Proposal 200728700: Responses to ISRP comments are incorporated in Bold below

ISRP recommendation: Response requested

ISRP comment:

This proposal addresses a high priority regional need and generally is justified as “fundable.” However, the ISRP requests a response to address the following issues.

As indicated in the background section of the proposal, the sponsors intend to create a rigorous and transparent review process for technical analyses and reviews at the request of agencies, tribes, and the public. However, there is a lack of specific details and references to justify the need for this process. With such a long history, since 1982, there should be voluminous information to construct a more detailed background. A response is requested to better document the need for a regional review process and describe how it will serve the Fish and Wildlife Program. 

A response is also requested for clarification of the peer review function of this proposal described in Work Element B of Objective 2. If funded, the peer review component of the proposal should be closely coordinated with the ISAB and the ISRP because there is potential for overlap. The Council, NMFS, and the Columbia River Tribes purposefully established the ISAB as a central body to provide independent review of scientific issues facing the Columbia River Basin. The ISRP emphasizes that there should be a direct line of communication to the ISAB and ISRP to avoid overlapping purposes and assignments. The ISRP understands some initial discussions on coordination between Battelle, Council staff, and the ISAB/ISRP coordinator have occurred. If this project continues to be funded, this coordination should be formalized and include the ISAB and ISRP Executive Committees. An example of a potential review that would directly overlap the ISRP function of reviewing a proposal for a study is discussed in comments on the methods below. There appears to be some routine in-house-type peer review of draft reports that is distinct from ISRP and ISAB tasks and is wholly appropriate. 

Response: As the Fish Passage Center Transition has proceeded and the FY06 project has matured, our assessment of the needs have changed. At this time, the objective is to provide in-house type peer reviews for analysis products generated within the project. If the ISRP desires to provide or collaborate on that process, this project would be well-served by that collaboration. The in-house capability to provide peer review independent from the ISRP should be maintained, however, to ensure that the delivery of products is not constrained due to limited ISRP resources and workloads.

Other comments:

Rationale and significance to subbasin plans and regional programs: The Council’s Mainstem Amendments (2003) are cited as including a Fish Passage Center/function as a required element of the Fish and Wildlife Program.

Relationships to other projects: The sponsors made no attempt to describe links to other projects in the basin, although there likely are many that could be described.

Response: Relationships to other projects will be many. The challenge of describing those relationships is that they arise mainly when an analysis request touches on the subject of a project. At this time, those relationships are only beginning to be identified. Obvious relationships include projects such as the Fish Passage Center, PTAGIS, and other regional data sources.
Objectives: The objectives and work elements are well thought out, clearly stated, and appear well justified.

Tasks (work elements) and methods: There is a lack of details regarding Work Element A of Objective 1. The figure is helpful but adequate details of the management, analysis, and reporting functions are lacking.

Response: Detail is lacking because there was and is uncertainty about whether the routine functions identified in the Fish Passage Center Transition process will be fulfilled by a single entity.  This work element will need to be revised or eliminated pending the outcome of that process. 
In Work Element B of Objective 2, the methods are described in adequate detail, but there appears to be a potential overlap in the review function described in the proposal with review functions of the ISRP and ISAB. The following two selected sections from the proposal describe some of the potentially overlapping review protocols:

"When a proposal, analysis, or result is presented for review, it will be sent to two qualified technical experts for review (Figure 2), along with relevant background info compiled by the fish passage data management system on fish passage as it relates to the product submitted for review. Depending upon the product submitted for review, the reviewers would evaluate the methodology selected, the sampling design, the feasibility of obtaining samples, and any other aspects that are critical to the results. If those reviewers agree the work is technically acceptable, the product will be released for use."

"For example, if an entity wishes to conduct a study of summer spill at McNary Dam, they could submit their study design for review. Relevant background information would be provided on operations at McNary, including sampling effort, historical collection counts, etc. Independent reviewers would then be asked to evaluate whether the design was technically sufficient to accomplish its stated objectives. If those reviewers agreed that the design was sufficient, then a memo would be provided attesting to that finding. If the design were found to be lacking, it would be rejected unless revisions were made to address important shortcomings."

The example in paragraph two, of how a proposed study would be reviewed, sounds almost exactly like the function of the ISAB or ISRP and may be a duplicative review process, which seems illogical to have in the same Fish and Wildlife Program.
Response: During the FY06 project, we have been in contact with Council staff and the ISRP/ISAB coordinator to better define the roles that can be filled by those entities and those that are appropriate under this project. There is no desire to encroach on the scope of review functions potentially provided by ISRP/ISAB. The intent is to maintain a peer-review capability to ensure that analysis products can be delivered in a timely manner. 
