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All members were present except: v

Representative Peterson

Committee staff present:

Lynda Hutfles, Secretary
Russ Mills, Research
Mary Torrance, Revisor's Office

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Ray Petty, Employment of Handicapped
Michael Lechner, Employment of Handicapped
Richard Robinson

Janet Stubbs, Homebuilders Association
George Barbee, Kansas Lodging Association
Pete McGill, Kansas Funeral Directors

Clyde Chapman

John Wine, Secretary of State's Office
John Peterson, Kansas Cemetery Association
John Wassberg, Funeral Security Plans, Inc.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Miller at 1:00. The Chairman
pointed out the revised agenda and told the committee they needed to become
familiar with the economic development package scheduled for hearings on
Thursday. This is a big responsibility for this committee with little time
to review it. More meetings on Thursday will probably have to be scheduled
to take care of these bills.

Representative Roenbaugh made a motion, seconded by Representative Sallee to
approve the minutes of the April 8 meetinc as corrected. The motion carried.

HB3151 - Handicapped accessibility standards

Ray Petty, Advisory Committee on Employment of Handicapped, gave testimony
explaining why this bill has been introduced. See attachment A.

Michael Lechner, Advisory Committee of the Employment of the Handicapped,
gave testimony in support of HB3151 and the effect of the bill on the handi-
capped community. He compared the differences between the Uniform Building
Code (UBC) and the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) in the area
of accessibility requirements for the handicapped.

Richard Robinson, who works for an Architectural Engineering firm, gave
testimony in support of the bill and explained problems with the present
law. The proposed bill provided for enforcement. It makes kitchens and
bathrooms ANSI accessible.

Janet Stubbs, Homebuilders Association, gave testimony in opposition to

the bill. She explained that extensive hearings had been held on HB2660 (a
similar bill) and that an interim study had been recommended. This bill is
not something that can be discussed and understood in a few minutes. She
told the committee they had never claimed to be in compliance with the

1978 statute; builders were not aware of the 10% accessibility for handi-
capped requirement. She suggested the committee read the audit report which
clearly states lack of compliance. No date is available for the need

of accessibility. She suggested an interim study be done on HB3151.

George Barbee, Kansas Lodging Association, gave testimony in opposition to
the bill. He also suggested an interim study. See attachment B.

Unless specitically noted. the indisvidual remarks recorded herein hase not
been transeribed verbatim. Tndividual remarks as reported herein have not
been submutted to the individuals appearing betore the committee for

editing or corrections. Page 1 Of
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SB499 - Excluding caskets from definition of "cemetery
merchandise" under cemetery merchandise act

Pete McGill, Kansas Funeral Directors, gave testimony in support of the
bill., See attachment C,

Clyde Chapman, Director of Consumers Affairs, gave testimony in support of
the bill. There are people in Kansas concerned ‘about pre-need.

John Wine, Secretary of State's Office, read a letter to Rep. Ivan Sand from
the Secretary of State which said that he did not support or oppose this bill,
but would strongly recommend that an interim study into these issues be
conducted. See attachment D.

John Peterson, Kanas Cemetery Association, gave testimony in oppoistion to
the bill. He suggested to the committee that an interim study be conducted.

See attachment E.

John Wassberg, Funeral Security Plans, Inc., gave testimony in opposition

to the bill. Better buying decisions are made in advance of the need. This
bill should be sent to an interim committee. there is no audit under this
bill. The Secretary of State audits funeral laws under the cemetery merchan-
dise Act. There are no actual audit provisions under KSAl6-301 that are

used by the funeral directors. There should be audits.

Hearings were concluded on SB469.

The meeting was adjourned.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the House Federal and State Affairs
Committee:

My name 1is Ray Petty, Legislative Liaison for the Advisory
Committee on Employment of the Handicapped. I am here to testify
in favor of House Bill 3151.

Today you will not be bombarded by disabled consumers. In the
interests of time and clarity, we have not assembled an entourage
of persons to bring their case to your attention. Instead we
will continue to present information - developed by our office,
by Post—Audit, and by the history of this legislative initiative
in the hope that a reasonable, practical, and consumer-attentive
housing policy will emerge.

Let me lay out the issue as it exists today: the Homebuilders,
Realtors, and Lodging Association have powered their way to
changing the current law from a requirement of 10% accessible
dwelling units in apartment complexes and motels of over 20 units
to VIRTUALLY 1%. At 21, one unit would be required; at 100,
another; and so on.

We are not contesting this massive cut in quantity.

