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Executive Summary

The citizens of Kansas overwhelmingly sup-

port the Comprehensive Transportation Program 

(CTP), are opposed to any funding reductions in 

the CTP, are alarmed at how State Highway Fund 

(SHF) dollars are being used to balance the state 

budget, and are demanding that the promises made 

when the CTP was passed in 1999 be kept.  This is 

the message heard by the Transportation 2000 study 

group, which Governor Bill Graves reconvened in 

August 2002.  

 Governor Graves decided to reconvene the 

group because he was concerned about the adequa-

cy of funding for the CTP.  In his letter to the study 

group members, the Governor wrote, “I believe it 

is important for the public to understand how much 

the state transportation program will be impacted 

should funding for the CTP continue to be used to 

make up the State General Fund defi cit. I am asking 

the Transportation 2000 study group to reconvene 

to review CTP funding, confi rm that there is a real 

problem, and discuss these issues at several public 

meetings across the state.” 

Once again under the leadership of chair 

Mary E. Turkington, former Executive Director 

of the Kansas Motor Carriers Association and 

chairman of the Kansas Turnpike Authority, the 

group held an organizational meeting in Topeka 

on September 4, 2002 and determined to conduct 

four public meetings on four consecutive weeks in 

October in Fort Scott, Overland Park, Dodge City, 

and Wichita. Approximately 800 city and county 

leaders, business people, and citizens attended the 

four meetings. About 150 people spoke or gave 

presentations. 

A presentation by the Kansas Department 

of Transportation at the meetings confi rmed the 

Governor’s concerns.  It dramatically portrayed the 

potential for a $1.3 billion loss in funding for the 

CTP if the sales tax demand transfer component 

of the funding stream is eliminated. The sales tax 

demand transfer is a legislatively mandated per-

centage of sales tax receipts that is to be transferred 

from the State General Fund (SGF) to the SHF. The 

transfer was reduced in FY 2000, FY 2001, FY 

2002, and eliminated entirely in FY 2003. These 

actions alone have resulted in a $238.3 million loss 

to the program. 

There have been other reductions in CTP 

funding, which have created a total reduction of 

$291.1 million. In addition to those reductions, the 

2002 legislature borrowed $95 million from the 

SHF to shore up the SGF ending balance. This loan 

is statutorily mandated to be repaid by the end of 

FY 2003 (June 30, 2003).

The presentation pointed out that at the study 

group’s September meeting the State Budget Direc-

tor, Duane A. Goossen, had estimated that FY 2003 

SGF receipts would not be enough to fi nance the 

approved FY 2003 budget. (The November 2002 

estimates by the Consensus Revenue Estimating 

Group place the FY 2003 shortfall at more than 

$300 million.) Director Goosen had also given the 

group a gloomy outlook for FY 2004 - assuming 

only statutory increases in expenditures and using 

current revenue estimates, he predicted an SGF 

defi cit of between $500 million and $700 million. 

“Without public transportation, 

many would become prisoners 

within their own homes.”
Bonnie Stoller

Quality Assurance Coordinators 

Arrowhead West, Inc. 
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This prediction, dire as it was, fell short of 

the most recent estimates by the Consensus Rev-

enue Estimating Group, which place the defi cit for 

FY 2004 at $780 million.

This fi nancial situation jeopardizes  the de-

mand transfer to KDOT for FY 2004 and possibly 

future years. If the demand transfer is  eliminated 

for the remaining six years of the CTP and the $95 

million loan is not paid back, the CTP would face a 

defi cit of $1.3 billion.

Such a situation would jeopardize the follow-

ing promises of the CTP:

�Increased state investment in local 

transportation

�Increased state investment in avia-

tion, public transit, and rail

�Preservation, modernization, and 

enhancement of the State Highway 

System.

KDOT’s presentation showed the magnitude 

of cuts that would have to be made if the demand 

transfer was eliminated and the CTP faced a defi cit 

of $1.3 billion. These potential cuts would severely 

impact the state’s transportation infrastructure and 

could affect the entire spectrum of Kansas communi-

ties-cities large and small; counties rural and urban. 

The impact would be felt by everyone from bus rid-

ers to motor vehicle drivers, from farmers shipping 

grain to pilots fl ying emergency medical fl ights.  

With this much at stake, it is not surprising 

that there was widespread and emphatic rejection 

of the possible cuts.  The public meetings revealed 

overwhelming public support for the completion of 

the CTP - a level of support every bit as strong as 

it was when the program was created in 1999. The 

study group heard time and again that people op-

posed any funding reductions that would jeopardize 

the completion of the CTP. Some of the key themes 

the group heard:

�People oppose funding reductions to the 

Comprehensive Transportation Program 

(CTP) and believe the state needs to fulfi ll 

the commitments made in the 1999 legisla-

tion creating the CTP.

