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August 30, 1993
Morning Session

Chairperson Ramirez called the meeting to order and welcomed all present. He commented
on the sunset review process which has been replaced by the Kansas Governmental Operations
Accountability Law (K-GOAL) and new procedures for reviewing agencies and programs of state
government. He stated that the Committee would be dealing with the concept underlying 1993 H.B. 2228,
on which the Committee had held hearings during the 1993 Session, but for which the Senate failed to
adopt the Committee report, thereby killing the bill. Another bill to be taken up on Tuesday, August 31,
will be S.B. 268, which would establish the Computer Technology and Data Management Act. The
Chairperson stated that he had attended a meeting about S.B. 268 that included the Kansas Association of
Counties, Kansas League of Municipalities, and members of the press.

The Chairperson called on Julian Efird of the Kansas Legislative Research Department-
(KLRD) to brief the Committee on K-GOAL. The memorandum is included as Attachment 1. Staff noted
that the concept of a comprehensive management review inherent in 1993 H.B. 2228 is different from K-
GOAL which relies on incremental reviews each year of certain preselected agencies and programs in state
government, rather than a comprehensive review of all of state government as anticipated by H.B. 2228.
The Committee discussed the role of the Legislature in oversight and how the current process under K-
GOAL differs from the procedures associated with the Kansas Sunset Law which was repealed.

Bill Wolff of KLRD gave a brief history of the legislative review of rules and regulations in
response to a Committee question about legislative oversight. The Committee discussed the various
practices associated with legislative oversight, including auditing state agencies and reviewing rules and
regulations.

Afternoon Session

Representative Walker Hendrix appeared as a proponent of the concept inherent in 1993 H.B.
2228. Representative Hendrix stated that since the end of the legislative session, it is his understanding
that the Governor has moved forward with her plan of reviewing state government and has implemented
the concept of H.B. 2228. He said that a better way to characterize this concept would be to call it a
statewide management review instead of "reinventing government." Representative Hendrix distributed
materials on the Reinventing Kansas Government project undertaken by the Governor (Attachment 2).

One of the problems with the Governor’s project is that the Legislature has not been involved
to the extent it would have been under provisions of H.B. 2228, Representative Hendrix said. That bill
would have made the Legislative Post Auditor the central point in the review process, and Representative
Hendrix felt that the Office could have provided some independence to the overall review process, as well
as to have applied the expertise and experience of the staff from the Legislative Division of Post Audit and
other legislative agencies during the review process.

Gary Reser, Legislative Liaison to Governor Finney, appeared next on H.B. 2228. Copies
of his materials are included as Attachment 3. He updated the Committee on many of the initiatives which
the Governor has implemented since 1991, including the Quality Management Program. Mr. Reser traced
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the history of the Reinventing Kansas Government project and the methodology followed during the
review.

It was noted that the project has been divided into two phases, with Phase 1 currently under
way with a scheduled completion of November 1, 1993, and Phase 2 scheduled to start thereafter, with
a conclusion targeted for April 15, 1994. Five topics were addressed in Phase 1 by five task forces and
five other task forces will address five new topics in Phase 2. Enclosure 5 of Attachment 3 lists the project
teams for Phase 1 and the topics which each will address: delivery of human services (aging and youth),
information systems management, budgeting process/role, and inventory asset management.

The Committee discussed the implications of the Governor’s project and the possibility of
legislative involvement. Mr. Reser pointed out that various legislative leaders had been invited to
participate in some of the study activities and that the final reports would be made available to the
Legislature. The Chairperson asked if the reports could be made available for review by the Committee
at its November 4-5 meeting. Mr. Reser indicated that he thought presentations could be made at that time
to report the results and recommendations to the Committee. The Chairperson expressed interest in
receiving the same type of reports in April during the 1994 Legislature when the other task forces complete
their work.

Barbara Hinton, the Legislative Post Auditor, addressed the Committee in regard to H.B.
2228. She noted that, as originally introduced, the bill would have directed the Legislative Division of
Post Audit and the Post Auditor to play a central role in the comprehensive review of government agencies
and programs. Some people thought that this would allow for a more independent and objective review
of these programs. It is also the kind of work Post Audit has been doing for the last 20 years. All other
audit work would have been stopped and all audit staff would essentially have been assigned to this project.
In Texas, the project was done in-house. Questions were raised by the Committee during the last
legislative session as to whether or not Post Audit was as independent as this process and project needed
to be. It was noted that other states have used outside paid consultants or accounting firms to perform this
type of management review in conjunction with audit staff.

