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Abstract 1

2

While non-invasive sampling is more and more commonly used in capture-recapture (CR) experiments, it
carries a higher risk of misidentifications than direct observations. As a consequence, one must screen the
data to retain only the reliable data before applying a classical CR model. This procedure is unacceptable
when too few data would remain. Models able to deal with misidentifications have been proposed but are
barely used. Three objectives are pursued in this paper. First, we present the Latent Multinomial Model of
Link et al. (2010) where estimates of the model are obtained from a Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC).
Second we show the impact of the use of an informative prior over the estimations when the capture rate
is low. Finally we extend the model to the multistate paradigm as an example of its flexibility.
We showed that, without prior information, with capture rate at 0.2 or lower, parameters of the model are
difficult to estimate i.e. either the MCMC does not converge or the estimates are biased. In that case, we
show that adding an informative prior on the identification probability solves the identifiability problem of
the model and allow for convergence. It also allows for good quality estimates of population size, although
when the capture rate is 0.1 it underestimates it of about 10%. A similar approach on the multistate
extension show good quality estimates of the population size and transition probabilities with a capture
rate of 0.3 or more.
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Introduction

Individual identification based on natural tags is widely used in capture-recapture studies, either for esti-
mating population size or survival. Natural tags can be environmental DNA (eDNA) - examples of such studies
are on bears (Dreher et al., 2007), bobcats (Morin et al., 2018; Ruell et al., 2009), pronghorns (Woodruff et al.,
2016), and elephants (Laguardia et al., 2021) - or visual patterns - examples of such studies are on whales
(Curtis et al., 2021), dolphins (Labach et al., 2022), leopards (Swanepoel et al., 2015) and beetles (Quinby et al.,
2021). Although non-invasive sampling allows studying free-ranging, elusive species without having to catch,
handle or even observe them, there are still some difficulties to be confronted to. In particular, compared to
traditional tagging methods, there is a much higher risk of incorrect individual identification when tags are
based on natural features (Taberlet et al., 1999). If misidentifications are ignored, classical models overesti-
mate population size, up to five fold (Creel et al., 2003). For eDNA sampling, several studies have proposed
solutions to reducemisidentification, from fieldmethods and good laboratory techniques for genetic analyses
(Paetkau, 2003; Waits and Paetkau, 2005) to pre-analysis software that help filter out data that are likely to
contain errors (McKELVEY and Schwartz, 2005). Regarding visual patterns recognition, computer-aided image
matching processes (Bolger et al., 2012; Crall et al., 2013) have been developed to help with the identification,
and an analysis R package have been developed to deal with data where photos from left and right side of
the individuals are available without a reliable mean to match them (McClintock, 2015). In addition, various
proposals have been made to account for misidentifications in models estimating population size (Link et al.,
2010; Lukacs and Burnham, 2005; Wright et al., 2009; Yoshizaki et al., 2011). Today, themost common practice
remains the filtering out of low quality photo or eDNA samples that were not sufficiently amplified.

Depending on the percentage of low quality data, discarding may lead to retaining too little data for a reli-
able estimation of the parameters of interest. Of the studies using natural tags cited previously, five estimated
recapture rates under 0.2 while rejecting between 20 and 40% of the collected samples. Their low catch rate
can be explained by two factors: the large populations (over 1800 individuals to more than 70,000 in the case
of Laguardia et al., 2021) or the elusive species (like whales). In such cases, it may be beneficial to allow a small
degree of uncertainty in the identification as proposed by Lukacs and Burnham, 2005, around 1-5It is possible
to model this error rate. If the cost of adding a parameter (the error rate) is offset by the number of samples
it allows to keep, then the trade-off is interesting. When studying a large population or having a complex
observation process, keeping more samples with lower quality could be necessary while still not leading to
many recaptures. In such a situation, it is necessary to know how the chosen model performs. Among the ap-
proaches that incorporate the misidentification process into the analysis model, Yoshizaki et al., 2011 already
suggests that their least square method does not perform well with few recapture. Wright’s model (Wright
et al., 2009) requires genotypes replicates to estimate an error rate which increases costs, especially for large
populations where a lot of samples are obtained. On the other hand, the Latent Multinomial Model (LMM,
Link et al., 2010) is a malleable framework that has received attention and has been extended by other publi-
cations (Bonner et al., 2015; McClintock et al., 2014; Schofield and Bonner, 2015). It estimates, in a Bayesian
framework, the misidentification rate without additional information. For its flexibility, its way of estimating
parameters and the attention it has received, this model seems promising. However we do not know how it
performs with few recaptures.

