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59 100.0
65 100.0
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NOAA 95% CI (98.1–100.0)
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0 100.0
0 100.0
0 100 00 100.0
1 100.0
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In Situ PIT T
Species Mean PIT loss

Artic grayling 17%Artic grayling 17%

Coho 59% ♀
13% ♂13% ♂

Chinook 18%

Brown trout 20%Brown trout 20%
56%

Rainbow 20%Rainbow 20%
19%

Cutthroat 26%
3%
24%
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Bateman et al. 2009
Harding et al. 2009 
Berger et al. 2009 
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Year

1.06%1998
1.50%1997
SARYear

0.40%2000
0.06%1999

0.25%2002
0.22%2001

0.37%2004
0.09%2003
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1.16%2006
0.37%2005
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arithmetic mean

Ratio uncorrected
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Non-PIT 
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1.31% 0.809
0.8291.81%

PIT/Non PIT SARSAR

0.48%
0.11%

0.833
0.545

0.28%
0.32%

0.893
0.688

0.61%
0.22%

0.607
0.409

0 74%
1.42%
0.79%

0 690
0.817
0.468

0.53%
0.74%

0.668
0.690

31-33%
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0.07%

0.40%2000
0.06%1999
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0.37%2004
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Taken from: PIT Tag Steering Cog g
Fish and Wildlife Authority. 1999.
Manual: Version 2.0. Pages 8-9.
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