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Table 5-3 
Project Area TC-HV Planning Level Total Costs 

Tomahawk Creek
Description Unit Estimated 

Quantity 
Estimated 
Unit Price 

Total Cost

Home Buy-out 
14741 S Caenen Ln** (Includes 30% demolition and regrading cost)  $ 491,140 
Culvert Improvements 
Demolition of Culverts (150th Terr) Each 1  $ 10,000.00  $ 10,000 
Pavement Removal/Replacement (148th St) SF 4,500  $ 10.00  $ 45,000 
Pavement Removal/Replacement (150th Terr) SF 1,500  $ 10.00  $ 15,000 
Add New Twin 8'x3' Conservation Culverts LF 50  $ 2,000.00  $ 100,000 
Install New 6'x3' RCB LF 50  $ 1,500.00  $ 75,000 
Channel Improvements 
Riprap Grade Control Base (12") CY 1,500  $ 70.00  $ 105,000 
Turf Reinforced Matrix SY 10,000  $ 20.00  $ 200,000 
Energy Dissipation Pool (200'L x 40'W) LS    $ 50,000 
Turf Planting SY 12,000  $ 2.50  $ 30,000 
Construction Access and Restoration AC 3  $ 20,000.00  $ 60,000 
Construction Site Clearing/Excavation/Fill 
Site Clearing and Grubbing AC 3  $ 3,000.00  $ 9,000 
Excavation and Fill CY 10,000  $ 10.00  $ 100,000 
Compaction of Fill CY 1,000  $ 10.00  $ 10,000 
Storm Sewer Construction 
Install Junction Box Each 3  $ 3,500.00  $ 10,500 
Install 36-inch CMP LF 1,200  $ 100.00  $ 120,000 
Install 48-inch CMP LF 625  $ 100.00  $ 62,500 
Connect to existing RCB Each 2  $ 2,500.00  $ 5,000 
Design/Fees 
Utility Coordination/Relocation (1% of Construction Costs)  $ 10,070 
Local/State/Federal Permitting (3% of Construction Costs)  $ 30,210 
Engineering Design Fee (15% of Construction Costs)  $ 151,050 
Contingency (25% of Construction Costs)  $ 251,750 
Subtotal  $ 1,900,000  
Fees Ineligible for SMAC reimbursement 
Upgrade to stacked stone for dissipation pool (25% of Dissipation Pool Cost)  $ 12,500 
Upgrade landscaping (10% of Turf Planting)  $ 3,000 
Legal, Administrative, and Overhead (10% of Construction Cost and 5% of Total Appraised 
Home Value) 

 $ 125,257 

Property Acquisition Costs and Moving Expenses (25% of Total Appraised Home Value)  $ 122,785 
*Right-of-Way/Easement Acquisition  $ - 
Subtotal $ 260,000 
TOTAL $ 2,200,000 
*It is anticipated that all easements and right-of-way will be donated as a condition of this project. 
**Costs do not reflect possible rock excavation.     
***Subtotal and total costs have been rounded.     
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 Permits. It is advised that all required city, state, and federal permit(s) be secured 
prior to completion of project design. In most cases, 30-percent design information 
is sufficient to acquire any needed permit(s). 

 Channel and Culvert Improvements. To maintain easy access for residents, it is 
recommended to only close one culvert replacement location at a time. By 
constructing improvements from downstream to upstream, downstream 
restrictions are removed prior to increasing system capacity. Culvert and channel 
construction activities are recommended to progress as follows:  

 West 148th Street culvert improvements. Following the demolition of 14741 South 
Caenen Lane, West 148th Street culvert improvements should be completed.  

 Channel improvements north of West 150th Terrace. Access to the portion of the 
channel designated for improvement should be restricted to West 150th Terrace. 
Construction easements will be required for completion of all channel 
improvements.  

 West 150th Terrace Culvert Replacement and Dissipation Pool Construction. 
After completion of the channel improvements, coordinate the replacement of 
the West 150th Terrace culvert with the construction of the energy dissipation 
pool via public easements on West 150th Terrace.  

 Storm Sewer Construction. Construct the storm sewer after channel and culvert 
improvements are completed, therefore eliminating downstream restrictions. 
Access for storm sewer construction should be restricted to West 151st Street in 
order to minimize impact to adjacent residential property. Additional construction 
easements may be required.  

 Final Stabilization and Landscaping. This milestone is of great interest to 
residents whose property is directly affected by the project, as they will request 
specific dates that stabilization and landscaping will be completed. As portions of 
the project are completed, they should be restored and stabilized. 

Critical path events that could impact construction schedule for project area TC-HV 
have been identified as follows.  