�The CTP has a positive impact on the state’s 

economy and provides good jobs with 

good wages.

�The sales tax demand transfer is an important 

component of the funding stream for the 

CTP. Economic pressures on the State 

General fund have forced reductions in 

the transfer amounts. Remedial legislation 

needs to be developed to assure the per-

centage of the transfer refl ects the user fee 

concept on which it was originally based.  

�Good transportation infrastructure keeps the 

state competitive with neighboring states.  

�The state needs to protect funding for cit-

ies and counties through the Special City 

County Highway Fund (SCCHF).  

�The state needs to fully fund the public trans-

portation component of the CTP to give 

mobility and independence to the elderly, 

the disabled, and the economically disad-

vantaged. 

�The CTP is necessary to continue improving 

the safety of our highways.   

�General Aviation airports in Kansas have 

benefi ted greatly from the CTP and this 

funding should continue.   

�The Rail Assistance Program has kept short 

line railroads operating in Kansas, giving 

local shippers access to economical rail 

service.  

“We have waited many years for 

these proposed improvements and 

don’t believe the present fi nancial 

diffi culties should delay this 

progress. We have been promised 

better roads and are paying 

additional taxes right now for 

them.”
M. Don Russell

EconomicDevelopment Director

City of Fort Scott
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Based on what the study group heard at the 

public meetings, they therefore make the follow-

ing fi ndings and recommendations to Governor 

Graves:

�1. It is evident from the recent hearings that 

the citizens of the state of Kansas continue 

to overwhelmingly support completion of 

the entire 1999 Comprehensive Transporta-

tion Program and strenuously oppose any 

reduction in funding, which would prevent the 

completion. 

The members of the Transportation 2000 study 

group therefore strongly voice their opposi-

tion to any further reduction in funding, which 

would cause the elimination of any promised 

highway project, or reductions in funding for 

any modes, or in the amounts of city/county 

revenue transfers.

The study group further states that only at 

such time as such funding may become inad-

equate to meet all of the commitments of the 

program should the state consider options that 

would allow it to still meet every commitment 

of the 1999 Comprehensive Transportation 

Program. 

�2. The current sales tax demand transfer funding 

component of the 1999 Comprehensive Trans-

portation Program (CTP) should be replaced 

by a revenue transfer based on the percentage 

of sales tax collected from the sales of new 

and used motor vehicles. 

It has long been recognized that this portion 

of the sales tax should be considered user 

fees whose appropriate repository is the State 

Highway Fund. To accomplish this, Transpor-

tation 2000 endorses the suggested legislative 

remedy provided by Economic Lifelines at the 

Wichita public meeting, which is included as 

part of this report (Appendix C).

 “… the consequences of not 

following through on funding 

promises will have a dire effect 

on the state. Funding the General 

Fund should be dealt with 

directly; continuing to raid the 

transportation fund is not the 

answer.”
Harry “Butch” Felker

Mayor, City of Topeka
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The Study Group

The citizens of Kansas overwhelmingly sup-

port the Comprehensive Transportation Program 

(CTP), are opposed to any funding reductions in 

the CTP, are alarmed at how State Highway Fund 

(SHF) dollars are being used to balance the state 

budget, and are demanding that the promises made 

when the CTP was passed in 1999 be kept.  This is 

the message heard by the Transportation 2000 study 

group, which Governor Bill Graves reconvened in 

August 2002.  

Governor Graves fi rst convened the Trans-

portation 2000 study group in 1998 to review the 

state’s transportation needs.  As a direct result of 

those efforts, the CTP was enacted in 1999.  

Governor Graves decided to reconvene 

the group because he was concerned about the 

adequacy of funding for the Comprehensive 

Transportation Program.  In his letter to the study 

group members, the Governor wrote, “I believe it 

is important for the public to understand how much 

the state transportation program will be impacted 

should funding for the CTP continue to be used to 

make up the State General Fund defi cit. I am asking 

the Transportation 2000 study group to reconvene 

to review CTP funding, confi rm that there is a real 

problem, and discuss these issues at several public 

meetings across the state.” 

Once again under the leadership of chair 

Mary E. Turkington, former Executive Director 

of the Kansas Motor Carriers Association and 

chairman of the Kansas Turnpike Authority, the 

group held an organizational meeting in Topeka 

on September 4, 2002, and determined to conduct 

four public meetings on four consecutive weeks in 

October. 

