas 
Taxpayer Transparency Web site, or KanView, the preeminent tool for an informed citizenry. However, there 
are some current issues with agencies reporting their expenditures properly on the site which have limited 
its usefulness. Some agencies are not reporting expenditures and there are issues with being able to search 
for specific expenditure details. For example, the University of Kansas and Emporia State University are not 
reporting any travel expenses. Without a doubt they have travel expenditures but have chosen to report the 
expenses in another category. Additionally it appears some of the features have been made either inoperative or 
less user-friendly. Vendors now can only be searched through using the exact name, allowing agencies to hide the 
total spent with vendors by issuing payments to names that vary by as little as one letter. The Legislature’s own 
expenditures are no longer available at the object level after one attempts to move from the general categories, 
preventing one from viewing things such as travel expenditures. The Legislature should set coding standards and 
reporting requirements for the KanView Web site so that it can continue to be a ready resource. 

 The Legislature should follow up on this Statewide Financial Management System project closely and 
examine the efficiency of the application but also look for savings that technological advances should bring to 
each agency. Typically the private business world experiences either an upgrade in services offered, reduction 
in personnel required and/or a reduction in costs with a technological upgrade. The department should be 
held to the same standards with this taxpayer investment. AFP’s belief is there should be savings in the area of 
accountants and technology positions that could be eliminated permanently.  

 It is interesting to note the department – in the middle of the worst recession in our lifetime – increased 
wages approximately $2.5 million and contractual services $9.5 million. In these tight budget times each 
expenditure, regardless of revenue source, must be examined for potential opportunities for savings and cost 
controls but it appears these concepts are not totally understood by this agency. The only way to force control 
on the department is to reduce the overall appropriations by 15 percent and ask the department to cut its overall 
budget by the same amount.

stAte BoArd oF tAx APPeAls:  
The AFP budget recommends the Board of Tax Appeals receive a 15 percent reduction in budget.

dePArtMent oF revenUe, tHe dePArtMent oF coMMerce, KAnsAs Inc, 
KAnsAs tecHnology enterPrIse corPorAtIon:  

 AFP encourages the Legislature to review the efficiency of the many tax credit and incentive programs 
these agencies oversee. The concept of supporting industries at the exclusion of others is a flawed concept. The 
free market provides “seed” or venture capital to firms all the time. Is there any reason to believe that government 
bureaucrats are better at identifying profitable investments for seed capital than the market? Venture capitalists 
are experts in identifying potentially profitable investments; the people who are most successful at it are the ones 
with the most venture capital to risk. These people also have a great incentive to be right. If they are, they make 
lots of money; if they are not, they lose money. These people have the knowledge and the incentive to fund all 
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profitable opportunities. The government bureaucrat is selected for different reasons, without a natural-selection 
mechanism for weeding out those who make bad investment decisions. The argument can be made that projects 
which are only viable with the state’s incentives or tax credits programs are bad investments that should not be 
funded. It can also be argued the market would have supported such projects without these tax credits if they 
were truly good investments. 

 The AFP budget proposes all these programs be considered for closure and the funding currently 
flowing to the tax credits and initiatives to the tune of $34.6 million be used as part of an economic stimulus 
plan through direct refunds to Kansas taxpayers. This would reflect the removal of all Economic Development 
Initiative Funds (EDIF) from Commerce (K-Tech $7 million, Commerce $16.7 million, Board of Regents 
$2.7 million, KSU-ESARP $.3 million and WSU-Aviation Research $7.4 million7). Many of these initiatives 
are replaced in this budget with long-term stimulus ideas, such as moving state jobs to rural areas in lieu of $1.8 
million in EDIF funding to fund studies and grants for the Rural Opportunity Program.  

 A prime example of a program with a questionable investment is the Wind Energy Manufacturing 
Incentive. The Legislature expended $2.05 million to provide “economic benefits to a wind energy 
manufacturer. Kansas has been identified as one of the leading states in the U.S for wind energy production 
and it is projected that Kansas will have significant growth in the number of Kansas wind farms, as well as their 
energy output levels over the next ten years. The Department of Commerce estimated that the manufacturing 
facility will employ 400 employees in the state and will lead to additional investments and growth opportunities 
in wind energy manufacturing in Kansas.”8

 Kansas is a top destination for wind farms, not because of this questionable expenditure, but because 
of the high average wind speeds and advantages of being largely rural with lower costs. Reduce corporate and 
individual income taxes and manufacturers will look at Kansas as a preferable destination. If in fact Kansas is 
a top candidate for these manufacturers the reduction in shipping costs of the large components of these units 
should more than offset the cost of relocation of facilities.   

 The Department of Commerce Trade Development Program is another example of the sort of programs 
that should be targeted for termination. These are functions best performed by the various private sector entities 
with products to sell. Government can provide the most help to business by reducing the corporate tax rate and 
businesses will have more capital to address marketing and other needs.  

 Some of then-Governor Kathleen Sebelius’ good ideas supported by AFP were not enacted in FY 2010. 
These proposals would have reduced FTEs. For example, the Legislature’s decision to retain Kansas, Inc. and 
KTEC as separate state agencies added 21.50 positions to the state workforce in FY 2010. The former Governor 
had recommended abolishing these agencies and referring their functions to the Department of Commerce, 
with no additional FTEs.  

How do you know when a government bureaucrat is lying …

“… state economic development agencies reported significant achievements through 

the disbursement of funds, including the creation of 80,000 jobs over the five-year 

period. But the audit noted the Department of Labor showed that the number of 

new jobs in Kansas increased by 47,000 during that period.”   

Legislative Division of Post Audit of the $1.3 billion in state and local funds that were 

earmarked for economic development from 2003 to 2007.



Commonsense Budget Proposal

 
30

 AFP proposes the operating budgets of the departments of Revenue and Commerce be reduced by 15 
percent. This would be made possible by the savings from consolidations, the hiring freeze and the elimination 
of the personnel supporting the tax incentive programs. Operations of Kansas, Inc. and Kansas Technology 
Enterprise Corporation should be reduced only to those programs that can be funded through grants or 
donations and all necessary staff work assignments be absorbed by the Commerce Department within its 
existing FTEs. 

 These agencies are receiving $67 million in American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) funds 
designated as stimulus funds and these agencies provide a microcosm for looking at how loose our government 
considers the definition of stimulus. First it should be understood that any agency receiving funds is by and large 
not going to pass through all of those funds. A certain percentage will be absorbed in administrative expenses to 
handle those funds. This budget encourages legislators to query agency directors about these handling expenses 
as they relate to FTEs. There are two important questions that need to be asked: 1) if there are chargeable 
expenses to the federal program, does that not indicate an area where state budgets can be reduced, and 2) if no 
additional FTEs or contract labor were needed to handle these funds, does this not point to underutilized staff 
and a budget that has been overfunded?

KAnsAs lottery And tHe KAnsAs rAcIng And gAMIng coMMIssIon: 
 This budget encourages our legislators to monitor the promotion of these endeavors for any change in 
the cost/benefit to Kansas. Although this budget supports the concept of making this revenue available to the 
taxpayers, it disagrees with the approach of placing the funds in the SGF for appropriations. 

 The Commonsense Budget sends revenues targeted for the SGF from the Expanded Lottery Act 
Revenues Fund, estimated to be approximately $50 million in total for FY 2011, back to taxpayers in the form 
of the AFP Economic Stimulus program. 
 

BIennIAl BUdget AgencIes: 
 The AFP budget proposes all fee-driven agencies reduce their fees by 25 percent, providing $6.5 million in 
funds for AFP’s Economic Stimulus Plan. Fee-driven state agencies have lacked the accountability in many cases of 
legislative oversight. They represent overhead costs to businesses passed on to the individuals that use their services. 
Many of these agencies will have carryover funds and the capacity to absorb most of the loss of revenue. Legislators 
should note that in a period of economic recession many of these agencies experienced surprising revenue growth. 
For example, the Dental Board increased revenues by 102 percent from 2008 to 2009. 

Why is this no surprise?

Legislative Post Audit examined staffing levels at the Department of Commerce and found they had 

more staff in management positions than any of the comparison agencies. On average, the department 

had fewer people reporting to each of its managers, and many of these managers were located at 

fairly low reporting levels in the department. The heaviest concentration of management staff--one 

management position for every 1.2 non-management positions--was in the Employment Services 

Section of the Department’s Workforce Development Division. In addition, the department had 

organized its five workforce development regions with a double layer of management. They found 

that discrepancies between authorized and filled positions, as well as limited access to complete 

organization charts, hampered analyses.
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 The Legislative Division of Post Audit looked at the financial regulatory agencies for efficiency gains 
from consolidations and found: “Kansas is one of only five states with three or more separate agencies that 
oversee financial entities and institutions. By consolidating Kansas’ Department of Credit Unions, Office of 
the Bank Commissioner, and Office of the Securities Commissioner, at least $260,000 could be saved annually, 
mostly from staff reductions or restructurings. An additional estimated $295,000 in annual savings could be 
achieved even if the agencies aren’t consolidated. Total estimated cost savings of $2.8 million over five years 
are conservative. Savings could be significantly higher after a detailed review and restructuring of examination 
schedules.”9

 AFP concurs with that statement and suggests legislators act immediately to consolidate those functions 
and reduce fees charged to the regulated businesses accordingly.  

1.  https://www.accesskansas.org/app/kanview/index.php?page=agency&action=ob&obaction=vn&id=2791&obj1=2000&obj2=2
701&an=428
2.  FY-2010 Comparison Report, page 47
3.  http://www.accesskansas.org/srv-postaudit/results.do
4.  http://www.kpers.org/annualreport2008.pdf, page 7
5.  http://budget.ks.gov/publications/FY2010/FY2010_Comparison_Report.pdf, page 48
6.  http://budget.ks.gov/publications/FY2010/FY2010_GBR_Volume1--Update_1-13-2009.pdf, page 60
7.  FY-2010 Comparison Report, page 33
8.  http://budget.ks.gov/publications/FY2010/FY2010_GBR_Volume1--Update_1-13-2009.pdf, page 37
9.  http://www.accesskansas.org/srv-postaudit/results.do
 

KanView Web site AFP's FY-2011
AFP Economic 
Stimulus Plan

Abstracters Board 20,887.00$             $15,665.25 5,221.75$                 
Board of Accountancy 399,522.00$           $299,641.50 99,880.50$               
State Bank Commissioner 7,911,103.00$        $5,933,327.25 1,977,775.75$          
Board of Barbering 180,164.00$           $135,123.00 45,041.00$               
Behavioral Sciences Board 581,336.00$           $436,002.00 145,334.00$             
Board of Cosmetology Kansas 1,020,851.00$        $765,638.25 255,212.75$             
Department of Credit Unions 1,107,739.00$        $830,804.25 276,934.75$             

00.108,706draoB latneD sasnaK $           $455,850.75 151,950.25$             
Governmental Ethics 171,020.00$           $128,265.00 -$                          
Board of Healing Arts 4,076,080.00$        $3,057,060.00 1,019,020.00$          
Hearing Instruments Board 45,818.00$             $34,363.50 11,454.50$               

00.855,082strA yrautroM fo draoB $           $210,418.50 70,139.50$               
00.499,520,2gnisruN fo draoB $        $1,519,495.50 506,498.50$             
00.381,9yrtemotpO fo draoB $               $6,887.25 2,295.75$                 
00.689,265,1ycamrahP fo draoB $        $1,172,239.50 390,746.50$             

Real Estate Appraisal Board 347,764.00$           $260,823.00 86,941.00$               
Real Estate Commission 912,506.00$           $684,379.50 228,126.50$             
Securities Commissioner 4,178,987.00$        $3,134,240.25 1,044,746.75$          
Technical Professions 867,289.00$           $650,466.75 216,822.25$             
Veterinary Examiners 231,807.00$           $173,855.25 57,951.75$               

00.593,935,62 latoT $     19,904,546.25 57.390,295,6       $ $          
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Human Services
State General Funds

Approved Budget FY-2010 AFP Budget FY-2011
Social & Rehabilitation Services 567,223,103 849,168,835                         $ $                         
Kansas Neurological Institute 11,159,914 819,106,01                           $ $                           
Larned State Hospital 41,004,838 695,459,83                           $ $                           
Osawatomie State Hospital 16,691,703 811,758,51                           $ $                           
Parsons State Hospital & Training Center 10,302,372 352,787,9                           $ $                             
Rainbow Mental Health Facility 5,426,717 183,551,5                             $ $                             
Kansas Health Policy Authority 392,901,203 341,652,373                         $ $                         

127,088,941 gnigA no tnemtrapeD 586,683,241                         $ $                         
279,106,32htlaeH--tnemnorivnE & htlaeH 676,160,02                           $ $                           

Department of Labor 475,776 014,404                                $ $                                
697,947,8sriaffA snareteV no noissimmoC 697,947,8                             $ $                             

Kansas Guardianship Program 1,154,401$ 1,154,401$
615,275,822,1latoT secivreS namuH 523,132,561,1                     $ $                      
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Historically in a time of economic distress, social and health services are accessed by a greater percentage of the 
population. However, in recessions state revenues to fund these programs are in a freefall. This causes enormous 
budget problems for programs such as Medicaid. What is always forgotten in these tight budget times is these 
programs typically expand during economic booms. Kansas was no exception and extended its Medicaid 
coverage with several initiatives, including increasing the income level for qualifying for the program during the 
last economic upturn. These program expansions in good economic times ultimately create a crisis during the 
inevitable downturns.    