In response to a question on how much staff it would take to perform the duties under H.B.
2228, she replied that originally it had a six-month timeframe, but then it was expanded to a year. It
would have involved taking people off their regular jobs for a few months to work on the project. Ms.
Hinton said that it is her personal opinion that this review would have been the most important thing that
Post Audit could have done. No other audits would have been done and those that have been done would
have been as important and as useful in the long term. A number of the audits, although important and
useful for very specific topics, are not applicable to the overall scheme of things, and therefore are not as
important as stepping back and trying to look at all of state government. The Governor’s task forces may
identify areas which Post Audit should review in future audits, Ms. Hinton noted.
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August 31, 1993
Morning Session

The second day of the meeting was convened by Chairperson Ramirez at 9:00 a.m.
Chairperson Ramirez outlined the agenda for the meeting on S.B. 268.

Chris McKenzie, Executive Director of the League of Kansas Municipalities, presented a
summary for the proponents of the bill. Mr. McKenzie’s testimony covered background, policy issues,
and options (Attachment 4). The League has appeared previously in support of this bill and its position
is still one of general support. In 1984, the Legislature enacted the Kansas Open Records Act. Mr.
McKenzie noted that the law has served Kansans very well over the past nine years. In response to the
enactment of that law, the League developed a manual for local officials. The law was designed to deal
with a different era, the era of manual records. It reflects some recognition that computer systems existed
in 1984. Since that time there has been a virtual revolution in the ability to manipulate data. Government
owned data has become much more extensive and can be viewed as a very valuable public asset. Massive
data bases of public information can be manipulated and used extensively for many purposes.

Under current law, Mr. McKenzie noted, local units of government are restricted to
collecting minimal user fees. The actual cost of providing the record can be collected. If a computer
system is used, the actual computer usage can be calculated. Extensive user fees are not allowed to be
imposed. This means the out-of-state business that requests the data is charged the same thing as the in-
state business or person who requests the data. The reality is that most of the cost of public information
systems today are supported by the property tax payers at the local level. The more valuable public
information becomes, the more questions custodians of public records have about whether they should be
recovering some of the expense of developing and maintaining these records. There is an implied tax
policy question: Should the general taxes of this state and its local units be used to support these systems
or should there be a fee-based system which recovers a portion of the costs from the user?

State government has already answered this question, in part, for itself, according to Mr.
McKenzie. For certain types of records, such as motor vehicle records and drivers license records, there
are specific charges which are in addition to the cost of supplying a record that are authorized. The
Legislature has made the policy decision that user fees should support particular types of information
systems and other public projects from these revenues, Mr. McKenzie pointed out.

Barry Hokanson, Johnson County Planning Director, gave an informal slide/visual
demonstration with emphasis on a mapping application run on a personal computer. The creation of layers
of information was shown visually as used for a variety of purposes. The base for most of these systems
created is an aerial photograph. Mr. Hokanson explained that when the aerial photograph is converted into
a computer-based map, this digitized information is very useful once it is in electronic form.

Kenneth Keen, Director of Information Services for Sedgwick County, gave some examples
of his county’s experience with the Kansas Open Records Act and supplying data-based records. There
are a number of issues with the Open Records Act as seen by Sedgwick County. Compliance with the Act
requires a response of three days. Some requests are vague and it is difficult to plan a response or a time
frame for processing the work. Requesters sometimes propose that their programmers, or contract
programmers be provided to circumvent the limited resources of the county. The county’s external audit
firm has issued a strongly worded statement against the advisability of permitting noncounty staff access
to data files.
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Mr. Keen stated that the Kansas Open Records Act sometimes places an unusual burden on
local governments which have data in an electronic form. The separation of materials not subject to
disclosure from those that can be disclosed is costly. Mr. Keen cited two Attorney General opinions. One
states that the Open Records Law imposes no duty on an agency to create a record to compile information,
while the other states that while an individual has the right to obtain copies of public records, there is no
right to obtain them in the least expensive manner. Mr. Keen stated that except for very simple requests,
it is very difficult to avoid writing programs to comply with requests, and once this is done, the question
of ownership comes into play. Other questions involve response to agencies and individuals residing
outside the State of Kansas, the providing of maintenance to programs written to create records, and
conflicts of interest.

Mr. Keen ended his testimony by stating that the proposed changes would benefit the
taxpayers as a whole. Mr. Keen responded to several questions from the Commiittee and stated that if a
record exists within the government agency in a particular form, you have the right to ask for the
information in that form or in an electronic form. If data has to be manipulated in a certain way to meet
the requesters requirements for the information, then the new way that they need the information will
require a computer program be developed in order to provide the requester with information.