The Meetings
The study group’s meetings took place as 

follows:  

�October 2, 2002 - Fort Scott at the 

Fort Scott Middle School

�October 8, 2002 - Overland Park at 

The Doubletree Hotel

�October 17, 2002 - Dodge City at the 

Dodge House

�October 23, 2002 - Wichita at the 

Hyatt Regency Hotel

All the meetings began at 5:30 p.m. Ap-

proximately 800 people attended the four meetings. 

About 150 people-  city and county leaders, business 

people, and citizens - spoke or gave presentations. 

The overwhelming majority of these presentations 

showed strong support for full funding of the Com-

prehensive Transportation Program

Each meeting followed the same format. 

Chairman Mary E. Turkington gave a brief over-

view of the purpose of the study group hearing, 

which was to carry out Governor Graves’ instruc-

tions to review the status, funding and future of the 

state’s Comprehensive Transportation Program and 

to seek testimony from the public on those issues. 

The public was then given a presentation prepared 

by Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT) 

staff. 

Rosemary M. Ingram, P.E., Chief of KDOT’s 

Bureau of Program Management, gave a presenta-

tion outlining the key components of the CTP, its 

funding sources and the changes to those funding 

sources since the CTP was enacted in 1999. (The 

complete presentation is included as Appendix B.)

 One of the most critical changes has been 

the reduction of the sales tax demand transfer. This 

is a legislatively mandated percentage of sales tax 

receipts that is to be transferred from the State Gen-

eral Fund (SGF) to the State Highway Fund (SHF). 

The transfer was reduced in FY 2000, FY 

“Frankly,  investment in 

infrastructure is one of the most 

effective ways to help recover the 

economy and provide more money 

for education and other important 

programs.”
Bernie Koch

Vice President for Communication and 

Government Relations 

Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce
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2002, and eliminated entirely in FY 2003. 

These actions alone  have resulted in a $238.3 mil-

lion loss to the program. 

There have been other reductions in CTP 

funding, which have created a total reduction of 

$291.1 million. In addition to those reductions, the 

2002 legislature borrowed $95 million from the 

SHF to shore up the SGF ending balance. This loan 

is statutorily mandated to be repaid by the end of 

FY 2003 (June 30, 2003).

The presentation pointed out that at the study 

group’s September meeting the State Budget Direc-

tor, Duane A. Goossen, had estimated that FY 2003 

SGF receipts would not be enough to fi nance the 

approved FY 2003 budget. (The November 2002 

estimates by the Consensus Revenue Estimating 

Group place the FY 2003 shortfall at more than 

$300 million.) Director Goosen had also given the 

group a gloomy outlook for FY 2004 - assuming 

only statutory increases in expenditures and using 

current revenue estimates, he predicted an SGF 

defi cit of between $500 million and $700 million. 

This prediction, dire as it was, fell short of the most 

recent estimates by the Consensus Revenue Esti-

mating Group, which place the defi cit for FY 2004 

at $780 million.

This situation jeopardizes the demand trans-

fer to KDOT for FY 2004 and possibly future years.  

If the demand transfer were eliminated for the re-

maining six years of the CTP and the $95 million 

loan is not paid back, the CTP would face a defi cit 

of $1.3 billion.

Such a situation would jeopardize the prom-

ises of the CTP:

�Increased state investment in local 

transportation

�Increased state investment in avia-

tion, public transit, and rail

�Preservation, modernization, and 

enhancement of the State Highway 

System.

The presentation then outlined three scenari-

os to help illustrate the impact on the CTP if there 

were a defi cit of $1.3 billion.

Scenario #1

�Cut all System Enhancement projects not 

yet let to construction-- 26 projects with 

a $950 million reduction in state funds 

PLUS...

�$350 million more would have to be cut 

--OR--

Scenario #2

�Cut all FY 2004-2009 Major Modifi cation 

projects including Interstate, Non-In-

terstate, and set-aside projects, which 

represent almost one-half of the planned 

Major Modifi cation mileage-- a $1.3 bil-

lion reduction.

--OR--

Scenario #3

�Aviation-- Cut current $3 million per year to 

zero for FY 2004-2009, an $18 million reduc-

tion PLUS...

�Public Transit-- Cut current $6 million per year 

to zero for FY 2004-2009, a $36 million re-

duction  PLUS...  

�Rail-- Cut current $3 million per year to zero 

for FY 2004-2007, a $12 million reduction 

that would prevent the loan program from be-

coming self-sustaining PLUS...

�Local Transportation-- Eliminate FY 2004-

2009 Special City County Highway Fund 

payments resulting in a $960 million reduc-

tion to cities and counties PLUS...