It should be remembered that this was ALL that these associations
sought in Senate Bill 369 last session; that is, a change in the
required number of accessible units, not in the construction
regquirements.

Today things are different.
1. The numbers are lower.
2. The construction standards are far weaker.

3. ‘A lack of need waiver has been added - with no
guidance given with regard to what constitutes
an adequate demonstration of lack-of-need.

4. The Senate Local Government committee took out
the requirement in the current law whereby
waivers are reported to the director of
architectural services in the Department of
Administration.

ATTACHMENT A
1 K. Fisp
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Ladies and gentlemen, things have gone too far. Not only is the
gquantity of accessible units being changed, but the quality of
those units is in serious peril.

The hot-off-the-press Performance Audit Report entitled
"Handicapped Accessibility in Kansas" concludes that "apartment
complexes were not in compliance with the State's standards for
handicapped accessibility . . . (h)owever, the auditors found
that three of the 11 apartment complexes in their sample did not
even have the number of accessible units required by the local
code. Changing the State standards to reflect local requirements
will not necessarily ensure compliance with the law.”

Also: "The auditors found that none of the apartment buildings
visited complied with both the 10% requirement and the
Institute's (ANSI) specifications for handicapped accessibility."

Unfortunately, no comparable information are available on hotels
and motels in Kansas.

Attached find the Conclusions and Recommendations sections of the
Post Audit report, Appendix B which compares ANSI and UBC
requirements for dwelling units, and a table of compliance with
accessibility requirements in the 11 apartment complexes
surveyed.

Also find preliminary findings from a KACEH Housing Survey
completed just this month. These data are so recent that they
have not been shared with any legislative committee.

Our office has also prepared an extended comparison of the ANSI
and UBC standards which we would be glad to share with the
committee.

House Bill 3151 is a compromise between the interests of the
building industry and those of disabled Kansans. This issue
clearly deserves to be voted upon on the floor of both chambers.
We urge you to recommend House Bill 3151 favorable for passage.

Thank you for attending to this very important issue.

ashfs3151



58-1310 to the Uniform Building Code requirements. That code requires a complex with
21 to 99 units to have one accessible unit, plus one accessible unit for each 100 additional
units or fraction of 100 units.

It is difficult to determine the level of need for handicapped accessible
apartments. To determine the actual level of need for handicapped accessible
apartments, information is needed on the number of people with physical handicaps. The
auditors found that there is no such current data available for Kansas. State agencies and
advocacy groups have information on their clients, but it is not comprehensive. The 1980
U.S. Census reported that 7.6 percent of Kansans, age 16 to 64, identified themselves as
having disabilities that limit the type of work they can do or that prevent them from
working. This figure does not differentiate physical and mental disabilities, and does not
include persons more than 64 years old. In 1977, the National Center for Health Statistics
reported that 3.0 percent of the United States' population uses aids such as canes, special
shoes, walkers, and wheelchairs. Even information like this does not indicate how many
physically handicapped individuals are in the market for accessible apartments and the
desired price range for accessible units.

Although it is difficult to determine the need for handicapped accessible apartments,
State law currently requires 10 percent of apartment units to be accessible. Those
accessible units must conform to the American National Standards Institue specifications
for accessibility. The auditors found that none of the apartment buildings visited complied
with both the 10 percent requirement and the Institute's specifications for handicapped
accessibility. Also, despite State and local enforcement activities, many governmental
buildings do not comply with all the handicapped accessibility requirements.

Conclusion

State law requires all public and governmental buildings constructed since
1979 to be accessible to physically handicapped individuals. State law further
requires 10 percent of apartment units, in complexes with at least 20 units, to be
accessible. Buildings are required to conform to the American National
Standards Institute specifications for handicapped accessibility. Various State
and local agencies are responsible for enforcing these standards for handicapped
accessibility, but the State does not have a mechanism for ensuring that
localities enforce the requirements. As a result, local officials often enforce
only local requirements for accessibility, rather than the State standards. These
local requirements are generally less stringent and detailed than the State's
standards. Further, many local officials apparently are not even aware of the
State's requirements.

Despite the enforcement efforts of State and local officials, the auditors
found that most governmental buildings and private apartment complexes did
not meet all the requirements of State law. Only school buildings, reviewed by
the Department of Education, were found to be in substantial compliance with
all the requirements. Governmental buildings were generally in compliance
with the requirements, but some problems were noted.

The auditors found that apartment complexes generally were not in
compliance with the State's standards for handicapped accessibility. House Bill
2660, introduced in the 1986 Session, would provide separate accessibility
requirements for apartments and reduce the number of required accessible units.

