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Anthropogenic activities affect fish populations worldwide.
River dams have profound impacts on ecosystems by
changing habitats and hindering migration. In an effort to
counteract such effects, a range of mitigation measures have
been installed at hydroelectric power plants. However, not all
individuals in a population use these measures, potentially
creating strong selection processes at hydroelectric power
plants. This may be especially true during migration; fish can
get heavily delayed or pass through a hydropower turbine,
thus facing increased mortality compared with those using a
safe bypass route. In this study, we quantify migration route
choices of descending wild passive integrated transponder
(PIT)-tagged Atlantic salmon smolts released upstream from
a hydroelectric plant. We demonstrate how only a few
metres’ displacement of bypass canals can have a large
impact on the fish guidance efficiency (FGE). The proportion
of fish using the bypasses increased from 1% to 34% when
water was released in surface gates closer to the turbine
intake. During a period of low FGE, we observed two
different smolt migratory strategies. While some individuals
spent little time in the forebay before migrating through the
turbine tunnel, others remained there. We suggest that these
groups represent different behavioural types, and that
suboptimal mitigation measures at hydropower intakes may,
therefore, induce strong selection on salmon behavioural
traits. The ultimate outcome of these selection mechanisms is
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discussed in light of potential trade-offs between turbine migration mortality coast and optimal sea

entrance timing survival benefits.
lsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos
R.Soc.open

sci.6:190989
1. Introduction
By reducing river connectivity and thereby blocking or slowing down fish migration, hydropower dams
are considered one of the main challenges for restoring and maintaining sustainable fish populations
worldwide [1,2]. To complete an anadromous or catadromous life cycle, fish require unimpeded
migration routes between freshwater and seawater, for both descending and ascending migrants [3],
and a range of mitigation measures have been tried to address this problem [4].

Mitigation measures need to be appropriately aligned to the individual location and the specific
behaviour of the targeted species. For instance, downstream migrating salmonid smolts are mainly
surface orientated and follow the main river flow. Thus, mitigation measures for Atlantic salmon
(Salmo salar) smolts are adjusted to this behaviour and guide fish away from the turbine inlet towards
a safe bypass and further downstream [5]. The guidance structures can be mechanical barriers that
prevent fish from entering hazardous areas or behavioural barriers, repelling fish from hazardous area
and/or guiding fish towards a safe area. When aggregated in a safe area, mechanical fish collection
systems remove and transport fish further downstream; alternatively, fish swim past the obstacle and
into the tailrace via bypass channel systems. However, despite good intentions, some mitigation
measures are inefficient or only benefit a part of the population [6,7]. Moreover, since the migration
delay and turbine passing are both associated with mortality [4,8], there are potentially strong
selection processes at hydropower intakes.

There is mounting evidence that human impacts on wild animal populations are not limited to
ecological changes but may also involve strong directional selection and contemporary evolutionary
changes [9]. In particular, harvest-induced selection and evolution of life-history traits, such as growth
and maturation, have received much attention [10], while fewer studies have investigated human-
induced selection and evolutionary change of animal behavioural traits [11]. Despite being a global
threat to freshwater fish migration and therefore population viabilities, hydropower-induced selection
has so far attracted minimal attention (but see [12,13]).

The smolt run of Atlantic salmon is a fine-tuned migration event, where the majority of a cohort leave
their natal river during a period of a few weeks to start their migration towards the feeding areas in the
North Atlantic Ocean [14]. The migration of physiologically prepared smolt is initiated by environmental
cues in the river, such as changes in temperature or flow [15,16], that coincide with optimal temperature
and food supply in the coastal areas [17]. Due to the physiological sensitivity and high predation risk of
smolt and post-smolt individuals, these are critical stages in the life cycle of salmonids [15]. Entering
saltwater at the right time is essential for survival, and this period of optimal environmental
conditions is often termed the smolt window [18]. In general, heavy delay of Atlantic salmon smolt
migration is likely to have highly negative impact on survival. The delayed smolt may suffer from
increased predation and accumulated energetic costs [18–20].

Damming of rivers may affect both the environmental cues that initiate the smolt run and alter the
timing of sea entrance [21]. Water reservoirs in the mountain areas have the capacity to withhold a large
amount of water during high precipitation periods and conversely release water during droughts. The
natural discharge pattern in the downstream rivers is thus flattened out and controlled by hydropower
production profitability rather than natural precipitation variations and catchment run-off. In addition,
retention of water from the higher altitude catchment areas may alter river temperatures downstream. By
holding back meltwater in spring, these rivers are dominated by low-altitude tributary run-off with
higher temperature rather than a mixture of the two. In addition, general lower river discharges cause a
faster temperature impact from the external environment throughout the year. Due to hydropower-
induced changes in river temperatures, cues that initiate smolt run timing are altered and smolts may
not reach the coastal waters when food and temperature are optimal for survival.