�$274 Million more would have to be cut 

“The loss of this shared 

revenue would force Andover, 

and perhaps other cities and 

counties, to either raise taxes 

signifi cantly…or start sacrifi cing 

the safety of our local roads.” 
City of Andover 
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It was stressed that while the scenarios 

showed the magnitude of the cuts that would have 

to be made if the demand transfer was eliminated,  

the actual impacts could be a combination of any of 

the elements of the scenarios. 

Themes

After the KDOT presentation, study group 

members heard from the public, and what they 

heard was  a remarkable outpouring of support for 

the CTP- support as strong now as it was in 1999. 

The testimony had common themes, the key ones 

of which are listed below.

�The public overwhelmingly opposes 

funding reductions to the Compre-

hensive Transportation Program.

�The public demands that the state fulfi ll 

the commitments made in the 1999 

legislation creating the  CTP. 

City and county leaders, business people, 

and citizens all told the group that their communi-

ties were counting on the highway improvements 

promised in the CTP. In some cases, these projects 

will improve the safety of roads with consistently 

high accident rates. In others, the projects will 

mean new or continued economic development 

for the communities. Those communities that were 

awarded System Enhancement projects told the 

group that those projects were much anticipated by 

their citizens and were viewed as a commitment by 

the state. What the group heard time and again was 

that the CTP has benefi ted local communities and 

should continue to be fully-funded.

Conferees at all the hearings expressed con-

cern that failing to complete the CTP  as promised 

would create a lack of credibility and negatively 

impact public support for any  future transportation 

programs. 

�The CTP has a positive impact on the 

state’s economy and provides good 

jobs with good wages.

The CTP stabilizes and stimulates the state’s 

economy during all times but especially during 

diffi cult economic times and it supports statewide 

economic development.  

Two economic researchers have verifi ed that 

the previous program, the 1989 Comprehensive 

Highway Program (CHP), was a direct stimulant to 

the Kansas economy in the early 1990s.

Research by economist Dr. Michael Babcock 

of Kansas State University shows that the 1989 

CHP:

�had an economic multiplier of 2.6 for 

every dollar spent. In other words, ev-

ery dollar spent by the state was magni-

fi ed to almost three dollars as it wound 

its way through the state economy ;  

�created 118,000 private sector jobs 

statewide; 

�increased statewide income by $1.4 

billion; and 

�also increased economic develop-

ment and benefi ted highway users.  

Economist Dr. David Burress, of the Univer-

sity of Kansas,  did a Benefi t/Cost analysis of the 

1989 program.

�He conservatively estimated the 

Benefi t/Cost ratio of the CHP to be at 

least three, meaning the program re-

turned at least three dollars’ worth 

“Rather than calling into question 

the funding of the CTP, the 

State’s current economic outlook 

only further supports the need 

to ensure the CTP be fully-

funded. In diffi cult economic 

times, transportation spending 

is particularly important in 

stabilizing and stimulating the 

State’s economy.” 
Robert  D. Lowry

Director of Public Works

City of Overland Park
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of value to Kansans for every dollar’s 

worth of cost to Kansans. 

�His study states that this  “…fi nding 

means that, in aggregate terms, the 

KCHP has been at least three times as 

valuable to taxpayers as returning their 

tax dollars would be.” 

�The report goes on to say the authors 

believe the same would be true of a 

new highway program.

Drs. Burress and Babcock  were each asked 

to estimate the impact of a $1.3 billion cut on the 

current CTP. 

Dr. Babcock’s economic impact analysis esti-

mates such a cut would result in:

�$3.3 billion reduction in Kansas pro-

duction

�$0.6 billion reduction in Kansas 

wages and salaries

�loss of more than 53,000 jobs

Dr. Burress’ economic impact analysis 

estimated:

�A loss of $4.7 billion in benefi ts, 

which includes travel time and acci-

dent savings in addition to income and 

production

�Transfer of sales tax collections to the State 

Highway Fund are critical to continued 

funding of the CTP.     

This is currently accomplished through the 

sales tax demand transfer. Economic pressures on 

the State General Fund have forced reductions in 

the transfer amounts. Remedial legislation needs 

to be developed to assure the percentage of the 

transfer refl ects the user fee concept on which it 

was originally based.  At the Wichita meeting, 

Economic Lifelines presented draft language for 

suggested legislation. It calls for revenues from 

sales taxes collected on the sale of new and used 

motor vehicles to be transferred automatically to 

the State Highway Fund. This approach is faithful 

to the original concept behind the percentage of 

the demand transfer, which recognized that sales 

tax dollars collected on the sale of new and used 

motor vehicles are highway user fees and should be 

distributed to the State Highway Fund. 