 Utility relocation may be required prior to beginning project work, in order to keep 
all utilities serving the existing residential area in service for the duration of the 
project. Utility coordination is critical to project schedule with actual utility 
locations impacting proposed improvements, site access, and potential staging 
locations. If necessary, utility locations should be potholed to verify actual location 
and elevation. 

 Permit(s) may be required on a local, state, and/or federal level. Any required 
permit should be secured during project design. Acquiring approval on any needed 
permit(s) may require extended application and review time. This coordination 
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should be accounted for in the project schedule so as not to impede overall project 
progress and, specifically, construction notice to proceed.  

 Septic tank and lateral locations should be identified on each residential lot 
adjacent to construction activities prior to construction.  

 Easement acquisition is critical for completing all channel improvements. The need 
and extents of additional permanent drainage easement will be determined during 
construction plan preparation. 

5.2.4 Project Implementation Considerations 
In implementing the improvement project, the goal should be to complete 
construction in a timely manner with minimal impact to adjacent properties. 
Coordination and communication between the City, residents, contractor, and design 
professionals are critical to overall project success.  

5.2.4.1 Easement Acquisition 
Culvert improvements can be constructed within the existing right-of-way of West 
150th Terrace and West 148th Street, respectively. Additional temporary construction 
easements may be required on properties adjacent to the culvert improvement 
locations. No drainage easements exist on Tributary 18 north of 151st Street. Thus, 
temporary construction easements at a minimum would be required for channel 
improvements. Permanent easements are recommended for long term channel 
maintenance. Although a majority of the storm sewer construction can most likely 
take place within the 151st Street right-of-way and existing utility easements, 
temporary construction easements may be necessary. 

5.2.4.2 Constructability 
Limits of construction in project area TC-HV are constrained by lack of existing 
easements and location of existing septic tanks. A complete construction site access 
plan should be defined for culvert and channel improvement construction, indicating 
contractor mobilization and equipment storage areas, stockpile areas, and specific 
points of access to the project area. 

A construction vehicle access plan to the site should be provided, showing available 
truck routes and defining specific routes for the contractor to use accessing the project 
area through the existing residential neighborhoods.  

Stormwater impacts during construction should be taken in account. It is advised to 
proceed with construction during a dry time of year, such as winter or summer. 
Winter is advisable due to less risk of an intermittent high-intensity, long duration 
storm. Employing a phased construction sequence will limit restrictions downstream 
from construction activity. A temporary storm sewer may be necessary to re-route 
storm flows during construction. 
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5.2.4.3 Communication 
Neighborhood communication will be vital to overall project success. There are three 
components that should be included as part of this communication strategy: holding 
periodic neighborhood meetings, providing a single contact point for construction 
information and questions, and providing a means for residents to monitor progress. 

A neighborhood meeting should take place prior to proceeding with construction. 
This will be an opportunity for residents to become familiar with the project and ask 
questions related to the proposed improvements, property access, and construction 
schedule. Representatives from the City, design consultant, and contractor should be 
available. 

One point of contact is advised for all resident questions during project construction. 
This will provide consistency in all information distributed to the public. The contact 
person could be the City project manager, the design professional, or the contractor.  

Probably the most common question throughout the course of project construction 
will relate to schedule. Many of these questions can be answered with up-to-date 
schedules via a project website. Key milestones relevant to impacted residents should 
be included, such as road closures. 
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Section 6 
Implementation 
 
6.1 Setting Project Priorities 
When prioritizing individual projects for insertion into an existing long-term capital 
improvements program, a variety of methods may be used. Ranking systems are a 
common method used by numerous communities across the country. In a ranking 
system, evaluation categories are used to assign priority points to an individual 
project and a weighting factor is assigned to each category. The projects are then 
ranked according to the total weighted points assigned to a project area. The overall 
cost benefit ratio of the project and the likelihood of being funded for any given year 
can either be included as one of the evaluation categories or as an overriding factor in 
the priority ranking. 

For the project areas included with this study, a ranking system was developed using 
these basic elements. It was also necessary to evaluate the implementation of a project 
specifically with the probability of SMAC funding. Steps to complete project area 
prioritization included:  

 Defining evaluation categories and assigning each of these categories a weighting 
factor (Section 6.2). 

 Calculating a priority rating for each project area by assigning points for each 
evaluation category, multiplying these points by category specific weighting 
factors, and then totaling the weighted points for each project area (Sections 6.3). 

 Evaluating the likelihood of a project being funded by comparing the calculated 
priority rating with the calculated SMAC cost benefit ratio (Section 6.4).  