This study is part of a project aiming to apply capture recapture to mosquito larvae using eDNA. For this
project we expect having very few eDNA per sample, which would imply having to discard a large proportion
of them. Augmenting the effective number of captures can be achieved by augmenting the capture effort or
by keeping more samples by keeping lower quality ones. The first approach imply increasing the financial
cost. Moreover, the logistic associated with collecting more samples that need to be dealt with in a proper
timing or stored appropriately could be prohibitive on some fields like in developing countries. Thus we focus
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on the second approach and model the identification errors in order to use as many samples as possible.
However, even when keeping lower quality samples, we are still expecting low numbers of recapture. To de-
sign an experiment with few recaptures, one needs to know the capabilities of the model in expected ranges
of capture and identification probabilities. As such, this paper gives, through the use of simulations, some
guides and limits to use the LMM when confronted to low capture probabilities as well as a possible solution
to complement the lack of information in the data when it happens, through the use of an informative prior.
We also extend the model to multistate observations to show how the model framework can be used in more
complex cases but more general biological situations.

We start by describing themultinomialmodelMt that estimates population sizewith time-varying detection
rates, and the latent multinomial modelMt,α that deals with misidentifications. We then extend the model
Mt,α to multistate observations. Finally, we present the simulations we made and how the model performs
estimating the population size, with and without informative priors.

Closed single state models

ModelMt

When estimating population size N in a closed capture-recapture experiment (the population is assumed
not to change), with the model called Mt (Darroch, 1958; Otis et al., 1978), individuals are assumed to be
observed ("captured") with probability pt at occasion t for t = 1, 2, ..., T and identified individually through
humanmadeor naturalmarking. Capture events are supposed independent among individuals andover time.

For each occasion, individuals are assigned a 0 if they were not captured or a 1 if they were. This leads to 2T
possible distinct histories, including the non observable all-zero one. They are represented by the sequences
ωi = (ωi,1, ..., ωi,T ). We reference the observable histories through their index i = ∑T

t=1 ωi,t · 2t−1. Let yibe the number of individuals with history ωi and y = (y1, y2, ..., y2T−1). y follows a multinomial distribution
with indexN and cell probabilities

πi =

T∏
t=1

[
p
I(ωi,t=1)
t (1− pt)I(ωi,t=0)

] (1)

where I(test) is 1 if test is true, 0 otherwise.

ModelMt,α

To account for individual misidentifications, (Yoshizaki et al., 2011) proposed a model Mt,α where cap-
tured individuals are correctly identified with probability α. Misidentifications are assumed to always create
a new individual (a "ghost"). An individual cannot be mistaken as another and two errors cannot create the
same ghost. To estimate the parameters of the model, (Link et al., 2010) developed a latent structure to the
model Mt,α, allowing for a bayesian estimation of the parameters. In this structure, misidentifications are
denoted by 2’s in latent error histories. These latent error histories νj = (νj,1, ..., νj,T ) are referenced by
index j = 1+

∑T
t=1 νj,t · 3t−1 and xj (x = (x1, ..., x3T )) is the number of individuals with latent error history

νj . In order to break down the likelihood into two parts, the capture process and the identification one, and to
make future developments of the model easier, we follow (Bonner et al., 2015) by introducing latent capture
histories ξk = (ξk,1, ..., ξk,T ). They are the true capture histories, i.e. in absence of individual misidentifica-
tions, composed of 0 and 1. They are referenced by index k = 1 +

∑T
t=1 ξk,t · 2t−1 and zk (z = (z1, ..., z2T ))

is the number of individuals with latent capture history ξk.
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In this model framework, the observed frequencies y are a known linear transformation y=Ax of the latent
error histories frequencies x for a given matrix A. The constraint matrix A is (2T − 1) × 3T with a 1 at row i
and column j if the latent error history j gives rise to the observed one i. All the other entries are zeros. The
latent capture frequencies z are another linear transformation z=Bx for a given matrix B. B is 2T × 3T with
1 at row k and column j if the latent capture history ξk and the latent error history νj have the same capture
pattern.

