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What People Care About:

1. In principle, stated preference approaches could have been used to assess the willingness to pay to avoid specified risks, such as the escape of non-native fish species, algae blooms, etc., etc.  Certainly any risk of non-native species undermining the native aquatic populations would be of concern.  Risk analysis is strikingly absent from the report.
2. It is conceivable that relevant initiatives, referenda, or community decisions are available in some of the jurisdictions to get a more robust indication of the preference for cleaner water and/or the avoidance of the various risks.  Where local debates over allowing fish farming have occurred, the discourse could reveal what people care about.
3. It would be useful to know whether any of the three forms of aquaculture “structures” explained by John Hochheimer during the last teleconference entail altering the terrain, which would be an issue that people might care about.  In tropical countries the removal of mangroves is a big issue in this respect.
Uncertainty & Data Quality:

4. The uncertainty analysis in the report is largely irrelevant (though the authors may have been complying with the requirement to have one).  It is not very useful to assess the uncertainty of a negligible benefit estimation when greater benefits have simply been left out of the monetization.

5. As Kerry Smith pointed out during the last teleconference, the quality of the Carson-Mitchell-derived benefits suffers from the more-than-20-year gap between the contingent valuation and the application.


