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The consequences of these differences is illustrated in FM* 1 for two levels of p.
Therefore, not only is a marking statistic based on mark Per 100 fbh the parameter of
the multiple mark model, but it also requires no trdormatim to estimate a relation
between lamprey induced mortality and marking rat- hf. PYC~ 198%

Mortality Rate

Fig. 1 Mark statistics for mortality due to lamprey attacks vereue different reporting
statistics (marks per fish, solid lint; fraction of fish marked, broken lines).
Probability of survival of a single attack was either 0.25 (upper solid and
dashed lines) or 0.62 (lower solid and dotted lines).
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