The conditional likelihood is
[y|x, z, N, p, α] = I(y = Ax) [x|z, α] [z|N,p] (2)

The capture process is the same as inmodelMt, using histories ξ and frequencies z. The capture likelihood
is the following multinomial product where πk are computed as in 1, using histories ξ instead of ω:

[z|N,p] = N !∏
k zk!

∏
k

πzkk (3)
Bonner et al., 2015 gives the likelihood of the identification process, knowing the real captures:

[x|z, α] = I(z = Bx)

∏
k zk!∏
j xj !

∏
j

[
T∏
t=1

Aj,t

]xj

(4)
with Aj,t = αI(νj,t=1)(1 − α)I(νj,t=2). The ratio of factorials accounts for the many relabellings of the

marked individuals that would produce the same counts in x and z.
The full likelihood is obtained by summing the conditional one [y|x, z, N, p, α] over all values of x belonging

to the set Fy = {x|y = Ax}:
[y|N, p, α] =

∑
x∈Fy

[y|x, z, N, p, α] (5)

Bayesian estimation of the parameters

The feasible set Fy is complicated to enumerate, which makes the likelihood (eq. 5) almost untractable in
terms of computation. MLE is thus not practical. Conveniently, Link et al., 2010 show how a Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) can be constructed in a bayesian analysis. TheMarkov chain will allow for the estimation
of the posterior density:

[N,p, α|y] ∝ [y|N,p, α] [N ] [p] [α], (6)
where [N ], [p] and [α] denote the priors on population size, capture probability and identification proba-

bility.
Let β(at0, bt0) denote the beta prior on pt and β(aα0 , bα0 ) denote the beta prior on α. As showed by Link

et al., 2010, the likelihood being multinomial, it follows that these priors lead to full conditional distributions
pt ∼ β(at0+at, bt0+ bt)where at is the number of captured individuals at time t and bt the number of unseen
individuals at time t (including the individuals never seen), and α ∼ β(aα0 + aα, bα0 + bα) where aα is the total
number of correct identifications and bα the total number of misidentifications. Thus,

• at =∑k zkI(ξk,t = 1)

• bt =∑k zkI(ξk,t = 0)

• aα =
∑
j xjI(νj,t = 1)

• bα =
∑
j xjI(νj,t = 2)
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N has to be sampled jointly with x since the number of errors in x changes N. Sampling x requires to be
able to sample from Fy. Link et al., 2010 proposed sampling moves from the null space of matrix A,

KerZ(A) = Ker(A) ∩ Zd = {x ∈ Zd|Ax = 0},

and adding or substracting them to the current x in the MCMC. Schofield and Bonner, 2015 showed that if the
basis ofKerZ(A)was not carefully selected, some parts of the spaceFy could be disconnected from the oth-
ers and theMarkov chain would only explore sub-spaces, depending on the initial x, possibly leading to biased
estimations. They proposed to samplemoves from theMarkov basis of A (Diaconis and Sturmfels, 1998), a set
inKerZ(A) that connect allFy irrespective of the values in y. Such a basis ensure that the whole setFy is con-
nected by single moves and that no move will get out of the set. The drawback is that the computation of that
markov basis is heavy and algebraic softwares such as 4ti2 (team, n.d.) will not be able to calculate it for T ≥ 5.

Bonner et al., 2015 proposed a mechanism to avoid computing that basis. It consists in sampling from
dynamic Markov basis (Dobra, 2012) which is the set of movesM(x) that connect each x to some neighbours.
The algorithm is randomly adding or removing an error from the set of latent histories. To add an error, the
authors choose a history that may have generated a ghost (i.e. a history containing a 0), and "merge" it with
a potential ghost (i.e. replace the 0 by a 2 and remove the ghost history). To remove an error, they choose a
history containing a 2, replace it by a 0 and add a history with a unique capture (coded 1) at that time.

Formally, let’s define ν1t the history with a unique capture at time t (potential ghost), X0,t(x) = {ν|νt =
0, xν > 0, xν1t > 0} the set of histories having potentially generated a ghost at time t, for the given x and
X2,t(x) = {ν|νt = 2, xν > 0} the set of histories containing a ghost at time t, for the given x. The mechanism
to add an error is:

• Sample ν0 ∈ X0.(x) =
⋃
tX0,t(x).

