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A. What is the best/most unique part of the analysis?
This chapter represents a concise summary of structural options that could contribute to
restoration of Lake Michigan-Huron water levels. The figures, tables and key points at the
end of the chapter are useful.
B. What is the most critical aspect of the study/analysis? Why?
The chapter contains clear statements of restoration scenarios and the restoration impacts
of each structural option.
C. Which aspect of the analysis/modeling is weakest? Why? How can it be improved?
None
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Comments for Transmission to Authors
It would be useful to have both general comments and specific comments for major and
minor revision. Please use additional sheets should they be required.
Although these items are discussed later in the report, we think it would be useful to add a
paragraph to the end of 7.1.1 that flags the exploratory nature of this chapter. The
potentially significant environmental consequences of some options could also be
highlighted.
Section 7.3 presents various options for water level restoration. In some cases examples
are provided where a specified approach has been used. We would encourage the authors
to add additional examples of similar installations and their success/failure where feasible.
This comment would particularly apply to the hydrokinetic turbines.

