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Spatio-Temporal Comparisons between Acoustic and Visual Detections of the
Short-Beaked Common Dolphin (Delphinus delphis) in the St George's Channdl,

in Relation to Environmental Features

Abstract

The Short-beaked common dol phin, Delphinus delphis, is frequently observed off the
south-west coast of England and Wales during spring and summer. Two-day acoustic
and visua (line-transect) surveys were conducted once a month from May to August
2004-2006 in the St. George’' s Channel. The aim was to determine any significant
differences between the two survey techniquesin relation to environmental features.
During 2004-2006, atotal of 142 acoustic and 220 visual encounters were detected.
Data collected from acoustic and visua encounters were separately analysed and then
later compared. 57.8% of al acoustic encounters were not associated with a visua
sighting within the same timescal e; however within this, 28.9% of acoustic contact
occurred within less than five minutes of asighting. Vocalisation strength was
categorised into weak, medium and strong signals which significantly differed in
accordance with whether a sighting was detected. Significant positive correlations
were observed between group size and acoustic encounter duration, and acoustic
encounter duration and the number of sightings per acoustic encounter. A
Geographical Information System and remotely-sensed satellite data were used as tools
to investigate spatio-temporal distribution of the common dolphin in relation to fixed
variables, i.e. depth, and non-fixed variables, i.e. sea surface temperature, surface
chlorophyll-a concentration and frontal systems. A significant positive correlation with
depth and a significant negative correlation with chlorophyll-a concentration were
identified in relation to the distribution of D. delphis. In 2006, D. delphis were thought
to be associated with the highly productive Celtic Sea front, an oceanographic feature
which forms at the boundary between the Celtic and Irish Seas. Dol phins appeared to
be distributed in waters south of the front where the sea surface temperature was
warmer. Depth and chlorophyll-a were considered as variables which influenced the
dolphins’ prey which subsequently influenced the distribution of D. delphis.
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1.0 Introduction



1.0 Introduction
1.1  TheShort-Beaked Common Dolphin, Delphinus delphis, Linnaeus (1758)

The common dolphin is, as its name suggests, the most numerous dolphin inhabiting
offshore warm temperate and tropical regions of the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans
(Perrin, 2002; Reeves et al., 2002). Various stocks of common dolphin exist, each
exhibiting different characteristics. Over previous years this hasled to the proposal and
rejection of an estimated twenty species. As of 1994 two species of common dolphin
are recognised, the short-beaked common dolphin (Delphinus del phis) and the
genetically distinct long-beaked common dolphin (D. capensis) (Bearzi et al., 2003;
Carwardine et al., 1998). A third variety, the very-long-beaked common dolphin (D.
tropicalis) endemic to the Indian Ocean exists, however itstaxonomic statusis
uncertain (Perrin, 2002).

1.1.1 Mor phology

One distinguishabl e feature of the short-beaked common dolphin, that separatesit from
many other dolphin species, isits elaborate hourglass pattern (fig 1.1).

Figure 1.1 Short-Beaked Common Dolphin of the Azores, with typical hourglass
pattern (Source: Author)
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The complex pattern consists of adark grey or black dorsal surface which extends low
onthesidesinto a‘V’ shaped or saddle pattern below the dorsal fin. The yellow-tan
coloured ‘thoracic patch’ lies anterior to the 'V’ shaped pattern, with the posterior
‘flank patch’ light to medium grey. The under and lower sides are white in colour. A
dark stripe connects the predominantly dark flipper to the lower jaw with a second dark
coloured stripe running from the eye to the beak. Along with slight variation in pattern,
the colourisation of D. delphisis generally crisper than that of D. capensis
(Carwardine, 2002; Perrin, 2002; Reeves et al., 2002). The colourisation of the short-
beaked common dolphin makes the species easy to identify both above and beneath the
surface of the water (fig 1.2).

Figure 1.2 The Short-beaked common dolphinin St. George's Channel, showing
hourglass pattern underwater (Source; author)

The short-beaked common dolphin isasmall, slender species with adult males
measuring up to 2.7 metresin length. Adult females are slightly smaller in length,
measuring up to 2.6 metres (Reeves et al., 2002). Sexual dimorphism between males
and femalesis recognised at birth with male calves born measuring 0.9 metres, sightly
longer than females at 0.8 metres (Viallele, 2002). Small conical pairs of teeth are
present in both upper and lower jaw with the number of teeth ranging from 40 to 55

pairs. Thelower jaw usually contains one or two pairs less than the upper jaw (Reeves
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et al., 2002; Vidlelle, 2002). Females become sexually mature at 5-12 years of age,
with males becoming sexually mature slightly earlier at 3-12 years of age. The
gestation period lasts 10-11 months with the female giving birth, usually to asingle
calf, every oneto two years. The lifespan of acommon dolphinis estimated to be
between twenty-five and thirty years (Boness, 2002; Viallelle, 2002).