• Sample t ∈ {t|ν0,t = 0, xν1t > 0}.
• Define ν2 = ν0 + 2ν1t.
• Define the move bν0,ν1,ν2 = (−1,−1,+1).
The mechanism to remove an error is:
• Sample ν2 ∈ X2.(x) =

⋃
tX2,t(x).

• Sample t ∈ {t|ν2,t = 2}.
• Define ν0 = ν2 − 2ν1t.
• Define the move bν0,ν1,ν2 = (+1,+1,−1).
The proposal vector of latent histories x′ is defined as x(k−1) + b and z′ is calculated with z′ = Bx′. The

x′ and z′ are then accepted or rejected through the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm with probability

r1 = min

(
1,

[y|x′, z′, N ′, p, α]
[y|x(k−1), z(k−1), N, p, α]

q(x(k−1)|x′)
q(x′|xk−1)

)
(7)

The proposal densities are calculated by multiplying the probabilities of each sampling step used for defin-
ing the move. They are successively: the probability of adding (or removing) an error, the probability of choos-
ing the ν0 (or ν2) and the probability of choosing the t knowing the sampled ν. When adding an error, the
proposal density q is:

q(xprop|xk−1) = 0.5

#X0.#{t|ν0,t = 0, xν1t > 0}
(8)
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and when removing an error, is:
q(xprop|xk−1) = 0.5

#X2.#{t|ν2,t = 2}
(9)

where#S denotes the cardinality of S.
We need to add a last Metropolis-Hastings sampler to sample the number of unseen individuals. A move

c can be sampled in [−D,D] where D is a fixed hyperparameter and defining n′0 = n0 + c. If n′0 ≥ 0, it is
accepted with probability r2 which is defined as r1 in equation 7. Since only the number of unseen individuals
changes and that the proposal density is symmetric, r2 simplifies as:

r2 = min

(
1,

[z′|N ′, p]
[z|N, p]

)
. (10)

Closed multistate models

Arnason-Schwarz model

The time-dependent multistate Arnason-Schwarz model assumes individuals to move independently over
a finite set of S states, E = {e1, ...eS}. These states are not observed at each occasion for every individual
but only when they are captured. Capture histories ωi are now composed of S+1 values. The 1, ..., S are used
when the individuals are seen in states e1, ...eS and the 0 when the individuals are not seen. We assume that
the state is always correctly identified on capture. We now have ps,t, the detection probabilities that vary both
in time (denoted as before t) and in states (denoted s). We note

• ψs,r the probability of being in state er at time t+1 if in state es at time t (i.e. the transition probability),
• δs the probability of being in states es at t = 1.
To compute the probability of history ωi, define

π
(1)
i (s) =

{
δs(1− ps,1) if ωi,1 = 0

δs(ps,1) if ωi,1 = s
(11)

Then for t = 1, ..., T − 1,

π
(t+1)
i (s) =


[∑S

r=1 π
(t)
i (r)ψr,s

]
(1− ps,t+1) if ωi,t+1 = 0[∑S

r=1 π
(t)
i (r)ψr,s

]
ps,t+1 if ωi,t+1 = s

(12)

Note that∑S
s=1 π

(t)
i (s) is the probability of the history ωi until time t. Then, the likelihood of history i is

πi =

S∑
s=1

π
(T )
i (s) . (13)

As for modelMt, conditioned on the population size, the vector y follows a multinomial with cell probabili-
ties πi.

Closed multistate latent model

The likelihood given by equation 2 is still valid. So to extend the LMM to the multistate observations, we
can modify each part of equation 2 independently.
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For the detection part, the likelihood is computed with equation 3. The probabilities πk are calculated using
equations 11 to 13 replacing observed histories ω by the latent capture histories ξ.

To account for possible misidentifications, latent error histories νj have to include other values to de-
notes misidentifications on the different stages. They now include 2S + 1 different values (0 for the unseen,
S values for the S seen states and S values for misidentifications on the S states). There are (2S + 1)T

latent error histories. The likelihood of the identification process is computed with equation 4, rewriting
Aj,t = αI(νj,t∈[1,S])(1− α)I(νj,t>S).

