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Figure 2Map of 14.8iver mile stretch of Kansas River where
survey occurred.
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Methods

Interviews and outreach were conducted March 1 through October 31, Z20@2eyactivities were
limited to the stretch of the Kansas River from the confluence with the Missouri RiQRKM 0)
upstream to the WaterOnow-head damat Edwardsville, KRM14.8; RKM 24). When river flows
were from4,000ft%/s (113 m%/s) to 20,000ft¥/s (566 n¥/s), surveys were conducted by boat; above
and below these thresholds, surveys were conducted by truck at access points. In this stretch of the
Kansas River there atleree public access pointsKkaw PointRMO; RKM 0), Turner Bridg&¥l 9.3;

RKM 15), and the WaterOthew-head dam(RM 148; RKM 24). Aovingroving creel with a

randomized progressive count methodology was used to interview users alongredetermined
routeswith randomized starting pointkKDWP staff conducted a total of 729 interviews, all of which
included staficonductingoutreachand providing educational materials about invasive carp and other
aquatic invasive species.

While popular recreational usage of the lower portion of the Kansas River has been observed, much of
this information haseen anecdotal and unquantified by Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks
(KDWP)We identified six major research needs that would guide management direction in the future
(Figured). Figure5 chronologically illustratesachstep of the surveymethod process irthe orderby

which the surveyvasstructuredandconducted Each part of the survegirectly corresponds to oner

more of our six researcheeds therefore we have structured our resultsased orthe research
guestiorsand providean overview of important findings amécommendations

Q1. How many people are using the river?

§ 02 Wi s wsiing e Léatnses ke
Q3. Users’ awareness of invasive carp?

S/ QARWhATATEIthElimpactslofinvasiVe
' AnpRIEN|HiVERHUSERS?
Q5. Number of anglers, total angling effort,
catch and harvest information? *Li_.i

Figure 4infographic osix major research questions




Kansas River

User
Survey
Survey Method Wildlife Watching
12%
Step 1:
Angler Type Progressive Activity Type
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Shore
70% Fishing
75%
Paddling Unsure
5% 8%
Repeat
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Fishing 56%
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Figure5: Flowchart illustrating the methodsf how surveys were conducted and thealyzed

results for each part of theurvey.




Research Question 1: How many people are using the river?

2,261 river users were
observed

Popular Activities High Use

1,682 anglers: 1,588 v H
(70%) shore-based and
673 (30%) boat-based

B

271 (12%) users

Estimated number of
river users from
March-October 2022

Time Spent

152,293 user-hours of
209 (9%) users paddled effort in this portion
by kayak, canoe, or of the KS River from
homemade watercraft March-October 2022

4 )
Recommendation: Increase access and allocate
additional resources to the Kansas River due to its
popularity and high usage.

Step 1:

Progressive
Counts




Research Question 1: How many people are usin
the Kansas River?

During theprogressive count, we observed a total
of 2,261 river users (Table 1). Seventy percent
(70%) of those users recreated from shore and th
other 30% from a boa®Of the 2,261lobserved river
users, 1,682 users wefishing 271 were wildlife
watching, 209 were paddlingnd the remaining 99
users were engaging in other recreational activitie
(swimming, foraging,ecreational boatingetc.)
(Figure6). After extrapolating these usezounts to
the total studyperiod, we estimated thergvere
47,902 people recreating on this portion of the
Kansas River during those 8 months

Surveyed Portion of Milford Reservoir

the Kansas River

sapn 8

Other Activities  wildlife Watching

Paddling 4% 12%

9%

Fishing
79%

Figure6: Chart of most popular activity among
river users by percentage.

They spent 152,298serhours of effort. This is
about halfthe peopleand effort weestimateto

M usethe largest reservoir in Kansadilford
Reservoir (16,020 acresh 2022at Milford, there
L were an estimated 82,128 anglers with 219,321
anglerhours.Forreference Hgure7 compares

! I the difference imumber of access points
between the Kansas River and Milford Reservoir
with access points being greatly skewed towards
the latter. The surveyed portion of the Kansas

e River has 1:9 ratioof access points to Milford

P Reservaiwhile havingover half the number of
anglers

© Boat Ramp/Access Point

Figure7: A comparison of the surveyed 14i8er
mile stretch of the Kansas River and Milford
Reservoir.

'



Anglers 92% of completed interviews were anglers

Young ® Male
Average age of 93% of river users
river users .

Diverse Languages
41% BIPOC “ i 83% English
47% White or . 15% Spanish
Caucasian & and others

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIﬂ

(

Recommendation: Increase engagement efforts
with non-English speaking constituents.

;lIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
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Research questioR involved understanding the
demographics oKansas Rer users. River users were
counted, and we obtained interviews from 729 user
LI NITAS&ad atF NIASaé O2dx R |
they were recreating in a group. We randomly selected ofs#
person in each party to interview and asked them
guestionsabout invasive carp. If they were fishing, we
asked them additional questions about how many fish thg »
caught or harvested to the nearest length for each specig S ESsiEaT=
Anglers represented most of the intervis (92%). Of thosel._
interviews, 84% were shotleased participants and 16%
were boatbased participants. Of the 16% of boat
participants, most used motorboats (73%), and 20% and
used kayaks or canoes, respectiv@lgddlers represented
5% of the interviews followed by recreationaldiers (2%,)
wildlife watchers (1%)and others (1%).

We encountered mostly male river useB8%) and only% were female. The average ageioér

users was 40 years offigure8), which is younger than the average age (55 years old) of anglers from
the licensed angler survey (Steffen 2022). The race/ethnicity of river userglnvastevenlysplit

between Black, Indigenous, or People of Coldf4) and Caucasian/White or Angdiy%o), with the

NBYFAYRSNI 2F NASSNJI dza SIRE.Q NI} OS 2NJ SGKyAOAGeE dzy|

20
18
16
14

Avg. Age: 40

12
10

Frequency

8
6
4
2
0

Age




There vas amyriadof languages spoken by river users, with EngB8#d) and Spanisii%%) most
prevalent. The languages spoken byi@®tuded Chinese (Mandarin, Cantonese), Burmese, Farsi,
Korean, or Kareni@igure9).

