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RAMP

Dynamic 10-year program – allows for 
adjustments along the way

2025 20752035
10-yr 

Program 
Begins

Water 
Supply 
Target

New Program
Begins

Local Consult inform 
adjustments as needed

Building capacity to prep for more funding
Focus on outcomes, problem-solving
Measure progress, evaluate and report 
performance
Streamline programs
Increasing support for communities
Long-term funding 
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Extensive public outreach within 4 months

28 RAC Meetings held from June-October

+
600 Summer Local Consult
500+       Fall Local Consult (on-demand just started/400 log ins with 

23 survey responses)
250 Environmental Conference
200 Ag Industry Webinar
1,500+ Kansans have participated
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Bold and Practical

Two questions, beginning 
today:

1.What could this feedback mean for an 
FY26 budget recommendation?

2.What could this feedback mean for a 10-
year Water program?  
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Input sought in these 3 areas

Why do you need us to 
set Shared Criteria?

Why do you need us to 
set Reasonable 
Standards?

Why do you need us to 
identify Revenue 
Sources?

This allows us to build a 
dynamic program that can 
be responsive to 
fluctuations in revenue and 
changing needs over 10 
years – while remaining 
true to stakeholder values.

This helps us understand 
where we have consensus 
on potential revenue 
increases and policy 
changes.

It’s easy to say you want 
more things.  We need 
your help identify potential 
ways to pay for it that 
seem fair/reasonable.

1. CRITERIA 2. REASONABILTY 3. REVENUES
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Shared Criteria Rankings
NW SW NE SC NC SE LV W

Resiliency 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Economic Impact 1 2 3 1 3 2
Stakeholder Input 3 3 2 3 3
Cost Effectiveness G 2 3

Environmental Impact 2
Geographic Balance 3 3
# Guiding Principles 3 3 3

Leverage Federal Funds 3
Measurable Impact 1

Public-Private Partnership 3
Regional Partnership 3 2 3

Some criteria rose to the top across regions

Silver = 2nd

Bronze = 3rd (Tie)

Gold= 1st
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Kansans had this to say about Shared Criteria…

“You can’t have economic growth without 
resiliency, and you need resiliency to have 
economic growth.”

“Resiliency is a way to ensure the 
preservation of generational family farms.”

“Resiliency as currently defined {in handout} 
is too broad.”

“If we don’t deal with floods and droughts, we 
won’t have an economy.”

See Shared Criteria 
handout for context
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Input sought in these 3 areas

Why do you need us to 
set Shared Criteria?

Why do you need us to 
set Reasonable 
Standards?

Why do you need us to 
identify Revenue 
Sources?

This allows us to build a 
dynamic program that can 
be responsive to 
fluctuations in revenue and 
changing needs over 10 
years – while remaining 
true to stakeholder values.

This helps us understand 
where we have consensus 
on potential revenue 
increases and policy 
changes.

It’s easy to say you want 
more things.  We need 
your help identify potential 
ways to pay for it that 
seem fair/reasonable.

1. CRITERIA 2. REASONABILTY 3. REVENUES
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Input related to the $140M Investment Scenario
• Kansans support a ramp up to $140M 

annually.
• Participants acknowledged that the 

current funding is not enough but 
jumping to $140M is too much at once.  
More time is needed to build capacity in 
agencies and to develop projects so the 
additional funding should escalate over 
time. 

See Outcome & Investment handout 
for context

“We have underfunded water for decades. There just 
wasn’t money coming from the Legislature.”



1010

Ramping up to $140M 
would allow for…

1. Investing more in programs that we can 
measure and know are effective to continue 
momentum and progress.

2. Evaluating programs or investments where 
we cannot directly illustrate impact. 

3. Building capacity, processes, and 
accountability necessary to deliver current or 
future funding increases quickly and efficiently.
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Waves of 3 – A Generational Promise

Greatest 
Generation

Born
1901-27

Generation
X

Born
1965-1980

Generation
Alpha

Born
2012-2026

Silent 
Generation

Born 
1928-45

Millennials

Born 
1981-96

Generation
Beta

Born 
2027-2041

Baby 
Boomers

Born 
1946-64

Zoomers/ 
Gen Z

Born 
1997-2011

Generation 
Gamma

Born 
2042-56
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A rolling generational planning target

2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 2075 2085 2095 2100
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A rolling generational planning target
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A rolling generational planning target
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2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 2075 2085 2095 2100

A rolling generational planning target
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Kansans support a generational promise

• Support for setting a rolling approach where 
each generation is responsible for 
securing enough water for future 
generations. 

• Some suggested it may look differently 
depending on the region and its economic 
needs

• Tough conversations around whether this is 
feasible to do for all communities, 
specifically those with very small 
populations

“We need forever water. 
We are seeing small 
towns that were once 
dying now growing 
thanks to broadband. 
More generations are 
moving back.”
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Kansans support regional partnerships

• More state support is needed to bring them to 
fruition.  Support for

• Long-term water supply planning
• Identifying and developing regional projects
• Grant writing to secure more funding
• Technical assistance to navigate existing water programs

• They are willing to increase requirements, such as 
requiring long-term water supply planning, for state 
loans/grants if more support is provided
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Kansans want to see improved delivery by…

• Increasing focus on measurable 
progress through prioritization, 
projects and timely evaluations.

