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Results of the 1997 Bozeman Creek owner/renter survey:

AWARENESS
1) Of 36 responses, 11 thought themselves to live within the 100-yr floodplain, 8 within the 500-yr, and 9 beyond the mapped floodplain boundary (with only 8 who didn’t know).  This seemed to me to show remarkable understanding of the physical setting.  As survey responses were anonymous, we had no way to check that “knowledge” against the published maps.

2) Of 38 responses, 23 had lived at their present location for ten years or more, 8 for at least five years, and the remaining seven for at least a year.  I would expect shorter-term residents to have less recognition of the flood hazard.

3) Of 38 responses, 15 had recognized the hazard associated with high snowpack by January, 16 in February, and the remaining 7 in March.  None admitting to remaining uninformed into April.  [The first questionnaire was returned on April 14th.]
4) Of 73 responses (including multiple responses), the most common source of information about the high snowpack was the local newspaper (27), with radio and TV following (15 each) and Other (10) and word-of-mouth (6) trailing.  It is likely that a reprise 15 years later would find e-mail, Twitter, Facebook, and local Web pages taking over the top spots!
EXPOSURE
5) Of 38 responses, 32 own their residences and 6 rent along the creek.  This surprised me, but I didn’t get a map of exactly where the students surveyed (a good performance check for the next time).

6) Of 37 responses, 19 had property below ground level (as in a basement or crawl space), 17 did not, and one was unsure.

7) Again of 37 responses, 21 had property (boat, barbecue, car…) at risk outside, 16 did not, and one again was unsure.

8) Of 37 responses, 31 had property at risk on the first/ground floor, five did not, and one was unsure.  In much of the project area, floodwater depths would be at most half a meter, thus even putting valuable items on a table or couch might be an effective mitigation strategy!
RESPONSES
9) Some people had already begun flood preparations.  Twelve had insured their property (and 8 of them their valuables) against flood damage.  Seven had an evacuation plan if necessary and 6 (4 of them with evacuation plans) had a communication plan in place.  Six had moved valuables to a safe place, four had planned a physical defense (e.g., sand-bags) and another four had already acquired materials for defense.  However, 14 had made no plans to respond to the hazard.
FUTURE RESPONSES
10) In terms of future plans, 11 did not expect to respond.  Of those who did anticipate a response, only three planned to purchase insurance.  Most (11 additional) planned to move valuables to a safe place.  Several also looked to add evacuation, communication, and property defense plans.
WARNING
11) In the event of a flood, 18 thought that a day would be adequate warning, seven though 6 hours would be adequate and 3 only one hour (but 6 wanted a week).

12) They anticipated getting the warning they needed, with 22 expecting a day of warning, 6 a week, 4 six hours, and 3 only one hour.  Given the small size of the drainage basin (only about 200 km2), a week’s warning is not likely!

13) In the event of a flood, most expect to receive warnings from TV (18) and radio (22).  This would fit with the one-day anticipated lead time.  Ten would expect safety personnel to contact them (as with a warning of six hours or less), 13 would hear from neighbors, and three expected other forms of notification.  Most expected multiple warning contacts.

14) Twenty-three respondents thought they would be prepared for a night-time response and only 9 felt they would be hindered at night.
15) In terms of responding to a threat, most (20) would respond to a 50% chance of an imminent flood.  Eight wanted higher certainties of 90% (5), 95% (2) and >95% (1), but nine would respond to a less likely threat of 10% (4), 5% (2) or <5% (3) chance of flooding.  Based on the correlation between snowpack and discharge at regional sites, we anticipated about a 50% chance of recording a flood of record for Bozeman Creek.
ASSISTANCE
16) In the event of flood damage, most respondents felt that they would be helped during the event by neighbors (27), family (22) and friends (20).  Eleven expected volunteer help and 13 that of uniformed personnel including police/fire (9) and National Guard (4).  This seems very realistic, although the response time for the Guard might well preclude significant help during an event.
17) After a flood event the same folks would be expected to help with clean-up and repair activities: family (25) friends (23), neighbors (21), and volunteers (12).  Uniformed assistance was expected by only three.
PERCEPTION
18) Finally, most (24) of those responding felt this was a useful exercise and many (18) expressed their appreciation.  However, four found it useless, three annoying, and one frightening.  This is a risk involved with any outreach project!

SUMMARY


The class learned a lot about their local environment, and the community appreciated the effort that we made.  So was there a tangible benefit?  No local small-stream gages are maintained by the USGS or other agencies.  The West Gallatin River (basin area = 825 mi2), about 20 km away, reached a discharge of 2500 cfs on May 13 and maintained it until June 28, with a peak discharge of 9160 cfs on June 2 – a 25-year event and the second largest on record for that gage.  Bozeman Creek itself ran at or near bankfull for about a month – extraordinary behavior for such a small stream!  No flood damage was reported although some yards along the creek did receive overflow.  So – the effort was laudable but in the end, unnecessary.