 AFP believes there are ways to provide the care the truly needy deserve without raising taxes and/or 
massive program reductions. First, the definition of who qualifies as truly needy should be examined. It makes 
little sense to expand programs, as has been the history of the Kansas Health Policy Authority’s Board of 
Directors,1 when the available funding for existing programs are going to be limited. Some of the lack of urgency 
by the Board is no doubt driven by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds that will pay 
for a greater percentage of Medicaid costs. AFP cautions legislators this funding is only available for 11 quarters 
and the notion of creating dependency that cannot be sustained is a flawed concept. 

 Now is the time to review existing programs and examine who each program serves and if those services 
actually provide a benefit to those served. Which serve the truly needy? Which provide results for these needy? 
Does the expenditure justify the results?  

 One must start first by asking these questions and consolidating resources. However, that will most 
likely not be enough given the current budget shortfalls. Decisions need to be made about the essential 
functions of government and funding should be allocated based on priority rather than by cabinet. That may 
mean stopping the funding for some programs/agencies temporarily or permanently. For example, do we need a 
Kansas Arts Commission as badly as we need to maintain services for the needy?     

 The need for stringent performance measures may be more important in the area of Human Resources 
than any other. The amount of money available for any single function of government is a finite resource and it is 
essential – particularly in this area – that limited resources not only be focused on the truly needy in our society, 
but also that the taxpayer’s investment actually produces positive results for those served.    

 Many advocates of social programs will attempt to defend their pet project by suggesting the program 
is not truly measurable because its results are impossible to quantify. If a program’s results are “immeasurable” 
by any relevant performance measure, legislators should consider that program a candidate for elimination as 
a non-essential service and reallocating its funding to a program that can show its results.  Health and social 
programs that do not make the recipients’ lives better are a disservice to the recipients and are not a proper 
allocation of the taxpayer’s dollar. 

 Social and health programs need to be examined to determine whether all the individuals being served 
are truly needy. Too many government programs have moved from being safety nets for the needy to welfare 
for the greedy. Kansans expect their state government to provide essential supports services for those in need 
but they also expect it to spend their tax dollars wisely. Programs within social and health services should be 
means-tested whenever possible and fees set relative to income and/or asset ownership of the non-impoverished 
recipient for those services. This means-testing approach may actually make some existing programs eligible for 
federal government fund matches and increase resources available to the needy.

 Increasingly, responsibility for taking care of others is placed at the foot of government. In a culture that 
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speaks about desires in terms of needs, needs in terms of rights and rights in terms of entitlements, government 
is considered obligated by many to become the extended family for all citizens. This approach actually serves 
to break down the historical institutions that have provided many of the current government services to its 
members. 

 Public officials can help to promote a healthier society and find partners in assisting to social and health 
needs by acknowledging the responsibility that families, neighborhoods, churches and similar institutions 
have for their members. Policy should serve to encourage and protect such institutions. Promoting policies 
that remove barriers and disincentives for the members of local associations to personally act to solve problems 
would eliminate many problems before the state becomes involved.   

 Kansas spreads Medicaid services amongst several agencies with the bulk of expenditures in the Kansas 
Health Policy Authority (KHPA), Department on Aging and the Department of Social and Rehabilitation 
Services. AFP proposes a consolidation of these Medicaid services into the KHPA. This makes sense from 
several perspectives. The truly needy do not always have Internet access or transportation availabile and common 
sense would indicate their receiving services should be a priority over the budgetary turf wars and bureaucratic 
redundancies of multiple agencies. AFP proposes all savings from consolidation be used to maintain essential 
services that will make a difference in the impoverished segment of Kansas society.  

 Finally, the state must view funding sources in their totality and redirect funds to more efficient areas 
when appropriate. The Commonsense Budget proposes using some of the KEY funds currently being used for 
programs with questionable benefits to provide funds for Medicaid funding for underprivileged children. Most 
notably, the $12.5 million being provided to the Department of Education for parent education and a Pre-K 
pilot program should be matched with federal Medicaid money creating approximately $31 million in funding 
for medical care for children living in poverty.  
   

dePArtMent oF lABor: 
 The Kansas Department of Labor (KDOL) was created by Executive Order # 31 in 2004. Prior to 
that time, the department was named the Kansas Department of Human Resources.  KDOL is administered 
under the direction and supervision of the Secretary of Labor who is appointed by the Governor, subject to 
confirmation by the Senate.2

 The agency administers the unemployment insurance program and processes claims for unemployment 
benefits. KDOL operates the Kansas workers’ compensation system and enforces Kansas employment standards 
including wage and hour laws and child labor laws. The agency also houses a research unit that compiles data on 
employment in Kansas.  

 The value of networking is well understood by many on an individual basis but functionally ignored 
by most state agencies when it comes to serving their clients. Although the KDOL maintains a very nice Web 
site for both employers and employees, there is a section of the economy that is missed with too much reliance 
on the Internet. Many of the very small businesses and those seeking employment at the lower end of the pay 
scale in the job market do not use the Internet. This budget encourages KDOL to contact local chambers of 
commerce, non-profits and churches, who are often more in tune with these small businesses and individuals, 
and set up information exchanges to provide job assistance. 
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 AFP recommends the Legislature review the performance of the KDOL versus the increase in cost 
incurred by Kansas taxpayers and industry on a program-by-program basis. Modernization and/or consolidation 
of support functions such as accounting and data processing should be mandated. Savings in reduced software, 
hardware and management salaries of these functions would provide a significant increase in funding without 
raising appropriations to the agency. AFP recommends a 15 percent reduction in appropriations with expected 
savings of consolidation of support functions to be available by the fourth quarter of the fiscal year to help 
offset the reduction. Kansas was one of the states agreeing to make changes to its unemployment laws. Our 
state received $4.9 million in funds for the administrative costs to carry out the changes, to improve outreach of 
unemployment claims eligible individuals, to improve unemployment benefit or unemployment tax operations 
and for staff assisted reemployment services for claimants.

dePArtMent oF veterAn’s AFFAIrs: 
 This important agency to our citizen soldiers has received some of the smallest budget increases of any 
agency over the last two years. With the return of Big Red One to Fort Riley and the troop draw down in Iraq 
there will be more demand for services for our nation’s finest. AFP recommends that Department of Veteran’s 
Affairs receive a standstill appropriation. 

dePArtMent oF HeAltH And envIronMent:
 The Kansas Department of Health and Environment (KDHE) was created in 1974 to replace the 
Kansas State Board of Health, established in 1885. KDHE consists of the Office of the Secretary with all 
supporting services, a Division of Health with seven bureaus and a Division of Environment with five bureaus. 
There are two support divisions – Center for Health and Environmental Statistics and the Kansas Health and 
Environmental Laboratory – which provide information resource management and laboratory assistance to 
the other two divisions and the general public. The Office of Vital Statistics, within the Center for Health 
and Environmental Statistics is responsible for registering births, deaths, marriages and divorces, and issuing 
appropriate certificates.3  This budget encourages reductions of fees associated with these state services to 
provide relief to taxpayers and businesses.   

 The size and complexity of this many programs and employees makes evaluating the KDHE’s 
expenditures of taxpayer dollars very difficult. In any department this large, outcome-based performance 

What’s in a name change and what did the taxpayer get for it?  

 Apparently some pretty steep cost increases came with the change from the Department of Human 

Resources to the Department of Labor. The new Department of Labor has no less than 12 Director or Chief 

Executive positions. This may be a partial explanation for the nearly 24 percent increase in the department’s budget 

from 2006 to 2008.  

 What is even more difficult to understand with all this management is the Legislative Division of Post 

Audit found in a review that:

1.  KDOL had a high rate of overpayment of unemployment benefits. 

2.  KDOL responded to this issue with a bureaucratic move that in Post Audit’s opinion would result in KDOL 

being “much less helpful to the large numbers of other unemployed workers who need to find new jobs.” 

3. Post Audit summarized : “we think the Department of Labor’s solution to the high benefit overpayment error 

rate has gone in the wrong direction.”

 So they saved a little money on overpayments but created more 

payments to job seekers by making it more difficult to find a job?
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measures are the only truly effective way for taxpayers or legislators to monitor the effectiveness of programs..   

 The funding for any of the health programs without a measurable positive impact on recipients needs 
to be halted and the funding reallocated to programs able to show bona fide results. Legislators will find this 
will create some competition between programs that will improve the efficiencies of every program. Just as 
private business must compete and evolve to survive in the market, this pressure to meet relevant outcome-based 
performance measures will drive programs to maximize their impact.  

 AFP proposes the county health programs in counties with lower populations and/or low department 
utilization rates be administered through the local hospitals. This should include programs like the Women, 
Infants, and Children (WIC) program. A prime example of the efficiency gain of such an operation is just to the 
south of Kansas in Cordell, Okla., where the local hospital handles WIC and takes advantage of its additional 
contact with mothers and children to help maintain the hospital and improve outcomes for the mothers and 
children in WIC. County health departments should be required to first seek partnership with local hospitals, 
including contracting services, before any expansion of facilities or FTEs is allowed. At a time when many rural 
hospitals are struggling financially it makes good sense to examine this approach from both an economic and a 
health-outcome perspective.  

 AFP also strongly encourages review of a program in Florida that generated volunteerism efforts by 
medical professionals. The program grew from $91,000 to $66 million in services in just seven years, using 
sovereign immunity from liability suits within strict guidelines to encourage medical professionals to provide 
services for the uninsured. This program was particularly effective for retired professionals who have let their 
malpractice insurance lapse on retirement due to the high cost. Florida has reported that not one successful suit 
had been brought against a participating health professional since the inception of the program. At a time when 
so many have needs, allowing medical professionals to donate time and services towards meeting those needs 
without subjecting them to risk of suits would seem to be common sense. 

 A review of all KDHE programs should be undertaken to determine whether more of the programs 
it provides should incorporate means-testing. The use of means-testing would not only eliminate people who 
can afford services from using up resources, but in many cases may open up the availability of additional federal 
funding for the programs by meeting Medicaid or other federal funding guidelines. County health departments 
would benefit from this change in operations as many of their functions may overlap with these programs.

 KDHE programs need to be examined for the effectiveness of their programs and also for the 
appropriateness of the fees and costs to industry. A clean environment benefits all citizens, but within these 
type of programs taxpayers must be alert for unnecessary bureaucracy and ineffective programs. Fees to perform 
permitting and services to industry should reflect the cost of those services in the private market if available. Any 
fee that exceeds the cost of providing the service to industry becomes a backdoor tax that is passed on directly to 
consumers. This budget urges legislators to roll back fees by 25 percent to provide a stimulus for business during 
these difficult times. 

 Vigilance is required for any agency that monitors private business activities where that agency has 
the ability to limit and/or prevent the operation of a legal business through bureaucratic decisions. With the 
increasing activism of some state’s environmental monitoring agencies, Kansas legislators must carefully examine 
the appropriateness of KDHE’s executive decisions regarding industrial activities.  

 This budget provides a 15 percent decrease to KDHE’s appropriations but expects some savings through 
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consolidations will help offset those losses. During the transition American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) funds will help smooth the transition.

dePArtMent on AgIng: 
 The Department on Aging is a study in how a government agency’s goals can be so open and vague 
that a dichotomy of operational philosophy can exist within two programs of the same agency. For example 
the department has a sterling example of a public-private partnership concept in Long-Term Care Partnership 
Program, which offers a way for Kansans to protect their assets if they ever need to apply for Medicaid services 
by creating an incentive to purchase private long-term care policies.

 Often the public-private partnership concept is misunderstood by citizens. This public-private trade-off 
provides dollar for dollar asset protection. Each dollar one’s private policy pays out in benefits entitles one to 
keep a dollar of one’s own assets if one ever needs to apply for Medicaid services. This policy helps remove the 
perverse incentive to not buy long-term care insurance and instead hide assets in trusts to qualify for Medicaid 
paid nursing home care. Unlike most government incentive programs this program should actually save taxpayer 
dollars by making the first dollars spent on nursing home care private insurance and not Medicaid. 

 Conversely, the department fails to understand the power of the free market to react to consumer’s 
needs for different types of services. The department’s Nursing Home Cultural Change program sounds enticing 
but on examination is an attempt by the department to play both “seer” and “decider” for future nursing home 
occupants. The stated goal from the department’s Web site for the program is; “Transformation of nursing 
facilities from traditional medical models to homes that support residents making more choices about their 
living arrangements is what seniors deserve. To meet their needs and expectations, innovations in the long-term 
care delivery system, employing new models of care, are critical to advancing senior housing accommodations 
that will transition to the future.” This program goal is sufficiently vague as to cloud the ability to ever judge 
whether it actually accomplished anything. This is exactly the type of programs legislators should target for 
elimination or funding reduction, especially in times of economic distress.    

 The department has a number of programs including senior nutrition programs that need to be 
evaluated for the appropriateness of means-testing for eligibility. Those that can afford such services should 
not be using resources more appropriately allocated to the truly impoverished. By applying means-testing that 
follows the state Medicaid guidelines some of these programs may become eligible for federal matching funds 
and reduce the need for state spending.  

 AFP encourages the pursuit of greater private participation in the department’s programs. We should 
encourage finding those institutions, such as churches, that are already in contact with many of our elderly 
citizens to collaborate to provide services for those citizens. Additionally, a review for reduction in scope or 
possible elimination of non-essential services and non means-tested programs should be immediately instituted 
and the resources of those programs reallocated to the remaining essential services.   

 AFP recommends a 5 percent decrease in appropriations for the Department on Aging and believes 
reallocating funding for non-essential programs will actually help ease the cut in funding and allow for the truly 
needy to still be served.

dePArtMent oF socIAl And reHABIlItAtIon servIces: 
 In a recession the services of the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services (SRS) will be 
accessed more than ever. More people accessing services do not translate into a reduction in costs. There are 
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savings to be found in SRS but they are in redesigning the system, making sure we are serving the truly needy 
and increasing cooperation with existing social organizations such as churches and other non-profits.  