Gerry Ray, Johnson County Board of Commissioners, pointed out that J ohnson County had
asked in 1992 for the Kansas Association of Counties to sponsor a request for legislation to allow more
flexibility for counties to determine what can be charged for information to be used for commercial
purposes. Last summer there was an interim study by the Joint Committee on Computers and
Telecommunications. S.B. 268 was introduced in the 1993 Legislature to address this area. Ms. Ray
pointed out that it seems logical that if we have a system that is capable of producing a product with a
commercial value, that we should investigate how we could offer this product for commercial use. The
proposal has no intent of denying the general public access to any information or charging them any more
than the reproduction costs. Anyone, under the bill, could come into the courthouse and get whatever they
need short of total data base. However, when they use that product to make a profit by taking the whole
database, then our feeling is that we need to look into how the taxpayers’ investment could be protected.
We believe that the way to do this is to seek some form of a user fee for those who wish to obtain these
data bases to make a profit, Ms. Ray stated. There is no objection to them making a profit, that is the
American way, but the question is, should our taxpayers be responsible for subsidizing that profit-making
endeavor?

Ms. Ray said that when information is viewed as a government asset, then you can look at
it differently than as the right of everyone because they pay taxes to come in and walk out with it. It is
a user fee concept and an accepted practice in government because it is a fair and equitable method to
support such things as park programs and many other services throughout government. Without them,
many services would have to be cut back or eliminated. That is how the information system is being
looked at. With fees, our services can be enhanced to benefit everyone. Ms. Ray stated that the local
units are really asking for no more than what the state does since it is charging more than the actual cost
of a record for certain types of information, namely driver license records.

Jim Reardon, Kansas Association of Counties (KAC), appeared in support of S.B. 268. Mr.
Reardon’s testimony (Attachment 5) contains the KAC’s position on computerized information. KAC does
support new legislation that would allow county government to enter into joint ventures with other public
and private partners, particularly when implementing new and needed data like has been seen today with
the GIS system and the complex technology that goes into the development of the product. The major
points of the platform are that public information is an asset to be held in public trust. Mr. Reardon
emphasized that the local units recognize that the reason for the public records law is for government
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officials to be responsible and responsive to the citizens of our state. Recovery of costs associated with
developing the public asset of information is very important to us and to you as well, Mr. Reardon
concluded.

David Furnas, Kansas Press Association, appeared in opposition to the bill. His remarks are
included in Attachment 6. He noted that there are two basic fundamental issues. First, the bill suggests
faulty public policy in which double taxation for users of information may be implemented. Second, the
bill, as originally drafted, can effectively deny information to the media, or anyone else in the public, by
simply pricing access out of reach.

Steve Smith, Managing Editor of the Wichita Eagle, next addressed the bill (Attachment 7).
S.B. 268, by allowing local governments to establish a pricing schedule that goes beyond actual delivery
costs, will further restrict access to public information. On that basis, alone, the legislation deserves to
be rejected, Mr. Smith argued. Public records maintained by local governments are maintained in the
public interest and we support rules that allow local governments to recover the actual costs of production
and delivery of these records. Even if the Legislature would determine that local governments should be
able to make a profit on the sale of public records, the bill fails on the mechanics. This legislation is
flawed in its ability to address some of the specific problems, Mr. Smith noted.

The Committee asked about the lawsuit the Eagle has against the State of Kansas regarding
the $2.00 fee for drivers licenses. Mr. Smith had no idea when that case was coming up. It may very
well have some bearing on what is being discussed today. It is their belief that the precedent set by the
state in charging fees on the basis of what has been described here is an inappropriate precedent. There
belief is that there is a substantial public purpose in obtaining and analyzing the drivers license data and
that the pricing structure established by the state is abusive and has the effect of closing that data to
inspection.

Frederick Sherman, World GEO Solutions, also appeared in opposition to the bill
(Attachment 8). The bill would alter the state’s basic public policy on access to information.
Commercialization of government must be examined to set a public policy of uniform fairness. The bill
in its present form was described by Mr. Sherman as a "knee jerk" reaction to a couple of counties with
funding dilemmas. He cautioned against establishing an unrealistic precedent which would have an impact
on the relationships among the private, public, and not-for-profit sectors.

