ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal does not clearly describe PATH organizational structure. Historically, there was a need for facilitation of some sort of scientific consensus process with respect to modeling. But with respect to the original question, deciding between two competing passage mortality models, the answer has been delivered: the available data, evidently, cannot discriminate between the models. To continue PATH, there needs to be a definition of a new mission. Logically, if the available data are not sufficient to answer the management questions, the focus of scientific consensus building in the basin should shift to design of data collection programs that will deliver data that can answer the questions. In some ways, the facilitation, participation, consensus, and advisory structures evolved by PATH can serve as useful models for the future. But it is not a foregone conclusion that the exact structure and personnel of PATH should be replicated in toto for addressing the new mission. Given the limitations of the data available to PATH, there are concomitant limitations on the conclusions drawn by PATH. To this extent, the PATH process has not simplified the information for policy makers.
Response: The PATH organizational structure was described in the proposal, and can be further clarified. PATH is deliberately iterative, with multiple cycles of hypothesis formulation, analysis, reporting and review, at four different levels: analytical subgroups (generally 2-3 people), multi-agency workgroups (6-10 people), PATH participants as a whole (25-30 participants), and the PATH Scientific Review Panel (4 independent scientists). All PATH reports are available on the BPA web site: www/bpa.gov/Environment/PATH, which provides additional peer review.

Many of the above comments have already been addressed and rebutted in the main body of the FY2000 DAIWP. The “new mission” is PATH’s third objective, already proposed, with revised membership and roles. Two other comments do however need to be addressed here. First, the ISRP refers to “facilitation of some sort of scientific consensus process.” Contract #9600600 actually supports six different functions in PATH (as described at the beginning of this memorandum), of which facilitation is only one. The strict adherence to evidence in formulating alternative hypotheses for a formal decision analysis is much more than “some sort of scientific consensus process.”  Again, the ISRP appears to have oversimplified the functions presented in the proposal. 

Second, the project sponsor disagrees very strongly with the statement: “the PATH process has not simplified the information for policy makers.” Prior to PATH, different scientific groups, funded by different agencies, would make presentations to the NWPPC and other policy groups; recommending different management actions based on separate analyses. At the early stages of designing PATH, the NWPPC told us “it’s like driving with two backseat drivers, one of whom tells you to turn left, the other right.” The integrated decision analysis developed by PATH (with consistent data sets input to different models) provided a quantum leap in the quality of information available to decision makers.

Finally, the project sponsor agrees with the ISRP that the sub-proposals were not as well integrated as they could have been. During November 1998 all PATH scientists were very busy working on the PATH FY98 report, and could not devote as much time as required towards a better integration of the sub-proposals. This deficiency should be corrected.

Over the last three years of PATH, ESSA’s roles have gradually expanded, and now include: 1) facilitation of workshops and technical meetings; 2) coordination of PATH tasks, with the PATH Planning Group; 3) technical analyses on behalf of PATH, particularly related to decision analyses; 4) integration, writing, production and distribution of PATH reports; 5) presentation of PATH results to the Implementation Team, Northwest Power Planning Council, and general public; and 6) administration of 8 subcontracts (4 PATH Scientific Review Panel (PATH SRP) members, SRP coordinator, and 3 independent scientists).

The four PATH SRP members are responsible for external peer review of PATH products, and also served in 1998 as an expert panel to review the PATH Weight of Evidence report (Drs. Barnthouse, Walters, Saila, Collie, and Carpenter/Kitchell). Since 1995, the PATH SRP has logged 128 days of review time, reviewed over 3000 pages of reports, and made major contributions to the scientific credibility of PATH products. Advances in PATH analytical methods are catalyzed through the participation of three independent scientists with special expertise in Bayesian statistics, decision analysis and conservation biology (Drs. Deriso, Peterman, and Botsford). These three independent scientists also provide internal peer review on PATH methods and assumptions by active participation in meetings. Facilitation of PATH involves consideration of the direction received from the Regional Forum Implementation Team (I.T.) and PATH SRP, as well as the recommendations of PATH participants.