The final step in developing an implementation plan is to incorporate the identified 
project areas into the existing comprehensive CIP list. The CIP list is typically 
reviewed and updated on an annual basis. The priority of each project in this study 
will need to be weighed against other identified flooding problems in all four 
watersheds throughout the City.  

6.2 Evaluation Categories 
Six major categories were selected for use in project prioritization:  

 Flooding Frequency and Severity 

 Project Impacts to Identified Downstream Flooding 

 Implementation/Constructability 

 Public/Political Pressures 

 Water Quality 
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 SMAC Funding Probability.  

A five-point system was used to quantify each category. Each category and a 
description of how points were assigned to a project area are presented in Table 6-1. A 
project area must be assigned points in each category. 

Table 6-1 
Priority Rating Categories and Point System 

Evaluation Category Evaluation Category Description (Point Assignment) 

Flooding Frequency 
and Severity 

5 Habitable Structures and Streets Flooding in a 10% Storm + Habitable 
Structures in FEMA Floodway 

3 Habitable Structures and Streets Flooding in a 10% Storm 
1 Habitable Structures and Streets Flooding in a 1% Storm 
0 Habitable Structures or Streets Flooding in a 1% Storm 

Project Impacts to 
Identified Downstream 
Flooding 

5 No increased risk of downstream flooding 

0 Higher risk of increased downstream flooding 

Implementation / 
Constructability 

5 No Additional Easements Required + Minimal Utility Conflicts + Possible 
Coordination with other CIP in area, or Complete Home Buy-out 

3 Some easements + Some Home Buy-out 
0 Many Easements Required 

Public / Political 
Pressures 

5 City Council High Priority + Frequent Resident Contact of City Staff 

3 City Staff High Priority + Resident Contact of City Staff 
0 No Resident Contact of City Staff 

Water Quality 
5 Existing Conditions Induce Negative Impacts on Water Quality, or Identified 

Water Quality Concerns Downstream of Project Area 

0 Existing Conditions Have No Impact on Water Quality 

SMAC Funding 
Probability 

5 High probability of traditional SMAC Funding 
0 No probability of traditional SMAC funding 

 
A weighting factor was assigned to each evaluation category based on City 
prioritization of the evaluation categories. The sum of the evaluation category weights 
must equal one. Table 6-2 shows the weights as applied to each category for this 
project.  

Table 6-2 
Weighting Factors for Priority Rating Categories 

Evaluation Category Weight 
Flooding Frequency and Severity 0.10 
Project Impacts to Identified Downstream Flooding 0.10 
Implementation / Constructability 0.05 
Public / Political Pressures 0.30 
Water Quality 0.05 
SMAC Funding Probability 0.40 

  1.00 
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The points assigned for a category based on Table 6-1 were then multiplied by the 
category weighting factor. The priority rating for the project area was then calculated 
by adding together the weighted point totals for each category.  

Using this point assignment system, the project with the highest number of points 
would be considered highest priority for implementation. The highest possible project 
priority rating is “5”. 

6.3 Project Priority Rating Summary 
Five project areas were prioritized as part of this study. Based on the method of point 
assignment described in Table 6-1, points were assigned for each project area as 
shown in Table 6-3.  

Table 6-3 
Project Area Point Assignment 

Project 
Area 

Evaluation Category Point Assignment 

Flooding 
Frequency 

and 
Severity 

Project 
Impacts to 
Identified 

Downstream 
Flooding 

Implementation 
/Constructability 

Public/ 
Political 

Pressures 
Water 

Quality 

SMAC 
Funding 

Probability 

TC-HV 2 4 4 4 5 3 

UI-03 3 0 3 4 4 5 

UI-12 1 0 5 0 4 2 

UI-05/ 
UI-06/ 
UI-11 

4 0 3 5 4 0 

LC-02/ 
LC-05/ 
LC-06 

5 4 5 3 3 3 

 
These points were then multiplied by the weighting factor for each category (Table 6-
2), as shown in Table 6-4. The weighted points were then totaled for each project area 
to calculate the project’s priority rating.  
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Table 6-4 
Project Area Priority Rating 

Project 
Area 

Evaluation Category Weighted Point Assignment 

Priority 
Rating 

Flooding 
Frequency 

and 
Severity 

Project 
Impacts to 
Identified 

Downstream 
Flooding 

Implementation 
/Constructability 

Public/ 
Political 

Pressures 
Water 

Quality 

SMAC 
Funding 

Probability 

TC-HV 0.20 0.40 0.20 1.20 0.25 1.20 3.45 

UI-03 0.30 0.00 0.15 1.20 0.20 2.00 3.85 

UI-12 0.10 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.20 0.80 1.35 

UI-05/ 
UI-06/ 
UI-11 

0.40 0.00 0.15 1.50 0.20 0.00 2.25 

LC-02/ 
LC-05/ 
LC-06 

0.50 0.40 0.25 0.90 0.15 1.20 3.40 

 
Using this method of point assignment, project area UI-03 has the highest number of 
total points, correlating to the highest priority. This project area is followed closely in 
total points by project areas TC-HV and LC-02/LC-05/LC-06. These project areas 
have the highest probability of receiving funding through SMAC and are subject to 
increased public and political pressures to mitigate flooding. Project area UI-12 has 
the lowest number of total points, correlating to a lower priority. 