Early in the survey process we realized we
needed to conduct some of the interviews
English 83% in Spanish and translate our datasheet and
educationalmaterialsinto Spanish. Two
KDWP employees, Michael Pard Ernesto
Spanish 15% Flores, conducted interviews in Spaniste
are confident that we accurately captured
Spaniskd LIS {1 SNBEQ AYyF2NXIF (A
Other = 2% interviews. KDWP does not typically
encounter noRENnglish speaking
constituents in our field sampling, so it was
a learning process for our research staff to
ensure we were not missing out on a
significant portion of our users due to
language barriers. This portion of the Kansas
River is in a highly populated, urbanized
area with a diverse user base.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%




Research Question 8: What is the level of awareness
of invasive carp among river users?

66% of users were aware of invasive
carp being present in the river.

Level of Awareness

\m\\ Least Heard of Species

#1. Eurasian
Watermilfoil (11%)
#2. Hydrilla (24%)
#3. Black Carp (38%)

66% of river users were
aware and 34% were not
aware of invasive carp in
theriver

N

Level of Awareness
by Race

75% of non-BIPOC
users were aware and
only 53% of BIPOC
users were aware

Most Heard of Species

#1. Channel catfish
(97%)

#2. Largemouth bass
(88%)

#3. Silver carp (82%)

Level of Awareness
by Language

39% of Spanish
speaking users were
aware compared to
70% of English speaking
users

Recommendation: Increase engagement with river
users about aquatic invasive species and how to
prevent their spread.




Before we asked users about their awareness of Bighead and Silver carp in the Kansas River, we read a

short informative paragraph to them:

Silver, Bighead, Grass, and Black carp are alhatime, invasive fish that can grow to morg

than 40 Ibs. and may cause native fish species in a lake or river to decline by more thar

Silver carp are the fish you have probably seen videos of judéirig out of the water and

can and do injure people. The young of all these invasive carp look just like native baitfi

please never move live fish between waterbodies as you could be inadvertently introdt
these harmful carp into new lakes overs.

This paragraph was necessary to avoid discomfort by
20KSNpBAAS YlIe FSSt aldzaill SRe |
information they may or may not know. Due to survey aware

LI NOAOALI yia gK?2

filter questions and repeat encounters, we asked 405
LIS2LX S ! NB @2dz | ¢ N GKI

FNB LINBaSyd Ay GKS Ylyala ws

66%, were aware of the preaceof bighead and

silver carp in the Kansas River (FigLog

The level of awareness of invasive carp by Black,

Indigenous, and People of Co[@IPOCysers was
significantly lowecompared to norBIPOC users
About 53% of BIPOC users were awthed invasive
carp were present in the Kaas River, whereas 75% of rRBIPOC users were aware of their presence
(Figurell). The level of awareness of invasive carp by Spaspslaking users was also significantly
lower than Engliskspeaking usersAbout39% of Spanishpeaking users were aware ialvasive carp
presence compared to theO%of Engliskspeaking user@~igure 12)

25%
Not A
ot Aware 47%

A
ware 53%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Non-BIPOCm BIPOC

75%

80%

—

12

Not Aware

0%

Not Aware

Aware

0%

66%

.AIKSEFR FYR {Af @SNJ C

ot ¢KS YIE22NAGes
34%

20% 40% 60% 80%

61%
30%

39%
71%

20% 40% 60% 80%

Spanish = English
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We also asked river users if they had heard of certain plant and animal species to gauge their overall
awareness oinvasive species in genef&ligurel3). There were some native species in the list as well

to provide a baseline of general ecological knowleddest river users had not heard dfydrilla (89%

or Eurasian watermilfoil (76%nd mostusershad heard of channel catfish (97%), largemouth bass
(88%), and silver carp (82%j)ven that zebra mussedse one of the most problematic invasive species
in Kansasgt wassurprisingto seeonly 62% ofiver users had heard of this species.

EW Milfoil 11%
Hydrilla 24%
Black Carp 38%
Zebra Mussels 62%
White Perch 64%
Grass Carp 68%
Bighead Carp 72%
Silver Carp 82%
Largemouth Bass 88%

Channel Catfish 97%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

After gauging user &vareness of invasive carp and other aguatic invasive species, we provided them
with an educational invasive carp clip, comprised of multiple cards with information on the different
invasive carp species, how to identify them, and how to prevent thegapfgure 14). Some users

may not have heard of some of the invasive carp species but may recognize them based on the
pictures that were provided. Handing out the invasive carp clips at this point in the survey allowed the
users to déinitively say whether they were aware of silver and bighead carp being present in the
Kansas River. If they were aware of silver and bighead carp being present in the river, we then asked
those users a series of questions to gauge the impacts that invasive carp have on those users.

B s s




Uificacion de €arpa invasory

Why Are Invasive Carp A Problem?

Silver Carp and Bighead Carp are excellent filter feeders, and estab-
lished populations lead to declines in native planktivore populations
(Paddlefish, Buffalo, Gizzard Shad). In addition, Silver Carp can also
cause injuries to boaters when they jump due to boat vibrations.

Grass Carp decimate vegetation and can negatively impact food
webs resulting in declines in native and sports fish populations.

Black Carp are molluscivores, feeding on snails and mollusks, which
can negatively impact already endangered native mussels, crayfish,
and snail populations.

Invasive Carp Identification

Silver Carp Scaleless head, small scales on body

T I'g
i B - - - -~ » Eye below center of body
i,

\Z 7 )

Keel extendsto Bighead Carp
Dark blotches along
¥ itsback

throat

Eye below center of body «—= =

Protruding

lower jaw

Keelonly X

extends partly along

Image Credit: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Missouri Department of Conservation

Invasive Carp Fish Facts:

Bighead Carp:
- Adults can weigh up to 110lbs and reach 5ft in length
« Can consume up to 40% of their body weight

. Can live >25 years old

- Bighead Carp outcompete native paddlefish

Silver Carp:

. Adults can weigh up to 60lbs and reach 3ft in
length

. Leap out of the water when disturbed

. Consume large amounts of phytoplankton, leading
to an increase in algal blooms

Image Credit: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Missouri Department of Conservation

Can You Find

WL, the Carp? gmmm
s &3
2o, i
Fima ; AC B

River shiner

Emerald shiner,

N

—

14




Favorable Impacts . Neutral Impacts

#1. Use carp as bait
(50%)

#2. Target carp (27%)
#3. Positive impact to
fishing (12%)

Carp jump in boat:
Fear of getting injured
or boat incuring
damage. Also seen as
legal method of
collecting bait

Unfavorable
Impacts

Source of Bait

50% of anglers used
invasive carp as cut
bait, especially blue

catfish anglers

#1. Negative impact to
fishing (30%)

#2. Hit or injured (22%)
#3. Fear of safety (20%)

Recommendation: Legalize snagging for invasive carp.

