
Table 1. List of species considered for the analysis.  

Species Scientific name Abbreviation 
(FAO Code) 

Type of catch 

Swordfish Xiphias gladius SWO Target 

Albacore tuna  Thunnus alalunga ALB Target 

Bigeye tuna Thunnus obesus BET Target 

Bluefin tuna  Thunnus thynnus BFT Target 

Yellowfin tuna  Thunnus albacares YFT Target 

Blue marlin  Makaira nigricans BUM Bycatch 

Sailfish  Istiophorus 
platypterus 

SFA Bycatch 

White marlin Kajikia albida WHM Bycatch 

Blue shark  Prionace glauca BSH Bycatch  

Bigeye thresher Alopias superciliosus BTH Bycatch 

Silky shark Carcharhinus 
falciformis 

FAL Bycatch 

Longfin mako Isurus paucus LMA Bycatch 

Oceanic whitetip Carcharhinus 
longimanus 

OCS Bycatch 

Porbeagle Lamna nasus POR Bycatch 

Shortfin mako Isurus oxyrinchus SMA Bycatch  

Scalloped hammerhead Sphyrna lewini SPL Bycatch 

Smooth hammerhead Sphyrna zygaena SPZ Bycatch 

Tiger shark  Galeocerdo cuvier TIG Bycatch 

Pelagic stingray Pteroplatytrygon 
violacea 

PLS Bycatch 

Loggerhead sea turtle  (Caretta caretta; TTL), TTL Bycatch 

Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea DKK Bycatch 

Olive ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys olivacea LKV Bycatch 

Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas TUG Bycatch 

Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys 
imbricata 

TTH Bycatch 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 2. List of references used for the meta-analysis. Each specific reference (Ref.) can 

correspond to several experiments (Exp.). 
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Figure 1 - Example of hook types (circle, J and tuna) analysed in this study (A). Hook parts (B). 

Note that circle hooks feature a point that is perpendicular to the shank and typically bent 

slightly inward. J-hooks feature a point that is parallel to the shank. 

 

 

 



Forest plots and Influence analysis 

 

Figure 1 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of swordfish with circle 
vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the experimental 
hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 2 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
swordfish with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 3 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of swordfish with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 4 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of swordfish with fish vs. 
squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental bait; a 
relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 5 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
swordfish with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 6 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates swordfish with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 7 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of swordfish with wire 
vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and wire leaders the 
experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with wire leaders). 

 

Figure 8 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
swordfish with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 



 

Figure 9 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of swordfish with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 10 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of swordfish with circle 
vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 



 

Figure 11 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
swordfish with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

 

Figure 12 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of swordfish with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 13 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of swordfish with circle 
vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 14 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
swordfish with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 15 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of swordfish with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 

 



 

Figure 16 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of albacore tuna with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

 

Figure 17 – Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
albacore tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 18 – Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of albacore tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

 

 

Figure 19 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of albacore tuna with 
fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental 
bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

 



 

Figure 20 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
albacore tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

 

 

Figure 21 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of albacore tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

 



 

Figure 22 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of albacore tuna with 
wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and wire leaders 
the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with wire leaders). 

 

Figure 23 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
albacore tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

 

Figure 24 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of albacore tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

 

 

Figure 25 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of albacore tuna with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in deep setting pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

 

Figure 26 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
albacore tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 27 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of albacore tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 28 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 29 – Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
bigeye tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 30- Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 31 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with fish 
vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental bait; 
a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 32 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
bigeye tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 33 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 34 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with 
wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and wire leaders 
the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with wire leaders).  

 

Figure 35 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
bigeye tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 36 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 37 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 38 – Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
bigeye with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 39 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 40 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 41 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
bigeye tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 42 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of bigeye tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 43 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bluefin tuna with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 44 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
bluefin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 45 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of bluefin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 46 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 47 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
yellowfin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 48 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 49 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with 
fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental 
bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 50 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
yellowfin tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 51 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 52 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with 
wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and wire leaders 
the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with wire leaders). 

 

Figure 53 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
yellowfin tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 54 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 55 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks).  

 

Figure 56 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
yellowfin tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 57 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 58 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with 
circle vs. J hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 59 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
yellowfin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 

 

 

Figure 60 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 61 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 62 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
yellowfin tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines.  

 



 

Figure 63 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of yellowfin tuna with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 64 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of blue marlin with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 65 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
blue marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 66 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of blue marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 67 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of blue marlin with fish 
vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental bait; 
a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 68 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
blue marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 69 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of blue marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 70 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of Atlantic sailfish with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 71 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
Atlantic sailfish with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 72 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of Atlantic sailfish with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 73 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of Atlantic sailfish with 
fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental 
bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 74 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
Atlantic sailfish with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 75 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of Atlantic sailfish with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 76 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of Atlantic sailfish with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks).  

 

Figure 77 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
Atlantic sailfish with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 78 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of Atlantic sailfish with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 79 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of white marlin with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 80 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
white marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 81 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of white marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 82 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of white marlin with 
fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental 
bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait).  