 The Commonsense Budget believes that legislators need to view Kansas’ government revenues in their 
totality instead of looking only at appropriations. AFP recommends removing funding from agencies such 
as the Office of the State Bank Commissioner, to which the Governor’s budget allocates $208,000 for credit 
counseling, or the Attorney General’s child visitation center funding of $330,000, and transfer the funding 
to SRS and KHPA for their Medicaid matching fund programs. If legislators will review these line-item 
expenditures, this approach will maximize the funding available to the truly needy in this recession. 

 Agencies that are actually doing worthwhile activities, such as the Department of Revenue’s collection 
of child support payments, need to examine their operation method.  The United States Department of the 
Treasury will cooperate with states in withholding tax refunds to parents who don’t pay child support, which 
increases the amount of collections markedly. AFP questions the necessity of having two FTEs dedicated to this 
tax intercept program. Simply having SRS’s Child Support Enforcement division provide the list of Kansans 
with support arrearages, and instructing the Department of Revenue to hold those with funds for transfer to 
SRS for redistribution to families does not sound like a two-person job.  

 Many SRS programs are much-needed support for impoverished adults and children, but legislators 
need to be alert for those with the means to cover their own expenses. An example lies within Child Support 
Enforcement (CSE), where according to its Web site; “there are no eligibility requirements (i.e. income 
limitations, residence) to make application for CSE Services, however the extent of services provided may be 
limited by legal factors and the relationship to the child for whom services are requested.”4 This approach spends 
tax dollars on those who can afford legal counsel and diverts resources from the truly needy.  

 AFP supports pursuing absent fathers for costs incurred for the birth of their child by the Medicaid 
system when those fathers fail to participate in means-testing for eligibility.  See the Kansas Health Policy 
Authority section for more details.  

 The first priority for the savings from means-testing for assistance should go to maintaining services to 
the impoverished. Any funds not needed to cover the budget deficit should then be redirected to other worthy 
programs within SRS. A good example of such a program would be the Adoption Resource Recruitment 
Contract which provides recruitment, training and support for adults interested in adopting children in foster 
care.  This is a terrific example of a public-private partnership to improve children’s lives and should have been a 
priority but in the FY 2009 budget SRS recommended a $1 million reduction.5  Management should be asked 
to explain the philosophy of cutting expenditures in this area when so many programs with questionable results 
exist within this budget. AFP encourages SRS to review whether by partnering with social organizations such as 
Rotary, Lions Clubs or churches that these programs can be maintained in difficult times for some families.

 Legislators should always be on the lookout for attempts to hide funding sources for other government 
agencies, and social support agencies are no exception. Within the SRS budget lurk expenditures for public 
education and law enforcement.  

 The expansion of the Pre-Kindergarten program is funded by $3 million from the SRS budget. Not only 
is this a hidden subsidy for public education, but it is for a program with questionable results. A recent study 
looking at Pre-K students found that children who attend daycare or preschool the year prior to kindergarten do 
not gain greater social or cognitive skills and in some measures end up lagging behind their peers who enjoy the 
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attention of their parents exclusively.6  By making it a Medicaid match legislators can turn the $3 million into 
approximately $8 million in funds for health coverage for impoverished children. 

 SRS also received $400,000 in general funds to support a program to prevent tobacco sales to minors. 
This may be a good program, but it should be operated by an agency with actual enforcement powers. AFP 
recommends removing this funding. 

 We also encourage SRS and legislators to examine whether recipients of services and providers of those 
services would be better served by having offices consolidated with county health departments. In rural counties 
partnering these agencies with local hospitals would provide one-stop shopping for recipients and potential 
savings in the removal of redundant support positions while helping hospitals with vacant space find productive 
uses.

 This budget reduces SRS’ appropriations by 10 percent but believes much of the funding for programs 
that serve the truly needy can be found by eliminating unnecessary programs and using the funds to obtain 
Medicaid matches. AFP also urges SRS to assess programs and personnel assignments to focus the remaining 
resources on programs that actually make a difference for the truly needy.    

KAnsAs HeAltH PolIcy AUtHorIty:  
 The Kansas Health Policy Authority (KHPA) provided this frank assessment to the Governor and 
Legislature in its 2007 report: “The current health system in Kansas and the nation face many challenges. Health 
care costs continue to rise at an unsustainable rate, the health system is inefficient and fragmented, and the 
health status of many Kansans is at risk.”7  This statement was made when budget revenues were in reasonably 
good shape and is now compounded by the nearly $1 billion dollar deficit that Kansas faces in FY 2011. 

 Unsurprisingly, the KHPA suggests the solution is more government intervention in the private 
insurance market and more money spent on the coordination of health care.8 The Legislature responded by 
passing the Premium Assistance Program with the intent of expanding access to private health insurance to 
very low income parents who had children in the Medicaid program. This budget encourages the Legislature 
to perform its due diligence on this program that passed unanimously by: 1) monitoring the costs per recipient 
versus other private insurance groups, and 2) requiring the KHPA to provide data on the effect of the program 
on the recipient’s health. Simply providing coverage is not a valid expenditure of taxpayers’ dollars if it doesn’t 
provide improved health outcomes. This is an example of a program that should be examined for elimination to 
focus the limited revenues on those groups that Medicaid was originally targeted to serve.  

 This program is a sterling example of an unnecessary program expansion made in good times that now 
competes with other programs for limited funds. Legislators approved this expansion even though when it was 
originally proposed there appeared to be little need.  

 Approximately 11 percent of the population, or fewer than 300,000 people, were uninsured in Kansas 
at the time of program inception.9  National census data notes 20 percent of the uninsured make more than 
$50,000 annually. In fact, 8.2 percent of the uninsured have incomes that exceed $75,000 annually.10  Not 
surprisingly, 29.6 percent of individuals in the 18-to-24 age bracket are without health insurance coverage, 
and 24.9 percent in the 25-to-34 age bracket do not carry coverage.11 These are by far the highest percentages 
of uninsured for any age group. These age categories tend to be healthy in general and hence see the least value 
in the purchase of health insurance. The most vulnerable citizens tend to be covered by health insurance at the 
highest rates. In the over-65 age bracket only 0.8 percent of individuals were without health insurance.12 
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 Additionally amongst these uninsured there are some Medicaid-eligible individuals who simply refuse 
to accept welfare. Despite all the fashionable bureaucratic slogans promoting Medicaid as “health care not 
welfare,” the hard truth is that Medicaid is welfare. Some hardworking Kansans will insist on doing things the 
way their forefathers did: paying their own way even in hard economic times. By partnering with the various 
private entities that provide assistance, such as churches and local hospitals, Kansas can find ways to assist these 
individuals. It is telling that these individuals often pay the highest fees for services as hospitals and doctors are 
bound by federal rules on Medicaid and Medicare that result in these cash payment recipients being charged the 
higher fees. Legislators should pressure our Congressional delegation to change regulations within the Medicaid 
and Medicare programs that force those without insurance to pay the highest rate for services.  

 The management at the KHPA suggests in their KHPA Health Reform Recommendations they can 
affect better outcomes for all Kansans. This claim is made despite the KHPA’s own admission that genetic 
predispositions are 30 percent and behavioral patterns are 40 percent of the cause of health outcomes.  KHPA 
states the list of “impact factors – known collectively as the social determinants of health – are such things as 
income, education, personal behaviors and the family and neighborhood environments in which we live.”  When 
one considers these elements the KHPA’s argument it can effectively cure Kansas’ health issues seems far-fetched 
at best. It would seem to make more sense to attack the underlying economic causes inherent in many of the 
KHPA’s impact factors by creating a low tax, pro-business environment to help increase per capita incomes in 
Kansas than by spending hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars on the symptoms.

 KHPA is the primary manager of state Medicaid program. One must remember that Medicaid is a 
federal-state health program intended to provide health care insurance for the children and pregnant women 
living in poverty, the elderly and those who are disabled.

 However, the problem is the expansions of the program during good economic times have created a 
program now used extensively by the middle class. Medicaid is now almost literally a cradle-to-grave program; 
it funds well over one-third of all births in the country, and nearly half of all nursing home stays. Nationally, 
Medicaid spending has more than tripled since 1994. 

 KHPA provided assistance for nearly 300,000 individuals per month with an astounding average cost 
that only halfway through the year was at $736 per person per month  for FY 2009.13  The federal and state 
governments share Medicaid expenditures based on a state’s “poverty meter” index. In Kansas this translates into 
roughly a 60/40 mix of federal to state dollars. Medicaid’s effect on medical, pharmaceutical, and nursing home 
(this function is within the Department on Aging) goods and services is substantial. When one entity controls 
the purse strings of what will be approximately $2.4 billion in FY 2009, there is a powerful impact on 

What’s wrong with this statement?

 “An additional $502,073 was appropriated in FY 2008 to help the state deal with a backlog in 

processing applications for its health insurance program for working-class families. The backlog was caused 

by a federal requirement that no benefits go to illegal immigrants because some individuals have trouble 

supplying the proper documentation.”  

 The KHPA reported illegal immigrants cost the agency $4.4 million in Kansas taxpayer funds in FY 

2008 according to Legislative Division of Post Audit. Seems like the KHPA netted nearly $4 million so why 

would they need additional money?  

http://skyways.lib.ks.us/ksleg/KLRD/Publications/2007AppropriationsRpt.pdf pg. 2-60
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the market for health care.14  The general trend in Medicaid is to foster the approach of expanding services and 
eligibility while at the same time squeezing reimbursement rates to providers. Initially, these may appear to be 
sound practices. However, some suppliers of health care, such as hospitals, cannot deny care to patients – even 
though reimbursement rates may only cover part of the hospital’s cost of the service. These costs either must be 
absorbed by other users of services, or communities are forced to create support for the hospital with dedicated 
revenues (such as sales and/or ad valorem taxes) to avoid losing their hospital. Many rural hospitals only survive 
through these additional revenue sources. AFP advocates stopping this cycle and using these local revenues 
sources as Medicaid matching funds to be spent within the community providing the funds via local health care 
authorities.  

 Under Medicaid’s rules married women must include the husband’s income in testing for eligibility, 
while an unmarried woman with a cohabitating mate need not include the father’s income. The financial 
incentive of being unmarried is at the root of qualifying for the program, and it is not unreasonable to suspect 
recipients will modify their behavior, i.e. stay unmarried, to receive benefits especially in a time of economic 
distress. Legislators need to mandate absentee fathers who have not been included in means-testing for 
eligibility be pursued to reimburse taxpayers for birthing costs of their child. This budget does not include the 
revenue from this proposal but would expect some collections.  More importantly we would expect an impact of 
reduced Medicaid births as men start understanding that having children has financial ramifications.   

 One of the great failings of Medicaid is there has been no substantive attempt to measure whether 
the current system is actually making the Kansas Medicaid populations healthier. There are benchmarks that 
would provide a way to judge the efficienty of appropriations to the KHPA, which should be considered. The 
Kaiser Institute has pointed out that the number one factor impacting health outcomes is the availability of 
quality healthcare. If the Medicaid program is working and providing the equivalent quality and availability 
of healthcare that the general population of Kansas enjoys shouldn’t the health of the Medicaid population 
approach that of the non-Medicaid population in Kansas?  

 However, if the health of the Medicaid population is incomparable to the general population due to 
the fact that “behavioral patterns are 40 percent of the cause of health outcomes” as the KHPA claims, then an 

Now They Know What the Average Citizen 

Already Knew About Government Rules

  A recent Health and Human Services audit examined 300 reimbursement claims from three school 

districts and found that 217, or approximately two-thirds, shouldn’t have been paid.  Then-Governor Sebelius put 

the blame on the Medicaid rules saying they “seem to change regularly, even after states have been assured they’re in 

compliance.” 

 However, House Appropriations Committee Chairman Melvin Neufeld questioned Sebelius’ explanation. 

“The rules really don’t change that much,” said Neufeld, R-Ingalls. “They’ve put more auditors in place, and they’ve 

been catching more things.”  

 In other words the Authority just got caught cheating. Too bad that instead of punishing the cheaters 

they’ll just let Kansas taxpayers bail them out. 

http://cjonline.com/stories/070106/leg_medicaid.shtm



Commonsense Budget Proposal

 
43

overhaul of how the program is administered is in order. Can behavioral issues such as smoking tobacco or being 
obese be addressed within the limitations of Medicaid guidelines? There are waivers which are available from 
the federal government to allow innovations in the program if the waiver application can provide a roadmap to 
savings through improved health of the Medicaid population.  

 Fixing Medicaid’s problems requires a sophisticated, multi-level solution. The goal should be to improve 
both the efficiency of the use of tax dollars and health outcomes. Much of the delivery system for Medicaid 
suffers from the same maladies as many other government programs. Solving those inefficiencies can be a game 
of inches, but there are changes in delivery system design that can leapfrog the government bureaucracy.  

 Private businesses that survive and prosper adjust depending on their customer’s needs. Yet Medicaid 
attempts to use a one-size-fits-all approach to serve every Kansas county, despite their diverse ethnic and 
economic bases. This delivery system is inefficient in how it addresses local health concerns and in not providing 
the financier – the Kansas taxpayer – his money’s worth.

 One possible solution to this inefficient delivery system is simple in concept; it involves borrowing the 
Wal-Mart model. Wal-Mart understands the concept of tailoring to its local customer base and its store offerings 
will differ slightly by store to reflect that. The idea is to allow Local Health Care Authorities (LHCAs) on a 
county, city, or contiguous geographical basis to encompass common needs and beliefs about health care. Just as 
Wal-Mart has realized that local managers can identify and target local needs, Medicaid would now have local 
community involvement fine tuning its delivery system.

