Examples of Executive Summaries:

Executive Summary:
 To examine potential changes in nesting trends and expected nest counts for Kemp’s ridley sea turtle following the observed reduction in nests in 2010, we build regression and state-space time series models for the number of Kemp’s ridley nests from the early or mid-1990s through 2009.  These models are fit to nest counts from seven individual nesting beach areas and three beach sums.  The posterior distribution of parameter estimates is used to estimate the projected number of nests in 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014 and to estimate the difference between projected number of nests and the observed number of nests.   
The average rate of increase prior to 2010 for all nesting areas combined was 17% per year. For most nesting beach areas and all sums, observed nest counts were below the 95% prediction interval for expected nests in 2010, 2013 and 2014, and were below the median expected nests in 2011 and 2012. For the total nest count summed over all seven nesting beach areas, the median differences (projected - observed) are 10,730 nests, 8,110 nests, 11,990 nests, 23,480 nests, and 35,200 nests in 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014 respectively.  The loss in 2010 is 49% of the total number of nests in 2009.  For the total nest count on beaches in Texas, the median differences are 110 nests, 120 nests, 220 nests, 410 nests, and 620 nests in 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014.  The loss in 2010 is 56% of the total number of nests in Texas in 2009. Correlation analyses indicate a high degree of correlation among nesting sites over time, but relatively low correlation in the year-to-year change in nest counts once the trend is removed. Our analysis indicates a large reduction in the number of nests that would have been seen had the population continued on the trajectory that was established prior to 2009. 


Executive Summary:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
This report describes the statistical methods used to analyze the DMI, FCM (4%), %Fat, and %Protein data from the Dairy Transition Study and presents the results of those analyses.  

Three of the responses, DMI, FCM, and %Fat, can be analyzed with a model that pools information across all five sites and all available weeks of data because no significant interactions were observed.  %Protein needs to be analyzed separately for each combination of site and week because there is evidence of site*week and site*treatment*week interactions in the combined data set.

Based on the pooled data, averaged over all sites and weeks:
	Treatment 2 increases mean DMI by 0.8 kg/day, relative to treatment 1 (se = 0.37, p = 0.033)
	Treatment 2 increases mean FCM by 2.4 kg/day (se = 0.90,  p= 0.0083)
	There is no evidence of a treatment effect on mean %Fat (est. difference = 0.13, se = 0.09, p = 0.13)

There is no evidence of a treatment effect on the % Protein in any of the three data-set specific analyses:
	Data from 0 – 14 days (5 sites): estimated difference = 0.004, se=0.06, p = 0.95
	Data from 0 – 21 days (4 sites): estimated difference = 0.04, se=0.06, p = 0.44
	Data from 0 – 56 days (3 sites): estimated difference = 0.06, se=0.05, p = 0.18
	