—
e i




The most favorable impact of invasive carp on Kansas River users, especially among anglers, was the
use of invasive carp as bait. Fifty percent (50%) of users who were aware that bighead and silver carp
were present in the Kansas River said they have use&bive carp asut bait to catchblue catfish

(Figure B). Notably, many othose anglerperceivedthe presence of the invasive carp to the
burgeoningtrophy blue catfish fishery in the Kansas Raed claimed that invasive carp cut bait was

the best for catching blue catfish.

Use as bait 50%
Jump in boat 46%
Negative impact to fishing m———— 300
Targeted carp 27%

Hit or injured E——— 229
Fear of safety n— 20%
Damage equipment or boat s 139
Positive impact to fishing 12% Neutral

Use for food 9%
increase time on river 8% Unfavorable

Reduce time on river mmm 6%
0%  10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60%

Bighead and silver carfike paddlefish, are planktivorousothe only way tocatchthese speciesia

rod and reel is by snagging theBnagging ia fishing techniquef hooking a fish in any part of its

body other than the inside of the nuth. This techniqueusuallyinvolves using sharp grappling hooks
tethered to a fishing linéo externally pierceife, ¢ &y I 3¢ 0 Ay (2 ( K SAcgofdifigitdk 2 F
YIEyalaQ ayl 33aiy3d NIhadgor fisiingay anly be lsitad®&dfinSidsiyrated watgrR
during designated seasoriBhe Kansas River is not one of the designated waters during snagging
season, thus it is illegal to snag for any species at any time on the Kansa&RwW#&?, 2022We

observed people illegally snaggingtbe Kansas River throughout thisstulyRRA G A2y I f f 85X Y
invasive carp removal crew, who spends a significant amount of timeeoKdhsas Rivgnas
frequentlyobserved and discusséle practice oillegal snaggin¢P.Chard KDWPpersonal
communication)

Twentyseven percentd7% of anglers specifically targeted bighead and silver carp in the Kansas River
and 12% attribute the presence of bighead and silver carp as a positive impact to their fishing for other
species, mostly due to anglers using the invasive carp as bait. Sorsengse entertained bynvasive

carQ jamping behavior Approximately8% of those users have increased their time on the Kansas
River because of bighead and silver cathgreas 6% of users have reduced time on the river due to

the presence of invasive qar

Ofthe users thatecreateby boat on the Kansas River, 46% said they have had silver carp jump into
their boat. Manyusers saw this as an opportunity legallycapture bighead and silver catpuseas

cut bait Gthersviewed this as a nuisance or disruptive to their recreational actiyities toits
dichotomouspositivenegative impact we identified this aa neutral impact.

16
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The most negative impact bighead and silver carp had on Kansas River users, especially among anglers,
wasthe perception thatinvasive carp negatively impacted théshing for other species (30%d)hey
believedsilver carpforcedother species out of an aradue to their habitat of feeding in schoolhus

making their fishing attempts less successful.

Another negative impaatf invasive carp was related to safdigcause silver cammayjump into

boats, potentially harmingeople,and damaging equipment (Chapm2d10) Twenty percent (20%)

of users stated they fead for their safety or feagd being injured by bighead and especially silver carp,
and 20% of users have been hit or injured by bighead or silver carp. For those users that recreate or
fished by boat, 13% had their boat and/or equipment damaged by bighead or silver carp and 6% of
users reduced their time on the Kansas River because of the invasive carp

Overall, many Kansas River users who were aware that bighead and silver carp are in the Kansas River
were utilizing the invasive carp as a resource for bait, whether they were capturing these species by
legal methodgseining, cast netting, carp jumping in the boatnot. Nine percent (9%) of users also
harvested any invasive carp they captured as a food resource3ianglers who wergurveyed

released thebighead or silver carp back into the wat#ris important to notethe practice of returning
invasive carp or angrohibited species to the river is illegdDWP, 2@2). Someriver users were

unaware of the legalityegarding releasing invasive specasssome released silver carp (Tablelhe

impacts of invasive carp on Kansas River users overall seems to be dependent on user type, especially
between shore and boat anglers.
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Research Question 5: Number of anglers, total

angling effort, catch and harvest information?

o\

According to estimates, anglers make up
75% of river users.

Preferred Species
#1. Catfish- any species (64%)

#2. Anything biting (31%)
#3 Other species (5%)

Species Harvested

Anglers and Effort
Estimated total of
38,646 anglers
expended 109,838
angler-hours of total

effort

#1. Channel catfish (46%)
Shore Anglers #2. Silver carp (19%)
Dominate #3. Blue catfish (13%)

27,431 of estimated
anglers fished from
shore compared to
11,215 estimated boat
anglers

Species Released

./ #1. Channel catfish (36%)
#2. Blue catfish (24%)
#3. Shortnose gar (13%)

Recommendation: Continue to periodically monitor
the Kansas River fishery and anglers.




