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The Millenium Ecosystem
Assessment pointed streams as the
most threathened ecosystem in
continental Portugal, particularly
stressing the problem of water
pollution.

The impacts resulting from agriculture intensification might be
multiplied or mitigated by land owner’s choices

Many times, alternative options in management of streams and water
bodies can be more or less damaging (e.g, leaving riparian vegetation
bands bordering streams or not). The factors determining those choices
might relate to the values, place attachment and environmental
awareness of land owners

The Case Study is one of the
richest hydrographic networks in
the south of Portugal, the Site of
Monfurado.

The intensifying use of rural areas for —
farming and extensive cattle
production systems adds pressure in
streams: i) Resulting organic
pollution and eutrophization; ii)
Diversion of water for irrigation and
animals; iii) Manipulation of water
bodies structures

Fig. 1 - Main Components in local

o r | The objective of this work is to develop an
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approach to understand better the relation
between land owner’s values and
attitudes and environmental status of
streams, and explore its contribution to
local water management, concentrating in
the economic and sociologic components
of analysis.
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Besides being 2000 Natura
Network, the territory is mainly
privately owned, with farming and
cattle systems being the dominant
activity, illustrating the introduced
conflict and tendency.
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Fig 3 - Sampling points and
hidrographic net in Monfurado
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Stream and water management

Values of Streams Survey Results Preliminary results of Discourse Analysis

Regarding the practices of landholders on the streams, they generally “clean” it, Practices on streams
Use Values Lost Use Values Non-Use Values [ Lost Non-Use Values | removing sediments in tiver bedand most shrubs in the margins, and insadisfied with not | g >
[Water Source 22/28_|Cloth Wash 16/28 |Existence | 0/28 [Religious | being allowed to do it, nor having noone doing it periodically. “I clean the bushes that “We cannot touch it, so
|Eeisure 11/28_|Fishing 15/28 [Aestheic | 5/28 [Aestheric |E| With respect to awareness, climate change and resulting different surface water availability, | dirt the stream” we don't destroy it."
|ih.\dmg 7/28_|Isrigation 10/28_|Bequest | 2/ was highlighted by landholders (please refer to citations below). High civic worries with Intervention on stream corridors is not allowed by landholders without license given by the
[Funting 6/28_|Water for Human Cons 9/28 neighbour properties and with water pollution were also main worrics. regional environment administration. Inspite of this, the answers regarding the practices on
[Scicnific Use 5/28_|Leisure 7/28 22 Finnally, place attachment and perception of farm-life were filled with a mix of happyness | sireams ranged from high debastation of river vegetation to a stated absence of any action on the
Fishing 5728 |Bach PE 20 and nostalgy: in general place attachement was high (please refer to statements below, to the | river, as predicted by law. However the big majority stated the need to manage the stream o
[Fresher/Healthier Env, 3/28_|Native Plants Collection 2/28 %E right), but rural demographic abandonment and the slow death of agricultural sector were | showed strong believe they should do it, because of: i) Flooding; if) Erosion (“When de river level
Ti— 5725 TWarer Nl 7% 14 permanent factors of worry. Low proactivity for alternatives, self-placement as weak to gets higher we loose soil that excess s caused by people that don’t care about the streams”);
i provecson For i 5735 TWorer Somee 7% 12 influence socio-political systems and regional resource management, were also present. i) Dirt (meaning from vegetation to garbage) that cannot be left in the stream bank.
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[Native Plants Collection 1/28_|Hunting 1/28 2 [ “The "‘;‘K‘mxs :"e now smmlge;, not bcc;xusc :ys/:a;nr}\‘-nx nlmr: ‘*“;“ “’"“: “I like to live here; (4w socially, a lot of things, tradition, knowledge and rural culture is
Sand Exrmetion 728 0 e s 90 S SEE S DL NTO Y P accumulates in the stream and the water doesn 't fed the soil, the soil gets dryer. isappearing...”
[Foresy Use 5% s 5%-5 s, ng gE S$SS g g a?s 99§ ;? g & gf’ 3§ S Now you have storms in May, April,at any time, now it ains torrencial, it runs torrential to “P'm sad to see that abandoned (tbe sram and spring)”
- SIS SETES SOESSLEs SIS the stream imediatly and disappears. “It has everything I want ™, “1 feel confortable”™
5 OTSETESeS Srsl5eQ g & “Before, streams didn 't dry so much in the summer; it’s rainning less.” “ULlike i, but there were things here that we miss...”
Fig. 4 and 5 - Current and Lost Values of Streams identified by the & O NGO “everything (al/ rires) is contaminated, and population doesn’t have special care about it “Ilike... I like the work here; (..) it is from here that we all eat, this should be more
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oints. ' @ < “it’s all spoiled, no one can drink in the field...” ‘much more o live in the country than in a city”
points. [ECuren o] “people come with garbage, specially to put there”
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C i
. . oncluding Remarks
24 22 et
20 o - 2 QO Landholder’s utilitarian valuation of streams (use values
= 18 5 = .
] jﬁ S IS and, even more accentuated, economic use values) related
=3 O 14 s . . . .
Su e 2 accordingly to the ecologic valuation of streams (Fig.s 6 and
§ o s G d q 5 q 5 5
g2 g s 7), which is very interesting as it shows a possible point of
s T 2 I
€ s ° 3 conciliation for local water and stream management,
s S 6 Z . P . .
e i =, H evidenciating the inputs of analysing Human-Nature
2 2 = relation scale to management plans at local;
: : . =
- z Py .
1 2 B 0
“ T —— Ol T . O Identifying types of use helped explain and showed
. T Mean:sD Y T Meanzsp. o an lated : £ 1i Fig. 8):
No. of Use Values identified by the Landholder Landholder 1 2 3 4 5 Ellken=H related to nutrient status of water quality (Fig. 8);
No. of Use Values identified by the Landholder
Fig. 6 and 7 — Relation between Total Riparian Cover (the proportion of established vegetation that exists in the margins: . N . . - Q Prelimi . .
N . - reliminary results of di: rse analysis about th
shrubs and tress, one of the four components measured through QBR, ranging to 0-25% of the index) and the number of Use :r"%l 8 re:?:ala;:::e;‘:t?sr:nrsnsrmr;\;u:s‘ lg‘:gr/r?grﬂzgiem "EEFS‘:: nl?l!:s & . EYALCSULLSIC SCOUIES SIS N bou 8
Values identified by the Landholder of the corresponding stream (left) and the number of economic values identifeid by poinp\ys and {he nugmer of Use Values identified by the Lan dﬁul dger general attitudes of Landholders through discourse revealed
them (right, considered: water for cattle, shading for cattle, irrigation, rural tourism and hunting renting contracts). N=28 of the corresponding stream. N=28 landholders, correspondings o important to achieve a clearer view of problems and needs,
landholders, correspondings to 31/40 sampling points. Landholders dealling with streams having higher Riparian Cover 31/40 sampling points. The h'i her the level of cﬁntamina{ion b he belief: d q di d th
ol " . > P o . X ql V.
levels, recognize in them more utilitarian and economic value and inputs for their activities, which is opposite to the nature of imp ingapstream the lower are the uses for it the beliets and practices regarding streams and the
the conflict regarding land use in the Case Study: conservation Vs economic development. : receptiveness of population for adjustments on these issues,
potentially improving management planning and
management success.
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