 The LHCA would be responsible for creating a revenue stream with which to obtain the federal match 
for Medicaid services, eligibility expansions, and/or reimbursement rate increases. For every $1 the LHCA 
creates, another approximately $1.50 would flow to Medicaid providers in the LHCA community. There is 
ample evidence that citizens understand the importance of a solvent health care system, as many Kansas counties 
and/or cities have sales or ad valorem taxes in place to support their local hospitals.  These revenue sources meet 
the criteria to qualify for the federal match under the LHCA concept.  

 The LHCAs could use the combined federal/local dollars then to target specific local health care 
needs such as critical care access in rural areas. LHCAs could seek to address those health care issues that 
may be related to their particular local demographics. For example, in a county with large African-American 
populations, diabetes prevention programs could be implemented. Large numbers of impoverished elderly in a 
community would suggest the need for additional geriatric services. 

 The local funding will provide an incentive to provide only those programs that actually impact health 
outcomes. One of the problems with Medicaid is the disassociation between the payer (the taxpayer) and the 
user of the services. There have been a myriad of solutions trying to reconnect the users of Medicaid to the costs 
of their services. Co-pays failed badly because recipients soon learned that they could refuse to pay them and 
the amount of the co-pay was so small that they would not be pursued for collection.  Health Savings Accounts 
via debit cards seemed to offer some hope but recipients who have spent their debit card amount could still go 
to the local emergency room for services and could not legally be turned away. However, local funding for local 
programs will put the community in touch with not only the cost of the service but also allow taxpayers to see 
how effectively their funds are being spent.
 
 Another major improvement in the local health care community could be the impact on reimbursement 
rates for Medicaid recipients. The lower reimbursement rates of Medicaid compared to private insurance has 



resulted in many health care providers limiting their 
exposure to, or completely exliminating Medicaid 
services and/or clients. A LHCA could target 
essential health services for reimbursement increases, 
thereby improving access for vulnerable community 
members. Reimbursement rates that allow health 
care providers a reasonable profit would stimulate 
capital investment in the local health care delivery 
systems. Nowhere is this more crucial than in the 
rural communities where LHCAs could provide 
payments that bring Medicaid services into the area 
of supporting, instead of damaging, local health care 
infrastructure. It should be remembered this is not 
merely re-circulating local money but infusing $1.50 
into the local economy for every $1 spent by the 
LHCA.

 AFP encourages legislators to stop the 
expansion of the Medicaid program beyond the 
original impoverished target group and press the 
KHPA for measurable health improvements within 
that group.  We also encourage the Legislature to 
examine the alarming growth in FTEs from 137.1 
to 235.8 in just two years. It is readily apparent that 
a portion of the increase in costs for the KHPA 
was spent on bureaucracy, not healthcare for the 
impoverished.  

 AFP proposes the KHPA’s budget 
be reduced by 5 percent. However, with the 
consolidation of Medicaid programs into one 
agency, pay and hiring freezes at all levels, the 
reallocation of funding from programs such as the 
KEY and or CIF, and the elimination of program 
expansions beyond the original intent the impact on 
the truly need can be mitigated.        

MentAl HeAltH HosPItAls:
 Larned State Hospital, Osawatomie State 
Hospital and the Rainbow Mental Health Facility 
provide important functions for the residents of 
Kansas and this budget recognizes their contribution 
by only reducing their budget by 5 percent for the 
coming fiscal year’s budget.

Well I gUess yoU HAve to 
Agree WItH tHeM
 
 At the Kansas Health Policy 
Authority (KHPA) Board Meeting of 
August 19, 2008 they proposed for FY 
2010 that “To ensure the reliability of 
expenditures and the financial integrity 
of the programs, regular financial audits 
should be performed.”  

 The Board noted that “KHPA is 
responsible for the financial integrity of 
the Medicaid program as the single state 
agency reporting on federal expenditures 
and the State Employees Health Benefits 
Plan.”  They went on to say that “There is 
insufficient capacity within the Finance and 
Operations Division to conduct in depth 
audits of the financial status of KHPA 
programs.” In a budget year with a $1billion 
deficit KHPA requests another $200,000 
just to monitor transactions.

 They were right about the 
“insufficient capacity” to “conduct in 
depth audits” but maybe its insufficient 
competency that is the real problem. An 
audit of the state’s Medicaid program found 
$13 million in suspicious claims including 
one that claimed a Caesarean section was 
performed on an 8-year-old boy, more 
than $10 million in claims for more than 
10,000 clients whose income appeared to 
exceed program limits; almost $700,000 in 
claims for clients who didn’t provide a valid 
Social Security number, almost $600,000 in 
potential “upcoding” by doctors for office 
and emergency room visits, and almost 
$500,000 in other suspicious claims such 
as claims filed for deceased individuals and 
charges for non-hospital services when a 
client was hospitalized. 
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1.  http://www.khpa.ks.gov/AuthorityBoard/PreviousMeetingInformation/11182002/
HealthReformRecommendationsDraft112608.pdf
2.  http://www.dol.ks.gov/Home/html/about_ALL.html
3.  http://www.healthfinder.gov/orgs/HR2213.htm
4.  http://www.srskansas.org/cse/kcsem/ISection1.htm#1350_1
5.  http://www.srskansas.org/Sec_stakeholds/Oct2007/Reduced_Resources_SRS.pdf
6.  Lisa N. Hickman, “Who Should Care for Our Children? The Effects of Home Versus Center Care on Child Cognition and Social 
Adjustment,” Journal of Family Issues 27 (May 2006): 652-684.]  
7.  http://www.khpa.ks.gov/HealthReform/HealthReformDocs/KHPAReport103007FINAL.pdf
8.  http://www.khpa.ks.gov/HealthReform/HealthReformDocs/KHPAReport103007FINAL.pdf
9.  Ibid
10. http://www.census.gov/hhes/hlthins/hlthin02/hi02t1.pdf
11. http://www.census.gov/hhes/hlthins/hlthin02/hi02t1.pdf
12. Ibid
13. http://www.khpa.ks.gov/medicaid_reports/download/MARFY09.pdf, page 3
14. Ibid
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Education
State General Funds

 Approved Budget FY-2010  AFP Budget FY-2011 

Department of Education 2,941,773,283$                           2,794,684,619$                      
School for the Blind 5,719,327$                                  5,719,327$                             
School for the Deaf 9,185,995$                                  9,185,995$                             
Board of Regents 179,165,697$                              152,290,842$                         
Emporia State University 31,914,854$                                30,319,111$                           
Fort Hays State University 33,686,775$                                32,002,436$                           
Kansas State University 106,126,849$                              100,820,507$                         
Kansas State University--ESARP 49,666,216$                                47,182,905$                           
KSU--Veterinary Medical Center 10,515,797$                                9,990,007$                             
Pittsburg State University 34,855,769$                                33,112,981$                           
University of Kansas 139,634,802$                              132,653,062$                         
University of Kansas Medical Center 112,165,809$                              106,557,519$                         
Wichita State University 67,018,674$                                63,667,740$                           
Kansas Arts Commission 1,310,980$                                  -$                                        
Historical Society 5,630,248$                                  4,222,686$                             
State Library 4,770,903$ 4,293,813$
Education Total 3,733,141,978$                          3,526,703,550$                      
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The “elephant in the room” when one addresses State General Fund (SGF) monies allocated to education is 
the K-12 funding situation. The public elementary and secondary school funding situation in Kansas mirrors 
the rest of the United States with one very notable exception. Much of the control of funding for Kansas public 
education has been removed from the Legislature and placed in the hands of the Kansas Supreme Court. The 
Kansas Supreme Court ruled the Legislature had failed to meet its burden to “make suitable provision for 
finance of public schools.”1 

 To say K-12 spending dominates the state budget is truly an understatement. Currently, K-12 education 
makes up about 51 percent of the entire SGF. If one were to add higher education, that number jumps to 64 
percent. The result of the Montoy v. State of Kansas case on K-12 spending has been clear; education has seen 
massive spending increases that are unprecedented. Since 2003, education spending has increased over $1 
billion; a jump of 50 percent while student enrollment has been stagnant. For example, in the state’s largest 
school district, Wichita USD #259, student enrollment has decreased by 201 students since 2003.2 

 Each year the National Education Association (NEA) releases its rankings for K-12 expenditures. The 
most recent rankings for 2009 show Kansas leading the region in K-12 spending. As the above chart shows, 
Kansas’ expenditures per pupil lead the region with $11,289 per student. This puts Kansas’ spending compared 
to its neighbors 34 percent above Oklahoma ($8,420), 19 percent above Missouri ($9,492), 11 percent above 
Nebraska ($10,151) and 9 percent above Colorado ($10,360).

  While spending on education has increased at an astounding rate – as the chart shows – what have 
Kansas taxpayers and parents received for their increased investment in K-12 public education? In the end, if 
it is the educational outcomes that are the ultimate proof of providing a quality education, then Kansas has 
not fared well with the huge spending increases. In fact, test scores have been stagnant and reading scores have 
actually decreased despite pouring taxpayer funds in large quantities into K-12 public education system.    
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 However, it is clear the education lobby just doesn’t get it. Despite the current budget crisis, the 
State Board of Education actually recommended a $282 million increase for public schools to make up for 
budget cuts.3  Even more ludicrous was the statement by Kathy Cook, executive director of Kansas Families 
for Education, who blamed the Legislature for passing tax cuts when – in her opinion – it should have been 
investing more in education. “Eating your seed corn fills your belly today but guarantees you will starve 
tomorrow,” she said.4  Apparently Ms. Cook doesn’t understand that what drives the economy is private business, 
not government expenditures on education. If high taxes drive business out of state, we have “eaten our seed 
corn” and shrunk the tax base that feeds education. 

 It is time for Kansas taxpayers to have a chance to ask some tough questions of the K-12 public 
education system. Demanding results equivalent to the expenditure of tax dollars is a major step and one 
heretofore ignored by the education lobby. However, there are some steps that should be taken in the meantime 
to address this important area of government expenditures. First we must discuss how much taxpayers are 
actually spending on K-12 public education. 

 The Legislative Post Audit (LPA) state agency was commissioned to conduct cost studies in an attempt 
to ascertain the correct level of funding. LPA’s data left out many costs actually spent on K-12 education arguing 
they weren’t “operating” expenses. Sadly, these are the sort of exclusions which have been part of same the 
pattern of misstatements used by the extreme element of the education lobby that opened the doors for the 
Court’s Montoy v. State of Kansas ruling against the Legislature’s funding. 

 Oklahoma recently faced the same contentious suit brought by several school districts using the 
same data source (Augenblick and Myers study5) as the successful suit in Kansas. However, a study using 
Governmental Accounting Board Standards generated by a free market think-tank showed that expenditures 
hidden in other agencies or wrongfully excluded brought the actual per pupil expenditures to nearly double 
the amount claimed by the proponents of the suit.6 The Oklahoma state chapter of the National Education 
Association was asked to provide an answer to the study’s results on the funding differences but refused to offer 
any explanation. This damage to the credibility of the plaintiffs’ argument helped Oklahoma taxpayers remain 
in control of education funding when the suit was thrown out. Kansas legislators need to revisit the basis for the 
suit, as it is apparent that many of the substantial exclusions from Kansas per pupil calculations are very clearly 
per pupil operating costs. 
 
 LPA not only excluded building costs; they also left out of their per-pupil funding calculations the 
approximately $2.75 billion of unfunded liabilities in retirement benefits accruing to school administrators, 
teachers and support personnel in KPERS7 for which Kansas taxpayers are ultimately responsible.  Any publicly 
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funded company (i.e. one that issues stock) that attempted to ignore this benefit cost of employees would be 
prosecuted by the Security and Exchange Commission for misstatement of their financial position. There are 
also dollars being spent in Kansas’ public school classrooms not included in the per pupil calculation hidden 
within other agencies such as the Kansas Arts Council and the Kansas Health Policy Authority (see agency-by-
agency recommendations on each for details) that also were ignored by LPA.   

 Correction of these oversights would go a long way toward providing complete transparency to citizens 
and offset much of the pressure brought by special interest groups. However, in the long run, if the Kansas 
Supreme Court retains control over public education funding it may have put Kansas legislators between the 
proverbial rock and a hard place, calling for more drastic action.  That drastic action may in fact be school 
choice, which might have a double-barreled effect on public education. 

 A properly structured school choice option would actually increase per pupil funding in public schools 
while potentially decreasing the total cost to Kansas taxpayers. The costs of U.S. private schools are, on average, 
60 percent of public school costs.8 That means Kansas can provide a voucher which parents can use to switch 
their children to private schools and pay less than what the state spends to educate them in the local public 
school. The state and the locality would continue collecting the same tax revenues for schools that they currently 
do but with fewer students. Even after the removal of the voucher amount from the funding stream there will be 
a significant increase in available funding for public schools on a per pupil basis. This is crucial to meeting the 
Court’s funding goals. For example, a school choice voucher for private schools of $5,000 per year would be a 
savings of over $6,000 per pupil over the current amount of $11,289 per pupil spent by K-12 public education. 
Leaving this excess in the revenues for the public school system would increase funding as each student leaves 
public school by transferring to one of Kansas’ many fine private schools. If enough students eventually accept 
the vouchers legislators could cut total expenditures to K-12 education while still meeting the requirements of 
Montoy v. State of Kansas. 

 And the welcome byproduct is education scores may actually go up. A recent study of school 
choice published by Harvard economist Caroline Hoxby9 asked the question “Do public schools respond 
constructively to competition induced by school choice, by raising their own productivity?” Contrary to the 
claim that private schools would cherry-pick students, leaving public schools with only the lower performing 
students, the study found the benefits were actually greatest where large numbers of students were eligible for 
choice.   

