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MINUTES OF THE _House = COMMITTEE ON Appropriations
The meeting was called to order by Bill Bunten at

Chairperson

1:30 X¥n./p.m. on Monday, March 23 19_8%n room _514=S _ of the Capitol.

All members were present except: Representatives Hoy, Helgerson, Turnquist, Wisdom -
all excused

Committee staff present: Gloria Timmer, Legislative Research
Scott Rothe, Legislative Research
Jim Wilson, Revisor's Office
Sharon Schwartz, Administrative Aide
Nadine Young, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Senator Werts

John Blythe, Kansas Farm Bureau

Mike Beam, Kansas Livestock Association

Ted Cunningham, Herington, Kansas

Darrell Montei, Fish and Game Commission

Sam Brownback, Secretary of Agriculture

Roger McCollister, Kansas Legal Services

Ivan Wyatt, Kansas Farmers Union

Frank Dorsey, Interfaith Rural Life Committee

Carol Smith, Jewish Community Relations Bureau

Ron Schneider, Kansas Rural Center

Bill Fuller, Kansas Farm Bureau

Debbie Brummer, Chairman of State Committee of Blind
Vendors

Larry Waymire, Randolph-Sheppard Vendors of Kansas

Michael Byington, Kansas Association for the Blind

Charles Dodson, KAPE

Guest List (Attachment 1)

SB 364 - concerning the Kansas Fish and Game Commission

Senator Werts addressed the committee and explained the provisions of the
bill. It was introduced at the request of Senate Energy and Natural Resources
for the purpose of amending Governor's ERO #22. Senator Werts said the bill
passed the full Senate unanimously. There was opposition by Representative
Fox because of the language concerning acceptance of gifts being subject to
legislative approval; however he told Senator Werts that if this was striken
he would not oppose the bill. This change in language would make it apply
only to grants of land. Senator Werts agreed to this amendment.

The following conferees appeared on SB 364:

John Blythe, Kansas Farm Bureau (Attachment 2) endorsed the bill on behalf

of farmers and ranchers.

Mike Beam, speaking for Kansas Livestock Association, spoke in support of the
bill (Attachment 3).

Ted Cunningham of Herington, Kansas appeared in opposition to SB 364. Being
a strong advocate of outdoor activities, he believes this legislation would
intrude into an area better left to the Commission (Attachment 4).

Darrell Montei, representing the Fish and Game Commission, addressed the
committee in opposition to the bill (Attachment 5). He feels this new
legislation might prohibit grants by people who have a love of the land. He
suggests amended language that would address the concerns of sportsman groups,
but would not adversely impact the "Wildtrust" program.

Chairman Bunten told the committee that final action would not be taken on
SB 364 until the suggested amended language is rewritten.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections. Page 1 Of _L_
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HB 2574, relating to salaries and compensation for state officers and
emplovees for fiscal vear ending June 30, 1988,

Gary Stotts, acting Director of Budget, explained the provisions of the bill
which is the annual state pay plan bill as recommended by the Governor. The
bill contains three basic parts: (1) increase of 1.5% for all state employ-
ees except Regents' unclassified employees. (2) provides 6 months funding
to implement Phase II of the classification study that began last year, and
(3) provides a pool for interim year reallocation for individual positions
that might take place.

Charles Dodson made a position statement on behalf of Kansas Association of
Public Employees. He said that state employees have fallen further and
further behind on the pay scale and that it would take $116 million of state
general funds to bring them up to the private sector level. He also said

it is imperative that we not delay the classification study any further.

In using 1985/86 figures to bring salaries into line during FY 1988/89, this
is no way to catch up. His closing statement was, "I support the Governor's
bill at this time - last Monday I would have said "no"

Chairman opened the committee for discussion and Representative Ott offered
a motion to delete the $300,000 funding for reallocation and delay imple-
mentation of the Pay Plan to December 18, 1987. Seconded by Representative
Vancrum. Motion carried. On the bill, Representative Miller moved that

HB 2574, as amended, be recommended favorable for passage. Seconded by
Representative Ott. Motion carried.

Chairman moved to SB 152, concerning the State Board of Agriculture; relating
to the farm assistance program (FACTS).

Sam Brownbrown, Secretary of Department of Agriculture, addressed the
committee in support of the measure (Attachment 6). He said the program has
been widely received and enthusiastically supported by all. He asked the
committee's support in continuing the program.

Roger McCollister endorsed the measure on behalf of Kansas Legal Services
(Attachment 7).

Ivan Wyatt appeared in support of the bill, speaking for Kansas Farmers Union
(Attachment 8).

Reverend Frank Dorsey, Chairman of Interfaith Rural Life Committee, appeared
in support of continuing the FACTS program, including legal services
(Attachment 9).

Carol Smith, a staff person on the Farm Crisis project also endorsed the
bill. She represents the Jewish Community Relations Bureau (Attachment 10).

Ronald Schneider, representing Kansas Rural Center asked the committee's
support of the bill (Attachment 11).

Bill Fuller, representing Kansas Farm Bureau, presented a public policy
statement in support of SB 152 (Attachment 12).

Chairman asked the committee's pleasure on the bill. Representative Hamm
moved that SB 152 be recommended favorable for passage. Representative
Teagarden seconded. Motion carried.

HB 2504 - concerning vending facilities operated by blind persons licensed
by the Division of Services for the blind of SRS.

Debra Brummer, President of the State Committee of Blind Vendors explained
the bill. The change in statue would delete the exemption that now makes

3rd class cities exempt from the operation of the laws which require state
and local agencies to give priority to vending facilities operated by the
blind. It would also allow for a new 7-member committee with majority of

the members to be licensed blind vendors. <A++._g3) Page _ 2 of _3_
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Larry Waymire, Secretary-Treasurer of Randolph-Sheppard Vendors of
Kansas also appeared in support of the bill and presented written
testimony (Attachment 14).

Michael Byington, a registered Kansas Lobbyist testified in support of the
measure (Attachment 15). He said this new law would open more opportunities
for the employment of the blind and ultimately result in a boost to the
economy.

Introduction of bill

Representative Mainey requested introduction of a bill concerning workman's
compensation and recommended that it be referred to the committee on Labor
and Industry. Representative Chronister moved that the bill be introduced.
Representative Ott seconded. Motion carried.

SB 125, relating to contracts to provide travel services for state agencies
was on today's agenda; however Chairman announced that it would be rescheduled
for hearing at a later date because Senator Winter, sponsor of the bill,

could not be present today. All conferees will be notified when the hearing
is rescheduled.

Meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m.
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Kansas Farm Bureau

rs. PUBLIC POLICY STATEMENT

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

S.B. 364 - Acquisition and Disposition of Land by the
Fish and Game Commission

March 23, 1987
Topeka, Kansas

Presented by:
John K. Blythe, Assistant Director

Public Affairs Division
Kansas Farm Bureau

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I am John K. Blythe, Assistant Director of the Public Affairs
Division of Kansas Farm Bureau. These brief comments are on
behalf of the farmers and ranchers who are members of Farm Bureau
in Kansas. We are here as proponents of S.B. 364.

Current statutes give the Fish and Game Commission the
authority to buy, sell and exchange or condemn land or other
property for any of the purposes contemplated by the Fish and Game
act.

The amendment found on lines 57 through line 61 places some
restrictions on this activity by placing a threshold of $5,000,
over which the Fish and Game Commission must have the approval of
the Legislature to purchase or sell land. The $5,000 threshold in
some areas of Kansas could be in excess of 100 acres of land.

As a review for the committee: Legislation enacted in 1984
(KSA 74-3308a and KSA 74-3308b) requires the Fish and Game
Commission, prior to acquiring land under a license with the
United States Army Corps of Engineers, must notify the County

Commissioners of each county where the land is located. The

Attachment 2 -
House Appropriations 3/23487F
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County Commissioners must publish notices and hold a public

hearing At the next regular Legislative session the legislators

may disapprove the transfer of land.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, we believe that
the threshold of $5,000 is most generous and should not cause any
hardship for the Fish and Game Commission.

We thank you for the opportunity to present these brief

comments to the Committee.
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"~ 2044 Fillmore ¢ Topeka, Kansas 66604 ¢ Telephone: 91 3/232-9358
Owns and Publishes The Kansas STOCKMAN magazine and KLA News & Market Report newsletter.

TESTIMONY ON BEHALF
OF THE
KANSAS LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION
IN SUPPORT OF
SB 364
AN ACT RELATING TO THE ACQUISITION OF LAND BY THE KANSAS FISH & GAME COMM.
| BEFORE THE
HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
REPRESENTATIVE BILL BUNTEN, CHAIRMAN
SUBMITTED BY
MIKE BEAM
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, COW-CALF/STOCKER DIVISION
MARCH 23, 1987

The Kansas Livestock Association (KLA) is a voluntary trade

organization made up of approximately 9,000 members located in all of

the 105 counties in Kansas. KLA, founded in 1894, has members who are
actively involved in numerous aspects of livestock production and include
cow-calf/stocker producers, feeders, sheep producers, swine operators and
general farming and ranching enterprises. For several years, KLA members
have adopted policy positions which support legislation to give the Kansas
Legislature authority to prohibit Fish & Game Commission land acquisitions.

Mr. Chairman and committee members, I'm Mike Beam with the Kansas
Livestock Association and we support SB 364. KLA members are generally opposed
to state agencies, particularly the Kansas Fish & Game Commission, owning or

controlling agricultural land. This bill, which amends K.S.A. 74-3302, does

- Attachment 3
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not prohibit Fish & Game or the Kansas Department of Wildlife & Parks from
acquiring land. It merely says any land acquisition, having a value of $5,000
or more, must be approved by the Legislature. We think this oversight is
necessary and a sound policy for Kansas.

It's our thought that SB 364 should become law this year because of two
primary reasons. First, the Commission has clearly stated it's their intention
to acquire more land. This is documented in the 1985-1990 Commission's "A Plan
for Kansas Wildlife". Attached to my testimony are pages 11-15 which summarize
their stategies to address issues targeted as their "major concern". Please
note on page 14 that it is the Commissions's strategy to "acquire (rent, lease,
buy, donate, etc.) 1lands for public hunting, fishing and other wildlife
associated recreation". This goal or objective is repeated on numerous
occasions. The document states it is the strategy of the Commission fo acquire
and manage land to provide more potential for antelope, pheasant, quail,
turkey, prairie chicken and squirrel hunting.

Secondly, this bill should become law this year because of the depressed
land prices. In Kansas we have seen a 30% - 50% decline in agricultural land
prices in the last six years. According to a Federal Reserve Bank survey, a
typical ranch now is worth half of its value in 1981. If the Commission plans
to purchase or lease Tland, the next few years will provide an excellent
opportunity for such land acquisition. Our Association firmly believes that
agricultural land should belong in the hands of privafe ownership and the
Kansas Legislature should at least have the ability to approve of all Fish &
Game land acquisitions.

KLA urges yoUr support of SB 364. I would be pleased to respond to any

questions or comments. Thank you.
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MAJOR CONCERNS

Several issues of statewide importance affecting several programs have been
identified. These problems are summarized here to emphasize their importance and
to stress the need to implement strategies which may be used as approaches to
their solutions. Additional strategies are constantly being sought to further our
efforts to overcome both existing and new problems. Cooperation and participation
by other governmental entities and the public are essential to develop and
implement many of the strategies. This section is a synopsis of the major con-
cerns expressed in the individual programs and the generalized strategies proposed
to address those concerns. :

The quantity and quality of wildlife habitat is deteriorating throughout the state
due to competing and more intensive land and water uses.

Prime terrestrial wildlife habitats are declining in quantity and quality
at an undetermined rate thus reducing their ability to maintain the state's
current carrying capacity for a naturally diverse terrestrial wildlife
resource base. :

The state's intermittent and perennial streams that remain relatively
unaltered by human activity, constituting crucial habitat for both aquatic and
terrestrial .wildlife, are decreasing in quantity and quality at an
undetermined rate thus reducing the state's .carrying capacity for those wild-
1ife species dependent upon streams. :

The potential for prime aquatic wildlife habitat provided by artificial
impoundments is increasing in quantity but is in need of timely preconstruc-
tion planning and post-impoundment management to achieve quality increases.
Most impoundments can achieve prime habitat status only when properly managed.
(Appendix C contains a detailed discussion of habitat.)

STRATEGIES

Advocate enactment of a state wildlife coordination act requiring sponsors of
development projects that are funded, assisted, or permitted by state or local
units of government to (1) give wildlife conservation full consideration with
other features of the project, (2) consult with Kansas Fish and Game Commis-
sion during project planning and development to determine means and measures
to avoid losses of wildlife resources. . ;

Advocate enactment of state laws protecting stream'integrity through review,
permitting, and enforcement requirements applicable to stream alteration
projects.

' " Participate in and support instream flow p]anhing and implementation along
with other methods of protecting streams from unnatural dewatering.

.Support state 1egfs1ative and agency policy changes which will protect or
enhance prime wildlife habitats.

Continue close coordination with other state, federal, local and private
agencies and organizations to minimize losses and maximize enhancement of
wildlife habitats impacted by land and water resource development projects and
to stress wildlife habitat protection and enhancement planning.