The mechanism to sample xprop stays the same by extending the notations of ν1t,X0,t andX2,t to states.
We note ν1,s,t the historywith a unique capture at time t in state es,X0,s,t(x) = {ν|νt = 0, xν > 0, xν1,s,t > 0}
and X2,s,t(x) = {ν|νt = s + S, xν > 0}. The algorithm from section Bayesian estimation of the parameters
stays the same with a supplementary first step. This first step is sampling a state es. Then all following steps
from the algorithm are the same, although with the redefinedX0,s,t(x) andX2,s,t(x) and for the sampled s.

Simulations and analysis

Simulation design for single state model

Link et al., 2010 have shown that the LMMwas effective on one simulationwith 5 capture occasions,α = 0.9

and p = (0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7) over a population of 400 individuals. To design experiments on large popula-
tions or elusive species when capture rates are expected to be low, it seems necessary to know how themodel
would perform under scenarios with low capture rates and relatively short sequences. We simulated obser-
vation data for T = 5, 7, 9,N = 500, 1000, α = 0.8, 0.9, 0.95 and p = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4. It makes 24 parameters
combinations for each of the three different number of occasions. For the sake of simplicity, we considered
the time-dependentmodelMt,α, even though the capture rate was held constant over time in the simulations.

We expected the model to be weakly identifiable for simulations with low capture rate, making the pos-
terior density unidentifiable. Garrett and Zeger, 2000 define weak identification as the situation where the
technical conditions for identifiability are met but the data provides little information about the particular
parameters so that their posterior and prior distributions are similar. Cole and McCrea, 2016 say that using
informative priors can result in an identifiable posterior when the model is weakly identifiable. We ran the
model using three different priors for parameterα. The first is a non-informative Beta prior. The other two are
informative such as might have been obtained through an evaluation of the identification protocol. Assume
that the protocol is run on n known individuals and results in na correct identifications and nb errors. The
prior is then α ∼ β(na, nb). We used n = 100 because it is a convenient value to use and it is very close to
the capacity of a 96-well PCR plate. The first informative prior was unbiased: for α simulated at 0.8, we have
α ∼ β(80, 20), for α simulated at 0.9, α ∼ β(90, 10) and for α simulated at 0.95, α ∼ β(95, 5). The second
informative prior is a biased version of the first one that underestimates α. It is represented on figure 1. We
chose to underestimate alpha because themodel has a tendency to do as such when the capture rate gets too
low. The values of na and nb were chosen such as the true value used for the simulation lies around the 95th
percentile of the prior distribution (dashed line on figure 1). They are as following: αsimulated(0.8) ∼ β(74, 26),
αsimulated(0.9) ∼ β(85, 15) and αsimulated(0.95) ∼ β(91, 9). These priors have respective means of 0.74, 0.85
and 0.91. In order to study the effect of the prior on α over the model, we calculated the overlap τ between
this prior and the estimated posterior as suggested by Garrett and Zeger, 2000.
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Figure 1. Beta densities for biased priors on identification probability for the three values used in
simulations. The dashed line represents the 95th percentile, the black line the median of the prior and the

dotted line the true value of the simulation.
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Simulation design for multistate model

For the multistate model, the same design as for single state was used. We considered three states with
possibility of transition between all states. For the sake of comparison, the transition matrix used is taken
from (Worthington et al., 2019) as:

φ =

0.76 0.12 0.12

0.1 0.8 0.1

0.15 0.15 0.7


and the initial states are fixed to its equilibrium distribution, that is δ = (0.33, 0.4, 0.27).

Implementation

We used NIMBLE (Valpine et al., 2017) to implement the model. Unlike Jags (for example), NIMBLE allows
new distributions as well as all samplers for the MCMC to be written as we need. We needed it to code the
likelihood of the model and to code the sampler of x. We were also able to write all the Gibbs samplers
previously detailed for a maximum computational efficiency. In order to improve efficiency, all observable
histories which had zero count were not considered i.e. their corresponding rows and columns in matrices A
and B were deleted as suggested in Schofield and Bonner, 2015. For the single state simulations, the MCMC
was run over 1E6 iterations after a burn-in period of 20,000 iterations (30,000 forα = 0.8) and the chains were
thinned by a factor of 1/200 in order to limit memory usage. For themultistate simulations, the computational
cost per iteration is much higher so we only ran 500,000 iteration with a thinning of 1/100 and an additional
burnin of 60,000 iterations. For most simulation scenarios, this proves to be enough. For simulations where
T = 5 as well as where T = 7, p ≤ 0.2, we instead had to use more iterations. We used 1E6 iteration with a
thinning of 1/200 and an additional burnin of 100,000 iterations. We ran two chains for each simulation with
two different starting points. For the first one, x was initialized as the set of observed histories, as if there
was no error. In the second one, we arbitrarily added 40 errors randomly. For dealing with the unobserved
individuals, we wrote the likelihood conditional on the population size. We added the parameter n0 to denote
the number of unseen individuals.
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Results