6.4 Project Implementation in Relation to Funding Using 
the Priority Rating System 

While the City does generate funds to use for CIP projects through taxes and other 
fees, these funds are typically not sufficient to complete large scale projects. County, 
state, and federal funding is often used to supplement a portion of a given project’s 
cost. Section 7 of this report discusses in more detail additional funding sources that 
may be applicable to the project areas discussed in Sections 3, 4, and 5. Currently, the 
City of Olathe is primarily pursuing SMAC funding, a county funding source, which 
is funded through a 1/10-cent sales tax. 

SMAC funding has been identified as a key component in deciding which of these 
projects will move forward for a given year, though the City may always decide to 
implement a project independent of this funding. There is no way to know for certain 
if and when SMAC funding will be obtained. But by reviewing the previous lists of 
funded projects, a cost benefit ratio of 8,000 was estimated as the upper limit of 
typical SMAC funding for a given year, while a cost benefit ratio of 20,000 or higher 
will typically not receive traditional SMAC funding.  

A project implementation plot was developed, as shown in Figure 6-1, to integrate the 
probability of SMAC funding and a project’s priority rating (Section 6.3) into one 
decision making tool. For each project area, the project priority rating from Table 6-4 
was plotted against the SMAC cost benefit ratio score for the recommended 
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alternative. The plot area was divided into five regions. These regions represent 
varying levels of project priority and potential project funding.  

Vertically the regions were divided by whether or not it is likely SMAC funding 
would be obtained. A division was placed at a SMAC cost benefit ratio of 8,000, which 
historically is the most probable maximum SMAC cost benefit ratio to qualify for 
funding. The division at 8,000 should be used as a guide, as the actual funding cut-off 
limit cost benefit ratio will vary each year depending on the available county tax 
revenue and the SMAC funding project list. Another division was placed at a SMAC 
cost benefit ratio of 20,000. Cost benefit ratios above 20,000 have very little probability 
of receiving SMAC funding. Horizontally the regions were divided at 2.5, the 
midpoint project priority rating. 

Project implementation and funding can be predicted based on a project area’s region 
assignment as follows: 

 Region 1 (upper left-hand corner). A project area that falls within Region 1 has a 
high City priority with a high probability of SMAC funding. Because it is likely 
SMAC will fund 75-percent of the cost of these projects, it is recommended that the 
City’s 25-percent matching funds be allocated to these projects first during the CIP 
list annual review, based on the year of anticipated SMAC funding (see respective 
project area PES). These project areas should have implementation priority. 

 Region 2 (lower left-hand corner). A project area that falls within Region 2 has a 
lower City priority with a high probability of SMAC funding. Because the City 
would likely receive 75-percent funding through the SMAC program, it is 
recommended that these project areas be ranked second as an implementation 
priority. During the annual review of the five-year CIP list, the City can budget to 
implement these projects during the year that SMAC funding is anticipated (see 
each project area’s respective PES).  

 Region 3 (upper right-hand corner). A project area that falls within Region 3 has a 
high City priority with a low probability of SMAC funding. City funds will most 
likely be required for a substantial portion of the project, though other outside 
funding sources may be available to supplement this cost as discussed in Section 7. 
It is recommended that these project areas be ranked third in implementation 
priority. During the annual review of the five-year CIP list, the City can budget to 
implement these projects based on when City funds are available.  

 Region 4 (lower right-hand corner). A project area that falls within Region 4 has a 
lower City priority with a low probability of SMAC funding. City funds will most 
likely be required for a substantial portion of the project, though other outside 
funding sources may be available to supplement this cost as discussed in Section 7. 
These project areas should be ranked lowest as an implementation priority. During 
the annual review of the five-year CIP list, the City can budget to implement these 
projects after all other projects have been completed. 
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 Region 5 (right of SMAC Cost Benefit Ratio equals 20,000). A project area that 
falls within Region 5 has a very high SMAC cost benefit ratio and will likely require 
other funding. Occasionally, SMAC will fund a project whose scope and cost 
benefit ratio are outside of the typical SMAC funding parameters. SMAC considers 
funding of these projects due to the project’s benefit to the entire watershed. In the 
past, these benefits have included improving water quality and increasing the 
viability of economic development. If one of the project areas discussed in Sections 
3, 4, or 5 would be selected for such funding, it is recommended that the City 
implement the project as if it fell within the limits of Region 1.  