The Chairperson commented that after a meeting last week on this subject which he attended
and today’s testimony, he felt only the tip of the iceberg had been revealed. He observed that it will
require all the people involved to find some middle ground in order to find a solution that the Legislature
can accept. Over the years many issues have been resolved by various groups working together to resolve
the problems. In this case, someone ought to get the different groups together to try to find a solution and
report back to the November Committee meeting.

Mr. McKenzie stated that he would be glad to facilitate this. He hoped there would be the
will from all interested parties for compromise. The Chairperson stated that he thought no segment of
those interested should be left out of the discussion to find a solution because all parties need to have their
concerns addressed. He urged the different groups to try to come up with a workable solution and to
present a balloon bill draft at the next meeting.
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The Chairperson asked that if there was any information which should be presented to the

Committee at the November meeting, members should let staff or the Chairperson know. The meeting was
adjourned.

Prepared by Julian Efird

Approved by Committee on:

November 4, 1993

93-0007480.01/1JE



MEMORANDUM

Kansas Legislative Research Department

300 S.W. 10th Avenue
Room 545-N — Statehouse
Topeka, Kansas  66612-1504
Telephone (913) 296-3181 FAX (913) 296-3824

August 27, 1993

To: Senate Committee on Governmental Organization
From: Julian Efird, Principal Analyst

Re: Legislative Oversight and Review

In a 1971 landmark study of the 50 state governments, the Citizens Conference on State
Legislatures stressed that legislative oversight was one of the five traits of an independent legislature
(The Sometimes Governments, 1971: 120-133; 167). The report cites that the ability ". . . to oversee
and evaluate the programs and expenditures which it has authorized . . . should characterize the
legislature when adequately equipped to exercise its role . .. to oversee the operations of the
bureaucracy, to make sure they are spending the public’s money honestly and efficiently, and running
the public’s programs properly.”

In Kansas, legislative oversight has been institutionalized as part of the activity of
legislative committees. Traditionally, the House and Senate committees responsible for appropriations
bilis have reviewed agency programs and budgets, as well as expenditures. The process of legislative
review was modified in the 1970s when the Kansas Legislature adopted one of the recommendations
" made by the Citizens Conference on State Legislatures. The creation of a fiscal staff within the
Legisiative Research Department has provided the House Appropriations Committee and the Senate
Ways and Means Committee with independent, full-time fiscal analysts. Prior to its establishment,
the Division of the Budget had provided staffing for both legislative committees.

The standing committees of the House and Senate generally have operated only during
the session. Their legislative oversight activity has been limited by the length of the session and the
other matters on the legislative agenda which require attention during the regular committee
meetings. Many of the recommendations for interim study made by standing committees reflect the
need for additional research and analysis associated with state programs and agencies which cannot
be accomplished during the traditional 90 days of the session.

Another recommendation of the Citizens Conference on State Legislatures which was
adopted by the Kansas Legislature was the transfer of audit functions to the legislative auditor. The
Citizens Conference noted that "A significant part of the legislature’s ability to exercise oversight over
executive departments and administrative agencies depends upon the power and capacity to conduct
audits (financial and functional) of these units of the state government.” The Legislative Post Audit
Committee was created by 1971 legislation which established a joint committee of five representatives
and five senators. A separate legislative staff was authorized under the supervision of the Legislative

Post Auditor.
3 )
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Other joint committees, which generally have met during the interim (but can and do
meet during the session) have been created to provide the Kansas Legislature with additional
oversight capability in a variety of functional areas: administrative rules and regulations, state
building construction, budget, educational planning, economic development, health care, children and
families, pensions, computers and telecommunications, arts and cultural resources, and school district
finance.

The joint committees and special committees made up of house and senate members
previously met during the interim, studying topics between sessions of the Legislature. The special
committees, composed of members from the standing committees, played a role in legislative
oversight by studying governmental programs during the interim. However, it has only been in recent
years that a special interim committee on governmental organization has been authorized by the
Legislative Coordinating Council. A Special Committee on Governmental Organization was
authorized during the 1991 interim to study confirmations, sunset review, and consolidation in state
government. During the 1992 interim, a Special Committee on Governmental Organization was
directed to study redistricting procedures, reorganization of the Department of Health and
Environment, and library laws.

This 1993 interim marks the first time that the Senate Committee on Governmental
Organization (SGO) has met other than during the session. This Committee and its House
counterpart in past years generally have been the legislative committees assigned the task of sunset
reviews which were authorized by provisions of the Kansas Sunset Law, but those reviews were
conducted only during the regular legislative session. Sunset laws were an attempt to increase
legislatures’ oversight capability and to reduce the size of the bureaucracy by abolishing unneeded
programs and agencies.

