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Comments (limit responses to one paragraph for each question; reference pages, charts,
and data. Please distinguish if responses are of major or minor concerns.)
A. What is the best/most unique part of the analysis?
The challenge of analyzing several lakes comprising the complex Great Lakes system.
B. What is the most critical aspect of the study/analysis? Why?
Sensitivity to both recreational and commercial boating because of its economic impact.
C. Which aspect of the analysis/modeling is weakest? Why? How can it be improved?
Page 10, paragraph 4: In the economic analysis, nothing is said about the length of the
marina operation season which affects annual slip-loss revenue. This is discussed in
Appendix A beginning on page 28.
Page 11, paragraph 6: This “slip-loss revenue estimates” section could be the place to
discuss the length of the marina operating season.
Pages 15 and 16: I suggest reducing the precision of the costs. The precision used, in
spite of all the caveats, may still imply, to some, an accuracy that is simply not there.
Perhaps the decimal points and zeros after them could be dropped and the costs rounded
to the nearest $1000.
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?
Page 4, paragraph 6: I suggest explaining why AOSs needed to be representative of ecoregions and bedrock geology. For example, do eco-regions and/or bedrock geology
influence spatial water level fluctuations with the four upper lakes? Or perhaps bedrock
geology is relevant to marina mitigation/adaption measures.
Page 8, paragraph 1: Reference is made to “each slip’s elevation.” Based on the
formula, this means the elevation of the marina “bottom,” that is, at the bottom of the
water column at the slip. The expression “slip’s elevation” could be initially confusing.
For example, is it the water surface elevation at the slip, the finger pier elevation, etc.?
Possibly use “slip’s bottom elevation.”
Page 8, paragraph 4: This is a discussion of marina access channels. Perhaps this should
be qualified given that channel depths deduced from nautical charts will not be as
accurate as water depths measured within the connected marina.
Page 10, paragraph 2: The reference to “four performance indicators” here may be
confused with the “four (4) performance indicators” mentioned in the last paragraph on

page 3. They are apparently not the same four indicators. Perhaps some other term,
other than “performance indicators,” could be used on page 10.
Begin the document with a one page, or less, Executive Summary.
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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.
Please note that my detailed review, including editorial comments, was presented in my
March 6, 2011 memorandum to Eric Loucks titled “Review of Recreational Boating
Study.”