Fish migrating through a hydropower turbine are associated with negatively size-dependent
mortality [4,8], while using a safe bypass secures survival. Turbine intakes are typically covered by
metal gratings or ‘trash racks’. These are often substantially submerged, shaded and with higher
water flow than the close-to-surface bypass alternatives. Therefore, individual smolt must choose
between passage alternatives with very different properties potentially involving individual behaviour
and physiological characteristics related to personalities and swimming capacity. Such selection
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processes may be crucial in river systems where mitigation measures ought to be timed with

phenological events, such as the smolting in salmonids. Thus, the knowledge about the overall
efficiency and consequences of possible selection processes at fish passage facilities is needed for
optimizing survival and mitigating hydropower-induced selection on behaviour traits.

In this study, we quantify the migration behaviour of wild passive integrated transponder (PIT)-tagged
Atlantic salmon smolts released upstream of a newly built hydroelectric plant (HEP). We tested the
hypothesis that the placement of a bypass (distance) in relation to the turbine intake (i.e. the distance
between the two) is a proxy for its guidance efficiency. In addition, we examine if the trash rack (50 mm
spacing) will function as a behaviour barrier, causing repellent behaviour for downstream migrating
smolts. Furthermore, we discuss to what extent this repellent effect could be related to fish behaviour
characteristics.
l/rsos
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2. Methods
The River Storelva, Norway (58°4009.99 N, 8°58048.99 E; figure 1) has been regulated for hydroelectric
power production since 2008. Fosstveit HEP is a run-of-the-river plant located 6 km above the river
mouth and is the only HEP in the catchment area. It uses a 14.5 m high waterfall and the power-
generating water comes from a small river forebay through one Kaplan turbine (4 blades, 330 r.p.m.)
that is led back into the river through a tunnel tailrace, leaving a residual flow stretch of 230 m
between the dam and the downstream tunnel tailrace. At the tunnel inlet, there is a 25 m2

conventional trash rack with 50 mm spacing between the vertical bars mounted at a 70° angle from
the vertical. A concrete wall covers the uppermost 0.5 m to avoid icing on the rack during winter.
At the hydropower dam, there are four surface spill gates (trash gate, fish ladder and two floodgates)
that may be used as safe bypasses past the hydropower facility for descending smolts. During the
smolt run period, the gates were opened at different time intervals (table 1). In general, the water
velocity at the trash gate in front of the tunnel inlet area varies with river discharge. If the power
plant uses less than 16 m3 s−1 (Qmax), the water velocity never exceeds 0.64 m s−1 (Qmax/rack area).

Wild Atlantic salmon smolts were caught in the uppermost rotary screw trap (RST; figure 1) on their
downstream migration [22]. The smolts were anaesthetized with benzocaine (40–50 mg l−1, ACD
Pharmaceuticals AS) before being tagged internally with 23 mm PIT tags (23 mm, half-duplex, Oregon
RFID). The tags were inserted through a small incision made ventrally between the posterior tip of
the pectoral fin and the anterior point of the pelvic girdle. Based on the previous findings, the
incision closed and healed without suturing [23]. The tagged fish were held for one day before being
released at the catch site 350 m upstream the hydropower dam. A total of 923 smolts were released
between 30 April and 21 May 2010. Migrating smolt could move past the dam using either the
turbine tunnel or one of the four surface gates. The turbine migration route was open throughout
the smolt run, while the opening of the different surface gates was alternated for the purpose of the
experiment. The surface gates were opened sequentially, starting with the gate farthest away from
the turbine followed by the one closer to the turbine (table 1). In addition, the fish ladder was opened
again from 18 to 19 May to allow upstream migration of Atlantic salmon and sea trout (Salmo trutta)
spawners that aggregated downstream of the dam. This is in accordance with the concession to
operate, which is required of a Norwegian hydropower plant and includes site-specific compensation
measures to mitigate possible damage caused to the environment.

The smolts were detected at three PIT antennas (TIRIS RI-CTL MB2A; Oregon RFID) and three RSTs
between release site and river mouth. Smolts, using one of the surface gates in the hydropower dam,
were detected in a PIT antenna in the residual flow stretch between the dam and the turbine tailrace
(figure 1). The detection probability for this PIT antenna was estimated to be 100%, and detection in
this antenna was used as evidence for migration through one of the surface gates [24]. An RST with
leader net caught the turbine migrants, both dead and alive, in the tailrace (catch probability: 62%).
In addition, both turbine and surface gate migrants could be detected in three PIT antennas (catch
probability: 45% and 79%) and two RSTs (catch probability: 32% and 21%) between Fosstveit and the
river mouth [24]. Only detections in the antennas and traps at Fosstveit were used for the estimation
of forebay time (time-to-event analysis) to avoid including time spent in the river stretch between
Fosstveit HEP and recapture location further downstream.