The 1992 Legislature repealed the statutes which established the Kansas Sunset Law and
replaced the old provisions with the Kansas Governmental Operations Accountability Law
(K-GOAL). The K-GOAL legislation became effective on July 1, 1992, establishing new legislative
- review procedures. Beginning with the 1993 Legislature, the President of the Senate designated the
Senate Committee on Governmental Organization to be responsible for implementing certain
responsibilities prescribed by the new law. The House Committee on Governmental Organization and
Elections performed a similar function in the other chamber during the 1993 Session. Two state
entities, the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services and the Capitol Area Security Patrol
were scheduled for legislative review during the 1993 Session.

House Substitute for 1992 S.B. 471 established K-GOAL. The legislation (K.S.A. 74-
7283 et seq.), provides for scheduled legislative oversight of designated state agencies, consisting of
audit, review, and evaluation of the designated state agencies on an annual basis, with no threat of
abolition of any state agency which is reviewed.

Audit, review, and evaluation of the designated state agencies is required at least every
eight years. Subsequent timing of evaluations of designated state agencies is subject to legislative
determination. In summary, K-GOAL provides that:

L A performance audit will be required of each state agency scheduled for
evaluation and an audit can be no more than two years old to meet this
requirement.

® Reviews will be required in each house, with performance audits to be made

available by the 30th day of the session.
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No abolition of any state agency scheduled for evaluation is threatened.

The years in which designated state agencies are subject to audit, review, and evaluation

by the Legislature are noted below. The 1993 Legislature took no action to reschedule for future

review either agency which had been scheduled for review during the 1993 Session.

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services

Capitol Area Security Patrol

Department of Administration
Department of Commerce

Department of Health and Environment
Kansas Water Office and Water Authority

Department of Transportation
State Board of Agriculture
Agricultural Value Added Processing Center

Department of Revenue
State Conservation Commission

State Corporation Commission
Department of Education

Department on Aging
Department of Human Resources

Department of Corrections
Department of Wildlife and Parks

a review system which allows the Legislature to:

1.

determine the necessity, propriety, and legality of agency operations which are
reviewed and evaluated;

identify inefficient and ineffective agency operations;
take action to retain and maintain appropriate and effective agency operations;
remediate defective agency operations; and

terminate inappropriate or obsolete agency operations.

K-GOAL, according to the statutory declaration of purpose, is intended to provide for

K-GOAL anticipated legislative review in committees of both the House and Senate.

The following factors are cited in K-GOAL as guides, where appropriate, to the reviews and
evaluations to be performed by committees of reference:

/~3
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1 whether all operations of the state agency have been authorized by the
Legislature and whether the effects of such operations accord with legislative
intent;

2. whether all operations of the state agency are being performed efficiently and
effectively and whether any such operations could be performed in a more
efficient, effective, or economical manner;

3. whether regulatory operations of the state agency are reasonably related to and
are designed for the purpose or benefit of the public;

4. whether regulatory operations of the state agency could be performed in a less
restrictive manner which could adequately protect the public;

5. whether regulatory operations of the state agency have the effect of directly or
indirectly increasing the cost of any goods or services;

6. whether there is need for any change in the organization of the state agency or
its operations which would enable the state agency to fulfill its purposes in a
more efficient, effective or economical manner; and

7. whether the termination of any of a state agency’s operations would significantly
harm or endanger the rights, health, safety, or welfare of the public or result in
the reduction or foreclosure of services required or desired by the public.

Originally, 1992 S.B. 471 was recommended by the Special Committee on Governmental
Organization which reviewed the Kansas Sunset Law during the 1991 Interim. The Sunset Law was
scheduled to expire on July 1, 1992, and K-GOAL was intended to improve upon that law by
instituting required audits and by not threatening abolition of agencies scheduled for review.

A number of state agencies which were subject to provisions of the Kansas Sunset Law
were not included for review under K-GOAL. Those entities include the following: the Kansas
Lottery, Behavioral Sciences Regulatory Board, Commission on Epilepsy, Human Rights Commission,
Kansas Film Services Commission, Board of Nursing, Commission on Governmental Standards and
Conduct, Real Estate Appraisal Board, Board of Healing Arts, Insurance Department, State
Treasurer’s Office, and Pooled Money Investment Board.

