FGE Considerations:

Historic netting and hydroacoustic data indicate that FGE is about 10% high at intakes between TIES than at intakes between TIES.  Acoustic telemetry estimates may support this for CH1 but not for STH.
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Horizontal Distribution of Passage Considerations:
There is considerable empirical evidence indicating that passage distributions tend to be higher at the south end of B2 than at the north end.  Lateral flow along the face of B2 toward the south is considered to be very important to maintaining high B2CC passage, which is why removal of TIES from turbines 11-14 was recommended previously.  
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Figure 3.66. Plots of the Percent of Total Passage Estimated by Hydroacoustics and Radio Telemetry at
B2 in Spring and Summer 2002. Estimates were based on the percent of passage during
the same days. Vertical bars on hydroacoustic estimates are 95% confidence limits.
Figure from Ploskey et al. 2003.
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Figure 3.68. Distribution in Percent Passage Among B2 Routes in Spring and Summer of 2004 and
2005, as Estimated by Radio-Telemetry and Hydroacoustic Methods.
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Unit 11 was off in both years.

Passage survival considerations:  

Table 3.10:   Survival of yearling Chinook salmon, juvenile steelhead and subyearling Chinook salmon that passed various routes at Bonneville Dam from 2008 to 2010, including the 95% CL on the survival estimate in parentheses.  Unless otherwise indicated, estimates were derived from paired-release Cormack-Jolly-Seber recapture models that used control releases of fish in the tailrace of Bonneville dam.  
	Yearling Chinook Salmon

	Year
	B2
	CC
	JBS
	B2Turb
	Dam

	2008
	1.005 (0.030)
	1.021 (0.034)
	1.017 (0.045)
	0.979 (0.037)
	      1.001 (0.025)

	2009
	0.986 (0.008)
	0.996 (0.004)**
	0.988 (0.013)
	0.970 (0.020)
	      0.962 (0.011)

	2010
	
	
	
	
	0.964 (0.015)**

	Juvenile Steelhead

	Year
	B2
	CC
	JBS
	B2Turb
	Dam

	2008
	0.982 (0.019)**
	0.984 (0.027)**
	0.984 (0.039)**
	0.982 (0.024)**
	0.972 (0.01)²**

	2009
	0.979 (0.026)
	0.992 (0.011)**
	 0.977 (0.041)
	 0.951 (0.049)
	0.970 (0.013)²

	2010
	  *
	
	*
	*
	  *
	
	0.956 (0.016)**

	Subyearling Chinook Salmon

	Year
	B2
	CC
	JBS
	B2Turb
	Dam

	2008
	0.981 (0.016)
	0.996 (0.016)
	0.991 (0.024)
	 0.954 (0.020)
	 0.970 (0.014)²

	2009
	0.991 (0.063)***
	  0.942 (0.054)**
	0.933 (0.087)***
	 0.998 (0.079)***
	0.959 (0.063)²***

	 2010
	 *
	* 
	* 
	 
	            *              0.952 (0.023)**

	*    Data not available 

	**  Single Release Estimate 

	*** Relative release estimate, using fish passing the Corner Collector as the paired control fish 

	²    Dam estimate includes forebay mortality  