The estimation of detection probability for the PIT antenna in the residual flow stretch between the
dam and the turbine tailrace was based on the detections of tagged smolts released upstream of
the antenna on five different occasions (n = 50). This antenna covered the total water column and a
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Figure 1. (a) The anadromous parts of River Storelva. (b) Fosstveit hydropower station with forebay, residual flow stretch (reduced
discharge) and tailrace including catch and recapture locations. (c) Schematic diagram of Fosstveit dam with intake trash rack and
different surface gates.
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higher detection probability at this antenna, compared with the others, is expected due to the reduced
discharge in this river stretch. The other PIT antenna detection probability (pPIT) and catchability of
RST ( pRST) were estimated from the mark-recapture analysis in program MARK [25], by fitting the
sequential Cormack–Jolly–Seber model [26] to the individual recapture histories (see [24] for details).



Table 1. Experimental design where the different gates at Fosstveit hydropower dam with individual opening days (grey
shades), size and distance to turbine inlet and associated river discharge and temperature (May 2010).

size (m)

(width × depth)

distance to

turbine

inlet (m)

May

1–3 4–7 8–12 13–17 18–19 20–31

turbine inlet 4.30 × 5.90

fish ladder 0.60 × 0.30 50

floodgate NW 0.43 × 0.20 35

floodgate NW 0.43 × 0.30 35

floodgate SE 1.00 × 0.30 19

trash gate 0.70 × 0.40 0.3

river temperature (°C) 8.9 8.9 9.8 11.1 13.4 15.6

river discharge (m3 s−1) 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.7 3.7
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The statistical software R [27] was used for data inspection and statistical analyses. Differences in
descent trajectories between the RSTs were tested using a bootstrapping routine applied to the
Kolmogorov–Smirnov test [28,29]. This routine allows for distribution ties [30]. The tests were run
using the ks.boot-function in the matching library of R [28]. The calculations of daily fish guidance
efficiency (FGE) were based on tagged smolts using the open surface gate, divided by the tagged
smolts that were available for migration. Smolts that were available for migration were calculated
based on released tagged smolts from the start of the study, subtracting the fish detected in the
turbine tailrace and the surface gates the previous days. The length difference between turbine and
surface gate migrants and the potential effect of distance from the turbine to the surface gates were
tested using linear models both as linear predictors and as polynomials of degree 2 (to allow for
possible minimum/maximum effects). In addition, a piecewise regression model was fitted to explore
breakpoint values for the distance to the turbine intake effect on daily FGEs [31]. This piecewise
regression was conducted using the segmented R library. Model selection was based on Akaike’s
information criterion (AIC) [32,33].

In order to quantify and compare the timing of migration between release cohorts and migration
routes, candidate time-to-event models were fitted using the survival library in R [34]. As predictors,
we used day of release (integer) and before/after opening trash gate (categorical, BA_TG), and
migration routes were included as a group effect. Candidate models, using various additive and
multiplicative combinations of these three predictors, were fitted as the Cox proportional hazards
model that was subjected to model selection using AIC [35,36]. For this analysis, only individuals that
were detected after release were used.
3. Results
Atlantic salmon smolts 2010 cohort in River Storelva were on average 139.0 ± 14.5 mm (s.d.) in total
length, and the dominating age at smolting was 2 years. Untagged smolts were captured almost daily
in RSTs along the river migration route during the 2010 smolt run, at the trap upstream the
hydropower plant (n = 4832), in the tailrace (n = 3487) and in the river mouth (n = 726) (figure 2). The
smolt run started in late April and ended at the end of May. The day with 50% cumulative smolt
descent was 3 days earlier in the trap upstream the hydropower plant compared with the trap in the
tailrace, and the accumulated catch trajectories at the two RSTs were significantly different (two-
sample Kolmogorov–Smirnov test, DFosstveit = 0.588, p < 0.001). Furthermore, catches in the river mouth
RST were 7 days later than in the tailrace RST (difference in 50% cumulative descent), and the
accumulated catch trajectories at the two RSTs were significantly different (two-sample Kolmogorov–
Smirnov test, Driver mouth = 0.794, p < 0.001).

During the smolt run, tagged smolt could move past the dam using either the turbine tunnel or one of
the four surface gates. The turbine migration route was open throughout the smolt run and 451 smolts
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Figure 2. Accumulated daily catches of Atlantic salmon smolts in upstream, tailrace and river mouth RST.
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used this as their migration route. A total of 231 smolts were never recaptured, while 239 used one of the
different surface gates (table 2). The surface gates were opened sequentially during the smolt run, starting
with the gate farthest away from the turbine. The FGE varied from 0% to 33.8%, and the highest guidance
efficiency was achieved when the trash gate closest to the turbine inlet was opened. A linear model,
including distance to the turbine inlet as explanatory variable, predicted the highest FGE for the gate
closest to the turbine inlet (trash gate; figure 3). Trash gate migrants were significantly larger than the
turbine migrants ( p < 0.0001). Note that turbine migrants also include smolts that were detected while
dead in the tailrace due to turbine blade strike (n = 16).