Research questiofive refers to only anglers, whmake up
75% of river users according to our estimates. Fisheries
managers wanted to understand the number and types of fish
' species being caught and harvested in this portion of the
O Kansas River. We estimated a total of 38,646 anglers
7 -I /C) expended 109,838 argthours of total effort (i.e., angling
pressure) on this stretch of the Kansas River from March
through October 2022 (Tablz seeappendix A we also
provided estimates stratified by angler type (boat and shore
71%, or 27,431 of estimated
anglers In this strefch of the anglers) and day type (weekday and weekehables 3 and,4
Kansas River fished from shore seeAppendix A. Shore anglers expended about 3.5 times the
compared to 11,215 estimated amount of angling effort as boat anglers. The top three
boat anglers. species harvested were channel catfish, silver carp, and blue
catfish. Similarly, the most released species were channel
catfish, blue catfish, anshortnosegar (Tablé). Overall, there are more anglers that expend a greater
amount of time on the riveduring theafternoonhours than there are during the@orninghours.Over
half of anglers, or 64%, targeted catfisihile 31% did not have a species preference, and the
remainder preferred to target other species (Table 5).

SHORE ANGLERS DOMINATE

We alsofound that 82% of all estimated silver carp harvested were harvested on weekdays by boat
anglers (Tabld, see Appendix A. KDWP has not completed many creel summaries on this part of the
Kansas River, so we were unsure of what to expect for species catch composition. We are not sure how
anglers acquired silver carp, but we think anglers may keep silver carp that jumpribdbeor

harvest them by using seines, cast netssmagging.

Wheninterviewing anglerswe asked them how

satisfied they weravith their fishingtrip that day Very Satisfied (5) I 350
on ascalefrom 1-5 (Figurel6). Thirtyfive Satsified (4) IEEEE— 20%
percent (35%pf interviewed anglers were very Neutral (3) I 320

satisfied with their trip whilenly 6% of anglers
were not at all satisfiedOverall, over half (55%)
of anglers were either satisfied or very satisfied
with their trip, 13% were somewhat satisfied or 0%  10% 20%  30%  40%
not at all satisfiedand 32% felt neutral about

their fishing trip. During angler interviews we

noted if their fishing trip was complete or

incomplete. Ifanglers had just startefishing orwere still fishing at the time of the interview, their trip
was marked as incomplet&ightyfive percent (85%) of angler interviews were incomplete trips.

Somewhat Satisfied (2)IEE 7%
Not at all Satisfied (1) Il 6%




Limited Public Access ‘

Lack of public access
limits the available
shoreline and
concentrates shore-
based users at the 3
available access points

Some river users are
trespassing to access A ‘
the river

Boat-based users can
only launch their boat
at the Turner boat ramp
between 10 PM and 7
AM (Kaw Point closed
during this time)

Maintenance and
Safety

Parking

No parking access at Kaw
Point from 10PM- 7AM

To access WaterOne,
users can only legally
park at the nearest gas
station for $5.00 (.65 mi.
walk to access point)

Parking at Turner access
is limited due to road

conditions and is unsafe

due to criminal activity

Turner and WaterOne access points are poorly maintained (broken glass,
litter/dumping, potholes, drug paraphernalia etc.)

Lack of accommodations (restrooms, dumpsters, safety lighting, etc.)

Criminal activity and lack of law enforcement presence

r
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Recommendation: Improve safety at access points.

;IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII




Research Question 6: What access iSSues [ agier ype

affect river users? o e
The last research question may be the most
pertinent ¢ What access issues affect river
users? Shoreline access for Aooating river
users is minimal because much of the
shoreline is privatelpwned.Location of each
river user interviewvas mapped usingrcGIS
and is shownn Figurel7. The most densely
used areas by shoreline users were at the
three access points (Figutd), although this Figure I: Map of where Kansas River users were

could be influenced by thmajority (79% of interviewed in 14.8iver mile survey area.

progressive counts done by truck rather than

boat due to variable water flof. A Yy OS (G KS YIyala wAOSNRaE Ft2g6 Aa |
being released upstreamiyver flows (dischargegubic feet per secondjan vary greatly. For example,

on June 1, 2022he river was flowing at 57,800%fsec (1,637m?s) (USGR023. The next day, flows

were at 20,500t%/sec (580m? s)and one month later flows

were at 5,690 f/sec (161 m?/s). The variable flowsouldhave

had aninfluence onboat-basedrecreationdue to low flows

limiting access to certain areas of the river and high $lomaking

the river dangerous to navigate.

We encountered shore and boat river users intermittently
throughout the 14.8 river milé¢23.8RKM) stretch. We suspected
the shore river users at those locations may have trespassed
because they would have walked over one mile from a publicly
accessible area. The Kansas River is a navigable waterway that
affords public access up to the higlater mark but this does

not condone crossing private land without permission. In effect,
the lack of public access limits the available shoreline and
concentrates shore
based userdBoatriver users in this study were
predominantly White or Anglmales This coincides with
previous research that determined White or Anglo male -
were more likely to live in a household with a motorizec

boat (Hunt and Ditton 2002). Two of the three access
points in this stretch of the Kansas River have boat ra
This could b an equity issue because more access to thE
Kansas River is behased but the users are
predominantly shorébased, which disproportionately
impacts shore users, especially Rdthite shore users.
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2SS | Aa1SR NRAOSNI dzZaSNBR G52 & — €6 Sy da
safety2 ¥ 0UKS | O0Saa LRAyilda 2N fal a
Below we present common themes that emerged fromast  Turner boat ramp is sketchy and

|j dzl £ A l.,l I l.,l A @S R I l.,l I § y R LINER @A dangerous. [We] have run into people 29 Y Iy
reader to discern the gravity of these issuBsver users shooting guns at Turner access

would like to see moraccess points and better upkeep of oint.

the current ones. Specifically, they mentioned being able t - Surveyed Kansas River User

access Kaw Point in the evenings to launch boats for

nighttime angling. The Unified Government of Wyandotte 99 —

County shuts the park gate at 10:00 pm thereby limiting

access to launch a boat. Any vehicles behind the gate at that point must stay until the gate is opened at
7:00 am the next morning. River users also requested restrooms, trash cans or dumfastersars

with Disabilities Act (ADA)cessible fishing piers or docks, and kayak ramps.

