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3. Are the observations, conclusions and recommendations supported by the
material presented in the manuscript (e.g., data, model and analyses)?
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If you have selected C, do you wish to receive the revised manuscript for
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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 report presents a good summary of the power market in the region. It also identifies the
project operational constraints related to the hydropower facilities and competing demands for the
use of water in the Great Lakes.

B. What is the most critical aspect of the study/analysis? Why?
The report establishes an acceptable methodology for evaluating the impacts that changes in the
operations or water management may have on the power generation purpose of the project.

C. Which aspect of the analysis/modeling is weakest? Why? How can it be improved?
The report, in the very first sentence, states that the objective is to investigate possible
improvements to the regulation of the outflows from Lake Superior to better meet the contemporary
needs of all the water dependent interests in the Great Lakes Region. The study appears to outline
a method to evaluate the power generation interest and what value to put to the foregone
generation resulting from those changes in regulation, but falls short on the other interests (which
are potentially quite broad) as well as actually providing any evaluation or conclusions for potential
changed regulations on the actual power generation. I am not sure if the intent was to take this
study to this level, but that was the impression I had as I started to read the first section and it
never really got there.
The report also seems to have a considerable effort in summarizing and drawing conclusions from
the Synapse energy outlook, but the other aspects of the study appear to fall short in comparison. I
am not sure if this is by design or not.

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?
I did not find the only graphic presented in the body of the report particularly helpful. Second
conclusion that a slight increase in hydropower generation can be realized from upgrades is
correct, but likely not due to better scheduling to meet peak demands (this will produce greater
revenues potentially based on the spread and time of year, but likely not more power generation).
There are some general statements such as “a good portion of total generating capacity” and
“constitute a significant…souce of power” that are subjective as written and would be stronger in
supporting the purpose of these statements if they are more quantifiable.
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