11
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Conduct a statewidebinventory to determine the-current habitat base.
Implement a periodic inventory system to monitor long-term habitat trends.

Intensify WHIP by emphasizing program activities to increase the Tevel of
application of habitat measures on private lands.

Implement an intensive program to improve landowner-sportsman-agency
relationships. -

Increase cooperation with local, state, federal, and private agencies under-
taking studies oriented toward wildlife habitat protection or enhancement.

Increase use of informational and educational methods and materials to get
habitat dinformation to 1land wusers, agricultural organizations, schools,
libraries, and the general public.

Actively pursue protection and enhancement of critical habitats of threatened
and endangered species. ‘

Actively pursue Kansas Fish and Game Commission acquisition of key areas of
prime wildlife habitat.

Continue research efforts designed to yield pbactica] habitat management
information. '

Increase use of state managed lands and waters as demonstration areas for
intensive habitat management.

‘Use sportsmen's groups and similar organizations for funding and manpower to
undertake wildlife habitat enhancement measures.

Use legal aid within the Fish and Game Commission to improve the agency's
ability to pursue legislative and litigative efforts to protect prime wildlife
habitat.

The challenges facing Kansas' wildlife resources are real and urgent; current
funding sources and income do not fulfill wildlife and public needs.

The Fish and Game Commission cannot maintain operations on a constant level
of revenue. Funding derived solely from sportsmen is inadequate and inappropriate
to support all necessary resource and recreation management. While deficiencies
are most notable in land acquisition, property development, data collection and
assimilation, habitat projects and nongame and threatened and endangered species
activities, fund shortages occur in all agency functions. Inflationary trends
compound budgetary pressures by reducing purchasing power of available revenue.

STRATEGIES:
Continue efforts to improve the efficient use of funds available.
Manipulate current funding systems toc produce more revenue.

Identify and pursue appropriate alternate sources of revenue.

12
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Maximize funds derived from Federal sources.
Encourage funding by other agencies and groups for specific projects.
Actively seek grants from foundations for specific conservation projects.

Without public understanding, acceptance and support, full potential of wildlife
and public-oriented benefits cannot be realized.

Attitudes based on misinformation, incomplete information, insufficient
education or apathy are manifest in landowner action toward wildlife, landowner-
sportsmen difficulties, good but misguided intentions to better wildlife
resources, short term solutions, poor sportsmanship, unacceptance of wildlife
management principles, wildlife damages and conflicts, and poor understanding of
economic and ecological values. Even political spheres may be influenced by
incomplete understanding of wildlife needs.

STRATEGIES:

Intensify efforts to inform and educate tﬁe public of needs and values of
wildlife resources, management principles, policies and techniques.

Improve public information concerning agency activities and projects.
Encourage wise use of wildlife resources.

Improve cooperation with wildlife interest groups.

Stress adequate consideration of wildlife and recreational needs.
Inform the public of the reasons for laws and regulations.

Cooperate with existing, and assist in developing additional approved
wildlife damage control programs.

Provide assistance to individuals experiéncing wildlife related problems.

Increased demand for outdoor recreation often results in competing use of the same
area for different purposes and overcrowding during pursuit of some activities.

Supplies of some fish and wildlife are not adequate to satisfy demand, and
establishment of some species is hampered by inadequate sources of supply.

Recreational conflicts detract from the participant's enjoyment. Conflicts
are particularly apparent on public areas where greater potential for multi-
purpose use and overcrowding occurs. These conflicts are not restricted to lands
and water administered by the Fish and Game Commission.

STRATEGIES:

Increase populations of desired fish and wildlife where demand exceeds supply
and such increases are ecologically sound.

Maintain adequate fish culture facilities.

s



Develop or improve sources and methods of acquiring wildlife for trap and
transplant activities.

Develop and implement standard methods of monitoring'use of and demand for
fish and wildlife based recreation.

Netermine acceptable levels of competing recreational uses.
Determine use.priorities on public areas.

Hanagé resources and facilities to reduce conflicts.

Coordinate with other agencies and groups to minimize conflicts.

Inadequate or incomplete information reduces the capabilities of the Fish and Game
Commission to administer programs for the fullest benefits of wildlife resources
‘and the public. :

Improvements are needed concerning such subjects as habitat, wildlife and
human population status and trends, recreational demand, consumptive and noncon-
sumptive uses, management effectiveness, land use, socio-economic values, 1imiting
factors and public attitudes. '
1t is difficult to establish meaningful management guidelines and objectives

when ra2liable information is not available. In some programs, improved informa-

tion is needed to better support agency decision making.
STRATEGIES:
Implement systems to inventory habitat, measure quality and monitor trends.
rfetermine socio-economic values of wildlife resources and public use.
Determine effects of land use and practices on wildlife.

Collect necessary information on habitat requirements and population status
or certain species.

“onitor non-consumptive and consumptive uses of and demands for wildlife
rasources.

Approximately 97 percent of Kansas is private land. These lands support about 87
percent of the total hunting and 50 percent of the fishing.

~ne pudblic does not have access to much of private land due to closure, lack
of access routes and remote locations. Limited public areas and poor access in
certain locales create crowding and decrease the quality of recreation for many
sportsnen.

STRATEGIES:

lcquire (rent, lease, buy, donation, etc.) lands for public hunting, fishing
:1d otner wildlife associated recreation.

14
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Determine need for establishing recreaticnal quaiity levels on public areas.
Acquire and/or develop access routes and facilities.

Stimulate and facilitate better sportsman/1andowner relations 1o increase
access to private lands.

Actions of the Fish and Game Commission must conform to numerous state and federal
laws, regulations and policies. j

As times and conditions change, some laws and regulations become

unenforceable, inadequate or outdated.
Apparent increases in deer poaching and other serious fish and game law

violations and habitual violators emphasize the needs for innovative and techno-

logically advanced law enforcement efforts and equipment.
The effectiveness of the Fish and Game Commission in dealing with the broad

spectrum of wildlife resource enforcement matters is often dependent . on public
cooperation through notifying agency employees of violations of fish and game laws
and regulations.

STRATEGIES:

Review and initiate necessary changes in existing regulations, policies and
guidelines.

Support legislation with direct and indirect wildlife benefits.

Establish full time legal services for the agency.

Improve and modernize law enforcement techniques and equipment.

Encourage the public to notify agency employees of violations of fish and
game laws and regulations.

15



Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

For the record I am Ted Cunningham, I live in Herington,
Kansas and I am here to speak in opposition to SB 364.

I have spent over 20 years as an advocate of Kansas out-
door activities, the Kansas Fish and Game Commission and for
the best interests of Kansas license buyers.

Senate Bill 364, in my opinion, intrudes into an area
better left to the expertise of an appointed commission and

paid staff who' administer the Wildtrust program for the Kansas

Fish and Game Commission.

The Wildtrust program is most successful and since it "ain't
broke let's not fix it." SB 364 would probably cause considerable
losses in land gifts and other donations made for tax or estate
purposes. Any gifts offered after Legislative adjournment would

not be acceptable that calendar year or until after a new Legislature

had convened and acted upon each seperate item with a value of

$5000.00 or more. A willing donor could be turned away when
faced with such restrictions.

The rights of condemnation should remain vested in the
Kansas Fish and Game Commission. The judicious use of con-
demnation, by the agency, should be apparent to everyone. I
can not recall its use in recent history. If the rights to
use condemnation are taken from the agency you then assume it
will never be needed again. It may well be needed somewhere,
sometime.

The ability to purchase land has been totally controlled
by a zero budget for a number of years. The Legislature does
control land purchases now and can continue to do so through
existing budget processes.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the committee to amend SB 364

as follows;
Lines 0057 through 0061 would read:

Except as otherwise specifically provided by law, the
authority to accept gifts and grants of land and to
buy, sell, exchange or condemn land shall be subject
to approval of the commission.

The above changes would address remarks by a small number

who have concerns over who has authority, or will have auth-
ority over land activities now and into the future.

s

sSokmitted,
-
am

Herington, Kansas 67449

- Attachment 4
House Appropriations
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Kansas Fish
Game s
; BOX 54A, RT. 2, PRATT, KS 67124 (316) 672-5911

S.B. 364
Testimony Provided to Hcuse Appropriations Committee
on March 23, 1987
By Kansas Fish and Game Commission

S.B. 364 would require legislative approval for the
Commission to accept gifts and grants of land (of $5,000 or more)
and to buy, sell, exchange or condemn land (of $5,000 or more).

This agency does not have any budget authority for land
purchase. Funds for specific land purchases must be appropriated
by the legislature or made available through the Finance Council.
Thus, legislative approval is currently required to buy land.

Legislative approval tc accept gifts and grants of land may
adversely impact this agencys’ Wildtrust prcgram. Timely
acceptance of gifts is often associated with calendar or tax year
considerations. Inability to accept desirable gifts and grants
of land when available would likely reduce the willingness of
some individuals to make those donations. Also, failure to
affect timely acceptance may lessen utility of the gift.

Persons may be 1less willing to provide land to the
Commission through wills or life estates if their desires would
be subject to legislative approval. Often, the lands are donated
to this agency to perpetuate the donors appreciation for natural
resources and wildlife management. The agency must be able to
commit to that donors’ desires provided the land in question
addresses agency goals and objectives.

S.B. 364 would provide that selling or exchanging land would
be subject to legislative approval. This would satisfy the
concerns expressed by several sportsman groups regarding
authority for selling or exchanging land under ERO #22.

(over)

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYFR
Attachment 5

House Appropriations 3/23/87



We would recommend amended language which would address
their concerns, but not adversely impact the "Wildtrust" program.
Starting on line 0057 our suggested language would be: "Except
as otherwise more specifically provided by law, the authority to
sell or exchange land shall be subject to the approval of the
legislature.”



PRESENTATION TO THE
KANSAS HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE

by
SAM BROWNBACK
KANSAS SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

March 23, 1987
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am here today in support
of the extension of the FACTS program as proposed in Senate Bill 152,

however, I do have some suggested amendments to Senate Bill 152.

Although some of the trends are heading in the right direction towards
the farm economy turning around and moving toward some more pkosperous times

there remains a large number of financially stressed farmers who continue to

need and use the FACTS service.

The program has been widely received and is enthusiastically supported
by almost everyone I visit with. In the first twenty months of its
existence, the FACTS hotline received over 15,000 incoming phone calls
requesting assistance. With a staff of only five people the FACTS division
has done a Herculian job in answering and assisting many people in their
times of need. The idea of an intensive one-stop shop putting that
distressed farmer and his family in touch with the resources that presently
exist to assist them 1is a model service for this and other state

governments. It has answered a need, unfortunately the need 1is still

present.

The Farm Credit System in the state of Kansas has 2,189 nonperforming
loans at the present time. The Farmers Home Administration has 1,464 loans
that are presently delinquent in the state of Kansas alone. Many economists
think that an additional $40 billion or more of total farm debt still has to
be wrung out before agriculture is on solid ground again, that is expected
to take several years. In short, although the trends are going the right

directions the numbers are still bad. We still have record foreclosures and



bankruptcies and tremendous pain in the countryside. Indeed the FACTS

service is probably needed more now than when it was originally created.

A key component of the FACTS program has been the providing of legal
assistance and counseling to those who cannot afford it. The Tegal
proceeding facing financially distressed farmers are extremely complicated
which not many attorneys in the state of Kansas are interested in getting
involved with unless it is on a creditor's side. You have to deal with the
foreclosure Tlaws; bankruptcy laws; regulations of federal entities such as
the Farmers Home Administration and quasi-governmental entities such as the
Farm Credit System. Add to that sorting out ASCS problems and numerous
others and you find a very, very complicated area of the law which does not
provide much financial reward. There is a shortage of legal assistance to
the financially stressed farmer. Being an individual who has worked in this
area I feel I can testify from experience on this particular point. Not
that there isn't a 1ot of symapthy there but in a free market system,
services go where the money is. If the farmer doesn't have the money it's
hard to get the service. The providing of legal advice to distressed farm

families is crucial for them to know what their rights are.

I do believe that the legal advice and assistance that the FACTS
program provides can be tailored better to provide more advice and less in
court representation 1in order to give assistance to more people.
Furthermore, I would like to see a co-pay situation where the client pays
for a portion of their legal services if they are being represented in court
by legal services. This would extend the state dollars further, to more

people and I believe allow some pride to that distressed farm family that,



in many cases, wants to pay for a portion of their legal representation.
They are proud people and want to be able to pay their own way if they are

given half a chance to do so.

In FACTS, the state is getting a critical service provided by a lean,
mean staff that does a tremendous Jjob. The FACTS staff 1is completely
dedicated to a very difficult problem, they do a great job, however their

work is not finished and until it is the program needs to be continued.

Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to respond to any questions.
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* FY 1987 staffing level included an additional 3 FTE positions on contract
with the Cooperative Extension Service through the REAP program. REAP
funds are not available for FY 1988, however, the positions supported by
these funds are fundamental to the provision of necessary assistance.
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KANSAS LEGAL SERVICES, INC.

PROGRAM OPERATION INFORMATION

MARCH 23, 1987

Referrals Come From FACTS Hotline

Criteria for Referrals to Legal Services:

a. Primarily engaged in farming or ranching.
b. High debt-to-asset ratio.
. Farmer might be saved!