PP; Those we interviewed explained how they were able to
— get to the WaterOne lovhead dam. Access from the
Walking along highway or crossing south bank is prohibited as it is private property owned
railroad tracks to get to access by WaterOne Public Water Utility and BNSF Railway.
Public users can onlggallyaccess the river from the
north bank. On the north side of the river, there is no
public parking on the adjacent road (Woodend Road)
and vehicles will be ticketed and towed by the City of
99 — Edwardsville for parking along the road. The nearest
vehicle parkig is located a&a gas station (On the Go
Travel Center, 9134 Woodend Rd, Edwardsville, KS) which allows parking for a $5.00 fee and is
approximately &.65mile walk to the riveaccess
(Figurel8). Thelack of parking options for the
access point at WaterOne Dam speaks to both tH#

points at [-435 is dangerous.

- Surveyed Kansas River User

and the dedication of river users wanting to ‘
recreate at this location. This is a significant logis

and safety issue whiclikely prevents many from & 7 \
accessing this location. ‘ ! : \

We knew this part of the Kansas Rivass a
reputation for criminal activityso we maintained aj.
two-person crew to complete counts and
interviews for safety. River users lamented about
theft of personal items or property at Turner :
Bridge access, including having their boat motor &
stolen, vehicle broken into, and gasoline and v ; ;
OFrdlrtedao 02y P@SNI SNI & i 2odeyBdlamoiKgnsag JSVRESRY D& P (1 'NIHzO |
stolen from Turner Bridge access while he was ~ route to reach WaterOne loiead dam

boating on the river the day we interviewed him!




It was na uncommonfor us or river usergo encounter — €6
homeless encampments or hear guns being fitddny

would feel safer if there were lights and law enforcement  [we] would like closer and safer
patrols. They also commented about too much trash at all sccess to WaterOne. The amount of
three access areas and in the river. At least one person se trash and broken glass at WaterOne
he did not bring his grandchildren fishing with him becaust jimits fishing access for our kids due

of excess tsh and broken glass. i$ttollection ofafety to broken glass along the bank.
issuegnayexplain why we did not encounter many women

and childrenduring the study periodRegardless of - Surveyed Kansas River User
socioeconomic factors, we identified several barriers that

impede many users from safely andnveniently accessing 99 —

and recreating on this stretch of the Kansas River.




The Future of the Kansas River

The Kansas River represents a unique opportunity for people to catch piubygatfish, glide down a
gentle run in a kayalcamp on a sandbar, teach their grandchildren to skip rocks, witness silver carp
leaping out of the water, and spot bald eagles and puddle ducks. Immersing oneself in nature is a
fundamental part of the human experience. Various cultures recognize thefitenf nature to our
well-being:shinrinyoku or forest bathing, in Japan (Li 2018); thiiftsliv philosophy and centrality of
nature to the Nordic people and Swedes (Gelter 2000); the ancestral and spiritual connectedness to
nature by theamaXhosgCocks et al. 2012)Ve recognize the importance tie Kansas River to the
well-being ofthe environmentcommunity, and KansandVe initiated this study because we lacked a
0FaA0 dzy RSNRBR Ul YRAY 3 2 T -adzasSiRityasiveapkréadedsiredch of 2 y
river. Throughout thissurveyand with other pojectson the Kansas rivewe havedevaed more time

to the rivernow than we have in the previous five yearge have witnessed the difficulties and
inadequacieshat others have known all along.

In this report, we presented results and provided recommendatidMe.craftedthese
recommendationghrough the lens o socal-ecologicabystemdramework Sociakcologicakystems
like the Kansas River are systeimat are challenge bynatural, ecological processes (edimate
change invasive speci¢@andhuman components (e.gurbanizaton, nonpoint source pollutioi
(Koontz et al. 2015KDWP and its partners will need to develop adaptive solutiiesto the
complexity @ the problemswe have identifiedFor example, mltiple partnerssuch adocalpolice
departmens, KDWP natural resource officetdnified Government of Wyandotte Coungyriends of
the Kaw,andlocal businesseamong otherswill be needed tadentify ways tamprove safety at
access poird. Below wesummarizehese recommendationand end with an urgent call taction for
increased coordinatioand attention to the Kansas River.
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Recommendation: Allocate additional resources to the
Kansas River due to its popularity and high usage.

The popularity of the Kans&¥ver warrants an increase iresources dedicated tonprovingthe river€2
capability of accommodating the high number of riusers.As referenced previouslye estimatel

nearly 50,00Qsers enjoy the 14nile strech of surveyed Kansas River from March to October in 2022.
We comparedhis to one of the more populaeservoirs in Kansas, Milford Reserviilford
Reservoifeatures27 publicaccess pointsompared tothree on the lower Kansas Rivé@ro adequately
serve the Kansas River users it would be pertinent toaadess pointand allow for 24hour access
¢CKS NAGSND& ReylIYAO Ft2g RdzS (G2 LINBOALRGIGAZY S
shoreline KDWP and community collaboratorgy need tadesign access opportunities for high and
low flow. At a minimum, we should providaformation abouthow to reach the public access points

for example, KDWP could host a dedicated web page to fishing on the KansamnRigeomote the
NAGSNI YI LA 2y CNR Spigta or physical K&ps dépicting dafe arfsl apprbpiided
routes to access points would help cut down on trespas$tast river users (70%) were shabased,

so improvements to get to the shore are paramount. The amount of available shoreline is not
necessarily the issue, rather the locations to get to the shore are limited. This could be done by
purchasing land adjacet the river or by negotiating easements with private landowners and
communitees.

Recommendation: Increase engagement efforts with
non-English speaking constituents.

Recommendation: Increase engagement with river
users about aquatic invasive species and how to
prevent their spread.

The lower stretch of the Kansas River runs through one of the most ethnically diverse areas in the state
of KansasOfthe 156,345 residents Kansas City, K&7.9% are whitand the remaining2.1%

reported asBlack, Indigenoysr People oColor(US Census Burea?022. Thsdatais reflected inour

study resultsvhere 47% ofsurveyed individuala/ere White or Caucasian antiL% wereBlack,

Indigenous, or People of Col@eventeen percentl{%9 of users surveyed did not speak Englisith
Spanistbeing the predominant languagerT hisfurther reinforces the importance angaging witrlthe

diverse user group One way to increase engagement efforts with ABmglish speaking constituenss

to offer translated education and outreach materialsd publicly posted signage in other languages
besides Englisfl.he importance oprovidingtranslated material&ndincreased outreach efforts to

diverse groupss especially applicable when it comes to awareness of invasive species and how to
prevent their spreadThrough personal communication by KDWP employees and the Kansas River user
surveythere is a lack of understanding surrounding regulations and the danger some invasive species
pose on the river as a resourd&’e found that only 53% of BIPOC river users were aware of invasive
carp compared t@5%of nornr. Lt h/ dzid SNB Q fAS idcketse @ Fandlated syRageSadd
outreach materiad would help increase awareneasd potentially lead to a decreaserisk of invasive
species spreadKDWP has the autonomy to regulate and manage the fisheries in Kansas, including the
Kansas River
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Recommendation: Legalize snagging for invasive carp.

