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« Local officials report (1) severe storms/high winds, * Respondents report that (1) deferring capital
(2) droughts, and (3) ice/winter storms or hail as  projects and (2) increasing existing user fees are
the hazard types that had the greatest impact on the most common ways their government addresses
their communities over the past 5 years. fiscal shortfalls. Reducing or eliminating public
services is the least frequently used alternative.
» Overall, local officials express moderate concern

that the existing clean water, waste water, and + Installing early warning emergency systems
electricity infrastructure in their communities may  (83%o) is the most common hazard preparation action
not withstand a potential future hazard. They local government respondents report implementing,
expressed the least concern about transportation followed by having a backup electric supply for
infrastructure. critical infrastructure (61.5%0).

» Over 509%o of survey respondents indicate that + Having insufficient internal resources is noted as
sustaining a sufficient workforce for their local the largest obstacle to inter-local collaboration around
government is challenging. hazard resiliency.

The Adaptive & Resilient Infrastructures driven by Social Equity (ARISE) Team administered an online survey
to local officials based in the State of Kansas from September 2023 to January 2024. Up to 940 city and
county officials were contacted through email and/or mail invitations to complete the survey. As of January
2024, 288 valid responses have been received and are used to structure this summary (about 31%6 response
rate). Geographically, the county responses represent 45 out of the 105 Kansas counties, and the city responses
represent 162 out of the 273 Kansas cities with a population of more than 5600. More than one response was
received from some counties and cities. The numbers of county/city responses are presented in the map below.
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RECENT HAZARDS EXPERIENCEDPD
Figure 2 indicates the Ranking of Top Hazards
hazard types that local Severe storms
. high winds
government officials
indicated had the RO 5
greatest impact on Ice/winter stor:mf

their community over
Utility/Infrastructure

the past five years. Of failure _
the 288 county/city Extreme heat _ Al
officials that I )
responded, 183 noted Floods _ ]
severe storms/high Wildfires -
winds as one of the
three most impactful fornados -
recent hazards, Cyberattack -
followed by droughts Sofl erosion .
(140) and then SIS
ice/Winter storms or ° % Times Ranked as '}283 Hazards 1o Figure 2
hail (112).
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ean vvater ectricity C O N C E R N S
- 149 As shown in Figure 3, across all infrastructure
types, most responses (over 60%o) express that
they are “slightly” to “somewhat” concerned
26% " that the infrastructures serving their
jurisdictions may not withstand potential future
hazards without experiencing life-threatening
35% 36% damage or loss. The greatest levels of concern
are seen around clean water and electricity
Transportation Waste Water infrastructure, with 27%0 and 26%0 of
respondents, respectively, expressing that they
1 are "very” or “extremely” concerned about the
S0 o possibility of life-threatening failure. The lowest
levels of concern are expressed around
26% transportation infrastructure.
0% Not at all concerned
S A
— I Very concerned

I Extremely concerned

Figure 3



Local Government Decision-Making

About Community Resilience

Infrastructure Hardened to Prevent Hazard Impacts Approximately 40% of

40%1 respondents indicated that
their local government has

30%; taken action to harden
drinking water and/or

20%1 40.3% 40.3% o7 8% wastewater treatment plants
to protect them from the

T 21.2% a8% impact of hazards. Slightly

e fewer, 37.8%o, have noted
0% that their local government

Drinkiné water Wastewater Cybér, IT, Elect‘ricity Transpbrtation

treatment plants treatment plants  or broadband transmission
Infrastructure

Two survey questions were designed to understand

the fiscal health and economy of Kansas local
governments. Overall, over 60%o of responding

officials assessed their local government’s overall

Schools Hospitals has hardened its cyber, IT, or
Figure 4 broadband infrastructures.

Perception of Overall Challenge to Sustain
Fiscal Condition (past 5 years) Sulfficient Workforce
2%
1%

fiscal conditions as “good” or “excellent”. Less than

1090 assessed them as “poor” or “very poor.” On the

other hand, sustaining a sufficient workforce to
maintain desired levels of service provision is a
challenge for most of the Kansas communities
represented by survey respondents. 54%o of the
officials see this task as “very” or “extremely”
challenging. Only 29%0 of the respondents do not
consider this to be a challenge.

Local Elected Officials' Support Successfulness of
on Hazard Mitigation External Grant Application
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Figure 5 :

Respondents perceive local elected officials as

Good

Fair

Poor

Very Poor

supportive of investing local general funds to improve
hazard mitigation. Specifically, 37% see their elected
officials as very supportive, while only 4%0 are not
supportive. 88%o of responding officials indicate that
their local government has applied for external grants

to help fund projects that would reduce the local impactg
of hazards. Of those that have applied, 10%0 of :
respondents evaluate their city as “very successful” at
securing grants, and another 40%o evaluate their
government as “somewhat successful.”

Figure 6



Challenges Affecting Hazard Reduction Grant Application

58.7%
51.7%

Lack of stz:\ff to write Lack of knOV\I/Iedge about Difficultylmeeting Quick deadlines /'turnaround times Lack of cépacity to Disagreerlnent over
grant applications available funding opportunities matching requirements for proposal submission  implement desired projects local goals/objectives

Challenges Figure 7

Figure 7 depicts the factors identified as hindering local governments’ grant application success. Almost 60%o of

60%

40%

20%

0% A

respondents note that their organization lacks staff to draft competitive proposals, while 51.7%0 lack knowledge of
potential funding opportunities. 45%o of respondents worry about their ability to meet matching requirements.

F.I.S C AL C.ONSIDERATTION

ADDRESSING FISCAL NEED

When fiscal condition is a local concern, responses to the survey indicate that the most common measures taken
are (1) deferring capital projects (42.7%0) and (2) increasing existing user fees (42.7%0). Reducing personnel benefits
(9.4%0) and reducing or eliminating public services (10.8%0) are the least frequently mentioned measures by local

officials. .
Measures Taken to Address Fiscal Needs (past 5 years)
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Figure 9 shows the relative _
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Because hazards cross jurisdictional boundaries, collaboration matters to the effectiveness of hazard impact
prevention. However, creating and sustaining collaborations can be difficult. The survey results suggest that not
having insufficient internal resources is the largest obstacle to collaboration (22.6% indicate it is either “large”

or “very large”).
Iy g ) Obstacles to Collaboration on Enhancing Hazard Resiliency
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