Attachment 2

Evaluation of the Importance of Various Aggregate Hypotheses
This attachment supplements comments made in Comment 2.b, which addresses the need for, and adequacy of, various aggregate hypotheses.  The spreadsheet ATTACH02.XLS accompanies this attachment.

Figures 1-4 display three-factor aggregate hypotheses associated two different questions considered in the draft report.  The three factors are: passage model (FLUSH vs CRISP), distribution of extra mortality through alpha and delta prospective models (PROSPA and PROSPD), and the relationship of extra mortality to other factors (HYDRO EM, Regime Shift EM, and “Other”).  The term “other” represents Regime Shift EM and BKD EM, when compared with HYDRO EM, and represents HYDRO EM and BKD EM, when compared with Regime Shift EM.  Because there are two future climate hypotheses associated with the HYDRO EM and BKD EM assumptions, there are twice as many outcomes for these assumptions as for the Regime Shift assumption.  The two questions considered are performance of management actions A1 and A2, relative to A3, and performance of each management action, relative to all three jeopardy standards.  The first question was examined only in relation to the 24-year survival standard because there was no contrast in results for the other standards.

The information in Figure 1 came from Table 3-3 of the draft report.  Information used in Figures 2-4 was obtained from a spreadsheet ABSSUM.XLS obtained from Calvin Peters.  The purpose of these figures is to demonstrate that eight aggregate hypotheses are possible when the three factors are grouped as described above.  The “Hydro” and “Non-Hydro” hypotheses represent only two of these aggregates.  In general, these particular aggregates are not those most useful for determining the likelihood of meeting a particular outcome or for representing the a large proportion of the runs which have that same outcome.  The methods of calculating these metrics is described in detail in our memorandum.

Figures 5-8 and the associated tables provide a method of comparing various one-, two-, and three-factor aggregate hypotheses according to the criteria described in the memorandum.  Information came from the same sources used for Figures 1-4.  Not all possible combinations are displayed, only those that are indicated as being particularly important in the draft report.  The tables associated with Figures 5,6, and 8 show the results for a positive outcome for each management action.  Figure 7 shows that there is an associated negative outcome for each action and the complement of a given aggregate hypothesis should be able to explain that negative outcome.  In most figures, one or more aggregate assumption sets are circled to bring attention to those which appear to optimize, relative to the alternative aggregate sets examined,  both the likelihood of the desired result and the proportion of runs with that result that are explained by the aggregate assumption set. In general, two-factor aggregates appear to perform as well or better than one-factor aggregates and the best combinations do correspond to the “Hydro” and “Non-Hydro” hypotheses.