6.5 City Commitments and Action Items 
The project implementation analysis presented in this section should be dynamic, 
with project areas added as PESs are completed. The tool is intended to assist the City 
in determining funding for those projects that are the highest priority for completion. 
As part of this dynamic process, the City should consider the following issues on an 
annual basis: 

 A project area’s priority rating should at a minimum be re-evaluated annually 
(Table 6-3). Over time, a project area’s rating may change. This change could result 
from a change in SMAC funding probability, City land acquisition, proposed 
development or CIP projects, or increased public and/or political pressures. 

 Other identified flooding problem areas may need to be analyzed using the priority 
rating system in order to truly rank all stormwater-related projects that are part of 
the City’s CIP for a given year. 

 Stormwater-related project needs and routine maintenance should be compared to 
the available dollars in the City’s five-year CIP. Based on funding available in the 
CIP, the City may need to evaluate not only outside funding sources (as described 
in Section 7), but also current methods of generating funding internally.  
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Section 7 
Funding Options 
 
7.1 Funding Overview 
As part of this study, several revenue sources were evaluated based on the City’s 
ability to utilize the funds for stormwater efforts. As the City currently has a 
stormwater utility serving as an internal funding source, these revenue sources were 
exclusively external funding agencies. The following serves as an overview of the 
potential external funding options that are available to the City. 

County, state, and federal funding is available to assist cities with stormwater efforts. 
The level of funding that is available and the procedures for applying for funds varies 
greatly between the organizations. The agencies evaluated as part of this report 
include: 

 Johnson County SMAC 

 Kansas WRAPS 

 KDHE WMS 

 KAWS 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 FEMA Hazard Mitigation Funding (The Stafford Act) 

7.2 Johnson County SMAC 
The purpose of SMAC is to provide financial, technical and other stormwater 
assistance services to communities within Johnson County, Kansas. The program is 
funded through a 1/10th cent sales tax. Eligible projects may receive up to 90-percent 
funding for comprehensive master planning efforts, and up to 75-percent funding for 
study, design and construction efforts. The city receiving the funds is required to 
supply the remaining funds to complete the project. 

To be eligible for funds, communities must follow a multi-step process. First, the 
community must quantify the extent and severity of flooding using a Flood Rating 
Table. Areas meeting a minimum flood rating score are eligible for 75-percent funding 
of a PES. The PES must outline at least three alternatives and associated costs for 
mitigating the flooding, and at least one alternative must consider habitable structure 
buy-out. This PES is submitted to SMAC for evaluation and ranking in comparison 
with PES submittals from other communities. PES submittals are ranked from low to 
high based on the estimated construction cost of the project versus the flood reduction 
benefit. SMAC works down the list, funding projects, until the annual budget is 
exhausted. Projects that do not receive funding for any given year will remain on the 
list and be re-ranked with all new PES submittals the following year. PES submittals 
are due by the end of each calendar year, and in August of the following year SMAC 
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distributes its list of projects that will receive funding starting at the beginning of the 
calendar year. For example, if a city submits a PES by December 31, 2009, they will be 
notified in August of 2010 if they will receive funding for 2011.  

The Administrative Procedures for the Stormwater Management Program document 
outlines the detailed requirements for applying for program funding, in addition to 
guidelines for eligible and ineligible project costs. More information on the program 
can be found at http://www.stormwater.jocogov.org/.  

As part of this study, each project area as discussed in Sections 3, 4, and 5 was 
evaluated with regards specifically toward obtaining SMAC funding. The respective 
PES for each project area can be referenced as follows: 

 CDM, Inc. 2009. Olathe Preferred Alternatives Study, Cedar Creek, Project Area LC-
02/LC-05/LC-06, Johnson County SMAC No. CC-09-013/CC-09-014/CC-09-015, Final 
Preliminary Engineering Study. 

 CDM, Inc. 2009. Olathe Preferred Alternatives Study, Cedar Creek, Project Area TC-HV, 
Johnson County SMAC No.TM-09-004, Final Preliminary Engineering Study. 

 CDM, Inc. 2009. Olathe Preferred Alternatives Study, Cedar Creek, Project Area UI-
05/UI-06/UI-11, Johnson County SMAC No. IC-09-046/IC-09-047/IC-09-048, Final 
Preliminary Engineering Study. 