Recommendation: Continue to periodically monitor
the Kansas River fishers and anglers.

We observed anglergsing invasive caror cut bait to catch catfish. Therefore, we recommend
legalizing snagging for bighead and silver cAlowing snagging on infested portions of the river
would add anothemmethodto control the invasive carp populationSfty percent (586) of anglers
were usingnvasive carp as bagindwe anticipate anglers would suppdegalizing snagging for
invasive carpOnly 12.5%f silver carpwvere released by anglerghich is an illegal species to release
alive(Table 5)If KDWRegalizes snagging for bighead and silver cagrecomnmended we should
monitor its effect on the fishery angbotential for angler conflict (i.ecrowding dichotomousattitudes
about snagging We also have concerns thanglers would snagportfish like channel catfish or native
species like paddlefiskDWP staff tried somexperimental snagging at the WaterOne lbwad dam
and surroundingarea,and 66% offish snagged wermvasive carp§V. Salazar, personal
communication).These are some of the reasons sggestedoeriodic monitoring of the Kansas River
fishery and anglers our recommendatiorto be proactive in our management approach.

Recommendation: Improve safety at access points.

Thegeneral appearanceipkeep and safetyat the three accespoints (Kaw Point, TurneBridge, and
WaterOne lowhead dam are unsatisfactoryat the timethis reportis publishedWe conveyedour
observations andiver user®) 2 ¢y theoggNdRt&Research Questionts illustrate the poor
condition andunsafeaccess poirg We believesignificant improvements could be madea short
amount of time with a routine maintenance regimetiotmake it safe for people to enjoy the river
including

Trashreceptacles angickup

Maintenance of boat ramps, roads, trails, and parking lots
Maintenance ofacilities such as restrooms

Safety lighting

Increased law enforcement patrols

<K<K KL

There are millions of dollars in grant money availdblamprovements tathe environment in areas
with disadvantaged communitieacludingBipartisan Infrastructure Grantdmerica the Beautiful
Challenge grantgdustice40nitiative, and others KDWP does not have the resources to take on these
tasks alone, buive could share the load with our partndoyg securing grant money.
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https://www.whitehouse.gov/build/
https://www.nfwf.org/programs/america-beautiful-challenge
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https://www.whitehouse.gov/environmentaljustice/justice40/

The Future of the Kansas Rivie€all to Action

We concludewith acall to action This call to action is
for mobilizingadditionalresources to improve the
Kansas Rivdor the benefit of itsintrinsic

w‘ ey n. s-'# :

5 '* ;“f.;- h/

EEESS
 ishes "=t Satrolled

environment, community, angeople.We askediver 5 ?_",';:‘
usersfor their comments about the Kansas River and @ e turﬂel’dosef
recorded theirresponsesThe mostsurprising finding =*=ramppbroken Ls
from the qualitative
— 66 BIFEGF g1 & Liowe W gloud containingrequently

usedwordsby surveyed Kansas River usars
response tesafety and access concerns on the
river.

consistent use of
WTSH one word¢ WISH
To have a desire for something, such as WishAappears as A )
2yS 2F UKS fINBSau ¢62NRa Ay U
(Figurelob ® 2 KSy dza SR | S
a2YSUOKAY3IsZ &adzOK | & \ebseBNMekiany 3
% — Dictionary 2023.

somethiw;, unattainable

People wish for solutions for some of the issues described abevausat feels out of reach and
aspirational In this call taaction,we encourag&KDWP angbartners to get aspirational aboyiotential
solutions andmprovements

Imagine having a nature centaearby where kids can learn about the Kansas Riverraasive
speciesnewly-created paths, parking lots, and bathrooms family-friendly fishing; a meetup of local
foragers who harvest stinging nettles along the river
riparian corridor organized float tripsvhere kayakers
launch fromkayakdedicatedboat rampsand
community groups that organiagean up days because
they care for and about the riveThere is so much
potentialto connectevenmore people to the riverand

in turn improvingtheir quality of life andostering heir
conservation ethidor the river.This wonderful piece of
nature flows through the heart of a major ciyith an
urban population to benefitliverse people. We aspire to
see abalance betweemeopleenjoying the river and
responsibleconservation for the benefit of future
generations

A Kansas River angl@depiction of theKansas River and
hiscall to actiontod Y SS LI G KS Y l[aad] pleasd S
no trash.¢
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https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/wish
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/wish

Acknowledgements

We have great gratitude to the many people that assisted with this proj@etthank Ethan Schred&r
data collection, Ernesto Flores for data collection &pénishranslation of interview and education
material,andVanesa Salazar for production of invasive carp education material. Justin Jones and
Dana Peterson provided GIS wodkff KochBen NeelyandJohn Reink@rovided helpful comments
and feedbackCaroline La Plaat ChrisChizinskiKevin Pope, Kirk Steffensen, afds Starr all assisted
with projectconceptualizatiorandsurvey design conversationé/e would also like to acknowledge
the river users who participated isurveyinterviews.Funding for this project was provided by Kansas
Department of Wildlife and Parks and U.S. Fish and Wildlife SéR6cHational Invasive Carp Grant)




Literature Cited

Chapman D010 Facts about invasive bighead and silver canggs://www.usgs.gov/publications/facts
aboutinvasivebigheadandsilvercarpsAccessed.3 November 2023

| 2 dzy OA ¢

Cocks ML, Dold T, Vettef®12 WD 2 R A & ¢XkosaE@tdb\aliieS provide untapped opportunities for
conservation. 8uth African Journal of Scient@8(5/6)article #880https://sajs.co.za/article/view/9850