We checked the convergence with Rhat and the visual of the chains of the parameter N (the slowest to
converge and the one with the highest autocorrelation).

Single state model results

Figure 2. Single state population size estimations (y axis) depending on capture probability (x axis),
identification probability, number of capture occasion (on the left) and prior on the identification probability
(on top). Horizontal dashed lines indicate true population size. Grey points are simulation mean-estimates.
Black points are averaged estimates. Empty triangles are the averaged estimate of the 97.5% and 2.5%

quantiles.
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The population size estimation with a single state andN = 500 is shown in figure 2. Using the uninforma-
tive prior, no bias was observed for p ≥ 0.3. When p = 0.2, the average relative bias goes from 3% (when T=9)
to 14% (when T=5). When convergence was reached for simulations with p = 0.1, the average relative bias
was over 30%when T=9 and over 40%when T=7. When adding the unbiased prior, for p = 0.1, the population
size is underestimated by about 10% on average but this bias rises to 40% for some simulations. Also, for 80%
of the simulations with p = 0.1, the real population size lies in the estimated 95% interval. The use of the
biased prior does not affect the estimations for p = 0.4. But as p decreases, the population size gets more
underestimated. The average bias goes down to 32% for the lowest values of p and α with 9 capture sessions.
Higher values of α lead to a reduced bias when it occurs and a reduced confidence interval. The results are
very similar forN = 1000 only slightly better.

When looking at the overlaps between a prior and a posterior, Garrett and Zeger, 2000 give the value of
9



Figure 3. Boxplots of the overlap value beween the prior and posterior of the identification probability. The
horizontal line is at 0.35 (see Garrett and Zeger, 2000). On the x-axis legend, the letter ’a’ stands for the

identification probability and the letter ’p’ for the capture probability, the corresponding values simulated
following.
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0.35 as a guide, over which a model is weakly identified. We show the overlaps between prior and posterior
of α in figure 3. With the uninformative prior, all simulations with p ≥ 0.3 and most of the ones with p = 0.2

result in an overlap between prior and posterior for α that is lower than 0.35. With the informative priors, for
most of the simulations, the prior and posterior of α are highly overlapping and almost confounded for low
recaptures. The informative priors overlap less with their corresponding posterior for p ≥ 0.3.

Running two chains with 1,030,000 iterations on a 3.0GHz Intel processor took less than five minutes, even
with T = 9. With the uninformative prior on α, convergence was achieved for all simulations with a capture
rate of 0.3 or above. For T = 5, with p = 0.2 some chains did not converged while with p = 0.1 none did.
Increasing T to 7 did allow for a better convergence with p = 0.2 but not with p = 0.1. Finally, T = 9 resulted
in good convergence for more than half the simulations with p = 0.1. In addition, convergence was slower
for lower values of α and forN = 1000. There is a high autocorrelation for the N-chains that makes some of
them have an effective sampling size less than 100. When an informative prior on α is used, the chains always
converge and the effective sampling size is always over 75 (average is over 200).

Multistate model results

Multistate population size estimation for N = 500 are shown on figure 4. Using the uninformative prior,
no bias is observed for p ≥ 0.4. For T = 5, the estimates are biased as soon as p ≤ 0.3. The average relative
bias ranges from 10% (for p = 0.3, α = 0.95) to 50% (for p = 0.2, α = 0.8). When T = 7, the estimates are
slightly biased (5% at most) for p = 0.3. Results showmore bias for lower capture rates, bias ranging between
16% and 30% for p = 0.2. When T = 9, the estimates are biased only for p ≤ 0.2, bias ranging between 9%
and 14%. When adding the unbiased prior, the average relative bias is reduced. For p = 0.2, α = 0.8, it is
reduced to 10% for T = 9 and to 17% for T = 7 and T = 5. The results for N = 1000 are similar although
the bias is reduced.
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The estimations of transitions probabilities are globally unbiased for p ≥ 0.3 or for T = 9. Some transi-
tions have an average bias that is always under 0.1. The relative bias can be quite high for low probability
transition but the estimation always lies in the 95% interval. For p = 0.2 the size of this interval is around 0.4,
the estimates are thus very imprecise. Finally adding an informative prior on α does not change the estimates
of the transitions probabilities nor the size of the estimated intervals.