 CDM, Inc. 2009. Olathe Preferred Alternatives Study, Cedar Creek, Project Area UI-03, 
Johnson County SMAC No. IC-09-045, Final Preliminary Engineering Study. 

 CDM, Inc. 2009. Olathe Preferred Alternatives Study, Cedar Creek, Project Area UI-12, 
Johnson County SMAC No. IC-09-049, Final Preliminary Engineering Study. 

7.3 Kansas WRAPS 
WRAPS is a planning and management framework coined by the Kansas Department 
of Health and Environment in response to the 1998 Clean Water Action Plan. The 
program engages stakeholders within a particular watershed in a process to identify 
watershed restoration and protection needs and opportunities, establish management 
goals for the watershed community, create a cost-effective plan to achieve goals, and 
implement the action plan. WRAPS can be applied to any size watershed. 

The WRAPS fund has been established with federal funding through the EPA Clean 
Water Act Section 319 program, and state funding through the state water plan fund. 
Local government agencies and non-governmental organizations may sponsor a 
WRAPS proposal and apply for funding from the KDHE WRAPS fund. In order to 
qualify, the project must fall into one of the following framework phases or 
combination of phases: Development, Assessment, Planning, and Implementation 
(see http://www.kswraps.org/process/ for more information on process phases). 
The preliminary engineering studies (PESs) completed as part of this project would 
qualify under the Planning phase. If the City chooses to implement one of the 
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recommendations from these locations, the design and construction would be 
considered part of the Implementation phase of a WRAPs. 

The grant application period is typically in the spring, and is completed online 
through the Kansas Clean Water System (KCW). The WRAPS Grant Application is a 
two-part process which begins with the submission of the proposal via the Kansas 
Clean Water System (http://www.kdheks.gov/nps/index.html#grant). The proposal 
should contain information about who is proposing the project, the sponsoring 
organization and general information about the project. Once all proposals have been 
received and reviewed, qualifying projects are asked to proceed to the second part of 
the application process. This portion consists of the submission of a Project 
Implementation Plan (PIP). This is a detailed application that specifies the goals of the 
project in detail, how and when the goals will be achieved, and the estimated budget. 
PIP’s are typically due in the fall, and WRAPS grants are awarded typically in the 
winter. WRAPS projects are typically started at the beginning of the calendar year. 

WRAPS requires that matching contributions equaling or exceeding 40-percent of the 
project total must be supplied by the grant recipient. This amount can be calculated 
by multiplying the grant application amount by 2/3. Example: if the amount of 
requested grant funds equals $50,000, the matching contribution must equal $50,000 
times (2/3) equals $33,333. The project total is equal to $50,000 plus $33,333 equals 
$83,333. For State Fiscal Years (SFY) 2006, 2007 and 2008, $2 million has been 
awarded: $800,000 from the Kansas Water Plan and $1.2 million EPA Section 319 
grant funds. In addition, funds from other sources may be available to implement 
WRAPS funding.  

Because of the increasing demand for funding, WRAPS has recently implemented 
recommended caps on the amount of funding requested by an applicant. The 
recommended caps vary based on the priority score has assigned to the watershed 
where the project would take place. More information may be found by visiting the 
following website: http://www.kdheks.gov/nps/wraps/WRAPSProject_RFP.pdf. 

7.4 KDHE WMS 
The WMS implements Section 319 of the Clean Water Act, coordinating programs 
designed to eliminate or minimize pollution that does not come from the end of a 
pipe. The section develops and reviews strategies, management plans, local 
environmental protection plans, and county environmental codes intended to control 
nonpoint source pollution. 

Proposals for projects to be funded by the KDHE WMS are required to be submitted 
through the following KCW website: 
http://kcw.kdhe.state.ks.us/kcw/website.nsf/MainFrameSet?OpenFrameSet&Frame
=NotesView&Src=%2Fkcw%2Fwebsite.nsf%2FHomepage%2F%24first%3FOpenDocu
ment%26AutoFramed .  

Proposals to be submitted through this website include those seeking funding from 
these sources: EPA Section 319 grants; State Water Plan Nonpoint Source Technical 
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Assistance grants; Local Environment Protection Plan (LEPP) base grants; and Local 
Environment Protection Plan Target grants. Not all funding sources are available for 
all types of projects. The Watershed Management Section will determine the funding 
source that best fits the proposed project and assign funding accordingly. Match 
requirements will vary depending upon the funding source. 

WMS staff will review the application and determine the type and availability of 
funds based on project specifications. 

For more information visit: http://www.kdheks.gov/nps/index.html.  

This funding source may be applied to a comprehensive solution to project area UI-
05/UI-06/UI-11, as it has known water quality concerns downstream in the 
watershed (see Section 3.3 of this report). 