 This study was particularly interesting in that it looked at those school choice programs which have 
existed for some time and which were large enough to have produced real competition. In Milwaukee, where 
children received vouchers worth up to $5,783, the improvement in the public schools was substantial. Students 
in public schools where at least two-thirds of students were eligible for vouchers scored 8.1, 13.8, and 8.0 
national percentile rank points higher in math, science and language, respectively. Michigan and Arizona had 
similar results with public schools raising achievement in response to competition. Hoxby found the largest 
achievement gains were in public schools that faced the most competition.

 Consumers have long seen the benefit the competition our economic system generates among businesses 
has had on the technology, quality and prices of products. It should be no surprise that when public schools 
improve due to competition, school choice benefits reach beyond those students who take advantage of the 
opportunity to attend a private school with a voucher or tax credit scholarship. The fact that competition has 
the same potential benefits for public schools – not just students who switch to private schools – makes school 
choice a win-win for parents.
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 An education voucher program for all children for private school tuition and an education tax credit 
for donations to scholarship funds for low-income children to attend private schools would ensure every child 
who wished to attend a private school could do so. For every dollar of education voucher or education tax 
credit allowed, one dollar would be removed from education’s SGF appropriations, making it a revenue neutral 
program.  

 Interestingly a properly structured education tax credit scholarship program creates a unique 
opportunity to stimulate economic growth in Kansas. Built in within the scholarship program is a federal tax 
deduction for charitable contributions that makes the program a win-win for individuals and corporations. 
Not only would they receive the Education Tax Credit to use against their state tax liability, but they would 
receive a charitable deduction on their federal tax return to maximize the incentive to give to these scholarship 
programs. If the program were structured to mirror an incredibly successful Pennsylvania program, corporations 
or individuals in Kansas could give 50 percent of their state tax liability to a scholarship program, receive 
the federal deduction for the gift and have a net reduction in their total tax bill that actually approaches 
their contribution. This powerful financial incentive is coupled with the positive public relations providing 
scholarships for private school for underprivileged gives a company. This combination will actually encourage 
companies to locate or do business in Kansas and reduce the disincentive of a high marginal tax rate which 
encourages companies to minimize their state tax liability in Kansas by transferring it to lower tax states.

KAnsAs stAte lIBrAry: 
 The Kansas State Library provides information services for state and local governments, for local 
libraries and their users, and for people who communicate with the library in the Capitol Building or at its other 
service locations.10  The Library is the only archive for state government financial records that is accessible by the 
general public and AFP recommends these records be moved online to allow Kansans to better monitor their 
tax dollars at work. AFP proposes the State Library receive a 10 percent reduction in appropriations.  

dePArtMent oF edUcAtIon: 
 AFP believes the approach of throwing money at the public education system is a flawed concept. 
Although ordinarily the creation of an additional function of government is not something AFP could endorse, 
if it brings greater accountability to the expenditures of tax dollars there may be a basis for endorsing it. Such a 
concept has been in existence since 1990 in Texas called the Texas School Performance Review (TSPR) whose 
mission is to review district management and fiscal performance in order to ensure “every possible tax dollar is 
spent in the classroom, educating children.”11  

 The program is, however, more than just a financial audit. The program identifies a district’s 
administrative, organizational and financial problems, and it produces reviews that recommend ways to 
cut costs, increase revenues and reduce overhead. From the highest level of district operations down to the 
operations of food services and transportation at each school, the TSPR addresses all levels of the educational 
bureaucracy in order to increase efficiency and ensure the increasingly scarce dollars spent on education actually 
make it to the classroom.

 The results have been impressive. In the Houston district, which serves over 22,000 children, TSPR’s 
review led the district to: “eliminate 160 administrative positions, including 10 area superintendents; to adopt 
more efficient personnel and payroll automation projects; create strategic planning for annual school budgets; 
revamp teacher and administrator evaluations; pursue delinquent tax obligations more fervently; and, finally, to 
contract out food services.”12 



Commonsense Budget Proposal

 
52

 The effects are spread through school systems as best practices are implemented throughout the district. 
Other schools can find savings by simply emulating the programs. The direct savings to Texas school districts in 
the first decade of operation of TSPR totaled in the hundreds of millions of dollars.13  

 It should be noted as Kansas citizens struggle with the effects of the recession teachers have continued to 
get pay raises. The Kansas Association of School Board data for this school year shows  “the median base salary 
and fringe benefits package for teachers is $36,810 in districts -- a 1.2 percent increase from 2008-2009. The 
past two years, the median percentage increase was 4 percent each year.” Incredibly, Wade Anderson, director of 
research and negotiations for the Kansas National Education Association said “the settlements have been pretty 
disappointing, to say the least.”14 

 As the following chart shows the State Department of Education received a nearly 16 percent increase in 
funding in the middle of the worst recession in recent history.  
 

 When one reviews where schools spent the increases, it is clear not only were there pay raises on the 
local level, but the Department of Education also increased their salaries.  
 

 It is apparent that the education system believes it should be immune to the hard decisions that 
ordinary, hard-working Kansans are making every day in this current recession.  AFP reduces the education 
appropriation by 5 percent and encourages legislators to revisit their authority to control the education budget.  

KAnsAs Arts coMMIssIon: 
 The consumption of tax dollars by the Arts Commission is not large but the $1.31 million expended 
is a classic example of how government spending became such an alligator of tax dollars. Art is in the eye 
of the beholder and working single mothers shouldn’t have their tax bills increased to fund the tastes of the 
Commission or the local groups it helps fund. There are already private funds and foundations filling that 
niche in the economy. The AFP budget proposes the elimination of the Kansas Arts Commission as an agency 
without a justifiable purpose. 

EDUCATION: AGENCY FUNDS 2009 2008
CERTIFICATE FEE FUND $1,051,301.49 $878,570.50
EDUCATION RESEARCH GRANTS & PROJECTS FUND - 
FED $8,402,656.00 $6,520,616.56
ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOL AID - FED $9,315,094.09 $5,494,153.71
FOOD ASSISTANCE-NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH 
PROGRAM -FED $89,438,954.58 $81,726,631.00
SERVICE CLEARING FUND $754,635.48 $376,911.34

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1998 - FED $984,048.00 $127,069.21
TOTAL REVENUE $109,946,689.64 $95,123,952.32
PERCENTAGE INCREASE 2008 TO 2009 15.6%
Source KanView Website

1 of 1

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
2009 2008

CAPITAL OUTLAY $63,993,782.94 $46,131,657.08
COMMODITIES $23,379,480.66 $24,320,288.51
CONTRACTUAL SERVICES $93,230,811.71 $88,693,866.60
DEBT SERVICE $17,726,217.26 $16,437,609.39
GRANTS, CLAIMS & SHARED REVENUE $61,763,333.98 $58,964,483.85
NONEXPENSE ITEMS $129,509,774.60 $117,365,360.19
SALARIES & WAGES $390,530,844.13 $382,577,812.73
Source KanView

1 of 1



scHools For tHe BlInd And deAF:  
 This budget proposes the schools’ revenues be held harmless and their appropriations left the same as the 
prior fiscal year.  

KAnsAs stAte HIstorIcAl socIety:  
 The Historical Society maintains 16 sites across the state, provides guided tours of the State Capitol, 
operates the Kansas Museum of History, maintains the state archive and operates traveling exhibits. A small 
fee is currently charged to attend the Society’s museums of $2-$3 per adult and $1 per child. This budget 
recommends the fee structure be increased to minimize the tax dollars going to these sites, and the admission 
fees received by each individual museum be set by each museum. This will let attendance decide which museums 
are actually historical places of interest and which are unnecessary and simply divert funds from higher-priority 
areas of government. Additionally, the incentive to improve these attractions will now fall on each site’s manager. 
The ability to retain the revenue generated from these improvements should lead to better management and 
better museums for Kansans and visitors.

 AFP reduces the Historical Society’s appropriations by 25 percent and advocates replacing the revenue 
with user fees from museum attendees.  

HIgHer edUcAtIon InstItUtIons: 
 Kansas has a large number of institutions of higher learning and not all of them are financed by tax 
dollars. However, even the private colleges of Kansas are impacted by the funding allocated to the public 
colleges and universities. Tuition and fees charged at the public institutions cover only approximately 50 percent 
of operating costs, leaving the remaining operating costs and all major maintenance and capital projects to be 
financed by taxpayers or alternative revenue sources. This heavy subsidy of public education puts private colleges 
in the state at a tremendous disadvantage in providing competitive tuition rates. 

 The proper level of tuition relative to the amount of each student’s education financed by the taxpayers 
has begun to get more attention as those states with heavily taxpayer subsidized public higher education see the 
number of private colleges dwindle. Additionally, as the demand for tax dollars increase within social programs 
for the poor, such as Medicaid, there is growing debate about the appropriateness of subsidizing the education 
for the children of middle and upper income wage earners.

 The benefits of a college education are greatest on the earning power of the students who receive it. 
According to the Census Bureau, over an adult’s working life high school graduates earn an average of $1.2 
million; associate’s degree holders earn about $1.6 million; and bachelor’s degree holders earn about $2.1 
million.15  There is no reason to tax the majority of taxpayers in the state who do not have children attending 
a state institution in order to subsidize those who do, especially when there is evidence it is the more affluent 
citizens who are more likely to have children enrolled in higher education.16

The Real Art is Getting a Job HereWith only eight FTEs the Arts Commission manages to have an Executive Director, four Art Program Consultants, one Public Service Executive, and one Publications Writer. All that manpower produces an impressive list of salary and wages of $442,386 or an average of $55,298 per person.Governor’s Budget Report #2  FY-2010 and KanView website

Commonsense Budget Proposal

 
53



 Indeed, the Kansas Board of Regents indicated its level of comfort with taxing the poor for its needs 
when it issued a press statement in support of receiving gambling revenues.17 A study found one effect of 
gambling was “the poorest households, those in the bottom third of income, reduce consumption spending the 
most, nearly 3 percent” and redirect it to gambling instead of food and household expenses.18

 The increasing amount of subsidy paid by Kansas taxpayers was validated by a recent study conducted 
by the Kansas Board of Regents indicating tuition rates in Kansas are considerably lower than the national and 
regional averages. “Tuition remains a bargain in Kansas,” said Reginald L. Robinson, President and CEO of 
the Kansas Board of Regents. “Tuition rates are escalating rapidly across the nation but tuition rates at Kansas 
universities continue to provide Kansans with an exceptional educational value, particularly when compared to 
the national average.”19   

 Advocates of heavily taxpayer subsidized tuition contend the economic and social benefits of extending 
higher educations to the largest number of students are worth the cost to all taxpayers.  The Kansas Board of 
Regents makes just such a claim in saying that “the Docking Institute’s recent economic impact study confirmed, 
an investment in our state university campuses will result in an immediate and significant boost for the Kansas 
economy.”20 Legislators should view this report with more than a little skepticism. Consider the Institute is 
actually part of one of the public schools (Fort Hays State University) that stands to benefit directly from the 
funding.  In reaching its one-sided conclusion the study neglected to measure the economic benefits of just 
returning the $727 million to taxpayers which would have generated its own significant economic impact.  

 A more comprehensive study of the claim, “Does Spending on Higher Education Drive Economic 
Growth? 20 Years of Evidence Reviewed,”21 refutes the Docking study. Using data from all 50 states spanning 
more than two decades, and incorporating lags up to five years, the study found weak and inconsistent 
correlations between state funding of higher education and economic growth. Comparing states’ higher-
education appropriations with gross state product reveals that two of the 10 fastest-growing states from 1981 to 
2000, New York and Rhode Island, experienced a real decrease in per capita higher education appropriations, 
while three of the 10 slowest-growing states, Mississippi, New Mexico and North Dakota, were among the top 
10 in growth of real higher education appropriations. From 1991 to 2000, none of the top 10 states in greatest 
higher education appropriations were among the top 10 in economic growth. 

 There is some evidence there is also an additional downside to the low tuition approach.  According to a 
report from the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, high-subsidy, low tuition policies can actually have negative 
effects. “Although subsidizing tuition increases enrollment rates, it reduces student effort,” the study found. 
“This follows from the fact that a high-subsidy, low tuition policy causes an increase in the percentage of less 
able and less highly motivated college graduates. Additionally and potentially more important, all students, even 
the more highly motivated ones, respond to lower tuition levels by decreasing their effort levels.”22

 Looking at this question from the standpoint of efficiency, there is much to be said in favor of the 
policy of reducing the taxpayer subsidy for higher education. Richard Vedder, a professor of economics at Ohio 
University points out in his recent book “Going Broke by Degree” that American higher education suffers from 
very low productivity. In contrast to almost every other industry, per-unit (pupil) costs in education continue 
rising. Kansas is no exception to that rule and by the Board of Regents’ own account taxpayers are paying for 
those cost increases instead of passing it on to the beneficiaries.  

 Public colleges and universities don’t have to pass the test of the market. Students and institutions are 
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subsidized by working Kansans’ taxes, so the schools can spend without regard to the outcomes associated with 
those costs and offer sometimes frivolous courses that provide questionable benefits to the students. A college 
education should be accessible for everyone, but those who can afford to pay should shoulder more of their 
education costs rather than ask Kansas taxpayers to foot the bill. 

 Rather than subsidizing tuition, policymakers should consider charging higher tuition and then 
discount it for students who cannot otherwise afford to attend. 

 Kansas should announce it will gradually raise tuition, but that it will do so in steps so families can 
anticipate the costs and plan accordingly. In order to minimize the increase in tuition, higher education’s budget, 
like the budgets of all state agencies, needs to be reviewed from top to bottom for unnecessary expenditures.