�Good transportation infrastructure 

keeps the state competitive with 

neighboring states.  

Many participants noted the poor condition 

of Missouri’s highways due to that state’s lack of 

funding for transportation needs. Others noted 

how businesses seeking to locate in Kansas often 

ask about transportation options and  access . They 

stressed that continuing to improve Kansas trans-

portation infrastructure is vital to attracting and 

keeping new businesses.   

�The state needs to protect funding 

for cities and counties through the 

Special City County Highway Fund 

(SCCHF).  

City and county executives explained how 

much their street and road programs depend upon 

SCCHF distributions. For many, losing this source 

of funding would mean increasing local mill levies 

anywhere from four mills to 16 mills. All said in-

creases of that magnitude would be unacceptable to 

their constituencies. As one county commissioner 

put it, “If I suggested a mill levy increase of that 

size, believe me, I’d have to sleep with one eye 

open.”

�The state needs to fully fund the public 

transportation component of the 

CTP to give mobility and indepen-

dence to the elderly, the disabled, and 

the economically disadvantaged. 

Those who testifi ed made it clear that public 

transportation was vital and for many was the only 

way to get to medical appointments, go grocery 

shopping, or get to jobs. As one person put it, “I 

“I have mental retardation, mild 

cerebral palsy, and epilepsy and am 

visually impaired. I can NOT get to 

work without transportation. I want to 

keep being a taxpayer, not a tax user!”
Don Shifton
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want to keep being a taxpayer, not a tax user.” 

Many were upset that the 2002 legislature had re-

duced funding for public transportation by more 

than $500,000. They  urged study group members 

to recommend restoring those dollars to the six mil-

lion dollars in state funds provided annually to pub-

lic transportation under the CTP and to advocate for 

full funding of the public transportation component 

of the CTP in the future.  

�The CTP is necessary to continue im-

proving the safety of our highways.  

 Many of the communities that supported the 

CTP in 1999 did so because they had sections of 

road in their regions that needed safety improve-

ments. To cite just two examples, US-169 between 

Spring Hill and Paola and US-54/400 between 

Kingman and Pratt. 

�General Aviation airports in Kansas 

have benefi ted greatly from the CTP 

and this funding should continue.  

 The CTP ended Kansas’ woeful distinction 

as the only one of 50 states that did not provide 

state funding for General Aviation airports.  Pi-

lots and airport operators told the group there has 

been a tremendous impact from the CTP’s Avia-

tion Improvement Program. They noted that the 

percentage of runways in Kansas listed as being 

in poor condition has dropped since passage of 

the program. They also noted that the local match 

requirement of  the program has created solid state 

and local partnerships and has allowed both entities 

to get more value for the dollars invested by better 

leveraging the amounts available.

�The Rail Assistance Program has kept 

short line railroads operating in 

Kansas, giving local shippers access 

to economical rail service. 

 The CTP also created state funding for short 

line rail assistance.  The program has rehabilitated 

tracks and helped a Kansas company (WATCO) 

dedicated to rail service  purchase tracks that oth-

erwise may have been sold for salvage.  Those who 

spoke about the rail assistance program stressed 

the need to keep short line rail service available 

to farmers as an economical option for shipping 

grain.

“To cut an already devastated 

budget would be unreasonable, 

and create unsafe driving 

conditions. The thought of a 

lost loved one or family member 

is reason enough to make cuts 

somewhere else or raise taxes.”
Melvin Matlock

Sumner County Road and Bridge Director
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Conclusions and

Recommendations

The Transportation 2000 study group mem-

bers met once again on November 14, 2002, in 

Topeka, to discuss their fi ndings and to develop 

recommendations to present to the Governor.  The 

panel agreed their public meetings had demonstrat-

ed that support for the Comprehensive Transporta-

tion Program is as strong now as it was in 1999 and 

that the public opposes any reductions in funding 

to the CTP. 

The study group determined that the best 

way to achieve the goal of  fully funding  and com-

pleting the CTP as promised was to endorse the 

Economic Lifelines proposal which replaces the 

current sales tax demand transfer with a revenue 

transfer. The study group members saw the revenue 

transfer as a better way to fully fund the CTP for the 

following reasons:

�The ability to reduce the demand 

transfer whenever the State General 

Fund is facing a shortfall is the “fatal 

fl aw” of the CTP funding stream. 

Until this is remedied, there is no way to 

guarantee the promises made in 1999.  Any solution 

that doesn’t speak to this issue doesn’t adequately 

address the problem. It was pointed out that even 

one more year of eliminating the transfer will result 

in a CTP defi cit of more than $400 million. 