From the selected time-to-event model, it was estimated that turbine migrants (progression coefficient
2.178 ± 0.465) spent a shorter time in the forebay before migrating compared with the floodgate migrants
(coefficient = 0.465) (table 3 and figure 4a). However, the fastest progression rate was found for trash
gate migrants (5.056). Even though start day had a significant effect on migration probability, the
predicted migration probability trajectories were not very different among release cohorts for the
before trash gate opening migrants (figure 4). However, because route was involved in significant
interactions with both before/after opening trash gate (i.e. route*BA_TG) and with start day (i.e.
route*start), this resulted in a substantial cohort effect for the trash gate migrants. In particular, early
release trash gate migrant cohorts had high initial migration probabilities (typically greater than 0.7)
at the opening day of the trash gate but with relatively gentle response slope as time progressed
(figure 4). Later release trash gate migrant cohorts had lower initial migration probabilities (approx.
0.5) that rapidly progressed to cumulated migration probability of 1. After opening the trash gate, the
model predicted much higher probabilities for using the trash gate alternative than the other
alternatives (figure 5).

4. Discussion
It is often assumed that the construction of a fish passage automatically restores functional river
connectivity. In this study, 22 out of 921 tagged Atlantic salmon smolts used the floodgates and the fish
ladder during the initial 20-day period when the trash gate near the turbine intake was closed.
However, during this time a part of the population migrated through the turbine, while others waited
in the forebay. In the last days of the smolt run, the trash gate, nearby the turbine inlet, was opened and
considerable smolt migration occurred through this migration route. This demonstrates how just a few
metres’ misplacement of a surface bypass may substantially decrease the probability of succeeding with
a fish bypass at a power plant intake. Moreover, since both delayed migration and migration through
the turbine are associated with high mortality, this suggests potentially strong selection processes at
hydropower plants.

Generally, national fish guidelines recommend that the bypass should be placed close to the trash rack
or other guidance structures [37–39]. However, there are few case studies testing this recommendation.



Table 2. Number of PIT-tagged Atlantic salmon smolts released upstream of Fosstveit hydropower dam and the number of smolt
migrating at the different migration routes. In addition, a calculation of accumulated smolts in the forebay each day is added (fish
from previous release + daily release− migration routes). Shaded areas correspond to days when the gates were closed.

PIT-
tagged
smolts

accumulated
in forebay

migration routes

turbine
tunnel

fish
ladder

floodgate
NW
(20 cm)

floodgate
NW
(30 cm)

floodgate
SE

trash
gate

30 April 9 9 0

1 May 87 96 0 0

2 May 0 43 53 0

3 May 127 165 5 0

4 May 0 128 37 0

5 May 76 204 0 0

6 May 51 220 34 1

7 May 39 254 5 0

8 May 49 247 53 3

9 May 53 279 19 2

10 May 60 337 2 0

11 May 54 358 32 1

12 May 70 369 58 1

13 May 0 340 28 1

14 May 33 364 5 4

15 May 31 393 1 1

16 May 6 360 35 4

17 May 41 400 0 1

18 May 2 372 28 2

19 May 36 389 18 1

20 May 1 316 4 70

21 May 96 325 18 69

22 May 0 231 16 78

921 231 451 3 1 7 11 217
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In the present study, we demonstrated that how just a few metres’ misplacement of a surface bypass may
substantially decrease the probability of succeeding with a fish bypass at a power plant intake and
further highlighted the importance of assessing passage structures and their efficiency. A short
distance between water intake and bypass structure is essential, and a recent study on radio-tagged
Atlantic salmon demonstrated how smolts preferred the surface gate located closest to the turbine
intake when several other gates further away were available for migration [40]. Downstream
migrating smolts are mainly surface orientated and follow the main river flow. In forebays, the main
current velocity leads to the turbine intake. We hypothesize that smolts first start their search for
other alternative migration routes when facing the dark turbine intake covered with a trash rack. If
the alternative migration routes are placed too far away the smolts struggle to locate them. Thus, the
findings in our study and the study performed by Havn et al. [40] present empirical support to the
general advice that the placement of surface bypasses in relation to the turbine intake is important for
the FGE, and that it should be placed close to the inlet trash rack or other guiding structures like
louvre deflectors or bobble screens.