WHAt eFFect WoUld rAIsIng tUItIon HAve on
KAnsAs’ PUBlIc HIgHer edUcAtIon InstItUtIons?

 Quite possibly not what the Board of Regents would think. A study by Arwynn Mattix of the 
Goldwater Institute pointed out “the University of Michigan provides an example of how public universities can 
thrive with less state funding. Under the ‘Vision 2017’ plan, U-M sought to become a ‘privately financed public 
university.’ In 1965, state appropriations accounted for 70 percent of U-M’s general revenue. But, by 2003, 
state appropriations accounted for less than 10 percent. Meanwhile, U-M has remained one of the nation’s top 
ranked universities. U-M reduced dependence on taxpayer funds by aggressively pursuing private fundraising 
campaigns, aligning tuition more closely with costs, and identifying core academic programs and eliminating 
others.”23

 It is interesting to note that after last year’s AFP budget exposed the extreme travel expenditures of 
several of the institutions, the KanView Web site no longer shows those expenditures for some institutions. 
It is hard to believe these institutions no longer have any travel costs. AFP encourages legislators to ask the 
University of Kansas and Emporia State University to explain the absence of travel reporting and require those 
higher education institutions to adhere to the laws requiring transparency.  Similarly, the budget makers should 
note international travel for several institutions was excessive with Kansas State University spending over $1.5 
million. While there appears to be a decrease from 2008 to 2009 in total travel expenditures, the absence of 
some schools reporting makes that number very suspect (see enclosed box).  
 

 Although AFP only provides for a 5 percent decrease for Kansas higher education institutions, it 
encourages legislators and school administrators to look at the University of Michigan business model to find 
further savings and establish a more robust education system.

http://www.kansas.gov/KanView/client/js/#dataTable=agency/index%3Fmode%3

EDUCATION

EXPENDITURES & REVENUES: AGE EXPENDITURE REVENUE
2009 2009

2008 2009
BOARD OF REGENTS $241,514.65 $242,865.75
EMPORIA STATE UNIVERSITY ???? ????
FORT HAYS STATE UNIVERSITY $1,441,935.54 $1,241,976.35
KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY $9,505,150.44 $9,026,527.39
PITTSBURG STATE UNIVERSITY $1,105,194.50 $919,682.27
UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS ???? ????
WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY $2,376,633.67 $2,285,978.82
TOTALS $14,670,428.80 $13,717,030.58

TRAVEL TOTALS
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2.  Education Spending Policy Primer, October 2009 Americans for Prosperity Kansas
3. http://www2.ljworld.com/news/2009/jul/15/state-board-education-proposes-282-million-increas/?more_like_this 
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Public safety
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Public Safety
State General Funds

Approved Budget FY-2010 AFP Budget FY-2011
Department of Corrections 109,667,055$                         98,700,350$                           
El Dorado Correctional Facility 23,534,570$                           22,357,842$                           
Ellsworth Correctional Facility 12,336,798$                           11,719,958$                           
Hutchinson Correctional Facility 28,241,967$                           26,829,869$                           
Lansing Correctional Facility 36,700,008$                           34,865,008$                           
Larned Correctional Mental Health Facility 9,672,390$                             9,188,771$                             
Norton Correctional Facility 12,703,749$                           12,068,562$                           
Topeka Correctional Facility 12,346,083$                           11,728,779$                           
Winfield Correctional Facility 12,190,150$                           11,580,643$                           
Juvenile Justice Authority 40,174,319$                           38,165,603$                           
Atchison Juvenile Correctional Facility 379,770$                                360,782$                                
Beloit Juvenile Correctional Facility 3,847,762$                             3,655,374$                             
Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex 15,721,236$                           14,935,174$                           
Larned Juvenile Correctional Facility 8,727,511$                             8,291,135$                             
Adjutant General 15,136,285$                           15,136,285$                           
Highway Patrol 35,106,115$                           35,106,115$                           
Kansas Bureau of Investigation 15,567,663$                           15,567,663$                           
Kansas Parole Board 488,386$                                488,386$                                
Sentencing Commission 8,955,513$  8,955,513$
Public Safety Total 401,497,330$                        379,701,809$                         
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Last year the AFP Commonsense Budget pointed out that relative to other functions of Kansas government, 
the public safety function has received one of the smallest increases in funding over the years. AFP advocated 
increasing spending by $20 million in this area to combat violent crime and other safety issues. AFP believes this 
important part of the budget has continued to be underfunded and supports a standstill budget supplemented 
by some of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds.

 Although there was a slight decrease in violent crime nationally from 2006 to 2007, Kansas had a 7 
percent increase which was one of the highest increases in the nation.1  In the most recent numbers available 
in 2007, there were also 1,175 assaults on law enforcement officers, a 6.3 percent increase from 2006.  Most of 
these assaults occurred between the hours of 8 p.m. and 4 a.m.2  No neighborhood should be held hostage by 
violent criminals and this budget targets areas with high crime rates through $9 million in grants to local police 
forces to be administered by the Kansas Bureau of Investigation.  

 Research shows crime rates are determined by numerous factors, including, but not limited to, 
demographics, socioeconomic factors and the effectiveness of the criminal justice system. In terms of 
public policy, a major factor contributing to falling crime rates in recent years has been the increased use of 
incarceration. After controlling for socioeconomic factors that may influence crime rates, research based on 
trends in multiple jurisdictions over several years indicates incarceration reduces crime significantly. Kansas’ 
incarceration rate has been consistently below the national average since 1989. The prison population has 
decreased each year since FY 2004, but projections show an increase of at least 71 inmates each year due to 
Jessica’s Law, which requires those convicted of certain child sex offenses to serve a minimum of 25 years 
imprisonment.3  This budget provides funding to keep programs such as Jessica’s Law fully funded, and 
additional funding for incarcerating violent criminals using the ARRA targeted grants to local law enforcement.  

 There is an understanding among those who run correctional institutions there are basically two types of 
criminals: ones at whom society is mad and the ones of whom we are afraid. There is a cost to Kansas taxpayers 
in apprehending, convicting and confining those who violate the law. This budget supports an emphasis on 
budgeting funds to protect citizens from the criminals  of whom society is most afraid. Criminals such as petty 
thieves, drug users and bad check writers are criminals at whom society has plenty of reason to be mad. They 
should be punished for their crimes, but imprisonment for non-violent offenses does little to improve public 
safety or change behavior. It costs approximately $24,000 a year to house an inmate in a state facility and that 
doesn’t include other costs, such as supporting children while their parents are incarcerated. These low-level 
criminals should be paying their own way by continuing to work, live at home, support their families, pay taxes 
and provide restitution to victims.   

 This budget supports community-based programs that include behavior modification, restitution 
and supervision. Community-based programs must be cost effective and prove to be successful in preventing 
recidivism. In FY 2008, the Legislature appropriated $11.03 million for basic community corrections grants. 
The Department of Corrections is responsible for administering the grants to local programs to be used for 
intensive supervision programs as well as substance abuse and mental health treatment.  These programs have 
reduced the number of offenders returning to prison for violating the conditions of their release by 49 percent 
between FY 2003 and FY 2007.4  The number of new crimes committed by offenders under parole supervision 
has declined by 41 percent since FY 2000.5  AFP salutes the measures to prevent the misuse of this program 
funding where service provider invoices are first approved by a local community corrections officer with direct 
knowledge of the successes and/or failures, then sent to the Kansas Sentencing Commission, which functions as 
a centralized payment center.  
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 The Legislature also appropriated $4.5 million in FY 2008 to fund the Senate Bill 14 Risk Reduction 
Initiative (RRI). The goal of SB 14 RRI was to reduce revocation rates by at least 20 percent, by targeting 
services to medium- and high-risk probationers who might otherwise violate the conditions of their probation 
or be convicted of a new misdemeanor or felony. Grants were awarded to local community corrections 
agencies to enhance risk reduction efforts and reduce revocation rates. Community volunteers and faith-based 
organizations provide services such as housing, employment, substance abuse treatment and transportation. 
The initiative promotes interagency collaboration and neighborhood-based strategies, and holds state agencies 
accountable for the outcomes of the plan. These local RRIs should be closely monitored using relevant 
performance measures to ensure they are achieving the desired outcome and taxpayer dollars are being utilized 
appropriately.

 AFP encourages lawmakers to consider private prisons instead of any state prison expansion or large 
scale renovations. This budget supports the suspension of bonding capacity for the Department of Corrections 
but goes further in calling for a complete freeze on public facilities.  

 Additionally, this budget suggests lawmakers apply relevant performance measures to all safety programs 
to maximize the safety of the general public. Programs that claim to prevent crime should be able to show that 
they do have an impact on the targeted crimes or the funds should be reallocated. Similarly, programs claiming 
to reduce the number of re-offenders need to be closely monitored. Clearly, prevention can be the most cost 
effective solution for society.

dePArtMent oF correctIons:
 AFP recommends an additional $10 million over the standstill budget to be used first for additional 
bed space for violent offenders, such as sex offenders who receive mandatory minimum sentences and then for 
increased supervision of those criminals who receive community-based sentences.  

 The Legislature should specify part of this funding must be used for the purpose of making sure bed 
space is available for violent offenders. Currently Kansas does not have a bed space issue but we anticipate with 
the increase in policing of centers of violent crime, incarceration of violent offenders will increase.  

 Until such time as the monies are needed for incarceration costs this $10 million in funding should 
be used to provide increased monitoring of high-risk parolees with GPS ankle bracelets and expansion of the 
community sentencing programs. This approach should produce savings for the department that need to be 
re-invested in the program when this funding source is finally absorbed by violent offender incarceration costs. 
These funds should not be used for discretionary spending and should be funds that the Legislature enables the 
department to carry over if not fully expended in the current budget cycle. 

 AFP cautions legislators to view the estimates for FY 2010 total prison populations from the Sentencing 
Commission that show decreases as subject to abrupt change. Poor economic conditions increase crime and the 
$9 million allocated to the Kansas Bureau of Investigation to reduce crime in targeted areas will also result in 
additional arrests and incarcerations. 

 AFP does not agree with the Governor’s budget proposal of suspending operations at the minimum 
security correctional facilities in Toronto, Stockton, El Dorado and Osawatomie which will yield savings of $5.4 
million over two years from the SGF. Added bed capacity in the eight main correctional facilities will allow the 
inmates from these satellite facilities, which provide labor to local governments and state agencies, to rejoin the 
general inmate population.6  This is simply a transfer of expense to the local governmental units. AFP believes 
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work projects that benefit the general public are a proper way for those serving time to repay society while 
learning how to “put in a day’s work.” It is rather problematic the Governor maintains there will be that much in 
savings when the added inmates will drive up costs at the facilities to which they are transferred.  

 ARRA funding of $82 million is being provided to help the department which will allow a budget 
reduction of 10 percent even after providing the majority of the monies to the individual institutions.   

AdJUtAnt generAl: 
 AFP recommends a standstill budget for the Adjutant General.

stAte FIre MArsHAl: 
 AFP recommends the consolidation of this office into the Kansas Bureau of Investigation. This puts the 
investigative resources of the KBI at the disposal of the Fire Marshal and will allow redundant administrative 
positions and the attendant costs to be phased out. This budget provides the standstill budget less 10 percent in 
consolidation savings for the State Fire Marshal.

PArole BoArd: 
 AFP recommends the standstill budget for the Parole Board.

KAnsAs HIgHWAy PAtrol: 
 This budget provides the standstill budget for the Kansas Highway Patrol plus $1 million in additional 
ARRA funding targeted at increasing patrolling of those sections of Kansas highways with safety issues, 
especially U.S. 50. Over the past five years, this highway has had the highest rate of head-on collisions among the 
state’s two-lane highways, and the heaviest volume of big trucks. Part of the problem with the highway is that 
a lot of trucks use it on their way to meatpacking plants in southwest Kansas, and many truckers use it to drive 
between Wichita and Kansas City to avoid tolls on the Kansas Turnpike.7   Current economic conditions will 
most likely preclude being able to address the safety situation with construction of more lanes for these problem 
highways. This budget’s additional funding is to be targeted only at providing increased patrol officer presence 
on these “unsafe” highways, especially in the area of monitoring overweight and unsafe trucks.   

KAnsAs BUreAU oF InvestIgAtIon: 
 AFP recommends the standstill budget for the Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI) plus $9 million in 
additional funding for targeted grants to local police forces. AFP encourages the Legislature to look at ARRA 
funds for this funding. AFP believes the KBI can determine those areas with a disproportionate amount of 
violent crime and provide grants to local police departments to hire additional officers or pay overtime to 
officers for increased patrols and police presence between the hours of 8 p.m. and 4 a.m. in these areas.  The 
legislation should mandate that after removing the cost of KBI administration the funding is only for “boots 
on the ground” and not discretionary spending within the agency or the police forces receiving the grants.  The 
KBI should be required to file an annual report to the Legislature on the use of the funds and the resulting effect 
on violent crime in those areas.  One possible source for part of this funding is the Community Development 
Block Grant of $4.6 million in the ARRA funding. To receive these funds,  “a project must meet at least one of 
the following federally mandated criteria: The project benefits low and moderate income individuals, removes 
or prevents slum or blight conditions, or eliminates an urgent need created by a disaster when local funds 
are unavailable.”  Inner-city high crime areas certainly would seem to meet these criteria.  Is there any greater 
benefit to any community than to have a safe environment for residents and their families?  Clearly, there is an 
irrefutable correlation between low income areas and crime. This budget believes that in the different ARRA 



funds flowing to local police forces the KBI can designate at least $9 million to this program without impacting 
its budget. 

eMergency MedIcAl servIces BoArd: 
 AFP recommends the standstill budget for the Emergency Medical Services Board.

sentencIng coMMIssIon:  
 The Kansas Sentencing Commission was established to develop a sentencing guideline (grid) based on 
fairness and equity and provide a mechanism for linking justice and corrections policies. Its goal in establishing 
the sentencing guidelines was to reserve incarceration for violent and/or repeat offenders, while promoting non-
violent offender reformation through appropriate community sanctions. The commission consults and makes 
recommendations to the legislature regarding modification of the sentencing guidelines, and provides policy 
makers information that will enhance decisions regarding resource allocations. AFP recommends the standstill 
budget for the commission.  