Case Hours and Costs

a. Total Hours: July, 85 - Jan., 87 -- §,311 hours

b. Total Cases:

(1) Advised - 381 cases

(2) Represented - 329 cases

Ca Average Hours Per Case

(1) Advised - 4 hours

(2) Represented - 20.63 hours

d. Average Cost Per Case

(1) Advised - $140

(2) Represented - $722

Funding

a. FY 1986 - $220,000
b. FY 1987 - §$160,000

C. FY 1988 - $220,000 needed to adequately meet demand.

Attachment 7
House Appropriations
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FPACTS SHEET ON KANSAS LEGAL SERVICES' FARM .OVOCACY PROGRAM

Since July, 1985, Kansas Legal Services, Inc. (KLS), under a
grant from the Kansas State Board of Agriculture has been
providing legal assistance to Kansas farmers through referrals
from the Farmers Assistance, Counseling, and Training Services
(FACTS).

There are currently eight KLS farm specialist attorneys providing
service in every county of the state. The Farm Advocacy Project
attorneys provide both advice and legal representation to
eligible applicants.

From the time the program began through December, 1986,
approximately 589 cases were advised or opened. During this
period, legal service was provided to about 480 families (a
number of clients were advised or represented more than one

time).
The following data is derived from a survey of KLS farm clients:

Legal - Problems

1) Difficulties with lending institutions--80%

2) Miscellaneous--Problems with grain elevators, 1landlords,
lawsuit defense in general--20%

3) Foreclosure defense as subject of initial inquiry--38% of
all cases. '

Client Evaluations

1) Original problem received satisfactory action by KLS farm
staff--78%

2) Valuable additional legal  advice or representation
provided--72%

3) Satisfied with overall service rendered by KLS farm
staff--78%

4) Would recommend KLS farm services to other farmers--84%

5) Program should continue--90%

6) Average level of affirmative response to above five

items~-80%

Direct Legal ‘Services to Farmers Has Economic Benefits

According to the farmers themselves, the KLS Farm Advocacy
Program has assisted Kansas farmers to remain in farming at least
a combined 430 years. This is a conservative estimate because it
assumes only four years of farming for those who have indicated
that they will now remain in farming for more than three years.
It is probable that many of these families will stay in farming
for much longer than three years.

If legal assistance helps farmers to retain their. farms, the
economies of the local communities and the state benefit in a
number of ways.

The farmers assisted in retaining their farms by the KLS Farm
Advocacy Program will spend about $51.6 million on operating
expenses in the next four years.

When multiplied by the agricultural production circulation factor
of 2.2, established by the Kansas Department of Economic
Development, that translates into $113.5 million over the next
four years.

The cost of the program was $300,000 from July 1, 1985, through
December, 1986.

FY 1986 total funds--$220,000 ($110,000 + §$50,000 reprogrammed
from Board of Agriculture + $60,000 supplemental)

FY 1987 total funds--$160,000



KANSAS LEGAL SERVICES

Farm Advocacy Progrém

Number of Cases 589
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(913) 233-2068
February 11, 1987 _
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Tebruary 17, 1987

KANSAS LEGAL SERVICES, INC. FARM ADVOCACY
Comments from Farm Clients

We have never worked with such a caring, knowledgeable,
supportive dgroup! Your patience for coaching us through
financial and family problems saved both and no one ever made us
feel bad. You encouraged us to learn. May God bless you all!

Had no idea of anyone to go to until we heard of the program.
The legal and financial advisors were excellent! The lawyer we

had locally and who we had gone to for advice and who had handled
all the legal matters for our business in town, we found out

. after papers were filed was also representing the bank. We did

not know what we were to do. With the legal and financial advice
from KLS, we, in the matter of a couple of weeks, got the proper
advice and thus our rights were met. Thank you!l!

We are very grateful for their tender compassion and
understanding. Without them we would have nothing and we don't
have the slightest idea where we would be now. May God's richest
blessings be upon all of you. Words cannot express our sincere
appreciation for your kind help. Only God can reveal that to you
all. I can't help but shed tears to think that someone really
cares.

They are invaluable to farmers since we aren't knowledgeable
enough in legal procedures and don't have the money to pay for
any legal advice. :

The staff were all very polite and willing to help. They offered
many suggestions and legal advice that were beneficial. Although
we lost our land, we are trying to continue our rented ground.
We sincerely appreciated KLS Farm Advocacy support, recommended
it to others, and plan to continue to use it. ’

This service should be used by anyone in farming who has the
slightest doubt about his or her position with lenders or
creditors. It is honest, simply presented, and deals with
reality.

I found them to be extra helpful and thorough in explanations.
Because of them, I felt confident enough to go on and did get an
FHA loan that probably I can live with (on account of lower

interest). Your people put it before me in a way I could
understand (not wishy washy), I had not talked with the right
attorney and couldn't afford to shop. I cannot pralse your

program enough.

I think the staff is doing an excellent job with their help and
services.

We feel they are "spread too thin"--but it has helped so much to
have someone to talk to and to help us. We have farmed a year
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longer than we would have without help. Just showing our lender
we had a lawyer involved made all the difference. Thanks!

Your staff is very well qualified and I think are doing an
excellent job. Without their help, I doubt that I would be able
to continue my farming.

Your staff was very concerned about the situation I was in. I
know your services have been advertised but I have talked to
people that have never heard of the FACTS program or that the
services were not worth checking into. I have tried to inform
them of the services and urge them to check into it.

They really were pretty good and helpful. I'm glad I called. I
also recommended the service to my brother. I have three
brothers that were in farming. One lost his farm, 160 acres,
another lost his new house and 40 acres and is quitting farming,
and my dad is losing a farm. I never dreamed things would get
this bad. And the bank examiners don't have any mercy!

We very much appreciate all that your staff has done for us. It
saved us a tremendous amount of legal fees and the attorney did
an excellent Job for us. The problem being the PCA was not
willing to deal even when offered more than they will get 1in
bankruptcy.

Keep up your good work. Any little support sure does help keep
the farmers' morale up in this kind of time. Thanks.

I am most pleased with the help I got. From the first phone
call, I was promptly referred to someone who answered the legal
questions I had and who went with me to the bankruptcy trustee
and got assurances from him to stop proceedings until I could get

" a new attorney. I may still lose the farm but your staff helped

give me a fighting chance to save it. I will be forever
grateful.

I was able to talk to them on short notice. They even went with
me to talk to my banker and work things out.

Staff really knew the law. Staff was really honest, for the
farmer. Staff was meticulous in their preparation of contracts.
Referred by Farmers hotline which also should be commended.

I had been to several lawyers. One charged $200.00 for two
visits, the other $245.00 to do a bankruptcy. They wanted 5-6000
up front. I have been able to avoid bankruptcy so far. Your
program is exceptionally valuable to farmers who are pressed for
funds. I was at a point where I couldn't afford to stay in
farming and I couldn't afford to get out. I would be available
to talk to farmers about the program.
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Any farmer rather debt restructure or foreclosure should never be
without a good attorney, many farmers cannot afford an attorney
and so are frustrated on what to do when problems arise, KLS can
find answers and give proper direction in all the cases. We feel
that no matter what the price, we could have never gotten an
attorney with the ability and poise that we found in Adra Burks.
With people like Adra whatever the outcome for both parties each
can rest assured that things were done fairly and professionally.

The county ASCS office took my advance payments over to FmHA and
I was unable to pay bills. Also the woman who runs FmHA wouldn't
talk to me when I went in to see her. These were not 2 party
checks and were no good to her. If your program hadn't helped
me, she would have put me out of business illegally and it was
also against the law for CSCS to give her the checks.

Excellent.

Staff was very helpful when first called them. Helped us
imménsely, mentally as well as materially. Was very pleased with
way they advised us. Felt we had the best representation we
could of gotten plus insight into what Congress was trying to do
to help us farmers. Would recommend KLS Farm Advocacy Program to
help us ailing farmers mentally as well as otherwise.

Thank you very much for your counsel and I'm only sorry that we
are too poor to pay you. We - appreciate the Kansas Board of
Agriculture for satisfactorily filling in for us on that.

We have been receiving very good advice and helpful hints. They
have been very courteous consideration.

The service was very friendly, helpful, and extremely
informative.

They were very helpful and they didn’'t rush us, which was one
thing we liked. They answered all our questions and we felt a
lot better when we left the office.

Staff was very intelligent in my case. My lawyer agreed after I
told him I called you. Thank you.

No matter what will be the outcome in our Chapter 11, we will
always be grateful. We had no success getting a private attorney
to take on our bank and I'm sure none would have done as well as
Adra. Without you we would have had no place to turn. We are
also grateful for the FACTS program.

We have gotten excellent help.

I was referred to Kansas Legal Services by Farm FACTS hotline. I
was very satisfactorily advised by Adra Burks of the Topeka
office.



32,

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

We have received excellent representation from your attorney,
Adra Burks. Without Adra's help I'm afraid the bank would have
"walked" all over us. We will always be grateful we had a place
to turn to in our dispute with the bank. . With our limited
resources, financial as well as legal knowledge, we were almost
completely at our bank's mercy. Thank you so much for providing
at least a "life buoy" though the seas are still very rough out

here. We also appreciate the courtesy shown us by Adra's
secretary, Bobbi, and other staff persons such as Charlie
Masner. Adra has my ultimate respect for her thoroughness,

caring, and legal knowledge.

We had Ms. Adra Burks help us. She was very helpful and knew
what she was doing. Ms. Burks shook up my banker and they sure
stopped trying to run over me. I want Adra to continue working
with me. She is hard working and very nice to work with.

Our -attorney was Karen Mcllvain who was very knowledgeable and
caring. Seldom too "busy" to answer our questions or return a
phone call. Her assistance, especially with FmHA, was very
gratifying.

I would like to commend the KLS for the fine help they have given
me. They should be congratulated for having people like Karen
McIlvain and Eric Rosenblad on their staff. I don't know what we
would have done without the assistance given to me and my
family. It is too bad more of my neighbors have not taken
advantage of this service.

I would like to commend Karen McIlvain of the Emporia Legal
Services office for a job well done in presenting my FmHA appeal
hearing to FmHA officials.

Millie is great.

We were at the "point of no return." We didn't know how to fight
back and we didn't think it was any use to fight. We are far
from being "out of the woods" but we have more knowledge--thanks
to KLS and Mildred Schroeder—--of what we can do.

The staff at the Salina office was very accommodating to work
with. Tama Aga seemed to know what and when to move and was very
successful in reaching an agreement. A very big thanks to him
and KLS.

Your services were a godsend to us and we can't tell you how
grateful we are. Especially do we want to commend Marilyn Harp
(Wichita Legal Aid) who advised us, acted as our representative
with our bank and even drove many miles to be present when
refinancing terms were agreed upon and papers were signed. What
an understanding person she is! Also, the lady who answered our
first call to you when we were so distraught was so nice--we
thank her too although we don't know her name.



REFORT ON HOTLINE CALLS

JANUARY 1y 1987

NUMEER OF INDIVIDUALS AND/OR FAHILIES REQUESTING ASSISTANCE FROM
- JULY, 1985 TO JANUARY, 1387: IS500

FERSONAL DATA

"Male Callers: &69.00% Averaage fge 47
Femals Callers F1.00% Average Years Farming 24
12 - Z0 Yr=. 0O1d s.0 7 ) 54 — 70 Yrs. 01d 2B.11%
. .
Zi ~ 4% Yrs. 01d I5.42% 71 Yr=s. 01d - up 2,447
44, - 55 Y¥r=. 01d 2L.02%

EARM _DATA

Farms Operating with Owrded Acreage Only: : . 26,627
Averags Owned Acreage — 687
Faam“ Operating with Rented Acreage Dnly- - Z1.53%

fvaragse Rented ficreage — 8154
Farms Opesrating with Both Dwned % Rented Acreage: 41.8S%

Afverage Owned fcreage — 6135
Aﬁerage Fented Acreage — 448

REQUEZSTS FOR ASSISTAMNCE BY AREA OF STATE

Morth East: 27.7274 Morth Weest: 17.48%
Dot Central:s 244654 Sou.h West: 11.71%

o ST
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MATURE OF REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE

-

FINANCIAL/LEGAL FROEBLEMS CONSTITUTE 61.43% OF ALL FROBLEMS WE ARE CALLED ARQUT.

TYrFE AND DISTRIBUTION OF FINANCIAL/LEGAL.PRUBLEMS

- pees
1%, 42%

Farms have been foreclosed on

Foreclosure probable ) 13.63%
Consideriné deeding back land or vlountary liquidation .; ii.45z
Tax Liabilities (actual or antiﬁipated) ) '~?.462‘
Rankruptcy filed ' . S o T . . 1G.08%
Considaring bankruptcy ' - “‘S.OBZ
Probleﬁs because 5% a 5ank.{§i1ure ’ "“ o ‘ 4.48%
Credit cut off Drifefusal to renew notes . ) S.677%
Other o B o | ze.75%



NATURE OF REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE

EMFLOYMENT/RETRAINING FROBLEMS CONSTITUTES
CALLED AEOUT. . :

26.10% OF ALL

TYFE_AND DISTRIEUTION OF EMPLOYMENT/RETRAINING FROELEMS

Lost the farm
Meed additiconal income to stay on farm

Other

Kansas Job Service Centers
Dislocated Worker Frograms
School Flacement Centers.