The 1992 Legislature also added five agencies to periodic legislative review under
K-GOAL. Those entities which were not included in the Kansas Sunset Law, but were added to
K-GOAL, include the following: the Capitol Area Security Patrol, the State Board of Agriculture, the
State Conservation Commission, and the Department of Education, and the Agricultural Value
Added Processing Center at Kansas State University.

The Committee may wish to discuss K-GOAL and its effectiveness in providing for
legislative oversight, based on its experience of the 1993 Session. The second year cycle of K-GOAL,
involving audits of two state agencies, will begin this fall in order for the results to be presented to
the 1994 Legislature as required by law. Any modifications to the current law might be introduced
by this Committee.

93-7157/JE
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74-7283. Citation of act. This act shall be known and may be
cited as the Kansas governmental operations accountability law or
K-GOAL.

74-7284. Declaration of purpose of state government and
intention of act. The 1legislature hereby declares that the
purpose of state government is to keep secure the constitutional
rights of Kansas citizens, to protect their health, safety and
welfare, and to otherwise serve the public need in the most
economically beneficial, operationally efficient, and cost
effective manner possible. Therefore, it 1is the intention of
this act to provide for a governmental operations accountability
system under which the legislature may ensure accomplishment of
the declared purpose of state government by periodically
reviewing and evaluating the operations of selected state
agencies, determining the necessity, propriety and legality of
the operations reviewed and evaluated, identifying inefficiency
and ineffectiveness, and taking action to retain and maintain
appropriate and effective governmental operations, remediate
defective governmental operations, and terminate inappropriate or
obsolete governmental operations.

74-7285. Performance audits of agencies subject to review
and evaluation; time, scope and objectives; audit reports;
review, approval and availability. (a) The legislative post
audit committee shall direct the post auditor to conduct a
performance audit of each state agency which is subject to
legislative review and evaluation under the Kansas governmental
operations accountability law. Each performance audit conducted
pursuant to the requirements of this subsection shall be
completed not sooner than two years prior to nor later than the
30th calendar day of the regular session of the 1legislature set
for review and evaluation of the state agency.

(b) Any performance audit directed to be conducted by the
post auditor and the division of post audit under the provisions
of subsection (a) may be general in scope, addressing all
operations of the state agency, or may be restricted to a
particular operation of the state agency. In directing the post
auditor to conduct any such performance audit, the legislative
post audit committee may specify the objectives and scope and
direct the details of the audit. 1In conducting any such audit,
the post auditor shall include a determination of the applicable
factors specified in subsection (b) of K.S.A. 74-7287, and
amendments thereto, and such other factors as may be directed to
be included by the 1legislative post audit committee. Upon
completion of the performance audit, the legislative post audit
committee shall review and approve the audit report. A copy of
the audit report shall be made available to each member of the
legislature in accordance with the provisions of K.S.A. 46-1212c,
and amendments thereto.

74-7286. Retention under law; future audit, review and
evaluation; period of time. Each state agency subjected to audit,
review and evaluation under the Kansas governmental operations
accountability 1law may be retained under such law by act of the



legislature and, if so retained, shall be subjected to future
audit by the post auditor and the division of post audit. Only
one state agency shall be retained under K-GOAL in any one act of
the legislature and the name of the state agency shall be
included in the title of such act. Each such act shall specify a
regular session of the 1legislature in futuro for the next
succeeding review and evaluation of the state agency, but no such
review and evaluation shall be deferred for a period of time in
excess of eight years.

74-7287. Legislative review, evaluation and recommendations;
public hearings on legality and propriety of agency operations;
factors to be considered. (a) Prior to retention under K-GOAL
and subjection to audit, review and evaluation in futuro of a
state agency, a committee of reference in each house of _the
legislature shall review and evaluate the operations of the state
agency. Each such committee shall familiarize itself with the
provisions of law by which the state agency acquired existence,
the manner in which the state agency is supposed to be organized
and how the state agency actually is organized, the powers
granted to and the operations authorized to be performed by the
state agency, what powers are being exercised and what operations
are being performed by the state agency, and the manner in which
the state agency is exercising its powers and performing its
operations. Each committee shall also consider any performance
audit conducted by the post auditor and the division of post
audit under the direction of the legislative post audit committee
pursuant to the provisions of K.S.A. 74-7285, and amendments
thereto. During the course of the review and evaluation of the
state agency and its operations, each committee of reference
shall hold a public hearing for the purpose of receiving
testimony from the public, the involved state agency and its
officers and employees, and other appropriate state officers and
employees. In all such hearings, the involved state agency shall
be held accountable for the legality and propriety of the
operations under review and be responsible for producing evidence
of the necessity for and extent of any changes in the
organization, powers or operations of the state agency or in its
enabling laws which would increase efficiency or effectiveness.