The data show an up to 20-day delay for bypass migrants due to inadequate placement of the surface
bypass. The delay would probably have been even longer if the trash gate close to the intake trash rack
had not been opened towards the end of the smolt run. The delayed smolt may suffer high predation



Table 3. Cox proportional hazards parameter estimates for the selected time-to-event model estimation migration trajectories for
salmon smolt descending the Storelva river system. BA_TG = before/after opening the trash gate (two levels). Model fit statistics:
concordance = 0.771 (0.013, s.e.), R2 = 0.561; likelihood ratio test: χ2 = 569.1, d.f. = 7, p < 0.0001.

term coef exp(coef ) s.e.(coef ) Z Pr(>|z|)

start 0.465 1.592 0.076 6.080 <0.0001

route[Trash gate] 5.056 156.989 0.828 6.105 <0.0001

route[Turbine] 2.178 8.832 0.644 3.382 0.0007

BA_TG[Before] 6.351 572.924 0.535 11.877 <0.0001

start*route[Trash gate] −0.300 0.741 0.076 −3.916 <0.0001

start*route[Turbine] −0.200 0.819 0.069 −2.884 0.0039

start*BA_TG[Before] −0.266 0.766 0.034 −7.764 <0.0001
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levels, elevated energetic costs and decreased migration speed [18–20]. Normally, the smolts enter the
coastal waters at a time with optimal temperature and food supply [17]. The importance of this optimal
migration window is demonstrated by smolts entering the coastal waters at other times that have low
survival to adults [41]. In addition, several smolts were not recaptured after release in our study, which
indicates that some smolts lost motivation upstream of the dam and stopped migrating, suffered
predation or died. Alternatively, they migrated through PIT antennas and traps without being registered.
This last alternative is highly unlikely due to the total detection/encounter probability through the
system of PIT antennas and RSTs being close to 1 [24]. If smolts are prevented from reaching seawater, a
partial re-adaptation to freshwater will occur, known as de-smolting or parr-reversion [42]. Our findings
indicate that a part of the smolt population might postpone migration if only turbine migration and a
misplaced bypass are available as migration routes. Much effort has been made to develop fish-friendly
turbines [43], thus our findings highlight another aspect of this development. Even though the turbine is
fish friendly with high survival for turbine migrating fish, there could still be characteristics at the
turbine intake that will prevent a part of the smolt population from migrating. A combination of both
surface bypasses and fish-friendly turbines could be a provident mitigation measure that allows safe
downstream migration for smolt with individual migration preferences.

The smolts that used the turbine as a migration route were smaller than the smolts that waited and
migrated through the trash gate. Potentially, the trash rack could function as a strainer, only letting
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through the smallest individuals. However, the rack spacing is rather large (50 mm) and Haraldstad et al.
[44] document that sea trout kelts (S. trutta) up to 450 mmmigrated through this trash rack during spring
descent. This lends support to the assumption that there are other mechanisms, such as behavioural
traits, in addition to length that could explain smolt preference for different migration routes. It is
clear that larger smolts have a greater capacity to withstand high water velocities over time compared
with small fish [45]. Smolts might hold their position in front of the rack for a period and only the
best swimmers (large individuals) resist the strong current. However, a study by Peake and McKinley
[46] demonstrated that wild Atlantic salmon smolts of 124–211 mm in length did not show differences
in swimming capacity against currents up to 1.26 m s−1. Considering the large rack spacing and that
the water velocity at the tunnel inlet area is low (less than 0.19 m s−1) at Fosstveit HEP, then this
suggests a minor contribution of size and swimming capacities to the factors underlying individual
differences in migration routes in our study. Thus, contrasting behavioural profiles may be an
underlying factor to the observed size differences between turbine and bypass migrating smolts in the
present study.

Time spent in the forebay was fairly similar among turbine migrants and did not depend on time
until the trash gate was open when the majority of the fish migrated. It is possible that this constancy
in time to migrate through the turbine represents a certain behavioural profile in smoltified salmon. It
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has been documented that behavioural traits are often organized in suites of traits that show constancy
across context and time, representing different behavioural syndromes within a population [47].
Moreover, such an individual variation has been associated with life-history traits [48], and in a recent
review, Mittelbach et al. [49] pointed out that little attention has been paid to the ecological
consequences of the varying behavioural phenotypes in wild populations. The results from our study
point towards selection processes operating on the behavioural axis in delayed migrants versus
turbine migrants. Despite the expected increase in mortality for turbine migrants due to turbine blade
strikes, the surviving turbine migrants may experience higher post-smolt survival compared with
smolts that experience significant delays in migration [15]. Hence, there might be complex trade-offs
between acute survival costs (via turbines) for the benefit of optimal sea entrance timing versus acute
survival maximization (via bypass) at the cost of suboptimal sea entrance timing. The ultimate
outcome of this selection game remains to be elucidated by lifetime survival and reproduction data.
Moreover, because growth rate and the behavioural profile of an individual often are linked to each
other [50], contrasting behavioural profiles may be an underlying factor to the observed size
differences between turbine and bypass migrating smolts in the present study. Further studies are
needed to untangle the interplay between size- and behaviour-dependent selection at hydroelectric
power plants and their potential population-level effects.

