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A. What is the best/most unique part of the analysis?

The key points at the end do a good job of tying the chapter together and laying out the
justification for the final recommendation. The study is very well documented.

B. What is the most critical aspect of the study/analysis? Why?

The report contains a lot of detail that is in some places difficult to digest. However, it
does provide excellent documentation leading to the final recommendation.

C. Which aspect of the analysis/modeling is weakest? Why? How can it be improved?
The figures need to be improved for 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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Comments for Transmission to Authors

Although | thought the document could be a bit more readable, their final recommendation
is well documented and justified. | think the chapter does a really thorough job of showing
the costs vs. advantages over the existing situation, which led to the final recommendation

to do nothing.

The key points at the end were very helpful. I thought that helped a lot to bring it all
together.

The figures are not very readable and will need to be improved. Many are too small, fuzzy,
etc.