Vocational Retraining Programs

Finarncial Assistance Programs

Other (SER Corporation of KS,; Area Agencies

on Aging, etc.)

No High School

CEDR

High School

AUTS

2 yr. College g
4 v, Colleae

Trade Betool

— mraer

-~ R
wte Loalla

J0.82%

25.96%

6. 027

19.45%

1.41%
2.47%
5T.29%
T.25%
G.29%
27.29%
2.94%

e T

FROEBLEMS WE ARE



NATURE OF REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE

FAMILY FROELEMS CONSTITUTE 10.47% OF ALL FROBLEMS WE ARE

-

TYFE AND DISTRIEUTION OF FAMILY FROBLEMS

S

CALLED ABRDUT.

Need Food | T e.7ax

S 1T.S51

Nes=d Medical fAssistance 3.81%

Need Monetary Assistance ) oo - '_.-~-A'721.47Z
Family and/or Marital Froblems o 18.09%
Emoticnal Froblams . L 27.4s%

Qther _ ' - 9.7ax

. FACTS REFERRALS

Fublic Assistance Frograms : ' 62,097
Community Merntal Health Centers ’
Commodity Distribution Centers
Food Stamps .
County Health Offices

Frivate fissistance Frograms . I7.91%
Willie Nelson Money
Lozal Ssrvice Clubs
Churches and Chwch Associations



STATEMENT
PRESENTED BY
\{!ﬁﬂji;jﬁgﬂjixPRESIDENT, KANSAS FARMERS UNION

ON
MARCH 23, 1987

ON
FULL FUNDING OF THE FACTS PROGRAM
INCLUDING CONTRACTED LEGAL ASSISTANCE, AND THE REAP SERVICES

BEFORE

THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
ON

FACTS FUNDING
MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

I AM IVAN WYATT, PRESIDENT OF THE KANSAS FARMERS UNION.

WE STRONGLY SUPPORT FULL FUNDING CF THE FACTS PROGRAM INCLUDING LEGAL
ASSISTANCE CONTRACTING AND THE FAMILY SUPPORT AND COUNSELING OF THE REAP PROGRAM.
THE OVERALL FACTS PROGRAM IS ONE OF THOSE PROGRAMS THAT HAS EXCEEDED ALL
EXPECTATIONS IN FULFILLING THE NEEDS IT WAS ESTABLISHED FOR. ITS SUCCESS IS THE

ENVY OF MANY OTHER FARM STATES.

A SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTOR TO THE SUCCESS OF THE FACTS PROGRAM HAS BEEN THE
LEGAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDED BY REFERRALS FROM FACTS TO THE FARM ADVOCACY PROJECTS
PROVIDED BY THE KANSAS LEGAL ST=RVICES, INC.

THE LEGAL ASSISTANCE TIED WITH THE COUNSELING AND TRAINING SERVICES HAS
PROVIDED A WELL-ROUNDED PRNGRAM THAT HAS MADE THE FACTS PROGRAM THE SUCCESS IT
HAS BEEN IN SERVING HUNDREDS OF FARM FAMILIES IN THESE TRYING TIMES.

THE NEED HAS BEEN GREAT, AND THESE PROGRAMS HAVE WORKED WELL TO MEET THOSE
NEEDS. HOWEVER, THOSE NEEDS AND PROBLEMS CONTINUE TO EXIST. EYERY INDICATION
IS THESE NEEDS WILL CONTINUE TO EXIST INTO THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE.

THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ESTIMATES THE VALUE OF THE 1986 CROP
PRODUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES HAS DECLINED IN VALUE ANOTHER 24% FROM THE ALREADY

DISASTEROUS LEVELS OF 1985.

Attachment 8 |
House Appropriations 3/23/87



PAGE 2 - FACTS & REAP
MARCH 23, 1987

THIS ADDED DECLINE WILL BE IMPACTING YET ANOTHER LEVEL OF KANSAS FARMERS
THIS SPRING. THESE FARMERS WILL BE ADDED TO THOSE ALREADY SUFFERING FROM THE
FINANCIAL DIFFICULTIES OF 1985 AND 1984.

A RECENTJREPORT FROM THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD IN THE FEBRUARY 11, 1987,
ISSUE OF THE WALL STREET JOURNAL STATES THERE WAS A 30% INCREASE IN THE NUMBER
OF TROUBLED FARM BANKS ON DECEMBER 31, 1986, COMPARED TO DECEMBER 31, 1985.

ON DECEMBER 31, 1986, THERE WERE 159 TROUBLED BANKS. ON DECEMBER 31, 1985,
THE NUMBER OF TROUBLED FARM BANKS WAS ONLY 60.

THE FDIC LISTS 615 FARM BANKS COMPARED TO 485 BANKS A YEAR AGO THAT REQUIRE
MORE THAN NORMAL SUPERVISION BECAUSE OF DETERIORATING LOAN PORTFOLIOS.

THESE FIGURES NOT ONLY INDICATE THE LEVEL OF STRE§STHE FARM COMMUNITY IS
SUFFERING TODAY, BUT SERVE AS A BAROMETER OF THE INCREASE IN THE LEVEL OF STRESS
KANSAS FARM FAMILIES WILL FACE IN COMING MONTHS.

WE ALL WISH THERE WAS NO LONGER A NEED FOR ALL THE SERVICES PROVIDED BY
THE FACTS PROGRAM, BUT WE HAVE TO FACE REALITY. THERE IS SIMPLY NO WAY THESE
NEEDS CAN BE IGNORED, ESPECIALLY WITH THIS SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM ON LINE AND WORKING.

THEREFORE, WE CALL FOR THE RESTORATION OF FULL FUNDING AND EXTENSION OF THE
FACTS PROGRAM UNTIL JULY 1, 1990, INCLUDING THE FUNDING OF THE REAP SEGMENT OF
FACTS THAT PROVIDES STAFF WORKING DIRECTLY WITH FAMILY MEMBERS ON A ONE-ON-ONE
.BASIS DEALING WITH THE PROBLEMS OF STRIFE AND STRESS DURING THESE DIFFICULT
ECONOMIC TIMES.

THESE COMBINED SERVICES THUS FAR PROVIDED, HAVE HAD A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT
IN LOWERING THE TRAUMA LEVEL OF THESE TROUBLED TIMES, NOT ONLY FOR FARMERS, BUT
ALL MEMBERS AND SEGMENTS OF THE RURAL COMMUNITY.



I come to you tu .y from the INTERFAITH RURAL LIF. COMMITTEE of the
Consultation of Cooperating Churches in Kansas, representing eighteen
religious Jjudicatories in Kansas. The INTERFAITH RURAL LIFE COMMITTEE
is a widely diverse faith group with a network throughout Kansas which
keeps in close touch with the impact of the rural crisis on Kansas. In
‘the mission statement that created the INTERFAITH RURAL LIFE COMMITTEE,
the 31 religious Tleaders in Kansas who signed the statement supported
the formation of -the FACTS program. ’

"The purpose of the INTERFAITH RURAL LIFE COMMITTEE is to seek to
unite the resouces of the religious community of Kansas to respond in

any appropriate way to the continuing rural crisis, within a vision of

wholeness."

Among its accomplishments, the INTERFAITH RURAL LIFE COMMITTEE has
run seminars across Kansas for pastors and key church Tleaders to
understand the crisis, to be knowledgable about specific needs of the
families caught in the crisis, and how to recognize the signs of
impending suicide and respond. In addition, the Committee has
distributed over $80,000 in emergency funds to individual farm families
in Kansas, upon the recommendation of Kansas pastors and priests.

Pastors in Kansas have seen that FACTS serves a demonstrable -need
that no one else fulfills. Western Kansans report that FACTS is the
only source of immediate help, both emotional and 1ega1; available to
them. The experience of the faith community involved in the INTERFAITH
RURAL LIFE COMMITTEE is that FACTS is positively perceived by the farmer
constituents of our member congregations.

In addition, pastors see the complex web of legal difficulties
created by the rural crisis. The pastors tell us that in many of the
small rural communities they serve, the lenders in those towns have
retained all of the attorneys in town, leaving the farmers without
access to legal assistance except through the FACTS program.

Kansas farmers have a diversity of skills to carry forward the work
of their farms. They do not have the legal skills that are desperately
needed, and they cannot afford to retain the legal help they do need.
For many of these farmers, there is nowhere else to turn but the legal
services provided for through the FACTS program.

Therefore, the INTERFAITH RURAL LIFE COMMITTEE of the Consultation
of Cooperating Churches in Kansas endorses the continuation of the total

FACTS program, including legal services.

) (The Rev.) Frank Dorsey
% 1987 Chair, Interfaith Rural Life

Commi ttee

37ePsviaE |
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the jewish community relatfions bureau

CHAIRPERSON
Harvey L. Kaplan

IMMEDIATE PAST
CHAIRPERSON
William G. Levi

VICE-CHAIRPERSONS
Irwin E. Blond
Sharon Greenwood

SECRETARY
Alice Jacks Achtenberg

BOARD OF-DIRECTORS
: Allan E. Abrams
Michael A. Azorsky
Janet Davis Baker

- Irvin V. Belzer
Rita Blitt

Arthur Brand

Stevi Brick

Paul Flam

Harvey Fried

Mark H.- Gilgus

Joel K. Goldman
Marlis G. Grad
Debbie Graham
Sharon Hellman
Harlene J, Hipsh
Joan Kort

Hilary M. Lewis

+ Jack Mandelbaum
Rosemary Nochlin
Elaine Polsky

Sheryl Porter” -

~ Joanne Rose
Bobbie Roth-Klein
Steven H. Rothstein
. .Mark R. Singer
L. Joshua Sosland
Stewart Stein
Phyllis Stevens

. Jerome T. Wolf
Leonard H. Zeskind

) EX-OFFICIO
Suzanne Parelman
Sol Koenigsberg

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
David H. Goldstein

ASSOCIATE EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR
Judy Hellman

JCRB

25 east 12th/kansas city, mo &64106/(816) 421-5808

The Farm Crisis Project of the Jewish Community
Relations Bureau/Women's American ORT was initiated in
1986 by the Jewish Community Relations Bureau with the
sponsorship of a national Jewish women'’s organization
Women's American ORT. The Jewish Community Relations
Bureau serves as the social action agency for the Jewich
families of the state of Kansas. The Farm Crisis Proiact
has two broad objectives: 1) to try to alleviate h
prcblems associated with the farm crisis through the
efforts of the Jewish community, and 2) to combat the
violent, racist and anti-semitic responses to the farm
crisis that are promoted by some extremist individuals
and organizations. In order to assist farm. families and
other rural people, the Farm Crisis Project has imple-
mented soccial action, urban education on the rural
‘crisis, person-to-person and social service precijects.

The Farm Crisis Project of the Jewish Cocmmunity .-
Relations Bureau has seen repeatedly the importance of
F.A.C.T.S. in assisting Kansas farm families. Under Dr.
Stan Wardfs able direction, F.A.C.T.S. has assenmbled an
extraordinary staff to meet the out-of-the-ordinary
circumstances facing Kansas farmers. In countless.

‘meetings across the state and at the office in

Manhattahn, I have seen each of the.various staff in.
‘action contributing varied and unique skills. We
that with the loss of federal monies, F.A.C.T.S. may
lose three of its staff positions. The Jewish Community
Relations Bureau hopes that the Kansas Legislature will
be able to find the replacement monies to continue this
invaluable program with each of its current, talented
staff on board.

The Jewish Community Relations Bureau would also
like to stress the importance of continuing, not only
the legal consultation, but also the legal representa-
tion that exists under the current F.A.C.T.S. program.

F.A.C.T.S. has reported that 61% of the calls received

"are from farmers with legal and financial problems. In

many rural towns, farmers are unable to find qualified
legal representation and simply cannot afford to retain
legal help when they do. We urge you tc continue
F.A.C.T.S. with its legal services component intact.