(b) In reviewing and evaluating a state agency, each
committee of reference shall take into consideration the
following factors, if applicable, among others, in developing its
recommendations regarding the state agency and its operations:

(1) Whether all operations of the state agency have been
authorized by the 1legislature and whether the effects of such
operations accord with legislative intent;

(2) whether all operations of the state agency are being
performed efficiently and effectively and whether any such
operations could be performed in a more efficient, effective or
economical manner;

(3) whether regulatory operations of the state agency are
reasonably related to and are designed for the purpose of
protection or benefaction of the public and have such protection
or benefaction as a primary effect;

(4) whether regulatory operations of the state agency could
be performed in a less restrictive manner which could adequately
protect the public;

(5) whether regulatory operations of the state agency have
the effect of directly or indirectly increasing the cost of any



goods or services involved and, if so, whether the increase in
cost is more harmful to the public than the harm which could
result from the termination of such regulatory operations;

(6) whether there is need for any change in the organization
of the state agency or in any of its operations which would
enable the state agency to fulfill its purposes in a more
efficient, effective or economical manner; and

(7) whether the termination of any of a state agency's
operations would significantly harm or endanger the rights,
health, safety or welfare of the public or result in the
reduction or foreclosure of services required or desired by the
public.

74-7288. State conservation commission subjected to audit,
review and evaluation. The state conservation commission, created
by K.S.A. 2-1904 and amendments thereto, hereby is subjected to
audit under the Kansas governmental operations accountability
law, and to review and evaluation during the 1997 regular session
of the legislature.

74-7289. Department of wildlife and parks subjected to
audit, review and evaluation. The Kansas department of wildlife
and parks and the office of secretary of wildlife and parks,
established by K.S.A. 1992 Supp. 32-801, and amendments thereto,
hereby are subjected to audit under the Kansas governmental
operations accountability 1law, and to review and evaluation
during the 2000 regular session of the legislature.

-74-7290. Department of education subjected to audit, review
and evaluation. The state department of education, established by
K.S.A. 72-7701, and amendments thereto, hereby is subjected to
audit wunder the Kansas governmental operations accountability
law, and to review and evaluation during the 1998 regular session
of the legislature. s

74-7281. Board of agriculture subjected to audit, review and
evaluation. The state board of agriculture, created by K.S.A.
74-502 and amendments thereto, hereby is subjected to audit under
the Kansas governmental operations accountability law, and to
review and evaluation during the 1996 regular session of the
legislature.

74-7282. State corporation commission subjected to audit,
review and evaluation. The state corporation commission, created
by K.S.A. 74-601, and amendments thereto, hereby is subjected to
audit under the Kansas governmental operations accountability
law, and to review and evaluation during the 1998 regular session
of the legislature.
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74-7293. Kansas water office subjected to audit, review and
evaluation. The Kansas water office and the director of the
Kansas water office, created by K.S.A. 74-2613 and amendments
thereto, hereby is subjected to audit wunder the Kansas
governmental operations accountability law, and to review and
evaluation during the 1995 regular session of the legislature.

74-7294. Kansas water authority subjected to audit, review
and evaluation. The Kansas water authority, created by K.S.A.
74-2622 and amendments thereto, hereby is subjected to audit
under the Kansas governmental operations accountability law, and
to review and evaluation during the 1995 regular session of the
legislature.

74-7295. Department of commerce subjected to audit, review
and evaluation. The department of commerce and the office of
secretary of commerce, created by K.S.A. 74-5002a, and amendments
thereto, hereby are subjected to audit wunder the Kansas
governmental operations accountability law, and to review and
evaluation during the 1994 regular session of the legislature.

74-7296. Department of administration subjected to audit,
review and evaluation. The department of administration and the
office of secretary of administration, created by K.S.A.
75-3702a, and amendments thereto, hereby are subjected to audit
under the Kansas governmental operations accountability law, and
to review and evaluation during the 1994 regular session of the
legislature. ’

74-7297. Capitol area security patrol subjected to audit,
review and evaluation. The capitol area security patrol, created
by K.S.A.75-4503 and amendments thereto, hereby is subjected 'to
audit under the Kansas governmental operations accountability
law, and to review and evaluation during the 1993 regular session
of the legislature.

74-7298. Department of transportation subjected to audit,
review and evaluation. The department of transportation and the
office of secretary of transportation, established by K.S.A.
75-5001, and amendments thereto, hereby are subjected to audit
under the Kansas governmental operations accountability law, and
to review and evaluation during the 1996 regular session of the
legislature.