 

Figure 83 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
white marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 84 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of white marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 85 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of blue shark with circle 
vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the experimental 
hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 86 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
blue shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 87 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of blue shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 88 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of blue shark with fish 
vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental bait; 
a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 



 

Figure 89 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
blue shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 90 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of blue shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 91 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of blue shark with wire 
vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and wire leaders the 
experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with wire leaders). 



 

Figure 92 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
blue shark with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 93 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of blue shark with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 94 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of blue shark with circle 
vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 95 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
blue shark with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 96 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of blue shark with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 97 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of blue shark with circle 
vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 98 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of 
blue shark with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 99 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis performed 
for the retention rates of blue shark with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 100 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of shortfin mako with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 101 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of shortfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 102 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of shortfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 103 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of shortfin mako with 
fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental 
bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 104 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of shortfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 105 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of shortfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 106 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of shortfin mako with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 107 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of shortfin mako with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 108 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of shortfin mako with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 109 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye thresher 
with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 110 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of bigeye thresher with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 111 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of bigeye thresher with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 112 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye thresher 
with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 113 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of bigeye thresher with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 114 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of bigeye thresher with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 115 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of bigeye thresher 
with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 116 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of bigeye thresher with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 117 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of bigeye thresher with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 118 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of silky shark with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 119 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of silky shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 120 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of silky shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 121 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of silky shark with fish 
vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental bait; 
a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 122 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of silky shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 123 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of silky shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 124 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of silky shark with 
circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 125 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of silky shark with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 126 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of silky shark with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 127 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of longfin mako with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 128 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of longfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 129 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of longfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 130 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of longfin mako with 
fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental 
bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 131 – Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of longfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 132 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of longfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 133 – Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of oceanic whitetip 
with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 134 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of oceanic whitetip with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 135 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of oceanic whitetip with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 136 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of oceanic whitetip 
with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 137 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of oceanic whitetip with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 138 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of oceanic whitetip with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 139 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of oceanic whitetip 
with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 140 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of oceanic whitetip with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 141 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of oceanic whitetip with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 142 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of porbeagle with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 143 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of porbeagle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 144 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of porbeagle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 145 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of crocodile shark 
with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 146 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of crocodile shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 147 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of crocodile shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 148 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of crocodile shark 
with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 149 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of crocodile shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 150 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of crocodile shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 151 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of crocodile shark 
with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and wire 
leaders the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with wire leaders). 

 

Figure 152 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of crocodile shark with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 153 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of crocodile shark with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 154 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of scalloped 
hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 155 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of scalloped hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 156 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of scalloped hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 157 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of smooth 
hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 158 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of smooth hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 159 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of smooth hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 160 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of smooth 
hammerhead with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish 
the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 161 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of smooth hammerhead with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 162 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of smooth hammerhead with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 163 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of tiger shark with 
circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 16419 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention 
rates of tiger shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 165 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of tiger shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 166 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of tiger shark with fish 
vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the experimental bait; 
a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 167 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of tiger shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 168 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of tiger shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 169 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray 
with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 170 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of pelagic stingray with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 171 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 172 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray 
with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 



 

Figure 173 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of pelagic stingray with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 174 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 175 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray 
with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and wire 
leaders the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with wire leaders). 



 

Figure 176 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of pelagic stingray with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 177 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 178 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray 
with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 



 

Figure 179 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of pelagic stingray with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 180 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of pelagic stingray with circle vs. tuna hooks in deep-setting pelagic longlines. 



 

 

Figure 181 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of loggerhead sea 
turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 182 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of loggerhead sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 183 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of loggerhead sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 184 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of loggerhead sea 
turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 



 

Figure 185 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of loggerhead sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 186 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of loggerhead sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 187 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of leatherback sea 
turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 188 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of leatherback sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 189 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of leatherback sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 190 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of leatherback sea 
turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 191 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of leatherback with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 192 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of albacore tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 193 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of olive ridley sea 
turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 194 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of olive ridley with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 195 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of olive ridley sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 196 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of olive ridley sea 
turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with fish bait).  

 

Figure 197 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of olive ridley sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 198 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of olive ridley sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 199 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of olive ridley sea 
turtle with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks).  

 

Figure 200 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of olive ridley with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 201 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of olive ridley sea turtle with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 202 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of green sea turtle 
with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 203 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of green sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 204 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of green sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 205 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of green sea turtle 
with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: tuna hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 206 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of green sea turtle with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 207 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of green sea turtle with circle vs. tuna hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 208 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the retention rates of hawksbill sea turtle 
with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates retention is higher with circle hooks). 

 

 

Figure 209 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the retention rates 
of hawksbill sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

  

Figure 210 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the retention rates of hawksbill sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 211 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
swordfish with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 212 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of swordfish with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 213 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of swordfish with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 214 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
swordfish with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 215 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of swordfish with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 216 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of swordfish with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 217 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
swordfish with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control 
and wire leaders the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with wire 
leaders). 