Figure 4. Multistate population size estimations (y axis) depending on capture probability (x axis),
identification probability (point shape), number of capture occasions (on the left) and identification

probability prior (on top). Grey points are simulation mean-estimates. Black points are averaged estimates.
Horizontal dashed lines indicate true population size.
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Running two chains of 1,100,000 iterations, on the same processor as for single-state, took around 4 hours
for T = 9. With the uninformative prior on α, convergence was achieved for all chains except the ones where
T = 5 and p = 0.2. For these ones, adding an informative prior led to proper convergence. Some more
iterations are needed forN = 1000 as a lot of chains have an effective sampling size under 100.

Discussion

We conducted a simulation analysis to help design CMR experiment where eDNA is to be used for identi-
fication and where low capture rates are anticipated. We showed, in single and multi state experiments, on
which range of parameters the LMM could be safely used for population size and transition rates estimations
in a closed population. When the capture rates and the number of capture occasions are too low, the model
is weakly identified. Carlin and Louis, 1996 says that, in this case, there is a high cross-correlation that leads to
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very slow convergence. When the probability of identification α decreases, this problem is amplified and addi-
tionally, the estimates are less precise. This demonstrates that using the LMM does not solve completely the
problem of identification but should be used in parallel with experimental reduction of the errors. Although
the use of an informative prior does not guarantee the identifiability of a weakly identified model, it appears
to be the case for our simulations since convergence is always reached when using one, even a biased one.
Considering that the priors we used were strongly informative, in cases with low recaptures were the data
does not inform on α, it may seem reasonable to remove the parameter by fixing its value, rather than trying
to estimate it. Finally, sensibility to this prior should be tested since with enough captures the biased prior
lead to estimates slightly biased compared to using an uninformative one.

In this paper, we implemented the LMM of Link et al., 2010 using Nimble and the sampling algorithm of
Bonner et al., 2015. This allowed for much faster MCMC than what Link et al., 2010 reported. This work is a
first step toward the accessibility of the model at a larger scale. The nimble implementation will allow others
to use themodel for their own needs. However, for cases different fromwhat has been presented here, some
changes must be done, both in the model code and in the samplers code. We intend to make the codes func-
tional for broader situations as well as easier to use through a package.

It is necessary to keep in mind that the model assumes that ghosts can only be generated once and thus
cannot be resighted. This hypothesis might not hold in some cases, making the model as it is not usable for
them. It is also useful to note that the framework of the LMM is not limited to closed population and can be
modified to estimate survival. This is accomplished by replacing the likelihood of the capture process [z | N, p]
by the likelihood of an open population model, such as the Cormack-Jolly-Seber model (CJS) [z | φ, p]. Bonner
et al., 2015, developed such a model with a different kind of misidentification (an individual is misidentified as
an other one that has been seen at least once before) and we are currently working on a multistate open pop-
ulation with misidentifications such as in this paper. The model can also be extended with data augmentation
in order to account for capture heterogeneity between individuals as in McClintock et al., 2014. Additionally,
we are working on using additional information about the data used for identifications. In particular we are
trying to use the quality of a sample as a covariate of identification.

For studies using eDNA in order to identify individuals, this paper shows that more samples could be kept
or even collected. The LMM makes it possible to allow for about 5 to 10% of misidentifications and have
good estimates of the parameters. Low capture rate can be compensated for if prior information about the
misidentifications is available. The LMM is especially promising for studying large populations or very elusive
species since increasing the capture effort could then be expensive compared to keeping samples. Addition-
ally, there is potential for new experiments where lower quality samples would be obtained, provided eDNA
can be sampled. An example of such a study would be on insects such as mosquitoes, as in the project that
motivated this paper.
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