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and data. Please distinguish if responses are of major or minor concerns.)
A. What is the best/most unique part of the analysis?
The authors have taken very complex material and woven a thorough, coherent
narrative. The summary text boxes at the end of each major section are very useful.
B. What is the most critical aspect of the study/analysis? Why?
The findings presented concerning required changes to net basin supply are critical to
future regulation of the upper lakes. The discussion concerning paleo findings is
instructive.
C. Which aspect of the analysis/modeling is weakest? Why? How can it be improved?
n/a
D. Are there any other suggestions that are related to how this analysis may be used more
effectively or the results explicated in a more understandable manner?
Some of the writing is fairly dense and would certainly be a challenge for a nontechnical reader, for example, paragraph 3 in 4.3.1. Any simplifications that can be
made during editing would be welcome.
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1.

I assume that clarity of figures will be improved in the final version and that the
overall report will contain a list of acronyms.
2. Page 4, second line above lower box. Typo “watersheds”

3.

Page 27, last sentence. There is a syntax problem in this sentence making it hard to
understand. Since the sentence is repeated in the second last key point, some effort
should be made to clarify it.