74-7299. Department of revenue subjected to audit, review
and evaluation. The department of revenue and the office of
secretary of revenue, created by K.S.A. 75-5101, and amendments
thereto, hereby are subjected to audit under the Kansas
governmental operations accountability law, and to review and



evaluation during the 1997 regular session of the legislature.

74-72,100. Department of corrections subjected to audit,
review and evaluation. The department of corrections and the
office of secretary of corrections, established by K.S.A.
75-5203, and amendments thereto, hereby are subjected to audit
under the Kansas governmental operations accountability law, and
to review and evaluation during the 2000 regular session of the
legislature.

74-72,101. Department of social and rehabilitation services
subjected to audit, review and evaluation. The department of
social and rehabilitation services and the office of secretary of
social and rehabilitation services, created by K.S.A. 75-5301,
and amendments thereto, hereby are subjected to audit under the
Kansas governmental operations accountability law, and to review
and evaluation during the 1993 regqular session of the
legislature.

74-72,102. Department of health and environment subjected to
audit, review and evaluation. The department of health and
environment and the office of secretary of health and
environment, created by K.S.A. 75-5601, and amendments thereto,
hereby are subjected to audit under the Kansas governmental
operations accountability 1law, and to review and evaluation
during the 1995 regular session of the legislature.

74-72,103. Department of human resources subjected to audit,
review and evaluation. The department of human resources and the
office of secretary of human resources, established by K.S.A.
75-5701, and amendments thereto, hereby are subjected to audit
under the Kansas governmental operations accountability law, and
to review and evaluation during the 1999 regular session of the
legislature.

74-72,104. Department on aging subjected to audit, review
and evaluation. The department on aging and the office of
secretary of aging, created by K.S.A. 75-5903, and amendments
thereto, hereby are subjected to audit under the Kansas
governmental operations accountability law, and to review and
evaluation during the 1999 regular session of the legislature.



Reinventing Kansas Government
Project Scope

The scope of this study will be focused primarily on identifying opportunities to
increase efficiency and effectiveness in state government. It will also be focused on a
limited number of study categories due to the need to optimally allocate scarce
resources. Individual study teams will be able to broaden their scope, if needed, given
available time and resources.

Implementation will not be within the scope of the study teams, although agencies will
be encouraged to begin implementation of "low hanging fruit" during the course of the
study through the KQM program.

The scope of this study differs somewhat from many of the studies conducted in other
states which primarily focused on cost-reduction. Kansas has defined three
components to government operations:

e Program
o Effectiveness
» Efficiency
rograms are legislatively mandated services or entitlements which are unlikely to

change in the short term. While they are open to question, they should not be the study
focus.

Effectiveness measures our ability to deliver programs as mandated and with a level of
service satisfactory to customers.

Efficiency measures our cost per unit of program delivery.
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May 25

June 15

June 21

June 28

July 26

August 31

September 7

September 27

September 28

October 4

REINVENTING KANSAS GOVERNMENT

Phase |

Phase Il

Establish scope, approach, dsliverables,
timeframe, study topics.

Announce teams.

Kick off Phase | teams (training and
organization).

Begin Assess Customer Requirements
tasks (4 weeks).

Steering Committee Mesting.

Project Teams - Completed
Customer Requirements task.

Project Teams report to Steering
Committee this date.

Steering Committee Meeting.

Project Teams - Completed
Assess Current Capabilities (6 weeks).

Project Teams report to Steering
Committee this date.

Issue preliminary report to Governor.

Project Teams - Complete Develop
Shared Operating Vision Tasks
(3 weeks).

Steering Committee Mesting.
Phase 1l Discussion.

Project Teams report on Developed
Shared Operating Vision to Steering
Committee this date.

Complete Identify Initiatives task
(2 weeks).

- Quick Hit Initiatives

- Major initiatives

Begin assigning KQM teams to work
Quick Hit Initiatives



October 18

QOctober 19

November 1
November 2

December 7

January 7

January 31

February 15

February 28

March 15

April 15

Monitor and report results to Project
Co-Directors

- Timeframe

- Responsiblity

- Accountability

Project Teams - Complete Assess
Priority and Benefits task (2 weeks).

Steering Committee Meeting
Phass Il - Discussion and Consensus.

Project Teams report Assess Priority
and Benefits to Steering Committes.

Publish Phasa | team reports (2 weeks).

Ste