These results emphasize that timing and placement of mitigation measures are important for optimal
management of Atlantic salmon. Moreover, it sheds light on the potential selection processes at
hydropower intakes, stressing that both behaviour and size should be included as important traits
under selection in wild Atlantic salmon populations in regulated rivers.

Ethics. Permission to catch Atlantic salmon smolt in River Storelva was granted by the County Governor of Aust-Agder.
PIT-tagging of fish was approved by the Norwegian Animal Research Authority, NARA (Forsøksdyrutvalget, FDU,
FOTS ID 2447).
Data accessibility. All data and R scripts used in the present study are available from the Dryad Digital Repository:
https://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8b876q6 [51].
Authors’ contributions. F.K. designed the study; F.K. and T.H. collected and prepared data for analysis; T.H., F.K., E.M.O.,
T.O.H. and E.H. analysed the data and interpreted the results; T.H. drafted the manuscript; T.H., F.K., E.M.O., T.O.H.
and E.H. were involved in finalizing the manuscript. All authors gave final approval for publication.

https://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8b876q6
https://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8b876q6


royalsocietypu
11
Competing interests. The authors declare no competing interests.

Funding. This work is a part of T.H.’s PhD, funded by Agder Energy, Norwegian Environmental Agency and
Norwegian Institute for Water Research.
Acknowledgements. We thank Kate Hawley, Åsmund Johansen, Anders Karlsson, Carolyn Rosten, Torstein Kristensen and
Espen Lund who assisted with catching and tagging smolts in the field. Special thanks are given to Jim Güttrup for his
indispensable contribution during years of fieldwork in River Storelva.
blishing.org/
References
journal/rsos
R.Soc.open

sci.6:190989
1. Dynesius M, Nilsson C. 1994 Fragmentation and
flow regulation of river systems in the northern
third of the world. Science 266, 753–762.
(doi:10.1126/science.266.5186.753)

2. Limburg KE, Waldman JR. 2009 Dramatic
declines in North Atlantic diadromous fishes.
BioScience 59, 955–965. (doi:10.1525/bio.2009.
59.11.7)

3. Jonsson B, Jonsson N. 2011 Ecology of Atlantic
salmon and brown trout: habitat as a template
for life histories (ed. DLG Noakes), 708 p.
New York, NY: Springer.

4. Coutant CC, Whitney RR. 2000 Fish behavior in
relation to passage through hydropower
turbines: a review. Trans. Am. Fish. Soc. 129,
351–380. (doi:10.1577/1548-8659(2000)129<
0351:FBIRTP>2.0.CO;2)

5. Larinier M, Travade F. 1999 The development
and evaluation of downstream bypasses for
juvenile salmonids at small hydroelectric plants
in France. In Innovations in Fish Passage
Technology (ed. M Odeh), pp. 25–42. Bethesda,
MD: American Fisheries Society.

6. Scruton DA, McKinley RS, Kouwen N, Eddy W,
Booth RK. 2003 Improvement and optimization
of fish guidance efficiency (FGE) at a
behavioural fish protection system for
downstream migrating Atlantic salmon (Salmo
salar) smolts. River Res. Appl. 19, 605–617.
(doi:10.1002/rra.735)

7. Nyqvist D, Greenberg LA, Goerig E, Calles O,
Bergman E, Ardren WR, Castro-Santos T. 2016
Migratory delay leads to reduced passage
success of Atlantic salmon smolts at a
hydroelectric dam. Ecol. Freshw. Fish 26,
707–718. (doi:10.1111/eff.12318)

8. Montèn E. 1985 Fish and turbines: fish injuries
during passage through power station turbines.
Stockholm, Sweden: Nordsteds Tryckeri.

9. Palumbi SR. 2001 Humans as the world’s greatest
evolutionary force. Science 293, 1786–1790.
(doi:10.1126/science.293.5536.1786)

10. Darimont CT, Carlson SM, Kinnison MT, Paquet
PC, Reimchen TE, Wilmers CC. 2009 Human
predators outpace other agents of trait change
in the wild. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 20,
952–954. (doi:10.1073/pnas.0809235106)

11. Uusi-Heikkilä S, Wolter C, Klefoth T, Arlinghaus
R. 2008 A behavioral perspective on fishing-
induced evolution. Trends Ecol. Evol. 23,
419–421. (doi:10.1016/j.tree.2008.04.006)

12. Haugen TO, Aass P, Stenseth NC, Vøllestad LA.
2008 Changes in selection and evolutionary
responses in migratory brown trout following
the construction of a fish ladder. Evol. Appl.
1, 319–335. (doi:10.1111/j.1752-4571.2008.
00031.x)
13. Waples RS, Zabel RW, Scheuerell MD, Sanderson
BL. 2008 Evolutionary responses by native
species to major anthropogenic changes to their
ecosystems: Pacific salmon in the Columbia
River hydropower system. Mol. Ecol. 17, 84–96.
(doi:10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03510.x)