�The Economic Lifelines proposal 

refl ects the original intent behind the 

demand transfer. 

Group Chair Mary Turkington reminded the 

members of the reasoning behind the demand trans-

fer. It is a user fee concept. It is fi tting and fair that 

any sales taxes from new and used motor vehicle 

sales go into the State Highway Fund.  The demand 

transfer was the mechanism chosen to achieve this 

result. However, it has been a diffi cult revenue re-

source because the legislature has cut or eliminated 

the demand transfer dollars each year. Changing to 

a revenue transfer would assure that these user fees 

go directly to the State Highway Fund. 

�It presents a positive recommenda-

tion to the legislature.

The study group stressed the importance 

of having a solid idea to present to lawmakers, 

especially in an area as complex as transportation 

funding.    

The study group therefore makes the follow-

ing fi ndings and recommendations to Governor 

Graves: 

1. It is evident from the recent hearings that the 

citizens of the state of Kansas continue to 

overwhelmingly support completion of the 

entire 1999 Comprehensive Transporta-

tion Program and strenuously oppose any 

reduction in funding, which would prevent 

the completion. 

The members of the Transportation 2000 

study group therefore strongly voice their 

opposition to any further reduction in 

funding, which would cause the elimina-

tion of any promised highway project, 

or reductions in funding for any modes, 

or in the amounts of city/county revenue 

transfers.

The study group further states that only 

at such time as such funding may become 

inadequate to meet all of the commitments 

of the program should the state consider 

options that would allow it to still meet 

every commitment of the 1999 Compre-

hensive Transportation Program. 

2. The current sales tax demand transfer fund-

ing component of the 1999 Comprehensive 

Transportation Program (CTP) should be 

replaced by a revenue transfer based on 

the percentage of sales tax collected from 

the sales of new and used motor vehicles. 

It has long been recognized that this por-

tion of the sales tax should be considered 

user fees whose appropriate repository is 

the State Highway Fund. To accomplish 

this, Transportation 2000 endorses the 

suggested legislative remedy provided by 

Economic Lifelines at the Wichita public 

meeting, which is included as part of this 

report  (Appendix C).
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Fort Scott, October 2, 2002

“Public Transportation provides mobility and ac-

cess to the community for thousands of Kansans who 

otherwise would have none. Public transportation takes 

people to the doctor, the grocery store, a senior center, 

or work. Public transportation is an investment that 

pays off in its ability to keep people at home instead of 

care facilities or at work rather than on welfare. Public 

transportation saves costs in other state and local pro-

grams.”

Steve Feigenbaum, Executive Director Kansas 

Public Transit Association

“Without a doubt rail service is critical to a 

sustainable agricultural industry in this state. Whether 

it is wheat outbound to fl our mills or corn inbound to 

western Kansas feedlots, connection to the national 

rail system is vital for rural Kansas. That is one of the 

primary benefi ts of the funding you recommended to 

the Legislature…”

“The preservation of the existing rail fund is very 

important to the shortline rail industry, [and] more than 

700 miles of grain producing railroad lines have been 

preserved because of your initial recommendations.”

Ed McKechnie

Director of Government Affairs

Watco Companies, Inc

(Railroad Service  Holding Company with 

more than 300 employees, Pittsburg)

“If we are to grow economically in this area, 

we must continue the improvement of each segment of 

transportation. Even though times are diffi cult, this is 

not the time to raid transportation funds to pay for other 

programs.”

Tim Emert

Former State Senate Majority Leader 

Independence

“In looking at the Fall enrollment fi gures for Fort 

Scott Community College on Monday, out of 1,739 

students we have only 465 who live in Bourbon County. 

Many of the others come from a corridor that runs from 

Crawford County to Wyandotte County and includes 

Bourbon, Linn, Miami, and Johnson Counties. Good 

roads represent an economic lifeline for Fort Scott 

Community College…  We’re excited about the pros-

pect of the transportation proposals helping meet the 

needs of Southeast Kansas and would urge you to stay 

the course and follow through by providing the citizens 

of Southeast Kansas access to quality transportation.” 

Richard Hedges

President, Fort Scott Community College

“If the State operated more like sound business, 

at a time of recession, you look at the opportunities to 

stimulate business growth, economic development, and 

investment. Investment into the infrastructure (building 

good highways) will stimulate the economy, ultimately 

yielding a return on investment and economic growth. 

… We urge the State of Kansas to live up to the com-

mitment that was passed in 1999 and restore the fund-

ing for the Comprehensive Transportation Program.”  