7.5 Kansas Alliance for Wetlands and Streams (KAWS) 
KAWS is an organization created in 1996 to promote the protection, enhancement, 
restoration, and establishment of wetlands and streams within Kansas. KAWS serves 
watersheds within the entire state and provides technical and/or financial assistance 
in stream bank stabilization and restoration. Indian Creek, Mill Creek, Cedar Creek, 
and Tomahawk Creek are all located within the Eastern I-70 Chapter. The coordinator 
for this chapter is John Bond and he can be reached at (785) 463-5804. 

The application process to receive funding from KAWS consists of submitting a 
completed Wetland or Riparian Area Project Proposal Form 
(http://www.kaws.org/Forms.htm) to the State Conservation Commission and/or 
KAWS. The form serves as a simple, yet somewhat complete outline for projects. This 
preliminary profile form is used by the Chapter review group to best match project 
needs to the programs available. Additional application forms would most likely be 
required for specific programs.  

Grants are issued based on the following priorities: Type of project and 
demonstration needs for the area, location, accessibility, availability, partners, costs, 
time frame, and cooperative opportunities. More information on the program can be 
found at www.kaws.org.  

7.6 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
The Corps provides two possible funding options under the Continuing Authority 
Program (CAP): Section 205 (Small Flood Damage Reduction Projects) and Section 206 
(Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Program).  

7.6.1 Section 205, Small Flood Damage Reduction Projects 
Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act authorizes the Corps to study, design, and 
construct small flood control projects in partnership with non-federal government 
agencies, such as cities, counties, special authorities, or units of state government. The 
intent of these projects is to provide complete flood control. The maximum federal 
cost for planning, design, and construction of any one project is $7,000,000. Each 
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project must be economically justified, environmentally sound, and technically 
feasible per an initial Corps appraisal during the feasibility portion of the project.  

The feasibility study portion of a project is federally funded up to $100,000. Any study 
costs over $100,000 are shared equally with the non-federal government agency. Costs 
for preparation of plans and specifications, as well as for construction are shared at 
65-percent federal/35-percent non-federal.  

Requests for assistance under this program should be in the form of a letter describing 
the location and nature of the problem and requesting assistance. Larry Oliver of the 
Project Planning Section can provide additional information regarding this process. 
Additional information can also be found at 
http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/pservices/fldrd205.htm. 

7.6.2 Section 206, Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Program 
Section 206 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 authorizes the Corps to 
plan, design, and build projects to restore aquatic ecosystems for fish and wildlife. 
Projects must be in the public interest and be cost effective. Projects are limited to 
$5,000,000 in federal cost. 

The process for a Section 206 project begins after a non-federal government agency 
requests Corps assistance under the program. When funding is available, the Cops 
prepares a feasibility study, beginning with an estimate of the overall scope and cost 
of the study and a determination of whether the project is in the federal interest. The 
feasibility study formulates alternatives to achieve the restoration, evaluates the 
environmental effects of the alternatives, documents the project requirements, and 
provides a scope and cost estimate for project implementation. If the feasibility report 
recommends a plan for implementation, the Corps prepares detailed project plans 
and specifications and obtains any required federal permits. The Corps then manages 
construction of the project by a private contractor. 

The Corps provides the first $100,000 of study costs. A non-federal government 
agency must contribute 50-percent of the cost of the feasibility study after the first 
$100,000 of expenditures, 35-percent of the cost of design and construction, and 100-
percent of the cost of operation and maintenance.  

Requests for assistance under this program should be in the form of a letter describing 
the location and nature of the problem and requesting assistance. Larry Oliver of the 
Project Planning Section can provide additional information regarding this process. 
Additional information can also be found at 
http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/pservices/206.htm. 

7.7 FEMA Hazard Mitigation Funding Under Section 406 
(Stafford Act) 

The Stafford Act provides guidance on the appropriate use of hazard mitigation 
discretionary funding. This ensures national consistency in the use of Section 406 
mitigation funds and promotes measures that reduce future loss to life and property, 
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protect the federal investment in public infrastructure and ultimately, help build 
disaster resistant communities. Complete information regarding this policy can be 
found at http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/pa/9526_1.shtm.  

The Stafford Act provides a process for a local agency, through the State of Kansas, to 
make application for funding to be used to acquire interests in property, including the 
purchase of structures in the floodplain, demolish and/or remove the buildings, and 
to convert the land use into perpetual open space. Any funds utilized for this purpose 
must meet certain terms and conditions associated with compatible uses, structures, 
disaster assistance, and transfer of property.  

