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I am Opposed to this Bill as this Change has ramifications on the Kansas City Police Pension Fund.
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HB 3479 modifies employment provisions for the Kansas City Police Department, including mandatory
separation from service upon reaching either sixty-five years of age or thirty-five years of service,
whichever occurs first, raising significant constitutional concerns regarding equal protection, due
process, and arbitrary employment restrictions.

The bill establishes a mandatory termination framework based on age and years of service, without
requiring an individualized assessment of an officer’s capability, performance, or fitness for duty. This
raises concerns under equal protection principles, as individuals are subjected to categorical
employment termination based on generalized assumptions rather than objective, individualized
criteria.

While the legislation references efficiency and public safety, it does not provide a narrowly tailored
justification for imposing a rigid cutoff that applies regardless of an officer’s demonstrated ability to
perform essential job functions. The absence of individualized review mechanisms creates a risk that
qualified and capable individuals will be excluded from continued employment solely due to age or
tenure.

This structure also raises concerns under federal employment protections governing age-based
classifications, particularly where mandatory separation is imposed without clear evidence that such
classification is necessary to the safe and effective performance of the role.

Blanket age thresholds, when not supported by individualized assessment, have historically been
subject to heightened scrutiny.

HB 3479 further raises due process concerns, as it mandates separation without clearly defined
procedural safeguards or mechanisms for review, appeal, or exception. Where a protected employment
interest exists, the absence of meaningful procedural protections may result in arbitrary deprivation of
that interest.

Additionally, the restructuring of the separation requirement—from “whichever occurs later” to
“whichever occurs first”—materially accelerates forced retirement, potentially altering existing
expectations and employment trajectories for current officers. This shift raises concerns regarding fair
notice and reliance interests, particularly for individuals who may have structured their careers based
on prior statutory language.



The bill also grants broad authority to the board to determine conditions of employment, which, when
combined with mandatory separation provisions, raises concerns regarding the concentration of
discretion without clearly defined limiting standards, further implicating due process considerations.

Bottom line:
HB 3479 imposes a rigid, classification-based employment cutoff that may result in arbitrary exclusion
of qualified individuals and insufficient procedural protections.

The General Assembly is hereby placed on notice that enactment of this provision may give rise to
constitutional challenges, including but not limited to violations of equal protection, due process, and
potential conflicts with federal protections governing age-based employment actions.