ADVISORY BOARD: Irving Achtenberg, Frank J. Adler, Richard P. Atlas, Bert Berkley, Steven G. Cohn, M.D., Barry A. Glasberg, Meyer L. Goldman, I_.oe_b H. Granoff, Herbert Horowitz, Ann R. Jacobson,
Abe J. Kaplan, Chester B. Kaplan, Ward A. Katz, Joseph Koralchik, Sanford P. Krigel, Sevi Krigel, Kurt Levi, Rabbi Morris Margolies, Rodney T. Minkin, Stgnlgy A. Morantz, James D.H. Reefer, Ruth
Shechter, Harry Sheskin, Mendel Small, Beth K. Smith, Joseph Solsky, Lorraine Stiffelman, Donald H. Tranin, Walter M. Ulin, Evelyn Wasserstrom, Rabbi Michael Zedek

BI-STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE — KANSAS: Lawrence, Frances Degen Horowitz, David M. Katzman, Siegfried Lindenbaum, Manhattan, Philip W. Becker, Charlotte L. Edelman, Topgk-, Jerome
Frieman, Dr. Mark Greenberg, Rabbi Lawrence, P. Karol, Lawrence T. Litwin, Alan Wisman, Elaine Zlotky, Wichita, Rabbi Arthur J. Abrams, Joan S. Beren, W.C. Cohen, Jr., Ivonne Goldstein, Leonard

Goldstein, Rosalyn W. Gore, Rabbi David J. Levy, Nancy M in,R.B.M
Joseph, Grace S. Day, Stanley R. Fishman, Milton Litvak, Richard A. Optican, Springfield, Bobbie Lurie. U TSRS i i i e

An Affiliate and Beneficiary of the Jewish Federa'

in, Thelma K. Menaker, Mary Umansky. MISSOURI: Joplin, Jack Fleischaker, Harry Ludmeyer, Jay Neil Rosenberg, St.
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The Rev. George Bruening, President, Kansas Dist.
Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod

the Rev, Hona T Bunkirk, Executive Presbyter
Preshyterv of S. Kansas, Preshyterian Church (PSA)

()

The Rev. Lloyd G. Cox, Regional Minister
Christ lan Church in Kansas Q

The Vary Rev. B. Shepard Crim, Rural Dean
Episcopal Diocese of Kansas

The Rev. Bert Darden

Heartland Presbytery, Presbyterian Church (USA)

Lrant L. [) RS

The Rev. Frank I.. Dotsey, Council Director
United Methodist Kansas East Conference

The Rev. A. Gayle Engel, Confereuce Minister
Ks-Oklahom. uwnference,, United Church of - Christ

<
°

The Rev. Ronald L. Fslinger, Assoclate Conf.
Minister, ks.-Okla. Gonf. United Church of Christ

Nace Boone Frrzelmml

Rabhi Mave Boone Fitzerman
Congregation Ohay Sholom, Prairie Yillage

-y

wie Most Rav. George K. Fitzsimmons,
Bishop, Catholie Diocese of Salina

y |

The Most Rev. Eugene J. Gerber, Bishop ’
Roman Cathglig Diocese of Wichita

The Kev. Roger Gieschen, Bishop, Lutheran
Church in Amerfica, Central States Synod

The Rt. Rev. Richard F. Grein, Bishop
Episcopal Diocese of Kaunsas
\
Adie

The Rev. David Habegger, Coordinator
Western Dist., Genl. Confercnce Mennonite Church

/p;~£7L-h/ }ﬁLAS

The Rt. Rev, Kenneth W. Hicks, Bishop
Kansas Area, United Methodist Chutch

The Rev. Frank R. Keller, Conference Minister
Western Dist., Genl. Conference Hennonite Church

S

Rabbi David Levy
Hebrew Congregatiuvnal (Traditionsl), Wichita

The Rev. Bétty Lou Payne, Interim Exec. Presbyter
Presbytery of N. Kansas, Presbyterfan Church (USA)

¥ s
I o N P
The Rev. Barry Phulps, Assoc. [or Cong. Devalup.
Presbytery of S. Kansas, Presbyterian Church (US))

Rebod | faa

The Rev. Nobetrt“Ren, Exetulive Jreshvraer
Heartland Preshytery, Preshytetian Church (1'SA)

The Rev. Robert Richardson, President
Consultation of Cooperating Churches in Kansas

Mr. Robert Runnels
Kansas Catholic Confereyce, Kansas City, KS.

The Most Rev. Stanley G. Schlarman, Bishop
Catholic Diocese of Dodge City

| \

The Rev. Dale A. Stitt, Deputy Regioual Minister
Christian Church in Kansas

’ 2
The Rev. John Stitez
Catholic Rural Conference
*-
; LU e ‘

The Most Rev. Ignatius J. Strecker, Archbishop
Catholic Archdiocese of Raunsas Cley, KS.

The Rev. ;ohn Tomlonson, Districe Executive

Hestern Platas District, Chutch of the Brethren

The Rev. Fred Thompson, Executive Miunister
Americaq Bapéist Churches in the Central Region

*

The Rev. Charles Winkler, Council Director
United Methodist Kansas West Conference

(Denominational Listing for tdentification
purponges only.)

Distributed by

CONSULTATION OF CUOPERATING CHURCHES IN KANSAS
4123 Gage Center Drive, Topeka, Kansas 66604
(913) 272-9531

A PASTORAL
LRI REORN S

AGRICULTURE
CRISIS IN THE
STATE OF

KANSAS

Issued by Kansas
Religious Leaders

February 19, 1985



Aa leadere of the reiigious communtty
in Kansas, our allagiance is to God
o has made all of us stewards of
resources ouch as land and water. Be-
cause we are responsible to help
people exeroise atewardship and con-
servation of these valuable resources,
we are called by the covenmt God
made with His people to make tha fol-
loving atatement:

The State of Kansas {s experiencing a
severe agriculture crisis. The impact of a0
severe a crisis has a serious effect upon the
rural communities and ¢the people who are a
part of them: farm tanllles.v family owned
businesses, banks, and varfous {institutions
which serve the communicy such as churches and
schools. ;

Of the $215,000,000,000. debt owed by
ers, 30% of the farmers aowe 80% of that
debrt. Of those Farmers who are affected by
the crisis, the group suffering che mosc are
those who have been referred to as the “tradi-
tional family farm." They are the group that
now are the backbone of many of our rural com-
munities, and the churches that serve those
communities

Econvnists indicate that the various com-
wodity programs do not help this group of
farmers as much as the large commercial Earm-
ers, The veal significant question fs: Why
do government programs designed to help farm-
ers miss thiy parcicular group?

Dr. Barry Flinchbaugh, Agricultural Econ-
omist at Kansau State Unlversity, has said,
"If conditions continue (or the next two
vears as they have heen for the last three

‘ts, 25% of the Farmers will go out of busi-
" It is clear that family farms will be
tne ones mnst severely affected.

Because of the serlousness of the present
agriculture crisis and its effect aupon the
rural community, we, veligious Leaders in the
State ol Kansas:

4+ pledge ourselves to work with those who
are already laborfng to preserve lLife {n
our rural communitiesg

+ call upon the leaders of the churches and
synagogues to work cooperatively to edu-
cate all Kansans to the seriousness of
this crisis;

+ call upon pastors and congregations and
synagogues in local communities through-
out Kausas to join together to offer
spiritual, emntional, and economic sup-
pore to those familfes suffaring hardship
as a result of this crindis;

+ call upon the ‘pastors of our congrega-
tions and synagogues tv work together to
build bridges of ‘understanding with per-
sons caught fn this crieis and the vari-
ous service segments of the community,
for wa belleve that we wust be about the
ainistry ; of building bridges of under-
standing among the people of rural com-
synitied undergolng such stress;

4+ call upon the federal cougressional dele-
gation fron Kangas to continue thelr ef-
forts to work €or the beaufit of those
who are affected, and to develop & 1985
Farm Policy that will both alleviate the
present crisis and presecve our rural
communities;

+ conmend Governor Carlin €or his cecommen-
dation of the establfishment of the Farm-
ers Assistance Counseling aud Training
Service (FACTS) program, and urge the
State lLegislature to pass the legislation
and enabling funding;

+ call upon the Governor, the Kansas House
and Senate, the various farm organiza-
tions, State agencies, Extension Service,
fsrm credit organieations, legal, educa-
tional, and mental health professionals
to join with the religfous community to
develop a wholistic response to this
grave crisis,

In addition, we call upon the Governing
Bodv o€ the Consultation of  Coopecating
Churches in Kansas, at its meetfng fn Wichita
on March L2th, in concert with other relfgfous
carmunitfes in Kansas, to torm an INTERCHURCH
RURAL LIFE COMMITIEE, composed of representa-
tives of all of the Kansas religlous denomina-

tions wishiog to participate, and to invite
participation of the varfous farm organiza-
tions, Extensfon Service, farm credit organi--
zations, the GCovernor's Office, the Kansas
State Legislature, Llegal, educational, and
mental health organizations, and all other or-
ganizations who could bring a constructive and
coordinated response process ta the crisis in
our Kansas communities. The Committee would
work i1n close collaboration with the Ecumeni-
cal Farm Issuen Task Force, which has been fo-
strumental in helping to clarify the issues in
Kansas communities, and enable people caught
fn the crisls to talk with each other. We
pledge to geek the Fipancial resources to en-
able the [(NTERCHURCH RURAL LIFE COMMITTEE to

‘be effective in its work.

The purpoge of the INTERCHURCH RURAL LIFE
COMMITTEE would be to address the present
crisis in agriculture and {ts devastacing ef-
fect upon all aspects of Kansss rural comnun-
ity Life -~ farm families, business persons
vho rely upon agriculture, financial fnstitu-
tivns, schools and churches, and interpersonal
relaclonships -- and to devise appropriate
methods of response in such areas as:

+ devialng wmesns of raising the awareness
of the crisis awong both €arm and non-
farm sectors across the Stace of Kansas

+ bringing together tesources that can help
local rural comunitfes maintain a sense
of community in the midat of crisis;

+ devising strategies whereby as many eco-
nomically viable fatm operations as pos-~
sible are maintained;

4+ dealing directly with the emotional .and
spirfitual dimensjons of the problem Fac-
ing financially troubled Fara Eamilfes}

+ developing an agricultural crisis hot
Line so that (ndividuals can receive fw-
mediate counsel and supportg

+ developing training prograws for pastors
and other helping professionals more
thoroughly to understand the effects of
the crisis upon parsons; i

+ developing a network system of neighbors
who have gone through this crisis and
who are no more than 50 wiles distant
Erom any farm family {n crisis, so that
fomediate support ia given; :

t  trajoing pastors and wutilfzing meatal
health profassionals to develop a longer
term support system for those beling
called upon to stand by those fn crisis.

+ doveloping a Llfiatson relationship with
persons and organizations in other ag-
ticulturally troubled States «o that a
mnlti-state network is rormed,

We believe that {mmediate acticn is

called for {n this crisis, and cal) upon all
of the people of Kansas to be 'Good !leipghbors”
to persons in those communjities .50 scverely
aflected..

SSe ol

Rabbi Arthur J. Abrams
Temple Emanu-el, Wichita

[eieleIN"S

The Rt. Rev. Joha F. Ashby, Bishop
Episcopal Diocese of Western Kansas

il e

Dorothy ¢, Borery, Executive Coordinator
Cousultacfon oi Cooperating Churches ftn Kansas

&Mm

The Rev, Fdwavd Brubaker, Synod Executlve
Synod of Mid America, Presbyterian Church SA)
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THE KANSAS RURAL CENTER, INC.
304 Pratt Street
WaiTING, KANSAS 66552

Phone: (913) 873-3431
Testimony in Support of H.B. #152

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Appropriations Committee:

I am Ronald Schneider, representing the Kansas Rural Center.

We are a non-profit organization emphasizing education and
advocacy on 1issues concerning rural Kansas and sustainable
agriculture. We have been incorporated since 1979.

We support H.B. #152, and we fecommend that this committee
approves the bill. In addition to the bill itself, the entire
funding request should be appropriated to FACTS and the legal
services program. This is an extremely important piece of
legislation which needs the support of the entire Legislature.

At the Kansas Rural Center, we have had the opportunity to
be directly involved in many family farm crises. The FACTS
program has proven to be an invaluable service to many farmers
who are experiencing personal and financial distress. Without
FACTS, I can assure you that many farm families would have
experienced greater distress and pain. But please, do not think
that the need for these services are diminishing. The farm
crisis continues, and we have thousands of family farmers who
should have the FACTS program to rely upon.

The FACTS program does not only provide personal
counselling, but it also assists farmers in preserving and
managing a profitable business. FACTS is a form of economic
devélopment; it keeps potentially profitable and viable farms in

operation. The first step in effective economic planning, as
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noted in the Redwood - Kryder Report, is the preservation and
expansion of existing small to medium size businesses. The FACTS
program accomplishes this goal; itpromotes family farms in the
state of Kansas, which are an essential component of the rural
economy. The loss of our family farms has a direct impact upon
rural towns, and the tax base of the entire state.

Finally, we emphasize the need to maintain full legal
services available in conjunction with the FACTS program.
Contrary to many allegations, legal servicés are provided to only
fhose farmers who have a probability of maintaining a profitable
farm. The program is very selective in the utilization of its
funds. Currently the Kansas Legal Services is providing
counselling and representation to qualified farmers through a
contract with the Board of Agriculture. Rest assured that the
state 1is getting its money's worth. The Kansas Legal Services,
in my opinion, is the best situated organization in the state to
provide these services to our farmers. The quality and scope of
their work cannot be duplicated at this price, even if the state
attempted to provide in house services.

In order for FACTS to be a truly effective program, it must
provide complete and thorough legal services. If we intend to
help farmers work out individual plans to keep their operations
profitable, they must be 1in equal bargaining positions.
Attorneys are a neéessary part of the bargaining process between
debtor and creditor. If the debtor does not have access to
adequate and complete legal services, most lending institutions
have mno incentive to participate in renegotiation. The farmer

needs the power and influence of full legal representation.



Anything less than that shall be without value.

We know that FACTS and the legal assistance programs are not
adequatély funded at current levels. - To reduce the
appropriations would be a major blow to the program. FACTS and
the legal services are an essential program which the state has
found to be part of its obligations to rural citizens. We hope
that this Legislature continues to support and fund this program

in its entirety, and that H.B. #152 is approved.