David Mauersberger

Controller, Superior Industries International

(Aluminum wheel manufacturer with 700 employees)

Pittsburg, Kansas 

 

 “We have waited many years for these pro-

posed improvements and don’t believe the present fi -

nancial diffi culties should delay this progress. We have 

been promised better roads and are paying additional 

taxes right now for them.”

M. Don Russell

Economic Development Director 

City of Fort Scott

 “Southeast Kansas wants to give more back 

to the state than it receives. It can’t do that until the 

highway issue is addressed so that the region can at-

tract business and industry. Until the State of Kansas is 

willing to invest in highways,  this region of the state 

cannot overcome the perception that it is too hard to get 

here.”

Tom Bryant

President, Pittsburg State University

“… removal of the demand transfers by the State 

to cover the budget shortfall will mean a loss of over 

$1 million to the City’s budget for 2003. To make up 

for this possible loss in revenue, the City would have 

to increase our local mill levy by 9.9 mills. Passing the 

budget shortfall on to the local property taxpayers does 

not solve the State’s budget problems, only shifts these 

problems to the local level, forcing the city commission 

to either raise property taxes or cut budgets.”

Jerry Lindbergh

Director of Economic Development

City of Pittsburg
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Overland Park, October 8, 2002

“…we strongly feel that failure to keep faith  

with the public by not implementing this transporta-

tion plan will result in increased maintenance costs , 

increased delays and congestion and lost productivity, 

resulting in loss of economic development potential. 

In the long run this will mean additional costs in the 

form of lost opportunity, increased debt fi nancing and 

ultimately higher taxes. It is the classic “pay me now or 

pay me later,” except in this case, pay a lot more when 

you pay later.”

Ron Norris

City of Lenexa

“Governor Graves and the Kansas Legislature 

acted on the will of the people and approved the Com-

prehensive Transportation Program- and we should not 

break faith with those same people now… Rather than 

calling into question the funding of the CTP, the State’s 

current economic outlook only further supports the need 

to ensure the CTP be fully-funded. In diffi cult economic 

times, transportation spending is particularly important 

in stabilizing and stimulating the State’s economy.” 

Robert  D. Lowry

Director of Public Works

City of Overland Park

“Public use of transportation in general benefi ts 

the economic value of a state when it provides means 

for the citizen taxpayer to get to their jobs in these 

tough economic times…We, in Kansas, hope to com-

pete and encourage major corporations to look upon us 

favorably as a place to bring their companies. We need 

to be able to show them that we are keeping up with 

other states innovative public transportation systems.” 

Melana  Cooke

Chair, Johnson County Transportation Advisory Council

“Without the ability to effi ciently move traffi c, 

the economic engine of development is strangled. With 

appropriate investment in roads however, development 

in areas such as Leavenworth County will continue at a 

rapid pace, generating new property taxes, payroll tax-

es, and sales taxes vitally needed to reverse the state’s 

revenue shortfall.” 

John W. Young

Director of Public Works

City of  Lansing

“ At some point, the state of Kansas needs to 

determine whether it is prepared to support the basic 

services that only government can provide: whether it is 

education, roads, or public safety. All of these services 

and others are critical to the economy of the state. All 

of them deserve adequate fi scal support. Failure to pro-

vide adequate support places a detrimental burden on 

the taxpayers in the future. Such a failure is not fi scally 

responsible.”

G. Craig Weinaug 

Douglas County Administrator

“Please do not let the vision to construct a com-

prehensive transportation program be discarded due to 

current economic turbulence.”

John Franiuk

Mayor,  City of Tonganoxie

Dodge City, October 17, 2002

 “The economic future of Kansas depends on a 

good transportation system. We all realize that the state 

is in an economic recession right now, but one way to 

start that recovery is to start building the highways that 

are so badly needed. This will provide scores of new 

jobs and give the economy a badly needed boost. This 

will also give us the means to recruit and attract busi-

nesses, industries or new citizens.”

Jack Taylor

Liberal Chamber of Commerce 

“Without public transportation, many would be-

come prisoners within their own homes. Being able to 

have the freedom to get out when we want and need to 

is something most of us take for granted, but for a per-

son with a disability or a person who is otherwise trans-

portation dependent, it means the difference between 

having some quality of life or no quality of life.”

Bonnie Stoller

Quality Assurance Coordinators

Arrowhead West, Inc. (non-profi t rehabilitation 

facility) Dodge City

 “… since the passage of the Comprehensive 

Transportation Program, the condition of Kansas Air-

ports has risen from a state of  disrepair to a condition 

where these airports now provide a renewed purpose 

and are a catalyst from which new revenue streams are 

generated for the local economies they serve.” 