14. Klemetsen A, Amundsen PA, Dempson JB,
Jonsson B, Jonsson N, O’Connell MF, Mortensen
E. 2003 Atlantic salmon Salmo salar L., brown
trout Salmo trutta L. and Arctic charr Salvelinus
alpinus (L.): a review of aspects of their life
histories. Ecol. Freshw. Fish 12, 1–59. (doi:10.
1034/j.1600-0633.2003.00010.x)

15. Thorstad EB, Whoriskey F, Uglem I, Moore A,
Rikardsen AH, Finstad B. 2012 A critical life
stage of the Atlantic salmon Salmo salar:
behaviour and survival during the smolt and
initial post-smolt migration. J. Fish Biol. 81,
500–542. (doi:10.1111/j.1095-8649.2012.
03370.x)

16. Haraldstad T, Kroglund F, Kristensen T, Jonsson
B, Haugen TO. 2017 Diel migration pattern of
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) and sea trout
(Salmo trutta) smolts: an assessment of
environmental cues. Ecol. Freshw. Fish 26,
541–551. (doi:10.1111/eff.12298)

17. Hvidsten NA, Heggberget TG, Jensen AJ. 1998
Sea water temperatures at Atlantic salmon
smolt entrance. Nord. J. Freshw. Res. 74, 79–86.

18. McCormick SD, Hansen LP, Quinn TP, Saunders
RL. 1998 Movement, migration, and smolting of
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). Can. J. Fish.
Aquat. Sci. 55, 77–92. (doi:10.1139/d98-011)

19. Antolos M, Roby DD, Lyons DE, Collis K, Evans
AF, Hawbecker M, Ryan BA. 2005 Caspian tern
predation on juvenile salmonids in the mid-
Columbia River. Trans. Am. Fish. Soc. 134,
466–480. (doi:10.1577/T04-043.1)

20. Norrgård JR, Greenberg LA, Piccolo JJ, Schmitz
M, Bergman E. 2013 Multiplicative loss of
landlocked Atlantic salmon Salmo salar
L. smolts during downstream migration trough
multiple dams. River Res. Appl. 29, 1306–1317.
(doi:10.1002/rra.2616)

21. Marschall EA, Mather ME, Parrish DL, Allison
GW, McMenemy JR. 2011 Migration delays
caused by anthropogenic barriers: modeling
dams, temperature, and success of migrating
salmon smolts. Ecol. Appl. 21, 3014–3031.
(doi:10.1890/10-0593.1)

22. Chaput GJ, Jones RA. 2004 Catches of downstream
migrating fish in fast-flowing rivers using rotary
screw traps. Canadian manuscript report of
fisheries and aquatic sciences 2688, 14 p.

23. Larsen MH, Thorn AN, Skov C, Aarestrup K. 2013
Effects of passive integrated transponder tags
on survival and growth of juventile Atlantic
salmon Salmo salar. Anim. Biotelemetry 1, 13.
(doi:10.1186/2050-3385-1-19)

24. Kroglund F et al. 2011 Samvirkning mellom
ulike trusler på oppnåelse av gytebestandsmål
for laks. Storelva i Holt som eksempel. NIVA-
Rapport (in Norwegian, English summary).

25. White GC, Burnham KP. 1999 Program MARK:
survival estimation from populations of marked
animals. Bird Study 46, S120–S139. (doi:10.
1080/00063659909477239)

26. Lebreton J-D, Burnham KP, Clobert J, Anderson
DR. 1992 Modeling survival and testing
biological hypotheses using marked animals: a
unified approach with case studies. Ecol.
Monogr. 62, 67–118. (doi:10.2307/2937171)

27. R Development Core Team. 2016 R: A language and
environment for statistical computing. Vienna,
Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

28. Sekhon JS. 2011 Multivariate and propensity
score matching software with automated
balance optimization: the matching package for
R. J. Stat. Softw. 42, 52.

29. Sokal RR, Rohalf FJ. 1995 Biometry: the principles
and practices of statistics in biological research.
New York, NY: W. H. Freeman and Company.

30. Abadie A. 2002 Bootstrap tests for distributional
treatment effects in instrumental variable
models. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 97, 284–292.
(doi:10.1198/016214502753479419)

31. Muggeo VM. 2003 Estimating regression models
with unknown break-points. Stat. Med. 22,
3055–3071. (doi:10.1002/sim.1545)

32. Akaike H. 1974 A new look at the statistical
model identification. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control
19, 716–723. (doi:10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705)

33. Anderson DR. 2008 Model-based interference in
the life sciences: a primer on evidence.
New York, NY: Springer Verlag.

34. Therneau TA. 2015 Package for Survival Analysis
in S. version 2.38.

35. Therneau TM, Grambsch PM. 2013 Modeling
survival data: extending the Cox model. Berlin,
Germany: Springer Science & Business Media.

36. Burnham KP, Anderson DR. 1998 Practical use of
the information-theoretic approach. In Model
selection and inference, pp. 75–117. Berlin,
Germany: Springer.