2y O9YOGANBYYSYdl ¢

vdzl f Aded /fTAYFGS YR 902y?2
KHLJAYKKkaONBSYAYIi2020 O35S B yo 25N 32 Ok Sy K
Eitzmann JL, Makinster AS, Pauker{ZDR7) Distribution, abundance, and growth of blue suckers in a Great

Plains, USA river. Fates Management and Ecology PA5¢262

Eitzmann JL, Paukert (210 Urbanization in a Great Plains river: effects on fishes and food webs. River

Re®arch and Application26: 948;959

DI f5I (& NI | 0S¥ Hintdepd DARJZNA IWAISNS t. a3k yabs5 § Wl NBAY B
WAOGSNAE 2F b¥RIARA MBMA@IRS YA YNBRRAISS al aal

Gelter H(2000) Friluftslivithe Scandinavian philosophy of outdoor life. Canadian Journal of Environmental
Education 5: 7-B2

Bf ¢
OK dz

Qx O
nw

HuntKM, Ditton RB(2002 Freshwater fishing participation patterns of racial and ethnic groups in Tegab.
American Journal of Fisheries Management 22652

Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks (2022) 2022 Kansas Fishing Regulations Summary, Pratt, KS

KoontzTM, Gupta DMudliar Pet al 015 Adaptive institutions in soci@cological systems governanee:

synthesis framework. Environmental Science & PolicR&3B): 139151
https://doi.org/10.1016/].envsci.2015.01.003

Li Q(2018 Forest Bathing: How Trees Can Help You Find Health and Happiness. Viking, New York, NY. 320 pp

SteffenSH2022 2020 Kansas Licensed Angler Survey. Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks, Emporia, KS. 51 pp
United States Census Bureau (2022) QuickFacts: Kansas City Kansas.

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/kansascitycitykansas/PST042¢tessed 18 December 2023

University of Kansa¥&ansas Biological Sun{@p23)KS Land Covdritps://kars-geoplatform
ku.hub.arcgis.com/pages/kanstmnd-coverAccessed 29 December 2023

US Geological Survé016 USGS Water Data ftire Nation https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwigdccessed 2
January 2023

Merriam-Webster(2023)Dictionary https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/wisirAccesse® December
2023

—

29

'



https://www.usgs.gov/publications/facts-about-invasive-bighead-and-silver-carps
https://www.usgs.gov/publications/facts-about-invasive-bighead-and-silver-carps
https://sajs.co.za/article/view/9850
https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.01.003
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/kansascitycitykansas/PST045222
https://kars-geoplatform-ku.hub.arcgis.com/pages/kansas-land-cover
https://kars-geoplatform-ku.hub.arcgis.com/pages/kansas-land-cover
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/wish

Appendix A

Tablel. Estimates of mean, total, and standard error (SE) of river users and effort (thawgs) derived from

rovingroving survey.

Day Count Shift n Mean # Total ¢River user S Meanrive  Totalrive  River use
type  method users users user effort  user effort effort SE
WD Boat AM 6 19.50 3,413  2,646.5C 32.41 2,916.67 2,245.37
WD Boat PM 6 63.33 11,083 2,411.3€ 105.56 9,500.0C 2,097.62
WD Truck AM 24 17.46 3,055 2,564.18 27.06 8,822.4€ 7,864.71
WD Truck PM 25 41.76 7,308  6,275.91 65.35 21,892.2¢ 20,550.5¢
Total 24,859 Total 43,131.42
WE Boat AM 8 58.88 4,121  2,031.3€ 97.92 11,750.0C  5,811.18
WE Boat PM 6 114.50 8,015  2,907.4C 190.74  17,166.67 6,250.33
WE Truck AM 24 68.58 4,801  3,886.7C 103.97 33,269.14 26,915.31
WE Truck PM 26 87.23 6,106  4,048.7% 134.22  46,975.7¢  33,059.0¢
Total 23,043 Total 109,161.5¢
Grand Total 47,902 Grand Tota 152,293.0C

Table2. Estimates of mean, total, and standard error (SE) of boat anglers and effort (in-aogfey derived

from rovingroving creel survey.

Mean #
Day type %‘;E:r?ct) d Shift n boat TOta;fgtl)eorz Boat ang!seé Meagf?oor?w Boat effort Boat effgg
anglers
WD Boat AM 6 6.67 1,167 1,190.34 11.11 1,000.0C 1,000.0C
WD Boat PM 6 17.33 3,033 3,004.03 28.70 2,583.33  2,596.47
WD Truck AM 24 3.71 649 1,120.52 5.95 1,939.57 3,508.01
WD Truck PM 25 5.48 959  1,453.7¢€ 8.49 2,844.77 4,643.18
Total 5,808 Total 8,637.67
WE Boat AM 8 20.88 1,461 828.62 34.72 4,166.67 2,383.81
WE Boat PM 6 32.83 2,298 1,028.23 54.63 4916.67 2,177.54
WE Truck AM 24 11.50 805 647.51 17.74 5,676.71 4,880.4C
WE Truck PM 26 12.04 843 973.68 19.02 6,656.65 8,099.43
Total 5,407 Total 15,416.7C
Granc Granc
Total 11,215 Total 24,054.37

Tabled.b dzY6 SNJ | yR LISNDSyd 2T | y3IftSNEQ LINBFSNNBR aLIS0Ox S

Species Number of anglers Percent

Catfish (channel, blue, flathead) 263 64.3

No preference 126 30.8

Other species 20 4.9

Total 409 100.0
( 30 )




Table3. Estimates of mean, total, and standard error (SE) of shore anglers and effort (intamgier derived
from rovingroving creel survey.

WD Boat AM 6 11.83 2,071 2,192.51 19.44  1,750.0C 1,864.14
WD Boat PM 6 37.33 6,533 3,201.43 62.04 5,583.33 2,764.36
WD Truck AM 24 10.00 1,750 1,559.28 15.26  4,975.86  4,685.55
WD Truck PM 4,202.77 43.00 14,406.4¢ 13,723.94
~ Total 267156
WE Boat AM 8 25.88 1,811 1,248.52 43.06  5,166.67  3,523.17
WE Boat PM 6 63.50 4,445  2,423.15 105.56  9,500.0C  5,176.87
WE Truck AM 24 33.13 2,319 1,624.86 50.19 16,060.91 11,360.5¢
WE Truck PM 26 52.65 3,686 2,273.09 80.97 28,340.6¢ 18,620.8¢

Tableb. Total computed number of fish harvested and released.