14.



The bill would essentially amend State law to reflect the requirements adopted
by many localties. However, the auditors found that three of the 11 apartment
complexes in their sample did not even have the number of accessible units
required by the local code. Changing the State standards to reflect local
requirements will not necessarily ensure compliance with the law.

Recommendations

1. Toensure that handicapped accessibility requirements are complied with
in State buildings, the Department of Administration should ensure that
the Division of Architectural Services conducts thorough reviews of such
buildings during the planning and construction phases. Plans or sites not
in compliance with the requirements should be brought-into compliance
or waivers should be obtained.

2. To ensure that the State's handicapped accessibility requirements are
enforced at the local level, the Department of Administration should
uniformly inform local officials of their responsibility for enforcing the
American National Standards Institute specifications.

3. To further ensure that the State’s handicapped accessibility requirements
are enforced at the local level, the Legislature should consider the
following:

a. Amending K.S.A. 58-1304 to make local building inspectors
responsible for enforcing the handicapped accessibility
requirements during the planning and construction phases of local
building projects. Such an amendment would conform with current
local practices. It would also help ensure that local officials enforce
the requirements during the planning and construction phases,
rather than after a building is completed.

b.  Amending State law to authorize a State agency to ensure that local
units of government enforce the State's handicapped accessibility
requirements. The Department of Administration, or any other
appropriate agency, could be responsible for ensuring that localities
enforce the State's requirements.

15.
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APPENDIX B

Comparison of Handicapped Accessibility Requirements

1980 American National -
Standards Institute

Parking

«Parking spaces shall be 96 inches wide
and have adjacent access aisles 60 inches
wide. Two parking spaces may share a
common access aisle.

*Parking spaces shall be marked with the
accessibility symbol, and that symbol
shall not be obscured by a vehicle
parked in the space.

Entry/Exit

*One accessible route from public
transportation stops, accessible parking
spaces, and public streets and sidewalks
shall be provided.

*The minimum clear width of a door open
90 degrees shall be 32 inches.

*Door handles shall not require tight
grasping, pinching, or twisting of the
WTISL.

*Ramp slopes shall not be greater than 1

vertical to 12 horizontal.
Circulation

*At least one accessible route shall
connect the building entrance with all
accessible  spaces, elements, and
accessible dwelling units in the building
or facility.

*Floor surfaces shall be stable, firm, and
relatively nonslip.

*Elevators shall have visible, audible, and
tactile signals, and the doors shall
remain open at least three seconds.

*The highest operable part of a telephone
shall be no more than 48 inches if a
forward approach is necessary, or 54
inches if a parallel approach is possible.
*Drinking fountain spouts shall not be
more than 36 inches from the floor, and
the water shall flow in a trajectory nearly
parallel to the front of the fountain at

least four inches high.

1985 Uniform Building Code

Parking

*No requirements (a).

Entry/Exit

*At least one primary entrance shall be
accessible.

*Doorways shall have a clear,
unobstructed width of not less than 32
inches

*Ramp slopes shall not be greater than 1
vertical to 12 horizontal.

Circulation

*At least one handicapped accessible
éntrance must be on a level that is
accessible to elevators, where provided.

*Telephones shall be installed so that the
handset, dial, and coin receiver are
within 54 inches of the floor.

*Drinking fountains shall have spouts
within 33 inches of the floor and have
up-front, hand-operated controls.




Bathrooms

*Doorways shall be at least 32 inches
wide (clear floor space varies according
to the type of door and angle of
approach). ‘

«Sinks shall be mounted to allow at least
29 inches of clearance from the floor.

*Hot water and drain pipes shall be
insulated or covered.

*Faucets shall be lever-operated, push
type, or electronically controlled.

*The bottom edge of a mirror shall not be
more than 40 inches from the floor.

«Toilets shall be 17 to 19 inches high;
urinal rims shall be no more than 17
inches above the floor.

«Flush controls shall be mounted on the
wide side of the toilet, no more than 44
inches above the floor.

*+Toilet grab bars shall be 33 to 36 inches

above and parallel to the floor.

«Bathtubs and shower stalls shall have
grab bars.

Bathtubs and shower stalls shall be
equipped with seats.

Kitchens

*Clear floor space of 30 inches by 48
inches shall be provided at all
appliances.

*Base cabinets shall be removable for the
full 30-inch frontage under the sink.

+At least one 30-inch section of counter
space shall be adjustable to 28, 32, and
36 inches.