• Focus on problem-solving rather than 
continuing funding programs

• Streamlining programs to make them 
more accessible for communities and 
improving flexibility for agencies to 
leverage dollars further

“Would it be possible to 
have programs 
reviewed by a third 
party? State agencies 
do not want to lose a 
program or funding.”
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Kansans support increased education/awareness

• This includes
• K-12 education on water issues
• Increase outreach to irrigation farmers about ways to reduce 

useage through improved technology
• Public awareness campaign

• “Imagine a future without water.”
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• Estimated usable life varies 
across aquifer

• Counties reliant on the 
aquifer account for $57 
billion in economic output 
annually for Kansas

Useable life
Aquifer
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GMD4 

Sheridan 6

GMD1 Four County

Wichita County

Map to help 
discussions and 
problem solving; 
improve 
decision-making 
and investments
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Improve decision making and investments

• KDOT economic impact analysis as a new factor 
• Working group input into methodology (e.g., evaluate rural and 

urban highways separately) 
• Accept/encourage other data from communities 
• Measures change as conditions change (jobs in 2010 and then 

time delay used in 2020) 



WORK  IN PROGRESS

Map to help discussions and problem solving; 
improve decision-making and investments



WORK  IN PROGRESS

Map to help discussions and problem solving; improve 
decision-making and investments
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Kansas dashboard/resource center 
• No wrong door

• Tool for cities, counties 
and state

• Provides information 
on water usage

• Connects to resources 
to address challenges

USGS National Water Dashboard Example
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Input sought in these 3 areas

Why do you need us to 
set Shared Criteria?

Why do you need us to 
set Reasonable 
Standards?

Why do you need us to 
identify Revenue 
Sources?

This allows us to build a 
dynamic program that can 
be responsive to 
fluctuations in revenue and 
changing needs over 10 
years – while remaining 
true to stakeholder values.

This helps us understand 
where we have consensus 
on potential revenue 
increases and policy 
changes.

It’s easy to say you want 
more things.  We need 
your help identify potential 
ways to pay for it that 
seem fair/reasonable.

1. CRITERIA 2. REASONABILTY 3. REVENUES
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No strong consensus on funding source(s)

• There was consensus around these 
points:

• Kansans want an equitable funding 
approach where everyone contributes 
their fair share

• They want local and federal tax dollars 
to contribute to the program

• They want to see their tax dollars go to 
investments that benefit their regions

See Revenue Handout
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Bold and Practical

Two questions, beginning 
today:

1.What could this feedback mean for an 
FY26 budget recommendation?

2.What could this feedback mean for a 10-
year Water program?  



2929

From participants:  to consider for FY26 budget 
and 10-year program 

• What is the current return on investment with budgets set at $60 million? How is 
water quality/conservation being impacted?  I want to know more about how 
existing funds are spent before committing to a tax increase

• We need to keep spreading the message that we are all in this together.
• Use a farm’s location as a priority in determining whether it receives state funding 

but cautioned against making it a requirement. Give bonus points to applications 
that are willing to reduce usage.

• A community without a plan is a bad investment.  
• There has been a positive shift from producers to care more about inputs such as 

water than in the past.
• Provide tech assistance to communities to complete projects.
• Regionalization may be necessary to achieve 2 generations of water.
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RAMP

A bold and practical way to deliver for Kansans

2025 20752035
10-Program 

Begins
Water 

Supply 
Target

New Program
Begins

Local Consult inform 
adjustments as needed

Building capacity to prep for more funding
Focus on outcomes, problem-solving
Measure progress, evaluate and report 
performance
Streamline programs
Increasing support for communities
Long-term funding 
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Lessons from IKE
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May 
2020



Governor’s Charge 
• Apply the same long-range inclusive, nimble, 

and well-financed approach to our water 
issues that the state has to transportation.

• Craft a long-term framework around the 5 
guiding principles

• Recommendations should include:
 Policy changes
Ways to improve state capacity and water 

management
 Braiding federal, state and local funding  
Measurable goals and timelines
 Input from state and local stakeholders

33
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In-Reservoir Management Program Example
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Ramp Up:
Feasibility Study & 
Evaluation

Design

Implementation
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Transition / Ramp Up Year

1. Optimize existing $60M based on Local Consult and RAC input 
across the principle areas
• Consider ramp up costs within the $60M

2. How should the state invest an additional $10M or $20M across the 5 
guiding principle “buckets?” 
• What types of initiatives should the state prioritize within the buckets? Are these 

recommendations scalable and measurable? 
• Are they responsive to public input as received through the Local Consult 

process and the local RACs?
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