Total Total

Species Shore Boat Shore Boat HarvestedReleasec

Harvest Release( Harves! Release( Harvest Release( Harvest Release(

=
N
\‘

403 461 299 0 568 521 536 1,832 1,668

w

0 o

c

3 D

3 0

Q

S =

o

S =
Q
©

58 0 299 0 0 379 0 0 104 417

Freshwater 461 58 0 0 521 284 0 89 990 469
drum

Goldeye 0 0 0 0 47 0 134 0 208 0
Longnose gar 0 231 0 0 47 332 0 313 52 938
Shovelnose 0 115 0 0 0 237 0 0 0 365
sturgeon

Smallmouth 115 0 0 0 332 0 0 45 469 52

o
c
=k
=
o

Total 3,285 1,844 2,988 47 6,679 4,263 2,145 5,407 13,340 13,028




Appendix B

(Office use only) Data entered by:

KDWP Creel Survey

I <ansas Progressive Count Sheet for Kansas River

Drepartment of
Wildlife and Parks

River code: KSRV

Starting Point (Circle one helow):

Downstream Upstream

Kaw Point Turner Bridge Water One Dam
Month Day Year 2022
Period . _

IR I AM Shift PM Shift
ONE): ] ]

User Type Boat Type
Activity Type
Shore Boat Kayak Canoe Motorboat

Recreational Boating

Wildlife-watching

Swimming

Fishing

Paddling

Hunting

Other activity #1
(specify activity):

Other activity #2
(specify activity):

MNotes:
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(Office vse only) Data entered by: 1D#

Kansas River Reereatisnalist Inferview

. Recreational  Wildlife- L _ _ . e
. ichvn-_:r boating watching Swimming Fishing Paddling Hunting Other (specify):
arficipation C C C O O -
Angler  Shore Boat Mon-English (write language below) BIPOC Boat Kayaok Canoe Motorboat
Type O O O Type O O O
Gender MEIE FerEclle Zip code Year born

1. Have you been interviewed already this year on the Kansas River by me or another person that works for the Kansas
Department of Wildlife and Parks, not including a game warden?

O Yes O HHe O Unsure, | don™ kmow.

2. Are you <linsert activity, e.g., fishing, kayaking, etc.> in the Kansas River for your entire trip foday?

O Yes, 100% of trip in K5 River

O Mo, partially — Whet percent of yeur trip is spent in the Kansas River? 04

O Mo, fishing in Missouri River only. *Mark this ene if they're just using the acsess paint en the Kansas River te
get to the MO River. ®

3. Have you heard of these plant and animal species?

Bighead Carp aka Asian Carp  OYes [OHe White Perch OYes COMe Hydrilla OYes Mo
Largemouth Bass Yes [CHe Channel Catfish OYes COMo Grass Carp COYes Mo
Black Carp OYes [OHeo Evrasian W.{:fe.r OYes ONe Silver C.:c:rp .c:kc: OYes CNe

Zebra Mussels Ofes Mo Milfoil Asian Carp

Silver, Bighead, Grass, and Black carp are all non-native, invasive fish that can grow to more than 40lbs and may
cause native fish spedies in a lake or river to dedine by more than 90%. Silver carp are the fish you have probably
seen videos of jumping 4-6ft out of the water and can and do injure people. The young of all these invasive carp look
just like native baitfish, so please never move live fish between waterbodies as you could be inadvertently infroducing
these harmful invasive carp into new lakes or rivers.

4. Are you aware that Bighead and Silver Carp are present in the Konsas River?

O Yes O Me

S5a. Have you reduced your time on the Kansas River because of Bighead or

Silver Carp? O Yes O Mo O nfa
S_b. Have you increased your time on the Kansas River becauwse of Bighead or O Yes O Mo [ n/a
Silver Carp? !
5c. Have you been hit or injured by Bighead or Silver Carp? O Yes O Me O nfa
5d. Do you fear for your safety or fear being injured by Bighead or Silver O Yes O Ne O nfa
Carp? !
Se. Have you fished for, as in specdifically targeted, Bighead and Silver Carp? O Yes O MHe O nfa
5f. Have you harvested Bighead or Silver Carp for food? O Yes O HMe O nfa
5g. Have you used Bighead or Silver Carp as bait? O Yes O Mo O nfa
Sh. I'_Iuve Bighead or Silver Carp negatively impacted your fishing for other O Yes O Mo O nfa
species? If so, how? !
Si. H_cwe Bighead or Silver Carp positively impacted your fishing for other O Yes O No O n/a
species? If so, how?

5j. Have you ever had Bighead or Silver Carp jump inte your boat? O Yes O Me O nfa
5k. Have Bighead or Silver Carp domaged your boat or other equipment? O Yes O Mo O nfa
5l. Are there any other ways that Bighead or Silver Carp have impacted you O Yes O Mo O nfa

that you want to share with us?
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(Office vse only) Data entered by:

ID#H

KDWP Creel Survey — Angler Interview

Example: Largemouth Bass

Impowndment (4 letter codel: KSRV Monthe Day: Year: | 2022
River Reach: | Upper or lower .
Period (only select QMNE):
Complete Incomplete ] B
Trip Status: AM Shift P Shift
I O - O
Latitude: Longitude:
Howrs fished {ex. 3.75, 2.5): 5 _
pecies
oy e Preference:
Mot at
Satisfadion all Somewhat Yery
. Satisfied  Satisfied Meutral Satisfied Satisfied Angler Type: Shore Boat
[circle one):
1 2 3 4 5 O O
=15 16 to 64 &5-74 75+
Anglers by )
Age Group: # of Males:
# of Females:
Species Length Kept Released
¥ Iz o

Do you have any
comments about
safety of the
access points or
being on the
Kansas River?