*One bowl of the sink shall be no deeper
than six and one-half inches.

«Oven controls shall be located on the
front panel.

oIf laundry facilities are provided,
washing machines and clothes dryers
shall be front-loading.

Bathrooms

*Doorways shall be at least 32 inches
wide with 44 inches of clear space on
each side of the door.

«Sinks shall be mounted to allow at least
29 inches of clearance from the floor.

*The bottom egde of a mirror shall not be
more than 40 inches from the floor.

*Toilet grab bars shall be 33 to 36 inches
above and parallel to the floor.

Kitchens

*No requirements.

(a) Cities and counties may have separate requirements for handicapped accessible

parking spaces.

*ANSI requires that bracing be installed in walls behind tubs and toilets to
allow for bolt-on installation of grab bars: the bars need not be installed.

UBC exempts apartment house bathrooms from grab bars. Bracing is not

required. Adaptability is lost.
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Deerfield
(Olathe)

Mur-Len Village
(Olathe)

Parkview
(Manhattan)

Westchester Park
(Manhattan)

Drury Place
(Topeka)

Willow Run
(Topeka)

Kensington Park
(Topeka)

Shores Apartments
(Wichita)

Silver Springs
(Wichita)

The Villas of Eastgate Village
(Hutchinson)

Aspen West
(Lawrence)

_Parking

Yes
Partial
Yes
No
No
No
Partial
No

Partial

Substantial Compliance with the 1980

ion

Entry
& Exit

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

n

r nsti

Circu-

lation

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Yes

( Spgs‘iﬁg;gxig?s
Ba. throom
No
No
Partial
No

No

Partial
No

No

itchen

No

No

Partial

No

No

No

Parual

Parual

No

This complex has no handicapped accessible units.

This complex has no handicapped accessible units.

(a) Student bathrooms at Brougham Elementary were in substantial compliance with the American National Standards
Institute specifications, but the public bathroom was only in partial compliance.




KACEH HOUSING SURVEY
PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Follow-up questionnaires were mailed to all 150 respondents who
use wheelchairs from last year's statewide disability concerns
survey. O0Of those 150, 107 (71%) returned a completed survey.
The results described below are germane to House Bill No. 3151.

OWN OR RENT?
25% of the respondents are renters

TROUBLE WITH BATHROOMS OR KITCHENS?
47% reported architectural barriers in their bathrooms
21% reported architectural barriers in their kitchens

CURRENTLY CONSIDERING MOVING?
18% are currently considering moving; of those, 46%
would rent.

TROUBLE LOCATING ACCESSIBLE HOUSING IN THE PAST?
47% Yes
47% No
6% Have not moved since becoming disabled or have not
sought housing in the past

PERSONAL APPRAISAL, OF AVAILABLE ACCESSIBLE HOUSING IN
COMMUNITY? _
1% felt there was too much to go around
10% said availability was adequate
86% did not know of available accessible housing
3% said they knew there isn't any in their community

HOTEL/MOTEL PROBLEMS?
30% rarely have problems
34% occasionally
28% experience accessibility problems often
8% said they always have problems

SHOULD STATE LOWER ACCESSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR APARTMENTS
AND MOTELS?
5% ves
90% no
5% don't know

WHAT EFFECT WOULD LOWER ACCESSIBILITY STANDARDS PRESENT?
10% none
31% slightly
17% moderately
42% significant effect



CURRENT RENT OR MORTGAGE?
37% pay less than $200 per month (includes owner-
owned homes)
33% pay between $200 and $300 per month
17% pay between $300 and $400 per month
4% pay between $400 and $500 per month
9% pay more than $500 per month

IMPORTANCE OF SELECTED ACCESSIBILITY FEATURES?

Toilet Grab Bars
41% not important
27% important but not essential
32% essential

Tub/Shower Grab Bars
28% not important
26% important but not essential
46% essential

Roll Under Kitchen Sink and Cabinets
41% not important
41% important but not essential
18% essential

Lowered Kitchen Shelves and Cabinets
28% not important
41% important but not essential
31% essential '

azhousesur
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DATE: April 9, 1986
TO: MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL AND STATE AFFAIRS

FROM: George Barbee, Executive Director
KANSAS LODGING ASSOCIATION

RE: HB-3151

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is George Barbee and I am the Executive Director of the
Kansas Lodging Association.

As we expressed to the Legislative Interim Study Committee this
summer, members of the Kansas Lodging Association recognize the
need to accommodate travelling handicapped persons as they seek
lodging in Kansas.