Kansas Farm Bureau

rs. PUBLIC POLICY STATEMENT

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
RE: S.B. 152 - FACTS Program — Sunset Date Extended

March 23, 1987
Topeka, Kansas

Presented by:
Bill R. Fuller, Assistant Director
Public Affairs Division
Kansas Farm Bureau

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Bill Fuller. I am the Assistant Director of
Pttt

Public Affairs for Kansas Farm Bureau. I am speaking on behalf of
the farmers and ranchers who are members of the 105 County Farm
Bureaus. We appreciate this opportunity to express our support of
S.B. 152 which primarily extends the "sunset" for the FACTS
program.

In 1985, when FACTS was created by this Legislature, KFB did
not have policy on the overall FACTS proposal ... therefore, we
were not authorized to support or oppose the bill. However, our
statement to the House Ways and Means Committee on April 2, 1985
included these statements: "We too recognize that the problems in
the farm economy have reached crisis proportions in many areas ...
We desire that farmers and ranchers have full access to all farm
management, employment and job retraining services and stress
management programs needed while attempting to survive during
these very trying times ... We recognize that a benmeficial
'toll-free farm crisis hotline' could be developed to refer to
farm families needing assistance to the proper agency or

resources." ~
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Today, our farmers and ranchers have policy supporting the
program: "Especially during this critical time in agriculture, we
recognize the need for farm families and rural communities to have
access to meaningful management, counseling, support programs and
economic development initiatives.™

We believe the bold policy decisions of joint administrations
by the State Board of Agriculture and the Extension Service at
Kansas State University has maximized the availability of the
state's resources for Kansas farmers and ranchers. We commend
Stan Ward and his staff in providing assistance to many stressed
farm families across Kansas ... 12,000 "hot-line" calls from all
105 counties. We believe the "sunset" provision of FACTS should
be extended as many farm families continue to struggle through
these difficult economic times.

We would like to have FACTS continue as it now exists.
However, we recognize the fact we are living in the real world of
revenue shortfalls. If a shortage of resources must limit the
program, we suggest these priorties:

1. The 8 staff of the cere program must be maintained.

2. Legal assistance ... advice, counseling and referral ...

must be continued.

3. Legal representation for those farmers without resources
should be available ... however, we support a plan
requiring farmers who have the ability to pay for a
portion of their legal fees.

Under this policy, we believe a larger number of farm families can
be assisted with the limited resources.

Thank you for this opportunity to express our support of S.B.

152, T will attempt to respond to any questions you may have.



DEBRA BRUMMER St at
——PRESTOTNT e
GERALD GRIGGS

- Committee of Blind Vendors

LARRY WAYMIRE
SECRETARY-TREASURER

CATHERINE DAWSON
EASTERN DIVISION

SANDRA TERRY
WESTERN DIVISION

TESTIMONY
By Debra Brummer

T0: All Members of House Committee of Appropriations
DATE: March 23, 1987
SUBJECT: House Bill # 2504

On behalf of the blind persons in Kensas, who are licensed

to operate vending facilities in accordance with KSA 75-3337 et.
seq., I strongly urge you to support HB # 2504, and reccomend
its passage to the full House for consideration.

This bill will basically clean up the language and make it
more consistant with the Federal “"Randolph-Sheppard Act. "

The Vending facility program, commonly known as the Business
Enterprise Program, provides remunerative employment opportunities
to blind persons in Kansas, These persons thus become tax

payers in Kansas.

The Business Enterprise Program utilizes no state tax dollars

for its operation. The Business Enterprise Program budget

ig comprised of Federal Vocational Rehabilitation tax dollars

and assessment money which is levied on the net earnings of

each vending facility manager. With no state tax dollars

being used for the Business Enterprise Program, the impact

on the State's economy is indeed positive, through the generation
of tax dollars; both state income tax and state sales tax
dollars.

To insure the continued success of this important program,
I urge you to support HB # 2504,

I have enclosed some background information which may be useful
to you. I am also including a copy of a letter from Dr, Richard
Schutz to Representative Frank Buehler, which answered a question
which related to how the expense of state committee meetings
would be paid. - . ;

|
i
‘
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The purpose of this bill is to facilitate the establishment of vending
stands on property controlled by departments, agencies, or instrumentalities of
the state of Kansas. This bill will expand remunerative  employment
opportunities for the blind and bring state law into greater conformity with
corresponding federal law by making the language consistent with that in federal
law, thereby preventing cities and counties from denying the blind priority in
establishing vending facilities.

Language in the existing law is not consistent with the federal
Randolph-Sheppard law which gives blind persons priority status in the operation
of vending facilities on federal property. Current language has resulted in
difficulties establishing vending stands to be operated by the blind in city and
county buildings. For example, a food service contract in an urban county
courthouse has been awarded in the past to a private vendor without giving the
blind vending facility program preferential opportunity to meet bigd
specifications. The broposed legislation is more consistent with language in
the federal law by giving qualified blind persons priority to operate vending

facilities on property of departments, agencies, or instrumentalities of the
state of Kansas.

The estimate from the Federal Rehabilitation Services Administration
Office of the BRiind and Visually Impaired is that at least 75% of the states
have laws that give blind persons priority to operate vending facilities on
city, county, and state property. Such laws are modeled after the federal
Randolph-Sheppard law. As expressed in K.S.A. 75-3337, the state laws have been
enacted "for the purpose of providing blind persons with remunerative
employment, enlarging the economic opportunities of the ‘blind, and stimulating
the blind to greater efforts in striving to make themselves self-supporting...."
From 25 to 30 blind persons are usually employed as vending facility managers.
Average annual income is approximately $19,500. Assessments are levied against
net profits of facilities. The assessments are used to earn matching federal
vocational rehabilitation funds at the rate of four federal dollars for each
dollar of assessment. The combination of federal and assessment funds is used
to operate to vending facilities program. Approximately $4,300 of assessment is
expected from each vending facility. This can earn $17,200 of federal funds.
The total can be applied to vending facility program operating expenses or
program enhancements which benefit all of the blind vending facility managers.

Absence of priority in the past has resulted in questions about the
right of blind persons to operate vending facilities in city and county
buildings and has increased the difficulty of establishing vending facilities to
be operated by the blind. The proposal provides for normal binding arbitration
procedures with a neutral third party serving as chairperson of an arbitration
panel when disputes arise, i.e., when a department or agency fails to comply
with the Act or regulations. An example of a dispute is a county’s opting to
issue a contract for courthouse food service to a private vendor without giving
preference or priority to a licensed blind vendor. The proposal establishes a
committee of blind vendors whose responsibilities are consonant with those
specified in federal regulations.

The effect of passage will make it easier for blind persons to operate
vending stands in buildings controlled by departments, agencies, or
instrumentalities of the state of Kansas. This will enlarge employment



opportunities for the blind and stimulate even more blind persons to become
self-supporting.

There is no way to project precisely the number of new vending
facilities that will result from this proposal. As current food service
contracts in city, county, and state buildings expire, the vending facility
program for the blind will have opportunities to open facilities at those
sites. Relocation of city, county, and state employees to new offices offers
potential for new vending facilities. It is estimated that approximately four
new vending facilities are likely to become available in the next four years.
Each site is expected to provide employment for at least one blind person.
Vending facilities that result from the proposal are expected to provide an
average annual income of $19,500 for the blind managers. An average of $4,300
per facility per year is expected to be assessed against net profits. The
assessment is used to operate the vending facility program. No state tax funds
are used for this program.

All blind vending facility managers, i.e., usually from 25 to 30, stand
to benefit from this proposal by having assessment funds and matching federal
funds applied to program operation and enhancement. If the program is forced to
rely less on federal funds, there will need to be more reliance on assessment
funds as a primary source of program financing.



REHABILITATION SERVICES

STATE OF KANSAS

MIKE HAYDEN, GOVERNOR

STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICES

2700 WEST 6TH STREET

TOPEKA, KANSAS 66606
VOICE/TDD (913) 296-3911
KANS-A-N 561-3911

Services for the Blind

First Floor - Biddle Building
2700 West Sixth Street
Topeka, Kansas 66606

Phone (913) 296-4454

The Honorable J. Frank Buehler
State Representative

Room 425-S, State Capital Building
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Representative Buehler:
This letter is to confirm our telephone discussion today about H.B. 2504,

Because of federal regulations, a comittee of blind vendors has existed for
many years. It has been called an advisory committee in state law. The
Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services has paid committee members’
expenses to attend committee meetings. H.B. 2504 uses the expression "state
committee" instead of advisory committee to make state law consistent with
language in the federal regulations. The Department will continue to pay
committee expenses as in the past. No increase in expense is expected. No
state tax funds are used for this item. Eighty percent (80%) of funds used are
federal vocational rehabilitation funds, and the other funds are assessments
levied against net profits of vending facility managers.

Please let me know if you need additional information.

Sincerely yours,

Richard A. Schutz, Ph.D.
Director
Services for the Blind

RAS/1rm

cc: Secretary Harder
Commissioner Watson



Randolph Sheppard Vendcrs of Kansas
Testimony

To: House Committee of Appropriations
Date: March 23, 1987

From: Larry E. Waymlre Secretary/Treasurer
5 Randolph Sheppard Vendors of Kansas
President
Capitol Chapter, National Federation
of the Blind of Kansas

Regarding: Testimony for Committee of Appropriations House Bill #2504

Economic Impact Analysis by Robert Glass & Richard Sexton

University of Kansas

Following is a brief overview of the above. I have taken the
liberty of noting what I feel to be the significant points of this
economic analysis, along with relevant facts pertaining to the
Business Enterprise Program.

The Blind Vending Facilities Program in Kansas does yield tangible
economic benefits well in excess of its level of public support.

The State's share of public funds comes from the vendor's earnings,
ei, no State Tax Dollars.

The Program's benefit/cost ratio is about 8.27; or, for every $1
spent on the Program, about $7 are returned into the economy.

New income and employment generated through the Vending Facility
Program will create additional income and employment through the
multiplier process.

The total number of JObS created in 1978 was estimated to be 102,
with the number increasing to 128 in 1986,

The 1983-86 estimates assume no changes in net income earned by
the Program from the 1982 level. I feel the net income has risen.
Also the State retail sales tax has risen since this survey.

Participation levels in the Program have been nearly unchanged
since 1978. The reason for Bill #2504 is to increase employment
opportunities within the BEP, among other things.

The study was rather conservative, by the authors' own admission,
and assessed only the Program's tangible benefits, when it also
generates significant intangible virtues.

The National Federation of the Blind of Kansas, an active and
concerned consumer group, stands alongside the Randolph Sheppard
Vendors of Kansas in regards to support for passage of House
Bill #2504.
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AN ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS OF THE BLIND

VENUING FACILITIES PROGRAM IN KANSAS

Project Director

Raobert Glass

Anthony Redwood
Director

Institute for Economic and Business Research

University of Kansas

November, 1983

This study was funded through the State Oepartment of Social and
Rehabilitation Services. All views expressed are solely those of the
authors. Richard Sexton and Michael Valk assisted Mr. Glass on this project.



An Economic Impact Analysis of the Blina Vending Facilities Program

in Kansas

INTRODUCTION

According to the most recent Census Bureau figures, 8.9 percent of working
age Americans have some disability which limits the amount of kind of work
they can perform. Twenty-six percent of those in this yroup live below the
poverty rate, and only 22 percent worked full-time for the whole year in 1981.

Because of their reduced labor force participation, disabled persons are
significant participants in major government assistance programs. In fact, 23
percent of the 12.1 million food-stamp recipients in 1981 were disabled while
37 percent of those receiving Medicaid had a work disability.

The development of training programs to better assimilate the disabled
into the work force has long been a goal of public ﬁolicy in the Unitea
States. Many woulo argue that such programs are meritorious irrespective of
the cost outlays incurred. A more pragmatic approach, however, would require
that these programs, Jjust as any other, justify their mandate by yielding a
tangible, positive economic impact at least commensurate with the public cost
outlay.

ARdopting such an approach, this study investigates one particular training
proyram for the disabled, the Blind Vending Facilities Program in Kansas. The
mandate for such programs came in 1936 with the passage of the Randolph-
Sheppard Act which directeda that state licensing agencies be commissioned to
provide opportunities ana encouragement for blind people to become self-
sufficient and contributing members to society. The principal means by which
this mission was to be discharged was the establishment of bling-managed
vending operations in public facilities. The original legislation was

strengthenead and modified with the passage of the Randolph-Sheppard Act

Amendments of 1974.



In evaluating the economic impact of the Bling Vending Facilities Program,
the analyst's primary interest lies in determining the extent to which the
program has succeeded in moving blind people from the public assistance rolls
into productive positions in the work force. That is, the reduction in public
assistance outlays and the commensurate increase in tax receipts constitute
the tangible benefit accruing from these programs to the various governmental
levels. Measuring these benefits and comparing them to the qovernmental
outlays for this program, therefore, is the methodology employea in this
analysis. The methogological problems in making these assessments are by no
means small, however, and, hence, a somewhat detailed discussion of the
analytical approach is called for and is providea in Section I. The section
following discusses in some detail the analytic techniques employed to develop
estimates of the economic impact of the Blind Vending Facilities Program, and
Section III calculates those estimates. section IV concludes the study
proper, briefly presentiny the major fingdings. Most notably, this section
emphasizes that the Program has a positive economic effect on every relevant
level of both the state and federal government.

