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Supplementary Information

Table S1. Pearson test results for assessing correlations in lace monitor detections

among the different successessful monitoring methods used in the study.

Pearson Sig. (2- 95% Confidence Intervals
Correlation | tailed) (2-tailed)®
Lower Upper
Box trap - visual 0.189 0.102 -0.038 0.397
Box Trap - mixed visual | -0.061 0.600 -0.283 0.167
Box trap- sandpad -0.018 0.877 -0.242 0.208
visual - mixed visual 0.041 0.726 -0.186 0.264
visual - sandpad 0.145 0.210 -0.083 0.359
mixed visual - sandpad -0.012 0.920 -0.236 0.214

a. Estimation is based on Fisher's r-to-z transformation.