37. Calles O, Degerman E, Wickström H,
Christiansson J, Gustafsson S, Näslund I. 2013
Anordning för upp- och nedströmspassage av
fisk vid vattenanläggningar. Havs- och
Vattenmyndighetens rapport 2013.

38. DWA. 2005 Fish protection technologies and
downstream fishways: dimensioning, design,
effectiveness inspection. Hennef, Germany:
German Association for Water, Wastewater and
Waste.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.266.5186.753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/bio.2009.59.11.7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/bio.2009.59.11.7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(2000)129%3C0351:FBIRTP%3E2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(2000)129%3C0351:FBIRTP%3E2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rra.735
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eff.12318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.293.5536.1786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0809235106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2008.00031.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2008.00031.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03510.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0633.2003.00010.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0633.2003.00010.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2012.03370.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2012.03370.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eff.12298
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/d98-011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1577/T04-043.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rra.2616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/10-0593.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2050-3385-1-19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00063659909477239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00063659909477239
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2937171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1198/016214502753479419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sim.1545
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos
R.Soc.open

s
12
39. Turnpenny AWH, Struthers G, Hanson P, Unit

HLETS. 1998 A UK guide to intake fish-screening
regulations, policy and best practice with
particular reference to hydroelectric power
schemes. Harwell, UK: Harwell Laboratory,
Energy Technology Support Unit.

40. Havn TB et al. 2018 Hydropower-related
mortality and behaviour of Atlantic salmon
smolts in the River Sieg, a German tributary to
the Rhine. Hydrobiologia 805, 273–290.
(doi:10.1007/s10750-017-3311-3)

41. Hansen LP, Jonsson B.1989 Salmon ranching
experiments in the River Imsa: effect of timing
of Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) smolt
migration on survival to adults. Aquaculture 82,
367–373. (doi:10.1016/0044-8486(89)90422-5)

42. Hoar W. 1988 The physiology of smolting
salmonids. Fish Physiol. 11, 275–343. (doi:10.
1016/S1546-5098(08)60216-2)

43. Čada GF. 2001 The development of advanced
hydroelectric turbines to improve fish passage
survival. Fisheries 26, 14–23. (doi:10.1577/
1548-8446(2001)026<0014:TDOAHT>2.0.CO;2)

44. Haraldstad T, Höglund E, Kroglund F, Lamberg
A, Olsen EM, Haugen TO. 2018 Condition-
dependent skipped spawning in anadromous
brown trout (Salmo trutta). Can. J. Fish. Aquat.
Sci. 75, 2313–2319. (doi:10.1139/cjfas-2017-
0076)

45. Peake S, McKinley R, Scruton D. 1997
Swimming performance of various freshwater
Newfoundland salmonids relative to habitat
selection and fishway design. J. Fish Biol. 51,
710–723. (doi:10.1111/j.1095-8649.1997.
tb01993.x)

46. Peake S, McKinley RS. 1998 A re-evaluation of
swimming performance in juvenile salmonids
relative to downstream migration. Can. J.
Fish. Aquat. Sci. 55, 682–687. (doi:10.1139/
f97-264)

47. Sih A, Bell A, Johnson JC. 2004 Behavioral
syndromes: an ecological and evolutionary
overview. Trends Ecol. Evol. 19, 372–378.
(doi:10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009)

48. Rèale D, Martin J, Coltman DW, Poissant J, Festa-
Bianchet M. 2009 Male personality, life-history
strategies and reproductive success in a
promiscuous mammal. J. Evol. Biol. 22, 1599–1607.
(doi:10.1111/j.1420-9101.2009.01781.x)

49. Mittelbach GG, Ballew NG, Kjelvik MK. 2014 Fish
behavioral types and their ecological
consequences. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 71,
927–944. (doi:10.1139/cjfas-2013-0558)

50. Biro PA, Stamps JA. 2008 Are animal personality
traits linked to life-history productivity? Trends
Ecol. Evol. 23, 361–368. (doi:10.1016/j.tree.
2008.04.003)

51. Haraldstad T, Haugen TO, Kroglund F, Olsen EM,
Höglund E. 2019 Data from: Migratory passage
structures at hydropower plants as potential
physiological and behavioural selective agents.
Dryad Digital Repository. (doi:10.5061/dryad.
8b876q6)
ci.6
:190989

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-017-3311-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0044-8486(89)90422-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1546-5098(08)60216-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1546-5098(08)60216-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(2001)026%3C0014:TDOAHT%3E2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(2001)026%3C0014:TDOAHT%3E2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2017-0076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2017-0076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1997.tb01993.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1997.tb01993.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/f97-264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/f97-264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2009.01781.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2013-0558
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8b876q6
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8b876q6

	Migratory passage structures at hydropower plants as potential physiological and behavioural selective agents
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Ethics
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	References