Quite frankly, its not just a responsibility of our members to
accommodate the handicapped, but it's an untapped market of some
thirty-six million people that mean better business if we can
intice them to stay at our establishments.

Of the thirty-six million handicapped persons in the U.S., five
hundred thousand sre reportedly in wheelchairs, while some fourteen
million are handicapped by being either deaf or hearing impaired.
With a population in this country of approximately 235 million
people, the percentage of people confined to wheelchairs Iis
approximately two tenths of a percent (0.2%). That low percentage
of the total population explains why the members of the Lodging
Association were concerned with the existing statute requiring that
10% of all hotel/motel units be handicapped accessible. In all our
research, we have been unable to find any building codes or
statistiecs that would substantiate a need for ten percent.

ATTACHMENT B
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HB-3151 2. April 9, 1986

I would like for you to know that the industry itself is addressing
the needs of the handicapped. Some examples of these are:

The Holiday Inns have a standard that requires one out
of every seventy-five rooms be equipped for wheelchair
access.

Howard Johnson's follows local and state codes regarding
number of specially equipped rcoms per property, but when
there are no local codes, the company reqguires two percent
(2%) of the rcoms to be wheelchair accessible. That
standard applies for franchises, as well as company-owned
properties. : :

Luxury hotels, too, are committed to serving the needs of
handicapped. The Sheraton Plaza Reina at Los Angeles
International Airport boasts forty-eight of the 810 rooms
which feature extra-wide entrances and closet rungs, light
switches and environmental controls positioned conveniently
for a guest in a wheelchair.

At the Mayflower Hotel in Washington, D.C., twelve out of
724 rooms are designed exclusively for people confined
to wheelchsairs.

And, the American Hotel & Motel Association (AHXMA), the
national essociation with which the Kansas Lodging Associa-
tion is affiliated, is working on & position paper on
handicapped accessiblity for newly constructed hotels and
motels.

The interim study committee heard all these details this summer and
as a result of this and other testimony, agreed that the existing
10% requirement was unreasonable.

There has been a great deal of discussion throughout the interim
hearings and hearings on HB-2660 regarding the differences between
the UBC requirements and the ANSI standards. We believe that if
the bill is going to be at all effective, inclusion of the UBC
requirements is a must. Anything else is not going to be familiar
to building inspectors and is probably going to die the death of
the 10% requirement by simply being ignored. The cities and towns
in Kansas which have adopted a building code, for the most part,
already use the UBC.

We still believe there may be an argument to be made for repealing

the existing section of the statutes and leaving the standard-
setting up to local units of government. Kansas is a small-town
state and many of the hotel and motel owners live and run their
businesses in those small towns.



‘B-3151 3. April 9, 1986

The larger cities and the larger hotel chains already have
standards comparable with those in this bill. We would like to
avoid penalizing our small-town, small-business operators with this
bill.

This bill addresses apartment complexes as well as hotels and
motels. We ask you to consider that there is a difference. An
apartment is a "home™ where & person resides on a daily basis and
probably spends the greater part of his or her leisure time.
Whereas a hotel or motel is a temporary residence, usually for just
one or two nights.

Hotels and Motels are privately owned. Those owners have a right
to provide whatever facilities, in their opinion, the market will
bear. Just as handicapped persons have the right to spend their
travelling dollars where they wish.

Over and above the concerns of ANSI standards versus the Uniform
Building Code, 10% versus 2%, and whether or not recreational
facilities should be included in the accessibility requirement, the
Lodging Industry would really like to for you to remember the
famous quote from Thomas Jefferson that Government should do for
the people only those things that the people can't do for
themselves. The market for handicapped accessible lodging rooms
will cause availability with commensurate cost. Supply and demand
should be allowed to solve this problem.
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April 9, 1986

TESTIMONY
to
FEDERAL AND STATE AFFAIRS
by
PETE McGILL

Senate Bill 499

Mr. Chairman - Members of the Committee:

1 am» Pete McGill of Pete McGill and Associates. We represent the

Kansas Funeral Directors and | appear here today in support of SB #499.

| am embarrassed and wish to apologize for taking up your valuable
time at this point in the session. | know most of you are asking the
same question | am asking - why is this bill here in this committee when
the subject has already been discussed and debated on two seperate

occasions in the House Local Government Committee.

That Committee, as most of you know, recommended SB 499 favorable
for passage. It was on the House calendar for several days but held
sown because one member had asked the Speaker not to permit the bill

to come up for a vote. For whaterever reason, it was re-ferred to

Federal State Affairs.