Requests for assistance under this program should be made to the State of Kansas by 
the local agency through its respective county agency. 
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Section 8 
Public Participation 
 
8.1 Introduction 
The public communication strategy for the project included public meetings, elected 
officials meetings, and a project website. Public meetings provided residents an 
opportunity to comment and ask questions related to stormwater concerns 
throughout the City, as well as stormwater issues on their own property. The project 
website provided meeting information, fact sheets, and project reports to educate the 
public about City progress in addressing stormwater issues in their neighborhoods. 

8.2 FEMA Public Meetings 
The purpose of the FEMA public meetings was to educate and inform residents about 
the FEMA process and how it directly affected their property. Updated FEMA 
floodplain maps will become effective on August 3, 2009. As part of the map update 
process, public open house meetings were held for each watershed in the City. At 
these meetings, the residents were able to view the updated maps and ask questions 
of City staff, engineering consultant staff, and FEMA representatives. FEMA 
representatives from the flood insurance program were available to discuss flood 
insurance requirements and options. The public meeting for both Indian Creek and 
Mill Creek was held on November 15, 2007 from 6:00 to 8:00 pm at the Ball 
Conference Center. The Cedar Creek public meeting was held on February 26, 2009 
from 6:00 to 8:00 pm at the Olathe Holiday Inn and Convention Center. Figure 8-1 is a 
picture from the Cedar Creek meeting. 

Figure 8-1 Cedar Creek Public Meeting, February 26, 2009 

The public could communicate with professional staff in two formats at these 
meetings: one-on-one discussion or comment card. While one-on-one discussion was 
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the most prominent method utilized, residents did complete comment cards to 
identify flooding issues specific to their property or neighborhood, provide 
suggestions on flood mitigation, and request additional information from City staff. 
Sign-in sheets and comments cards from these meetings have been included in 
Appendix.  

8.3 Property Owner Meetings 
For each project area discussed in Sections 3, 4, and 5, a meeting was held to 
communicate with property owners that would be directly affected by any proposed 
construction. The purpose of the property owner meetings was to inform residents 
about how the City is seeking funding for flood mitigation in their area, as well as 
what those flood mitigation projects might be. The date, time, and location of each 
property owner meeting were as follows: 

 Project Area TC-HV: November 13, 2008, 7:00 to 8:00 pm, Morse Elementary 

 Project Area UI-05/UI-06/UI-11: December 4, 2008, 6:00 to 7:00 pm, Black Bob 
Elementary 

 Project Area UI-03 and Project Area UI-12: December 11, 2008, 6:00 to 7:00 pm, 
Black Bob Elementary 

 Project Area LC-02/LC-05/LC-06: June 11, 2009, 6:00 to 7:00 pm, Johnson County 
Administrative Building 

A short formal presentation was given by the project team, followed by team 
members answering resident questions one-on-one. The formal presentation consisted 
of outlining how project areas were identified throughout the City, information 
regarding the SMAC funding process, and information regarding the extent of 
flooding in the respective project area with possible mitigation alternatives. Residents 
were able to view maps outlining identified flooding issues in their neighborhoods. 
As part of the one-on-one discussions, residents could ask questions and voice 
concerns regarding possible flood mitigation projects in their neighborhood.  

Meeting materials, including sign-in sheets, comment cards, and handouts, have been 
included in Appendix. Common questions and discussion at each of these meetings 
were centered around the schedule for project construction and the process for 
habitable structure buy-out.  

8.4 Project Website 
The project website (www.olatherwatershed.com) was used to communicate with 
residents prior to and after the FEMA public meetings and the project area property 
owner meetings. The website was formatted into the following categories to 
streamline information and use: 

 Home. The website’s home page provides information about the overall goals of 
the project, and contact information for City staff and CDM. 
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 Meetings. This page provides information for each property owner meeting that 
was conducted as part of this project, including a brief meeting synopsis, a link to 
the PES report for the project area, and an overview of the recommendations for the 
project area. 

 FAQs. This page provides answers to commonly asked questions related to FEMA 
floodplains and the floodplain updating process. 

 Links. This page provides links to other websites that supplement this project, 
including City of Olathe, Johnson County SMAC, CDM, FEMA, and the Kansas 
Department of Agriculture. 

8.5 Elected Officials Meeting 
The preliminary results and initial project area screening were presented at the 
August 5, 2008 City Council meeting. The results as summarized in this report will be 
presented at the August 11, 2009 Olathe City Council meeting. Appendix includes the 
presentation given at each of these meetings. Key items to be presented include: 

 Brief overview of each project area. 

 Potential for obtaining SMAC funding for each project area. 

 Recommended project area priority list. 

 Next steps and action items.  


