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Potential categories/avenues: 
A. Stakeholders’ preferences, perceptions, understanding, awareness, values re: buffers 
B. Stakeholders’ perspectives/opinions about policy options (e.g., Wells study) 
C. Socioeconomic benefits of buffers for individuals/communities (e.g., quality of life, well-being, 

health, recreation, aesthetics, property values, etc.) 
a. Maybe David/Dana have covered this sufficiently; if not, want to make sure it’s complete 

D. Cost-benefit analysis/ecosystem service valuation studies of buffers 
a. Think Dana will be covering this 
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