I. Methodology for Estimating Economic Impact

To estimate the economic impact of the Vending Facilities Program, it is
necessary to first determine the exact nature of that impact. In this reyard,
the critical question concerns whether the Vending Facilities Program simply
redistributes jobs away from sighted workers to visually handicapped workers
or whether the program actually generates new economic activity and increases
the number of Jjobs in the Kansas economy. This issue should be considered

from both a static and a dynamic perspective as demonstrated through the

construction of a simple example.



For this purpose, first consider the economic impact of establishing a new
blind venoing facility in Kansas as a discrete activity specific to one
singular moment in time. Within this context of static (timeless or
noncontinuous) analysis, the economic effects of establishing such a facility
in the state depend critically upon the magnitude of unemployed resources
within the economy. If the Kansas economy is operating at full employment,
then the new vending facility would represent an expansion of the economy.
This conclusion follows from the observation that any workers (for example,
restaurant employees) displaced by the new facility would be without work only
temporarily in a fully employea economy and would quickly become assimilated
into other sectors of the economy. Hence, the acdition of the visually
hanaicapped workers to the labor force represents an increase in the
productive capacity of the work force and, during pericus of full employment,
results in an increase in the level of income generated in the local economy .

However, 1if the Kansas economy is operating at lessithan full capacity
with significant numbers of unemployed persons, the economic impact from
establishment of the new facility may be considerably different. At the
outset, it is quite likely that some of the unemployed persons who are not
visually handicapped could receive training andg run the new facility in a
manner comparable to the visually handicapped person being trained to run the
facility. Furthermore, workers displaced due to competition from the
blind-run operations would have trouble reassimilating into society in a high
unemployment economy. As well, given the wigely acknowledyed virtues of the
market mechanism as a tool for allocating resources, a compelling argument can
be made that any viable vending services location would be developed by
private enterprise. Under this scenario, the Vending Facilities Program

simply replaces private investment with public investment and replaces a

slightea manager with a visually handicapped manager. Thus, within a static



environment and with the assumption of substantial unemployment, the economic
impact of the Vending Facilities Program is purely distributional, 1i.e.,
distributing resources from the sighted to the blind.

static analysis, however, embraces only part of the economic effect. A
dynamic approach, although more complex, can capture an economy's path of
adjustment to an economic phenonenon and, in this manner, expose what 1is
hidden from the static approach. Returning to the example of a new vending
facility being established during a period of significant unemployment, the
result changes when the activity is considered within a dynamic (continuous)
context. The initial results of the dynamic analysis are the same as those of
the static analysis: public investment replaces private investment and blind
employment replaces sighted employment. However, as the economy changes over
time, new possibilities for investment develop and new opportunities for
employment become available for the unemployed sighted persons. Thus, the
visually handicapped person who received the training eventually represents an
increase in the productivity of the labor force glven that the dynamic changes
in the labor market will present over time new opportunities for employment
for sighted persons who initially may have lost Jobs to the visually
handicapped. As such, the long-run result of the dynamic analysis becomes the
same as that of the static analysis with full employment: the local economy
expands with an increase in productivity and an increase in the level of
income.

Thus, when dynamic considerations are incorporated into the analysis, it
can be demonstrated that the Vending Facilities Program generates new ecnomic
activity and expanas the Kansas economy whether one assumes full employment of
the Kansas economy or not. because the dynamic approach is more general in

nature and is more appropriate to the present context, it forms the analytical

framework for the rest of this study.



I1I1. Estimating Economic Impact

The impact of the Vending Facilities Proyram upon the Kansas economy can
be broken down into two funcamental effects: first, the activity's direct
impact wupon the economy, and second, the subsequent, reactive effects
precipitated by the economic activity as the initial effect works through the
economy .

Estimating the direct effect of the vending facilities can be accomplishea
in a straightforward fashion once the methodological issues are resolved.
These concerns, as noted, revolve around the oisplacement effects due to bling
workers initially replacing sighted workers and, consequently, the diffusion
process as the aisenfranchised sighteu workers become assimilated back into
the work force through the manifestation of new economic opportunities.

As the displacea sighted workers acquire new, productive employment, the
Vending Services Program begins to generate new income, which constitutes the
direct impact from the Program. Also important to recogniée, however, is that
economic activity begets further activity through what is commnonly known as
the multiplier process.

Basically, the muliplier process derives from the fact that income
obtained by one person, when spent, becomes income to another person, and so
forth. Hence, income becomes "multiplied" as it moves through the economy.
This process, though, coes not continue ingefinitely and eventually atropies
as 1income and expenditure "leak" from the point of initial income creation.
Leakages can take the form of savings, taxes, or purchases of goods ana
services outside the local economy. Once income has left the local economy,
it, of course, is no longer able to create further acivity, and hence, the

multiplication process ends.



An intuitive analogy for the multiplier phenomenon is the throwing of a
rock into a pond. The immediate result is the splash which corresponds to the
initial impact of an economic activity on an economy. Then, following the
rock's gescent, the impact can still be detected in the ensuing ripples. As
these concentric circles expand toward the edge of the pond, they slow and
aimishes in force. This effect corresponds to the secondary or indgdirect
impact of an economic activity; in fact, these secondary effects are sometimes
referred to by economists as "the ripple effect."

Ripple effects, by nature, are not easy to estimate because they cannot be
directly observed. This difficulty is surmounted in most cases through
estimation of a multiplier which enable the secondary effects to be estimated
without having to observe them.

The multiplier employed in this study was adapted from Kansas State
University Professor Jarvin Emerson's Kansas Economy lnput-Uutput Model. The
multiplier 1is 1.84, and it relates directly to eating and drinking
establishments in Kansas. This value corresponas closely to economic
intuition concerning its appropriate value and is also consistent with
previous Institute experience in the development of multipliers for Kansas.

Once a multiplier is in hand, the total income (TI) created from an
infusion of economic activity (i.e., the direct and the secondary effects) is

estimated as simply the product of the income multiplier, ™ and the

I ’
direct impact (DI). That is TI= DI x My

The remaining methodological consideration concerns positing the manner in
which the direct impact is realized, i.e., the displacement and diffusion

mechanism.



Based upon the discussion in Section I, the displacement effect, d, can be
modeled as a function of time, t. Hence, it can be expressed as a{t). The
exact functional form of d depends upon economic conditions. In a full
employment economy, as noted, assimilation of displacea workers occurs very
quickly, ana d(t) tends toward zero over a short time interval. when economic
conditions are poor, as they have been over much of the time interval covered
by this study (1978-82), displaced will persist over a longer perioa.

Aside from this basic theory, there are few categorical rules to guide
modeling of the displacement process, a condition that necessitates the
exercise of some discretionary judgments on the analysts's part. Based, then,
upon the juagment of the Institute analysts, the poor econamnic conditions
which prevailed in Kansas over 1980-87 suggest  that initial period
displacement would be high. Therefore, it was assumed that d(to) = 1.0
where t° is the time period immediately following an infusion of economic
activity from the Vending Services Program. It was further assumed that total
reassimilation of aisplaced workers would occur after five years: 0(t0+5) =
0. And, because no other adjustment rate would seem innately superior to it,

a simple, linear adjustment was assumed over the five-year period: d(t0 + 1)

0.8, d(tO +2) = 0.6, d(to +3) = 0.4, and d(to+4) = 0.2.

In the forthcoming economic impact calculations, these adjustment
parameters are applied only to new levels of economic activity flowing from
the Program auring the study period. For that level of activity which existed
through 1978, it was assumed that the displacement effects had already worked
their course or, in other words, that those displaced by the development of
blina vending facilities had already become reconstituted within the work
force. This assumption is plausible given the Program's relatively long

history and the favorable economic conditions which prevailed during the

1975-78 period.



III. Estimated Impact of the Vending Facilities Program

A. The Total Income Effect

The income data for the Vending Facilities Program used for this stuay
were for FY 1978 through FY 1982. (The fiscal year in this instance runs from
Uctober through September.) This length of time horizon is consistent with
the intent to smooth out any possible aberrations of one particular year while
avoiding the influence of possible institutional changes over longer time
periods.

The direct income effect from the Program for each year is the net income
(NI) generated by the program less any displacement effects. Table 1 contains
NI (gross income-cost of yoods sold) from the program in Kansas for FY 78 - FY
82. In each of the years examined, the Program attained some increase in the
(current dollar) volume of income created.

Table Z presents calculations of the total income effect. Total income
(TI) in 1978 (year 1) is merely N178 x 1.84, because of the initial
steady-state assumption. For 1979, however, new net income ( NI79) created
during that year must go through the adjustment process. Hence,

Tl79 = [NI78 + (1 - 0.8) NI79 x 1.84 = $1,637,000

The displacement effect for 1979 (also displayed in Table 2) is x 0.8 =

NI 79
$74,200.



Table 1

Net Income (Current Dollars) Earned in the Vending Facilities Program in Kansas

FY 78
GROSS INCOME $1,977,077
(Total Sales
from Vending
Operations)

Co=* 1,087,392
GL  , S0LD

NET INCOME 889,685
(Gross -~ Cost of)
Income Goods

CHANGE 1IN -
NET INCOME

FYy 79
$2,183,298

1,200,814

982,484

92,799

FYy 80
$2,561,459

1,408,802

1,152,657

176,172

FY 81
$2,580,343

1,418,189

1,161,154

8,498

Fy 82
$2,613,120

1,437,222

1,175,909

14,754



Table 2
Total Income Effect (Thousanas of Dollars)
NET EFFECT 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1885 1986

EFFECT UF 1978 $1,637.0 $1,637.0 $1,637.0 $1,637.0 $1,637.0 $1,637.0 $1,637.0 $1,637.0 $1,637.0

EFFECT OF 1979 34.2 68.4 102.5 136.6 170.8 170.8 170.8 170.8
FEFECT OF FY 15980 62.6 125.3 - 187.9 250.5 313.2 313.2 313.2
EFrFECT OF FY 1981 3.1 6.3 3.4 12.5 15.6 15.6
EFFECT OF FY 1982 5.4 10.8 16.2 21.6 27.0

TUTAL $1,637.0 $1,671.2 $1,768.0 $1,867.9 $1,973.2 $2,078.5 $2,149.7 $2,158.2 $2,163.6

Displacement Effect (Thousands of Dollars)

DISPLACEMENT ?g;gRt 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
EFFECT OF FY 1978 %0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0
AND BEFORE

"ECT OF FY 1979 74.2 55.7 27.1 18.6 0 0 0 0
EFFECT OF FY 1980 136.2 102.1 68.1 34.0 0 0 0
EFFECT OF FY 1981 6.8 5.1 3.4 1.7 0 0
EFFECT OF FY 1982 11.8 8.8 5.9 2.9 0

()
N
0
o

TOTAL %0 74.2 191.9 146.0 103.6 46.2 7.



Total income created for 1980 is tound by expanding this procedure one
adaitional step: NI79 goes through phase 2z of the adjustment process, and
NIBO goes through phase 1. Hence,

T18O = [N178 + (1 -0.6) NI79 + (1 - 0.8) NIBU]xl.BQ = $1,768.00

The displaced income for FY 80 is 0.6 x NI, + 0.8 x NI80 = $191,900.

Further elaboration on the calculation methodology used to obtain Table 2
shoula be unnecessary. The table carries forward computations throuygh FY 86.
Those for FY 83 - FY 86 assume no new expansion of NI from the Program during
these years. Total income created continues to grow, though, as the
displacement effect continues to decay.

Summing up the Program's income impact over the five-year interval obtains
$8,916,00 in new total income created. Uver the nine-year internal from
1978-86, the figure is $17,466,000.

B. Estimated impact on Uther Economic Variables

Estimation of the Program's Impact on other impoftant variables is
accomplished by exploiting the close relationship which exists between income
and variables such as employment, retail sales, and taxes. For example, an
employment multiplier for Kansas ME’ can be estimated simply as the ratio of
total employment in the state to Kansas personal income, i.e.,

Mg = Total Kansas Employment

Total Kansas personal income
Although simple in form, this expression incorporates the fact that most

personal income is created through employment, and that, therefore, from year
to year, the ratio should remain very stable, changing only due to higher
salaries over time.

Given Mg s the estimated employment impact of the Vending Facilities

Program for any year is that year's Mc times that year's total income effect.



The methodology usea to compute the so-called multipliers for the other
variables analyzea in this study mirrors that utilized for employment, Hence,
the expressions are presented below with little elaboration:

Retail Sales: My = Kansas Retail Sales
Kansas Personal Income

Accurate retail sales data are available only through the pentade Census of

Retail Trade; therefore, Mz Ccannot be adjusted annually. Presently, tne

most recent data is for 1977.

Retail Sales Tax: My = Kansas State-Level Retail Sales Collections
Kansas Personal Income

State Income Tax: Mgy = Kansas State Income Tax Collections
Kansas Personal Income

Federal income tax data for Kansas are not yet available for the years
after 1980. Therefore, the 1980 multiplier was extended into the future.

This fact, given the 1981 and 1982 tax cuts, probably overestimates the tax

impact to some small extent.

