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A. What is the best/most unique part of the analysis?
The chapter provides sufficient descriptions of each of the plans that were evaluated,
how they were evaluated, and the process of selecting a single plan. The key points
were very helpful in pulling all the material from the chapter together.
B. What is the most critical aspect of the study/analysis? Why?
The selection of Plan Lake Superior 2012 as the recommended plan is most critical
and how that plan will be adopted.
C. Which aspect of the analysis/modeling is weakest? Why? How can it be improved?
The purpose of several of the figures was not clear. Additional explanation of the
importance of the relationships would help the readability.
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? no
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Fig. 6.7 is hard to follow. Without searching through document, it’s difficult to figure
out what the various graphs are showing.



What is the interpretation or meaning of Figure 6.8?



Table 6.2 is a bit difficult to follow. The time line is not really helpful.



The key points are really well written and helps pull the whole report and complicated
decision process together.