IndIvIdUAl correctIonAl FAcIlItIes:  
 Each facility is to receive the FY 2010 appropriations, less 5 percent.   

1. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports, Crime in the United States 2007
2. Kansas Bureau of Investigation, 2007 Law Enforcement Officers Killed or Assaulted
3. Kansas Sentencing Commission, Fiscal Year 2009 Adult Inmate Prison Population Projections
4.  2008 Kansas Department of Corrections Annual Report
5.  Ibid.
6.  FY-2010 Comparison Report, page 70
7.  FY-2010 Comparison Report, page 22
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Ag & Natural Resources
State General Funds

Approved Budget FY-2010 AFP Budget FY-2011
 Department of Agriculture 10,948,668 412,140,01                           $ $                           

525,468*tnemtrapeD htlaeH laminA -                                $ $                                        
604,238**noissimmoC noitavresnoC etatS 545,707                                $ $                                

 Health & Environment--Environment 8,986,204 372,836,7                             $ $                             
 Kansas State Fair 341,861 285,092                                $ $                                
 Kansas Water Office** 2,025,746 488,127,1                             $ $                             
 Department of Wildlife & Parks *** 6,541,544$ 5,560,312$

459,045,03latoT secruoseR larutaN dna erutlucirgA 118,959,52                          $ $

*duties and funding transferred to Department of Ag
**funding for duties shown here but duties transferred to 
Health and Environment
***water monitoring duties transferred to Health and 
Environment but funding showing here
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Often when budgeting issues are being addressed Agriculture and Natural Resources take a back seat to 
education and health care. Within the agencies of this cabinet reside some examples of how government grows 
itself through fees. Fees on businesses or individuals exceeding the cost of providing the service are simply 
backdoor taxes that are a cost of business which must be absorbed or passed on to the end user. This cabinet 
contains many examples of fee-based revenue sources that seem to have increased and may be how agencies are 
transferring costs as appropriated funds have fallen.  

 Often this type of growth in government is in the quasi-state agencies. These entities are created by 
statute whose boards usually have at least some political appointees. Some of these are regulatory, like the 
Accountancy Board, but others have purposes that might be more appropriate in the private marketplace. 

 An example of this is the Kansas Wheat Commission, which is, according to its Web site; “a grower-
funded, grower-governed wheat products advocacy organization working to secure the future of Kansas wheat 
in the global market through international trade research, export system studies and continually improved 
varieties of wheat. Its mission is to increase wheat producer productivity and profitability through research, 
education and domestic and international market development.” It is grower-funded with a non-voluntary 
assessment of 1 cent (10 mills) per bushel at the first point of sale on all wheat sold in Kansas.1  Quite simply 
this is a tax on wheat growers. The last published financials show the Commission taking in over $2.5 million 
in FY 2007 with a carry-over from previous years of over $3 million.2  These numbers on funding are reported 
on neither KanView nor on the Commission’s Web site. Legislators should mandate these quasi-state agencies 
become more transparent.

 The Kansas Wheat Commission’s assessment is a cost of doing business to Kansas farmers and looking 
at the mission statement, one has to ask whether the tens of millions of taxpayer dollars of agricultural research 
already funded at Kansas State University and other higher education institutions, at the United States 
Department of Agriculture, and the Kansas Department of Agriculture do not already cover most of the state’s 
research needs. The Department of Commerce also has a taxpayer-funded agricultural marketing division 
pursuing trade opportunities for Kansas wheat. Indeed one has to ask how necessary it is to the individual wheat 
farmer to have money taken from his or her pocket to finance things that are really more appropriately done by 
Cargill, Archers Daniels Midland or any of the other corporate entities who trade agricultural products on the 
global market.  

 AFP recommends the long-term dissolution of boards with hidden taxes such as the Kansas Wheat 
Commission. Their funding sources should be stopped and the carry-over returned to the original payer. In the 
meantime, this budget includes a minimum $10 million tax break to businesses and individuals by requiring a 
one-time reduction in fees of 25 percent.

dePArtMent oF AgrIcUltUre: 
 During a period where appropriations were reduced to the department there was a significant increase 
in the fee-based funding. The following table shows those fees. Legislators should ask for explanations of this 72 
percent increase in fee revenues.
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 The AFP application of common sense to the budgeting process has as a central tenet the idea that 
government should not only be efficient in expenditures of its citizens’ money, but also that services provided to 
the citizens be accessible and relevant. In an effort to streamline government, then-Governor Kathleen Sebelius 
issued Executive Reorganization Order (ERO) #32, which transferred several program responsibilities from the 
Kansas Department of Health and Environment to the Kansas Department of Agriculture. The Governor’s press 
release stated, “This reorganization is part of my administration’s continuing search for changes in government 
to better serve Kansans. The creation of single points of contact for Kansas businesses increases responsiveness 
on the part of state government, while continuing to strengthen the safety of food in Kansas.”3  This strategic 
realignment of food safety duties between the two agencies responsible for consumer protection is exactly the 
sort of consolidation AFP supports.  

 This budget encourages Governor Mark Parkinson to continue to seek such opportunities, and one area 
that begs for “single points of contact for Kansas businesses” is in the area of water monitoring. The Agriculture, 
Conservation Commission, Wildlife and Parks, and Health and Environment departments all have jurisdiction in 
areas of water monitoring. Spreading the functions creates redundant support people and potentially underutilizes 
equipment, as well as creating confusion for individuals and businesses seeking information or permits.   

 The Agriculture Department is the central state authority for how food is produced, processed and 
transported to consumers, in addition to which it has a presence in grocery stores through its dairy, meat and egg 
compliance checks. Such responsibility, especially in a time where the food chain may be a terrorist target, is an 
important element of homeland security. However, because these costs are directly transferred to the consumer via 
the department’s fees for these services, these costs must be constantly monitored because of the disproportionate 
share of their income that lower income families spend on their grocery bills. 

 

REVENUES: AGENCY SUMMARY DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
2009 2008

AGRICULTURAL LIMING MATERIALS FEE FUND 26,123.31$            16,998.35$            
AGRICULTURAL PREPAREDNESS FEDERAL FUND 73,595.29 -            $ $                      
COMPUTER SERVICES FUND 51,734.60$            24,132.60$            
DAIRY FEE FUND 518,139.22$          507,883.49$          
FEEDING STUFFS FEE FUND 831,051.47$          717,795.93$          
FOOD SAFETY FUND 1,802,071.64$       806,997.61$          
FOOD SERVICE INSPECTION REIMBURSEMENT FUND 957,924.00 -          $ $                      
GENERAL FEES FUND 16,835.00$            13,050.00$            
OTHER FEDERAL GRANTS 626,996.62$          466,446.05$          
PEST DETECTION & SURVEY - FEDERAL FUND 221,024.00$          190,061.00$          
PETROLEUM INSPECTION FEE FUND 862,049.93$          703,227.98$          
WATER STRUCTURES FUND 124,097.25$ 112,078.03$
Source :KanView Web site 6,111,642.33$       3,558,671.04$       

1 of 1

Think they might be worried about their jobs instead of taxpayer dollars?“The state’s budget problems have revived a proposal to merge two small agencies into the Department of Agri-culture, but the smaller ones are resisting the idea. Legislative auditors estimate that having the department absorb the functions of the now-independent State Conservation Commission and Animal Health Department will save about $710,000 a year, or $3.5 million over five years. But Livestock Commissioner George Teagarden, who leads the Animal Health Department, said auditors didn’t demonstrate that the Department of Agriculture would be the best place for the jobs now done by his agency. Greg Foley, the Conservation commission’s executive director, said the idea needs further study to determine whether ‘cost efficiencies are truly gained.’”  
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 AFP recommends the Department of Agriculture receive a 15 percent reduction in budget for FY 2011.  

dePArtMent oF AnIMAl HeAltH:  
 The Kansas Animal Health Department was created in 1969 by consolidating all of the activities of 
the Livestock Sanitary Commission and the State Brand Commission. The department is divided into four 
divisions: administration, disease control, animal facilities inspection and brands. The department works with 
two boards: a nine-member Kansas Animal Health Board and a ten-member Pet Animal Advisory Board.4  
When one considers the amount of bureaucracy just in the overview capacity this agency would seem to be a 
prime target for reorganization.

 A quick review of the agency’s primary functions points to its candidacy to be consolidated with the 
Agriculture Department:

• Eradicate infectious and contagious livestock diseases throughout the state
• Test programs, epidemiology of disease outbreaks and technical support
• Inspect feedlots, livestock markets and disposal plants, conduct disease tracebacks and assist in testing 

programs  
• Gather and maintain records on calfhood vaccinations, herd records, test results, import and export 

requirements, and provide laboratory technical support for the state/federal testing laboratory
• Operate Kansas Homeland Defense (aka Emergency Management, which is the education of producers, 

emergency personnel and other interested parties on the state emergency animal disease plan) 
• Conduct animal identification (which is voluntary but may eventually become mandatory) 
• Operate the Animal Facilities Inspection Program (regulates companion animal facilities licensed under 

the provisions of the Kansas Pet Animal Act)
• Operate the brand division, which maintains an 18,000-brand registry and assists with the market brand 

inspection program 

 The threat of disease and/or terrorist attack can be minimized with a single chain of command following 
food items such as meat products from the farm to the consumer. AFP not only encourages the consolidation 
to prevent the funding of duplicate support personnel but to improve the safety of Kansas consumers. AFP 
recommends the savings from the removal of redundant support positions through consolidation be spent 
internally on maintaining the monitoring of the food chain from field to consumer and that the department 
receive a 15 percent reduction in funding. 

KAnsAs dePArtMent oF HeAltH And envIronMent: 
 The Kansas Department of Health and Environment (KDHE) currently has water monitoring duties in 
addition to the water monitoring activities in the Conservation Commission, Kansas Water Office, Department 
of Agriculture, and Department of Wildlife and Parks. The potential for bureaucratic turf wars, redundancies 
in support personnel, and the inefficiency of having several agencies monitoring one of the state’s most precious 
resources make this an area where the legislator should mandate consolidation into one agency. AFP suggests 
all water activities be moved to KDHE with a reduction of 10 percent in funding for each activity to reflect the 
savings from consolidation of support functions. 

 AFP also recommends legislators review the $2 million in SGF allocations to the Community Based 
Primary Health Care Clinics for reallocation to the Kansas Health Policy Authority for a Critical Care-based 
initiative. By reallocating this money to a Medicaid waiver aimed at growing medical capacity and creating 
dental hubs for the Medicaid population, KHPA can receive the federal match for these funds leveraging the 
original amount to approximately $5 million. This waiver should be aimed at increasing the reimbursement rate 



for those service providers KHPA deems crucial to serving the Community Based initiative. Not only does this 
ensure that those being served by the taxpayers’ dollars are truly needy, but it also provides an incentive to the 
private sector to offer those services via the increased reimbursement rate. 

 This is another agency in which AFP encourages the examination of the fee structure.  An increase of 60 
percent in one year should require an explanation to legislators.

 AFP recommends a 15 percent decrease for KDHE in appropriations. 

KAnsAs stAte FAIr: 
 AFP encourages the continuation of the State Fair’s solicitation of corporate sponsors, commercial 
exhibitors, and other private partners as funding sources. AFP decreases the State Fair’s appropriation by 15 
percent.

stAte conservAtIon coMMIssIon: 
 AFP transfers the Commission’s water duties to KDHE and provides a 15 percent decrease for the 
remaining duties. 

KAnsAs WAter oFFIce: 
 AFP closes this agency and transfers the budget with a 15 percent reduction in funding to reflect the 
savings from the removal of redundant support positions.    

KAnsAs dePArtMent oF WIldlIFe And PArKs: 
 This department has experienced an unprecedented growth in expenditures, while the price of vehicle 

2009 2008
ABANDONED MINED-LAND FUND $3,284,282.00 $2,090,683.55
LEAD BASED PAINT HAZARDOUS CONTROL GRT PGM FED FD $1,222,156.90 $952,275.22
NATURAL RESOURCES DAMAGES TRUST FUND $3,892,284.22 $662,056.69
PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY LOAN FUND $4,939,711.06 $3,458,136.32
PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY REVOLVING LOAN FUND $125,995,456.65 $83,137,785.08
SPONSORED PROJECT OVERHEAD FUND - ENVIRONMENT $5,115,895.17 $4,853,664.78
STATE WATER PLAN FUND $340,681.56 $213,741.22
TITLE IV - E FEDERAL FUND $1,205,020.00 $1,131,793.99
UNDERGROUND PETROL STORAGE TANK RELEASE TRUST FUND $15,354,182.07 $9,838,711.81
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL REVOLVING FUND $191,679,959.97 $114,585,073.43
WATER SUPPLY FUND - FEDERAL $1,184,821.77 $979,788.00
Source: KanView Website $354,214,451.37 $221,903,710.09

HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT - ENVIRONMENT

1 of 1

What Do They Do the Other 50 Weeks of the Year?

The Fair has 24 FTEs who draw salaries and wages of $1.7 million which 

averages $71,570 per person. 

Governor’s Budget Report FY-2010  page 440
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Why Not Just Do a Rain Dance?