Federal Income Tax: Mgy + Kansas Federal Income Tax Collections
Kansas Personal Income

Estimates for 1978-82 of the multipliers developed in this subsection are
contained in Table 3. Table 4 contains the results from applying the
constellation of multipliers to the annual total incoem effects derived in
Table 2. The total number of jobs created in 1978 is estimated to be 102 with
the total increasing to 118 in 1982 and eventually stabilizing at 128 in 1986

after the displacement effects have been completed.



EMPLOYMENT
MULTIPLIER

RETAIL SALES
MULTIPLIER

RETAIL SALES
TAX MULTIPLIER

STATE INCOME
TAX MULTIPLIER

FEDERAL INCUME
TAX MULTIPLIER

Table 3

Economic Activity multipliers for Kansas

1978

0.0625

0.4640

0.0176

0.0158

).0842

1979

0.0555

0.4640

0.0163

0.0150

0.0899

1980

0.0517

0.4640

0.0158

0.01l64

0.0899

1981

0.0459

0.4640

0.0150

0.01l56

0.0899

1982 ang BEYUND

0.0429

0.4640

0.0l46

0.0188

0.0899



TABLE 4

The Effect of the vending Facilities Program on Other Economic Variables

1978 AND
BEFORE 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

EMPLOYMENT GENERATED 102 104 109 114 118 124 127 127 128
(Number of Jobs)

RETAIL SALES CENERATED 759.6 775.4 820.4 866.7 915.6 964.4 997.5 1,001.4 1,003.9
(Thousanas of Dollars) :

IAXES GENERATED IN THOUSANDS OF DULLARS

RETAIL SALES TAX 28.8 27.2 27.9 28.0 28.8 30.3 31.4 31.5 31.6
STATE INCOME TAX 25.9 25.1 25.0 29.1 37.1 39.1 40.4 40.6 40.7
STATE TOTAL 54.7 52.3 56.9 57.1 £5.9 69.4 71.8 72.1 72.3

FEDERAL INCOME TAX 137.8 140.7 157.2 166.1 175./74  184.8 191.1 191.9 192.3



Similarly, new retail sales were estimateo to be $759,600 in 1978,
increasing thereafter to $915,600 in 1982, ana eventually stabiliziny at
$1,003,900 in 1986.

New revenue collections from the taxation of the sales and income
generated by the Program were estimated to total $54,700 in 1978, to increase
to $65,900 by 1982, and to stabilize at $72,300 by 1986. Finally, federal tax
collections were enhanced by an estimated $137,800 in 1978, $175,400 in 1982,
and $192,300 when the steady state is attained in 1986.

Some notes are in orader concerning the appropriate interpretation of these
figures. In particular, it should be reiterated that the 1983-96 estimates
assume no changes 1in net income earned by the Program from the 1982 level.
Tne changing estimates are due to the displacement effects. Also worth noting
is that retail sales and tax collections are flow variables which can be
sunmed over time to yielo an aggregate total. For example, total new retail
sales estimated for 1978-82 were $4,137,700. The estiméted total over the
nine-year period from 1978-86 is $8,104,900.

Similar aggregations for the tax variables are as follows:

1978-82 1978-86
Kansas Retail Sales Tax $140,700 $ 265,500
Kansas Income Tax 146,200 307,000
Total Kansas Tax 286,900 572,500
Federal Income Tax 777,200 $1,537,300

Employment, conversely, is a stock variable which should not be aggregated
across years because, from year-to-year, basically the same jobs are being
counted. Thus, it is only appropriate to say that about 128 jew jobs will

have peen created by the Program.



C. Net Economic Impacts of the Blind Vending Facilities Program in Kansas

It was estimated in Subsection A that $6,916,000 in new net income was
Created by the Program from 1975-82. Total combinea State and federal outlays
to fund the Proygram over this period totaled $1,077,606. Therefore, it is
estimated that, overall, this Program yieldea $7,838,294 in benefits net of
cost during the period. Two caveats must be made concerning this result,
however. First, it is based upon the assumption that the bling workers did
not contribute to the level of economic activity prior to the Program, ang
secondly, it incorporates on the cost side only the expenditures made o the
Program from 1978-82. In  the economic lexicon, there are marginal
expenditures, and they do not incorporate the fixed and infrastructural costs
which initially went into establishing the Program. From an economic
perspective, however, these earlier costs are sunk costs and are not relevant
for decision making. Hence, in Judging the economic viability of the Program,
only marginal costs should be considered.

The Program's specific impact on the state and federal budgets is detailed
in Table 5. Costs to these governments from the Program are the annual
training costs discussed above. These data were provided by the Kansas
Services for the Blino and are listed in the top portion of Table 5 for each
year from 1978~82. The benefits to governiment from the Program are the
reduction and eventual elimination of transfer payments to those who work in
the Program and the tax receipts from the incoem and sales generated by the
Program.

The principal transfer payment to the blind comes from the federal
government's social security fund. Although the blind also participate to
some extent in other federal transfer programs, such as food stamps and
medicaid, as well as, perhaps, some state programs, no data were available to

document participation levels, and, therefore, only the reduction in the

social security.



Table 5

Net Effect on State and Federal Government Budgets

EXPENDITURES

STATE
FEDERAL

REVENUE GENERATED

STATE
FEDERAL

FEDERAL EXPENDITURES
STATE

NET EFFECT ON STATE AND
FEDERAL GOVT. BUDGETS

STATE
FEDERAL

1978

41,224
119,472

54,700
137,800

152,600

13,476
170,928

1979

11,923
257,788

52,300
140,700

175,400

40,377
58,312

1980

0
253,018

56,900
157,200

194,900

56,900
99,082

1981

0
206,431

57,100
166,100

191,500

57,100
151,169

1982

4,143
183,607

65,900
175,400

180,000

61,757
171,793



cost was calculated. The estimated annual savings in terms of this proyram
are listed in Tapble 5.

Note that the effect on governmental budgets due to displaced workers does
not have to be considered in the present context. This conclusion follows
from the assumption that 1978 represented a steady state (previous displaced
workers had already been reassimilated) and from the fact that participation
levels in the Program have been nearly unchanged since 1978.

Finally, net tax revenue generated by the Proyram are also reproduced in
Table 5. Tne net annual impact upon the federal budget is the increased tax
revenues plus the reduced social security payment less the direct outlay to
fund the Proyram. For the State, the estimated net budyetary effect is simply
the tax revenues generated less the direct funding outlay.

Estimates of the annual net budgetary impact.at the state and federal
level are contained at the bottom of Table 5. Based upon tne analysis
presented in this study, the Program has a beneficial net impact upon both the
federal and state budget for each of the years studied. The total savings
from 1978-82 were estimated to be $229,610 for the State of Kansas and
$651,284 for the federal government.

Iv. Conclusion

As revealed in Table 5, the blind Vending Facilities Program in Kansas
manifests positive economic effects at every involved level of the state and
federal governments. Indeed, the magnitude of those effects (or impacts) is
eloquent testimony to the economic efficacy of the Program in terms of its
return on cost and affords a striking illustration of how a public assistance
program can be, as well, a program for public benefit. This conclusion is
further affirmed by noting that the estimating methodology employed in this
study was actually rather conservative. Thus, though the results are only

estimates of value, they are moderate estimates and, quite possibly,

underestimate the Proyram's actual contribution.



Une final point - distinct from the study's contracted purpose - merits
attention in this concluding section. That is, the host of intangible,
non-pecuniary benefits arising from the Blind Vending Facilities Program.
Foremost among them are the heightened public awareness of the contributions
the handicapped can - and do - make to society, the heightened self-esteem of
the hanaicapped engendered by their contributing role in society, and the
inestimable value redounding to society at large when its less advantaged
citizens are aftorded their rights of full participation in the social and
economic life of their state and country.

Rdmittedly, these effects cannot be quantified; yet the authors of this
study contend that benefits of this kind contribute significantly to creating

a social ethos that satisfies an absolutely necessary sense of public

responsibility.
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TO: House Appropriations
FROM: Michael J. Byinaton, Regicstered Kansas Lobbyict
SUBJECT: HOUSE BILL 2504

Our organization rises in support of House Bill 2504, We are the
largest and oldest all volunteer advocacy organization for the blind
and visually impaired in the state of Kansas.

The Kansas lLegislature and its many Committees are frequently
presented with information concerning unemployment. When unemployment
in a given rural or urban area hits 10%, lawmakers from the area
scream with concern and take decisive actions to change the situation.
Think now about unemployment of the blind and legally blind working

.age adult., That figure ranges from &é% to 70X according to materials

provided by the President’s Committee on Employment of the Handicapped
and the American Council of the Blind., As a lobbyist concerned the
blind and legally blind, 1 find this figure is quite upsetting.

Under most circumstances, if a lobbyist came to you and told you there
was a program which could prevent unemployment of the blind and
legally blind, and told you that that program is of no costs the tax
payvers, but rather strengthens the general economy of the state, you
would categorize the allegation right up there with ocean front
property in Kansas. In this case, however, the claim is true; such a
program exists in the personification of the Business Enterprises
Program of the -Kansas Division of Services for the Blind, operated
under the authority of the United States Randolph-Sheppard Act and the
Little Randolph-Sheppard Act of Kansas, K.5.A. 75-3337 et seq. It is
my understanding that this bill has come before this Committee after
having been already reported favorably by House Public Health and
Welfare, because there s some question as to whether there is a
fiscal note. Please be assured, there is none. The vending facilities
and other related program costs do not cost the Kansas tax paver
anything. The blind vendors are independent businesspersons whose
incomes are hased on their promotional and management <Kills. A1l that
is provided to them by the State is management training, equipment,
and monitoring; the federal and state laws provide for the space to be
made available to the blind vendor, but none of the items just
mentioned come to the vendor free. Each blind vending facility manager
nays a fee for training, monitoring, equipment, and space called an
assessment. This is paid to the Kansas Division of Services for the
Blind and is used to Kkeep the. Business Enterprises Program
self-supporting. The assessment is a business expense paid by the
blind vendor Jjust as any other businessperson might have. Thus in
looking at the total picture, the financial support which comes to the
3usiness Enterprises Program is thus B0X federal, and the 20% which is

Pact Office Rny 2Q7 / Toneka =
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State match comes from the assessment fund just described. Nothing
comes from the pockets of the Kansas tax pavers. In fact, no federal
funds are actually lost through the program either. While the United
States Government does support the program, the taxes paid by the
#orking blind vendors, and the savings saved by not paring these
individuals public benefits they would receive as blind persons if
they were unemployed, more than makes up for the federal taxes
expended. In ather words, the program is a money maker for the State
of Kansas and the United States. Any travel noted in this bill, or any
other seeming expenses, would come from the assessment fund. This fund
is solvent to handle these expenditures,

It is not wvery often that the Appropriations Committee has an
opportunity to hear about the Business Enterprises Program of the
Division of Services for the Blind, especially considering that the
program does not cost an¥tiiing.  Thus, 1 " am assuming it might be
Felpful to some of you to Know a little more about the history of this
unique and successful emplovment program. The Randolph-Sheppard Act
1as adopted by the United States Congress during the Rosevelt
Fdministration. It provided for blind and legally blind individuals to
be trained as restaurant and concession managers, and to then have
priority to manage such facilities located in federal facilities. The
Frogram was so successful, that all states soon followed with their
own little Randolph-Sheppard acts providing for similar training of
the blind in order for them to aleo manage cafeterias and concession
stands in state, county and city buildings. The Kansas Lijttle
Randolph-Sheppard Act is K.5.A. 73-3337 et ceq. It has served Kansas
well over the past several years and currently there are 28 vending
facilities in the <=tate operated by blind managers trained and
licensed by the Kansas Division of Services for the Blind. These food
service establishments are located not only in federal, state, county,
and city buildings, but also, the program offers such expertly managed
food service establishments, <ceveral privately owned factories and
office buildings feature cafes managed by blind vendors trained and
supervised by the Kansas Division of Services for the Blind. & 2%9th
location is to open soon. The closest Randolph-Sheppard cafe facility
te all of you is located in this building with outlets on the first
aind third floors. Other facilitjes in the state range from locations

featuring a total vending machine operation to full service
cafeterias,

Without this program, there are somewhere around 28 blind or legally
blind individuals who would not be werking. Given the unemployment
statistic with reference to the blind, it can be assumed that thece
individuals probably would not be able to find other emplovment. Thev
would then be & draw on the tax payers rather than be tax pavers
themselves. Now none of the Kansas vendors are getting rich from their
labors, The incomes of the managers vary, but most blind vendars work
hard and thereby produce a middie-class income. They pay taxes on this
income just ac does evervone elce,

The existence of the currently 28 Randolph-Sheppard vending facilities
mzhaged by blind people does naot Juet benefit the managers with
emplovment. Many of the facilities are large enough to warrant several
employees under the <cupervision of the blind manager. Thus, over 75
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other individuals, as well as the blind managers, are employed through
the program.

House Bill 2504 simply updates the Kansas Little Randolph-Sheppard Act
to make it consistent with the current federal Randolph-Sheppard Act.
It will thus open more opportunities for the employment of the blind
in the restaurant management field as well as employment opportunities
for  other Kansans working in the resulting facilities. A1l of this can

occur with no fiscal note except for a positive one as the Kansas
ecanomy is assisted. Please act favorably on this bill.





