Mismatches in Water Quality Data and Public Perceptions of Rivers
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Where is risk of flooding the greatest? What Is the main factor impacting water quality?
Our objectives were to determine how citizens _
of Pocatello, Idaho USA, perceived flood risk, / : _ﬂ "%,,,Waste-waterdischarge '
water quality and restoration options along the s [P fo
Portneuf River. We examined how their i Survey examples | . } T
perceptions related to flood insurance maps Survey examples |8 . (blue sketches) = - g
and a 15 year water chemistry dataset. (red sketches) | o MR
METHODS :
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¢ alley regarding their views of the local Waste-water H Diversion
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Flood risk perceptions were greatest in the city limits, despite a ‘ Channel  WWIP
concrete channel that can withstand 6,000 cfs was installed in 1965. The diversion caused the greatest change to some water quality parameters, but only 10%o of respondents claimed
| fqlfp _k The maximum recorded flood was 2,990 cfs (118 year record). Flood this was the largest impact. Some unmeasured parameters, like heavy metals from industry or pharmaceuticals
Insurance suggests the concrete channel has <0.2% flood probability. from waste-water, may be perceived as the greatest impact. More detailed surveys questions would clarify.
4 : : - CONCLUSION
What are vour levels of support or opposition to the following river restorations? ONCLUSIONS
Where are the most appealing views? Despite that respondents were concerned about
20 flooding & didn’t believe the concrete channel
m Strongly Oppose ' '
e Proposed Restoration Plans & Oppogey pp strongly affect_epl water quall_ty, they supported its
N Neither Oppose nor Support ol L Appealing view up-river _remova_l. Participants h_ad m|>§ed responses about
m Support ; | Increasing water guantity, which could dilute
£ 20 m Strongly Support L People supported pollution. Therefore, the public’s perceptions on
220 removing the concrete river status and causes do not consistently match
g 1 Meanders channel & restoring scientific data. They may support restoration that
X 1o meanders. Respondents o ( litv but to «
= found the upper river minimally 1n.1pr0\.7es water .qua. ity u. create 2}
* 5 I I II I I I I most appealing, which had natural-looking river”, which is a desirable trait.
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