Resolution of the Kansas Association of Airports

TRANSPORTATION 200012



Wichita, October  23, 2002

“I don’t agree with those who say that if we just 

put all of our resources into education, everything else 

will take care of itself…. Education is important, but 

there must be a sense of equilibrium in our state’s pri-

orities or we will fi nd ourselves returning to the 1980’s 

condition when the state’s lack of investment in our 

transportation system brought us to a crisis in the condi-

tion of our roads… Frankly investment in infrastructure 

is one of the most effective ways to help recover the 

economy and provide more money for education and 

other important programs.”

 “I can remember the circumstances surrounding 

the fi rst comprehensive program… and the fi nal pas-

sage in 1989… Many of you will recall that one major 

argument of the opponents was that if a program was 

passed, the promised projects would not be built. There 

was a distrust of state government, a distrust of KDOT, 

and a strong pessimism that worked against us… The 

success of the 1989 program changed that. The prom-

ised projects were built….The danger now is if the state 

does not deliver the 1999 program. I fear we will return 

to that pessimism I saw and heard 14 years ago. That 

attitude will hurt the state’s ability to address future in-

frastructure needs.”

Bernie Koch

Vice President for Communication and

Government Relations 

Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce

“To cut an already devastated budget would be 

unreasonable, and create unsafe driving conditions. The 

thought of a lost loved one or family member is reason 

enough to make cuts somewhere else or raise taxes.”

Melvin Matlock

Sumner County Road and Bridge Director

“For the City of Andover, we anticipate $187,000 

from this (Special City County Highway) fund to main-

tain our 53 miles of streets in 2003. These dollars repre-

sent roughly half of our total street maintenance budget. 

I would like to specify maintenance, not construction, 

not enhancements, but maintenance- the basic elements 

of making sure a roadway is safe. With these dollars we 

purchase ice and snow control materials, sand and grav-

el, tires for vehicles, street signs, road paint, gasoline, 

diesel fuel, sealer to prolong the life of these streets, 

and maintain traffi c signals, school crossing lights , 

school zone indicators. The loss of this shared revenue 

would force Andover, and perhaps other cities and 

counties, to either raise taxes signifi cantly, 3.45 mills 

for Andover to replace the lost revenue, or start sacrifi c-

ing the safety of our local roads.” 

City of Andover 

“… most of our riders are very elderly and very 

frail. The average age of our riders is 88; most ride our 

lift-equipped vans to visit their doctors, go to dialysis, 

visit their loved ones in nursing homes, or do their 

shopping… Our Transportation services help keep But-

ler County’s elderly and disabled persons in the com-

munity- and keep them as independent as possible. We 

also transport persons to and from work and to college 

classes… We must protect the transportation funding 

we now have…” 

Connie Rausch

Director, Butler County Department on Aging 

and Transportation

 “… the consequences of not following through 

on funding promises will have a dire effect on the state. 

Funding the General Fund should be dealt with directly; 

continuing to raid the transportation fund is not the 

answer. We need our state leaders to keep the commit-

ment they made to Kansans when they passed the 1999 

Comprehensive Transportation Plan. Transportation 

infrastructure is too important to let idle, we only have 

to look at neighboring states to know that.”

Harry “Butch” Felker

Mayor, City of Topeka

Representing a coalition of Shawnee County, 

City of Topeka, The Topeka Metropolitan Transit Au-

thority, the Metropolitan Topeka Airport Authority, and 

the Greater Topeka Chamber of Commerce. 

“Continuing to cut and possibly eliminate ele-

ments of the Comprehensive Transportation Program 

will create signifi cant damage to the economy in this 

region and the entire state. The short-term gain that can 

be achieved by transferring funds or killing projects to 

shore up the state’s budget diffi culties are not worth the 

long-term economic harm that would result.” 

Mike Ledy

Mayor, City of Winfi eld

Chair, Regional Economic Area Partnership
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 “My brother, Barry Harris, is 95% dependent on 

public transportation, along with his friends and neigh-

bors at the Timbers. Cuts in their transportation could 

result in many of them losing their jobs. Without jobs, 

you then severely hinder their ability to provide food 

and shelter for themselves.”

Jeffrey Harris

“I realize the diffi cult situation our state is in be-

cause of the bad economy and the reduction of money 

the state is receiving through tax collections. I believe  

that our state needs to support people who want to work 

hard and be active and productive members in our com-

munity who pay taxes. Please maintain the funding for 

public transportation programs for myself and others 

who share this need.”

Karrie Knightley

 “I have mental retardation, mild cerebral palsy, 

and epilepsy and am visually impaired. I can NOT get 

to work without transportation. I want to keep being a 

taxpayer, not a tax user!”

Don Shifton
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