[bookmark: _GoBack]Ryan,

I can’t send this to the federal employees on the team. So, you can do that if you wish. But, I have detected a point that I think you might want to think about. This is from page 3.4-10 and 3.4-11:

Overall, a similar proportion of fish entrained into Georgiana Slough were observed with the FFGS on and off. At first glance, these findings seem to indicate that the FFGS was unsuccessful at reducing entrainment into Georgiana Slough. However, by carefully considering how an individual’s probability of entrainment into Georgiana Slough changed with flow and FFGS operation, intermediate flow conditions under which the FFGS reduced entrainment probability were identified. Entrainment was 3.4 to 6.8 percentage points lower when the FFGS was on at intermediate flows (7,062 to 14,125 cfs), but had the opposite effect during higher and lower flows. Entrainment was increased by 8.1 to 10.4 percentage points during high flows, when the FFGS was on.

These statements are based this result from page 3.4-10:

The interaction between B and QU2 was significantly different from zero at an alpha level of 0.10 (z = 1.77, P = 0.078), suggesting the effect of the FFGS varied across flow (Table 3.4-1). These effects in the model revealed that the FFGS reduced entrainment at an intermediate range of flows, but not at higher or lower flows (Figure 3.4-3).	Comment by ESA-7: To author: could you please discuss in the Methods or here why you chose such a large critical alpha value? Since alpha, in the classical sense, represents the probability of making a Type I error (incorrectly rejecting a true null hypothesis), it seems that the more accepted value in the literature - of 0.05 - would be more cautious. And, if one of your central findings (FFGS effects vary with flow) hinges on P = 0.078 then it would be appropriate to explain why you chose to use an alpha of 0.10.

You can see from my comment that I have asked the author (Jason or Russ?) for an explanation of why they chose an alpha level of 0.10. 

In Chapter 3.1, the use of alpha=0.05 is consistent throughout. For example from Section 3.1.2: 

When those juvenile Chinook salmon that were determined to have been eaten were not removed it had an effect; overall efficiency was not statistically different between FFGS on and off. The result for overall efficiency was nearer significance (P = 0.0516) than deterrence efficiency (P = 0.0842), and this is most likely attributable to the higher sample size obtained for EO than for ED (Table 3.1-3). However, the P-values for both EO and ED were less than 0.1, and this suggests that further testing could show statistical differences in deterrence and overall efficiency for the FFGS on compared to FFGS off. 

Values between 0.05 and 0.1 were used to suggest areas were further research might be useful to elucidate relationships further.

It seems more conservative to me (and I think that if the DWR is going to spend millions of dollars on fish guidance structures that perhaps we should be conservative) to ratchet back the interpretation of the P=0.078 result to something less than a central finding of the study. It seems a statement like this might be more appropriate:

The interaction between B and QU2 was small but not significantly different from zero at an alpha level of 0.05 (z = 1.77, P = 0.078). This suggests that further research be conducted to determine if the effect of the FFGS varied significantly with flow. The inspection of effects in the model (Table 3.4-1) suggested that the FFGS reduced entrainment at an intermediate range of flows, but not at higher or lower flows (Figure 3.4-3).

The effect of this changed interpretation should be carried out throughout the document. However, if Jason and Russ have a good reason for why they chose a Type I error rate of 0.10 then they could just write this justification (most appropriate in the Methods section I should think) and everything else could remain the same. Also, the Methods section, 3.4.2, could really improve with a description of how hypothesis testing was done in this chapter. The z-statistic is used but no explanation for why it was chosen was given and especially no discussion of whether it was a valid choice - based on the data used in the test and the predicted values against which the observed values were presumably tested. And in this new Chapter 3.4.2 hypothesis-testing section the use of an alpha of 0.10 - an unusually high choice in biostatistics – should be explained carefully.