The Kansas Water Office spent $156,000 on weather modification contracts for pilots to release silver iodide 

into clouds to reduce crystal formation despite the fact that in 2003, scientists at the National Academy of 

Sciences concluded there is no scientific evidence that it works.

Governor’s Budget Report FY-2010 page 328 and “Cloud-seeding gets a failing grade” San Antonio Express-News, October 20, 2003



admission to the state parks for calendar year 2007 was reduced by half by the 2006 Legislature. The 2006 
Legislature appropriated $800,000 from the SGF for the last half of FY 2007 and $800,000 for the first half of 
FY 2008 to offset the loss in revenue to the parks. 

 AFP encourages the Legislature and department to revisit its fee structure at the various parks. Those 
who can afford to pay for access should not be subsidized by the working families of Kansas. Discounted access 
fees could be offered to lower income groups, military and senior citizens. A greater portion of these fees should 
be left with the receiving park to incentivize the park managers to make their parks more attractive to the public 
and generate even greater incomes.  

 The department is to be commended for its public-private partnership known as Walk-in Hunting 
Access Tracts. Instead of retiring land from the public tax rolls by purchasing hunter access, the department 
leases land from landowners. This creates improved access for hunters, which encourages out-of-state hunters 
to hunt and spend their money at Kansas motels and other venues, and also puts additional revenue into the 
pockets of Kansas landowners.  

 The water monitoring function of this department is transferred to KDHE with a 15 percent reduction 
in funding to partially offset by the savings from consolidation. 

1. http://www.kswheat.com/general.asp?id=16
2. http://kansaswheat.org/upload/AR-Page5.jpg
3. http://www.governor.ks.gov/news/NewsRelease/2004/nr-04-0114b.htm
4. http://www.kansas.gov/kahd/
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Transportation
State General Funds

Approved Budget FY-2010 AFP Budget FY-2011
Department of Transportation 8,900,000$  8,900,000$
Transportation Total 8,900,000$                            8,900,000$                             
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A state with a large rural area, low population and a few large metropolitan areas will always wrestle with the 
allocation of road construction and maintenance funds. Centers of population growth will argue the increasing 
traffic burdens should give them priority while rural areas will counter they need improved roads since a 
significant part of the state’s GDP flows from the natural resources they move to market. AFP has advocated 
using a more commonsense approach such as cost-benefit analysis that avoids some of the political infighting. 

UsIng cost-BeneFIt AnAlysIs

Kansas has evolving transportation needs. The challenge is to better allocate funding for future projects. One 
method used by the Federal Highway Administration (FHA), is cost-benefit analysis. Cost-benefit analysis is a 
well-accepted analytical tool that will allow Kansas lawmakers to improve their decision-making related to the 
prioritization of road projects.

 Given the large dollar amounts involved with transportation infrastructure each year, it makes sense for 
Kansas lawmakers to formalize and institutionalize a competent cost-benefit analytical capability. The success of 
the previous two transportation plans underscores the case for this perspective. 

 The Consensus Revenue Estimating Group offers a useful model for transportation cost-benefit analysis. 
The Consensus Revenue Estimating Group includes personnel from the Division of the Budget, Legislative 
Research and academic consultants from Kansas State University, University of Kansas and Wichita State 
University. Similarly, an apolitical body of experts could comprise the “Transportation Cost-Benefit Analysis 
Group.”

 The primary goal is to improve the amount of credible and consistent information available to 
lawmakers and taxpayers. The analysis of a cost-benefit group does not necessarily need to be binding on 
lawmakers’ decisions, but the analysis should be made part of the public record. This provides the public with an 
explanation of the decision process for infrastructure expenditures and it helps build a track record which can be 
used to score future projects.  

 It is encouraging that AFP’s FY 2009 Commonsense Budget recommendation to change the process for 
choosing projects is being considered by Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT) in a pilot project. AFP 
suggested that “cost/benefit analysis should be applied to local and state partnerships on projects to determine 
the share of the burden that is appropriate for the state to bear. Projects with the least cost and greatest benefit to 
the state should be chosen first thereby encouraging local governments to commit greater resources.”1   

 KDOT’s recently announced pilot process evaluates projects using three factors: engineering, local 
input and economic impact analysis. Project selection over the past two decades has been based primarily on 
engineering factors such as roadway condition and traffic data.2 AFP believes this method of incentivizing local 
participation will help bridge the funding gap until a new transportation program is implemented and, perhaps 
more importantly, provide a model for moving forward with more efficient utilization of taxpayer funds for 
future projects.   

PUBlIc-PrIvAte PArtnersHIPs

FHA’s Web site advocates the concept of bringing some private equity into the transportation process. Public-
private partnerships are contractual agreements formed between a public agency and a private sector entity that 
allow for greater private sector participation in the delivery of transportation projects.
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 The FHA contends expanding the private sector role allows public agencies to tap private sector 
technical, management and financial resources in new ways to achieve public agency objectives such as greater 
cost and schedule certainty, supplementing in-house staff, utilizing innovative technology applications, 
specialized expertise and accessing private capital.

 The private partner can expand its business opportunities in return for assuming the new or expanded 
responsibilities and risks. Some of the primary reasons for public agencies to enter into public-private 
partnerships according to FHA include:

•   Accelerating the implementation of high priority projects by packaging and procuring services in new 
ways

•   Turning to the private sector to provide specialized management capacity for large and complex programs

•   Enabling the delivery of new technology developed by private entities

•   Drawing on private sector expertise in accessing and organizing the widest range of private sector 
financial resources

•   Encouraging private entrepreneurial development, ownership, and operation of highways and/or related 
assets

•   Allowing for the reduction in the size of the public agency and the substitution of private sector resources 
and personnel

 The FHA maintains that “Public-private partnerships (PPPs) provide benefits by allocating the 
responsibilities to the party – either public or private – that is best positioned to control the activity that 
will produce the desired result. With PPPs, this is accomplished by specifying the roles, risks and rewards 
contractually, so as to provide incentives for maximum performance and the flexibility necessary to achieve 
the desired results.” The primary benefits of using public-private partnerships to deliver transportation projects 
include:

•   Expedited completion compared to conventional project delivery methods

•   Project cost savings

•   Improved quality and system performance from the use of innovative materials and management 
techniques

•   Substitution of private resources and personnel for constrained public resources

•   Access to new sources of private capital

 In particular we encourage KDOT to consider using this concept for projects such as the Kansas City 
Intermodal Facility that will transfer highway semi-trailers and containers between trains and trucks. Clearly, 
many private entities share an interest in replacing the aging system currently in place and it is appropriate to 
ask those groups that will benefit to participate in funding this project. Currently, KDOT is applying for a $50 
million Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery Grant to finance this project.3  The use of 
federal tax money, while preferable to state tax funding, is still using taxpayer dollars to subsidize individual 
industries instead of bringing those who have a direct economic interest to the table. 

 Another area well suited to public-private partnerships is in the area of toll roads.  Toll roads in the 
Kansas City area that would allow commuters to move from one part of town to another quickly make fiscal 
sense and, if built and maintained by public-private partnerhips, would lower or completely reduce the need for 



taxpayer dollars for initial construction and operation. Oklahoma City and the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex 
have put in toll roads that are both profitable and efficient time savers for those who choose to use those roads. 
Although alternatives exist for commuters, the relative lack of traffic and ease of movement around those metro 
areas have made these toll roads a win-win for taxpayers and commuters.    

IMProvIng exIstIng InFrAstrUctUre UsAge

Not all improvements in transportation access and safety require the expenditures of large amounts of taxpayer 
funds. AFP has examined some of the issues with existing infrastructure and has some simple suggestions to 
approaching them.  

 KDOT should also consider looking at some ways to make existing public toll roads more attractive to 
consumers. Incentives such as stair-stepped commercial rates for frequent users and high speed pass-holder lanes 
would increase traffic on the current Kansas Turnpikes and eliminate some of the disincentive to use them that 
has forced truck traffic on to non-toll roads.  For example, on U.S. Highway 50 there were 17 traffic fatalities in 
2008 according to KDOT records.4  These safety issues on Highway 50 are partly because many truckers use it 
to drive between Wichita and Kansas City to avoid the tolls on the Kansas Turnpike.5  However, applying some 
cost-benefit analysis to commercial traffic fees and structural elements could easily reduce this issue and increase 
revenues to the toll system. 

 Highways with high accident and fatality counts relative to the amount of traffic usage need to be areas 
of special interest for KDOT. However, not all of these issues need to be solved with repairs or the building 
of new roads. AFP encourages lawmakers to enact a requirement for the Kansas Highway Patrol to submit a 
plan to allocate existing troopers within current operational expenditures to those roads. If increased trooper 
presence does not reduce accident counts then KDOT should proceed with alternative proposals.   

eFFectIve Use oF tHe stIMUlUs FUnds

Kansas is receiving about $380 million in stimulus funds with which Gov. Mark Parkinson and KDOT 
Secretary Deb Miller announced new transportation projects “designed to help create jobs, improve safety and 
encourage economic growth in Kansas.”6  AFP is not in total agreement with Gov. Parkinson’s statement: “These 
are important projects that will soon create thousands of jobs, enhance safety and sustain long-term economic 
growth.”7  

 Economic research studies in general have not found that more highways lead to a larger economy in 
states and regions. Over the last three decades, the presence of more highway capital in a state has not been 
found to attract more private capital to the economy. Most studies have not found that highways, and new 
investment in highways, increase the level of employment or labor earnings in the economy overall. Finally, most 
studies have found the presence of more highways in a state has done little over the last three decades to make 
state economies more productive.8 

 Even KDOT’s own Long Range Transportation Planning group concluded: “Transportation 
projects rarely create wealth.  And while it may be appealing to invest in projects located in regions struggling 
economically to spur growth, the result may just be a transfer of economic benefits from one region to another.”9   

 Additionally there is reason to doubt the claim from the KDOT press release that “Based on estimates 
from the Federal Highway Administration, Kansas stands to gain more than 10,000 jobs from these projects.”10  
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One doesn’t need to have much common sense to see the flaws in those numbers. If every penny of the $380 
million went to payroll it would create jobs that paid approximately $32,000 per job after accounting for 
withholding taxes such as social security and Medicare. This estimate assumes every penny will be spent in 
a 12-month period when, in fact, estimates expect that only one-third of the amount allocated for highway 
construction would be completed by the end of fiscal 2010.11 Spread those numbers over two years and we 
are looking at jobs that would only pay $16,000 per year after withholding. And we have yet to deduct all the 
non-wage cost of these projects such as materials and equipment. The administration may say this will create a 
demand for new machinery and for cement which will create jobs as they produce those items. However, labor 
is only one component of these items and it is very questionable how much – if any – new equipment will be 
purchased based on the nature of these projects or how much of the existing materials are already sitting in 
inventory.  

 Given those commonsense realities AFP suggests a different course of action for this stimulus money. 
The Reason Foundation sponsored a study measuring the performance of state-owned roads and highways in 
twelve different categories. The state is ranked first among all states in a national study in the two categories of 
rural interstates and urban interstates with the fewest miles in poor condition. Not one mile of Kansas rural or 
urban interstate is rated poor.12  It makes good sense to maintain what is already the best highway system in the 
country and this budget encourages KDOT to do exactly that first. If after providing for maintenance there is 
money left over then KDOT should look at the ideas already suggested for any new roads or major upgrades in 
infrastructure. But even in the case of maintenance and/or upgrades AFP encourages cost-benefit analysis and, 
when possible, public-private partnerships to reduce the commitment of taxpayer funds. 

FUtUre trAnsPortAtIon FUndIng oPtIons

 AFP has reviewed the Transportation Funding Options provided offer by Transportation Leveraging 
Investments in Kansas (T-Link). We encourage the Legislature to give great pause to raising taxes – which is 
what most of these proposals suggest – in the midst of a severe recession.     

 Even some of the ideas that are “user fees” make little sense. Raising the surcharge on Kansas Turnpike 
Authority tolls by 10 percent will simply tilt the economic tables more to moving truck traffic to Highway 
50 and exacerbating the already poor safety conditions. Additionally, fees that will largely be borne by the 
commercial traffic on the toll roads will simply be passed on to consumers becoming, in effect, a backdoor tax.

 AFP understands the argument these projects are many years in the future and planning is an important 
tool for an efficient transportation system. We would hope the plan would allow the flexibility to adjust to 
economic conditions and apply some basic business common sense to expenditures. These suggestions of 
“new revenue sources” are largely driven by the contraction of the existing revenue streams due to the overall 
economic climate. We would encourage the legislature to authorize a planning concept more oriented to a 
“pay as you go” approach to capital projects. As economic conditions improve revenues will rise allowing for 
expenditures beyond maintenance and having a set of prioritized projects in place will allow quick movement to 
address needs. 

 The Legislature should send KDOT back to the drawing board to review suggestions such as public-
private partnerships or other innovative ideas instead of the standard mantra just raising revenues to meet our 
expenditure needs. 
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1.  AFP’s FY-2009 Commonsense Budget, Transportation Section
2.  KDOT news release Oct. 5,  2009 
3.  KDOT press release Sept. 18, 2009
4.  Associated Press wire Sept. 1, 2008
5.  Ibid
6.  KDOT press release Feb. 20, 2009
7.  KDOT press release Feb. 20, 2009
8.  “If They Build It, Will They Come”, KU School of Business Center for Applied Economics, May 2005
9.   http://www.kansaslrtp.org/ListEconomicImpact.do
10.  KDOT press release Feb. 20, 2009
11.  http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/graphic/2009/02/01/GR2009020100154.html
12.  http://www.ksdot.org/PDF_Files/Kansas%20ranks%20high%20in%20national%20transportation%20report.pdf
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Suggested donation of $3