 

Figure 218 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of swordfish with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 219 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of swordfish with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 220 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
albacore tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 221 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of albacore tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 222 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of albacore tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 223 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
albacore tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish 
the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 224 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of albacore tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 225 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of albacore tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 226 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye 
tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks the 
experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 227 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of bigeye tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 228 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 229 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye 
tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 230 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of bigeye tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 231 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 232 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye 
tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and 
wire leaders the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with wire 
leaders). 

 

Figure 233 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of bigeye tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 234 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye tuna with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 235 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
yellowfin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks).  

 

Figure 236 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of yellowfin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 237 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of yellowfin tuna with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 238 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
yellowfin tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish 
the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait).  

 

Figure 239 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of yellowfin tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 240 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of yellowfin tuna with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 241 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue 
marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 242 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of blue marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 243 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 244 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue 
marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 245 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of blue marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 246 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 247 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue 
marlin with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and 
wire leaders the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with wire 
leaders). 

 

Figure 248 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of blue marlin with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 249 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue marlin with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 250- Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of white 
marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 251 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of white marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 252 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of white marlin with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 253 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of white 
marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 254 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of white marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 255 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of white marlin with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 256 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue 
shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 257 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of blue shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 258 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 259 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue 
shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 260 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of blue shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 261 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 262 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue 
shark with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: nylon leaders are considered the control and 
wire leaders the experimental leaders; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with wire 
leaders). 

 

Figure 263 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of blue shark with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 264 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of blue shark with wire vs. nylon leaders in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 265 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
shortfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle 
hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 266 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of shortfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 267 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of shortfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 



 

Figure 268 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
shortfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish 
the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait).  

 

Figure 269 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of shortfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 270 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of shortfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 271 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye 
thresher with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 272 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of bigeye thresher with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 273 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye thresher with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 274 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye 
thresher with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait).  

 

Figure 275 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of bigeye thresher with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 276 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of bigeye thresher with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 277 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of silky 
shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 278 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of silky shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 279 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of silky shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 280 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of silky 
shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait).  

 

Figure 281 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of silky shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 282 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of silky shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 283 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of longfin 
mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 284 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of longfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 285 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of longfin mako with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  



 

Figure 286 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of longfin 
mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and fish the 
experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 287 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of longfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 288 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of longfin mako with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 289 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
oceanic whitetip with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and 
circle hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 290 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of oceanic whitetip with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 291 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of oceanic whitetip with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 292 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
oceanic whitetip with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and 
fish the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 293 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of oceanic whitetip with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 294 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of oceanic whitetip with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 295 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
crocodile shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and 
circle hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks).  

 

Figure 296 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of crocodile shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 297 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of crocodile shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 298 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
crocodile shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and 
fish the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait).  

 

Figure 299 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of crocodile shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 300 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of crocodile shark with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 301 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
scalloped hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control 
and circle hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle 
hooks). 

 

Figure 302 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of scalloped hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 303 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of scalloped hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 



 

Figure 304 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
smooth hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control 
and circle hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle 
hooks). 

 

Figure 305 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of smooth hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 306 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of smooth hammerhead with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 



 

Figure 307 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
smooth hammerhead with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control 
and fish the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 308 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of smooth hammerhead with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 309 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of smooth hammerhead with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 



 

Figure 310 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of tiger 
shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks).  

 

Figure 311 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of tiger shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 312 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of tiger shark with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 313 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of pelagic 
stingray with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and circle hooks 
the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks). 

 

Figure 314 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of pelagic stingray with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 315 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of pelagic stingray with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 



 

Figure 316 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
loggerhead sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control 
and circle hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle 
hooks). 

 

Figure 317 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of loggerhead sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.

 

Figure 318 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of loggerhead sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 



 

Figure 319 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
loggerhead sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control 
and fish the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 320 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of loggerhead sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 321 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of loggerhead sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 



 

Figure 322 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
leatherback sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control 
and circle hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle 
hooks). 

 

Figure 323 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of leatherback sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 324 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of leatherback sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 



 

Figure 325 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of 
leatherback sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control 
and fish the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 326 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of leatherback sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. 

 

Figure 327 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of leatherback sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 



 

Figure 328 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of olive 
ridley sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: J hooks are considered the control and 
circle hooks the experimental hook; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with circle hooks).  

 

Figure 329 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of olive ridley sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 330 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of olive ridley sea turtle with circle vs. J hooks in shallow pelagic 
longlines.  



 

Figure 328 - Forest plot of the random effects meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of olive 
ridley sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines. (Note: squid bait is considered the control and 
fish the experimental bait; a relative risk (RR) >1 indicates at-haulback mortality is higher with fish bait). 

 

Figure 329 - Baujat plot of the influence analysis for validating the meta-analysis performed for the at-haulback 
mortality rates of olive ridley sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic longlines.  

 

Figure 330 - Leave-one-out method of the influence analysis sorted by heterogeneity for the meta-analysis 
performed for the at-haulback mortality rates of olive ridley sea turtle with fish vs. squid bait in shallow pelagic 
longlines. 