As each of you know, | once had the privilege of sitting on your
side of the table, and served with some members of this committee. |
am now a lobbyist very careful about clients we represent. In both
capacities, | have never knowingly lied to anyone or knowlingly misrepresented
the facts. | don't intend to start now and | want to give you a little"

history of SB 499 and tell you why | am here this afternoon.

ATTACHMENT C
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Prior to the start of the session, Jim Snyder of the Kansas Funeral
Directors Associations called to ask if we would assist them in guiding
a bill through the legislature - a bill that is now SB 499, that adds one

word to existing statutes.

Consistent with the established policies of our firm, | asked Snyder
to give us a few days to consider it as | wanted time to check it out.
We do not represent clients we are not proud of and we do not work on

issues that we do not believe in.

We are pleased to represent the Kansas Funeral Directors and we

firmly support SB 499.

We checked the history of the cemetery merchandise law, the date
of enactment, the purpose and intent of the act. The act was passed
in 1983. Senator Arasmith was chairman of the Senate Committee and
Representative lvan Sands was chairman of the House Committee. Both
assured me that it was the intent of the legislature that caskets would
not be a part of cemetery merchandise. Both agreed a bill should be
passed in the 1986 session of the legislature to remove any doubt and

carry out legislative intent.

SB 499A was introduced early in the session. You will note there
are 21 Senators that sponsored the bill. All 21 Senators voted for the
bill as did 10 additional Senators. The vote was 31 to 7 in the Senate.
Senator Arasmith emphasized in the Committee and on the floor of the
Senate that SB 499 did nothing more than the legislature thought it was
doing and intended to do in 1983.

Chariman lvan Sands told the House Committee very much the same

thing when the House heard the bill several days ago.

The opponents of SB 499 have attempted to cloud and confuse the
issue. The only issue here is one word to clarify legislative intent. It

is just that simple and nothing more.

If the legislature should decide they want people to sell caskets

and only put 110% of wholesale in trust, then | think you would agree



they should enact such legislations but not do it through an error or
loophole in the law. It was not the intent of the legislature to do this

in 1983 and | don't think it is the intent of the legislature to do this now.

You have all heard more about this issue than yoy care to know
and again | aplogize. But you have heard comments about stifling

competition and what is best for the consumer.

I want to take just a minute to again address those two aspects

of this issue.

SB 499 has no prohibitions against anyone selling caskets. What
it does say is that anyone that sells caskets must put 100% of the money

in trust.
What is the difference?

You all have received charts and examples but | know your busy
schedule does not always permit you to thoroughly explore the mounds

of printed material that lobbyists and special interest groups provide you.

Permit me to give you a simple example. If you bought a casket
for $1500 under the cemetery merchandise law, and the wholesale cost
was $500, the seller, under 110% of wholesale would only be required to
put $550 in trust. The seller could then take the other $950 and do
whatever he wanted. If you bought the same casket under the funeral
director requirements, the consumer would have $1500 in a federally
insured financial institution in the state and that $1500 would be drawing

interest.

If you had bought this same merchandise under a revocable contract
under the cemetery merchandise law, you would receive back 85% of the
110% of wholesale. As | mentioned 110% of wholesale was $550, so you
would receive $467.50 of your original $1500 investment. Under the
funeral director statutes, you would receive your total $1500 investment

plus interest. Now which do you think best protects the consumer.



Time does not permit me to enemerate all that needs to be said but

| want to make a few other points.

If the 100% trust requirement for Kansas Funeral Directors is not
in the public interest as some of you have been told, why do 36 other

states have similar 1003 requirements.

Missouri has an 80%-20% trusting requirement. | suggest each of
you might want to take particular note of the statement to this committee

written by a resident of Lawrence on April 8th, 1986.

Mrs. Warnke was so disturbed and so upset she was willing to fly
back from Atlanta, Georgia just to testify before this committee. Since
no one was exactly certain of the time of the hearings, that was not

possible.

As you know, each of us could go to any federally insured financial
institution in Kansas and place money on deposit to take care of necessary
funeral arrangements. We wouldn't have to go to a funeral director, a
cemeterian or anyone else. We wouldn't do it as an investment but only
to assure adequate funds for a proper burial. At the time of need, we
would expect to have 100% of the money there plus interest. But perhaps
more ‘importantly, if we moved to another town or another state, we could

withdraw or transfer the funds and expect 100% to be returned.

We can get that now under the funeral director law. Is that