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Species composition by height off seafloor
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100%
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1) Improve rockfish distribution and abundance estimates in untrawlable areas using quantitative o
echo sounder data collected at different acoustic frequencies The three methods agreed that fish observed in the water column were typically dusky rockfish, northern i GRS
2) Characterize rockfish school morphology to improve classification of acoustic data by species rockfish, and at location adult Pacific ocean perch s |
using a newly developed fisheries multibeam sonar (Simrad ME70) ’
3) Develop methods to determine species and size composition of rockfishes in untrawlable areas Fishes observed in highest abundance near the seafloor were harlequin rockfish, juvenile Pacific ocean perch, 20%
4) Compare rockfish species distribution and abundance between trawlable and untrawlable areas redstripe rockfish and lingcod
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Compare the ability of aremotely operated vehicle (ROV), amodified bottom trawl, and a stereo northern rockfish were also observed in trawlable habitats StereO( Stere0( StereO( Sterec( TBotIt?On?7 ROX (on) ROV(TZ 0 ROV(;2 0
Scr)?ﬁp(;?r;eir? ,?e/rsrtneg]o]fSDC) [DEsE ESELEINERES0HE, TINEDE UL ITEinee S Differences in species composition among the methods was mostly the result of deployments in different habitats osmltoml sl 20m) ™
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2) their ability to estimate the size of rockfish targets,
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echosounder at multiple frequencies along 14 parallel
transects (1.2 nmi spacing). Smaller scale acoustic surveys
were also conducted at locations where fish sign was
observed. The ROV, bottom trawl and SDC were
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deployed at sites where fish sign was observed to
groundtruth acoustic targets.
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The ROV collected video and still images to identify species, and parallel lasers to determine fish
length. The drop camera system used video to identify species and stereo optic methods to determine
fish size. All fish captured in the trawl were identified to species and a subsample measured to fork or
total length.
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| X. Conclusions
* The ability to discriminate rockfish species decreased from bottom trawl to ROV to SDC
» All three methods identified similar size distributions of fish
* the bottom trawl did not appear to sample the smallest fish
» the percentage of potentially measureable fish for the ROV was less than the other methods
* Video based methods can provide depth distribution relative to the seafloor
» Fish behavior and fish-habitat associations can be resolved from the video methods

* The results show that selection of the appropriate method for groundtruthing depends on the
specific objectives, habitat types and species complexes that will be examined

VIII. Data Collection and Processing

* The bottom trawl and SDC required ~ 1 hour per deployment, the ROV ~ 3.5 hours
* Roughly 4 - 8 hours were needed to completely process each hour of video collected
» SDC = Two hours to count fish and do habitat classification on each deployment
= Two hours to measure up to 200 fish per deployment
* ROV = Threeto eight hours to do habitat classification, count fish, and measure fish
per deployment (1.5 hours of video collected)
* Bottom trawl data were easily processed, catch required < 3 hours of processing per tow

X. Continuing Research

* Determine how close to the seafloor fish targets can be resolved from the bottom
echo in acoustic data

*» Need to apply species and size composition to calcul ate biomass of rockfish
* Collect in-situ target strength using drop TS sytem (March)

» Complete bottom typing analysis

» Complete analysis of school size structure and characteristics
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