1.1.2 Distribution

The common dolphin inhabits temperate, tropical and subtropical seas worldwide. D.
delphis’ distribution ranges from the eastern Atlantic (Southern Norway to west Africa
including the Mediterranean and Black seas) to the western Atlantic (Newfoundland to
Florida), the eastern Pacific (southern Canadato Chile), the central northern Pacific
(Central Japan to Taiwan, excluding Hawaii) and the western Pacific (around New
Caedonia, New Zeadland and Tasmania), making it one of the world's most widely
distributed cetaceans. It isthought to be absent from the Indian and South Atlantic
Oceans (Perrin, 2002) (fig 1.3).
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Figure 1.3. Worldwide distribution of the Short-beaked common dolphin
asindicated by shaded areas (Perrin, 2002).

12



D. delphisinhabit waters around the British Isles and frequently occur in waters off the
south-west coast of England and Wales (fig 1.4). D. delphisare recorded in al months
of the year, athough they are recorded more frequently in British waters from July to
October (www.seawatchfoundation.org.uk). Goold (1998) identified them to be
particularly abundant off south-west Walesin May-September. The SCANS (Small
Cetaceans in European Atlantic and North Sea) survey of 1994 estimated common
dolphin abundance for the Celtic searegion to be 75,540 (CV = 0.67; 95% C.I.: 23,000
—249,000) (Hammond et al., 2002)
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Figure 1.4 Distribution of short-beaked common dolphins
around British waters
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Source: www.seawatchfoundation.org.uk

Although abundant throughout the world, severa regions have observed adeclinein
population of the short-beaked common dolphins, in particular the Mediterranean
which has seen a marked decline in number. Once the most abundant cetacean species
in the Mediterranean they are now absent or rarein certain areas, in particular around
theisland of Kalamos in the eastern lonian Sea (Bearzi et al., 2003). Observationsin

this region made from 1993-2002 identified a significant decrease in group size after
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1996 and in sighting frequency after 2000. No single cause had been attributed to the
decline but anthropogenic impacts such as prey depletion, due to over-fishing and
habitat degradation, and contamination, leading to immunosuppression and

reproductive impai rments, were thought to be contributing factors (Bearzi et al., 2003).

1.1.3. Behaviour

D. delphis are energetic, active swimmers (Carwardine, 2002) and, as observed by
Caldwell (1955), will often approach vessels to bow ride (Goold, 1996). They are
gregarious, gathering in large groups that can range from hundreds (Viallelle, 2002) to
thousands (Hui, 1979) of individuals. Though large groups are observed, typica group
size consists of up to thirty individuals (Reeves et al., 2002). Group size can also vary
according to season and time of day (Carwardine, 2002). The formation of groups can
provide mutua protection, whilst factors such as breeding and caving can influence
group composition (Hui, 1979) and create age and sex segregation, as identified by
stranding and by-catch records (Waring et al., 1990, Silva& Sequeira, 2003).

The short-beaked common dol phin has been observed swimming at speeds of four to
five knots when feeding, although it can reach speeds of up to thirty knots (60 km/hour)
(Vialdle, 2002). It can travel over 500 km in four days without feeding although the
speed it travels may be reflected by its metabolic energy requirements (Hui, 1987).

1.1.4 Feeding Ecology

Common dolphins, in particular those which inhabit continental shelves, feed on squid
and epipelagic shoaling fish such as sardines and anchovies (Ohizumi et al., 1998).
Feeding habits of cetaceans that inhabit offshore waters are often determined by
examining stomach contents (Southern California Bight: Evans, 1975, western North
Pacific: Ohizumi et al., 1998: Portuguese waters. Silva, 1999). Data collected by this
method can be limiting as obtaining the stomachs is often dependent and reliant on

incidentally caught or stranded animals.
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Common dolphins are opportunistic feeders (Y oung & Cockcroft, 1994; Canadas

et al., 2002). Diet can vary according to geographical location and seasonal
fluctuations in prey distribution and prey abundance (Silva, 1999). In the southern
Cdlifornia Bight, Evans (1975) identified that anchovies constituted 62% of the diet of
D. delphis following a time when anchovies were abundant, and only constituted 2%
when anchovies were scarce. Around the United Kingdom, Atlantic Mackerel
(Scomber scombrus) and Herring (Clupea harengus) are important prey species and
common dolphins are often distributed near concentrations of these species (Evans,
1980). Other prey consumed by common dol phins around the U.K. include: sprat
(Sprattus sprattus), lanternfish (Myctophidae spp) and squid (Todaropsis eblanae)
(Ohizumi et al., 1998).

Variation in diet can be affected, not only by distribution, but by the sex and age of the
individual dolphin (Young & Cockcroft, 1994). By examining the stomach contents of
common dolphins stranded and incidentally caught off the Portuguese coast, mature
females were found to consume higher volumes of squid (67%) than mature males
(20%). Immature females were found to consume a higher percentage, by weight, of
cephal opods (13.5%) than mature females (9.1%) (Silva, 1999).

Common dolphins are thought to be surface predators (Ohizumi et al., 1998), feeding
primarily in the evening. In the afternoon, large aggregations of D. delphis disperse
into smaller groups to await the ascent of their prey (Reeves et al., 2002). Prey species
consumed by D. delphisin the western North Pacific vertically migrate to shallower
water at night (Ohizumi et al., 1998), a behaviour observed by Goold (2000) with D.
delphis off the coast of west Wales. He observed nocturnal feeding in response to the
diel vertical migration of their prey. Major (1986) observed D. delphis feeding in the
western North Atlantic on short-finned squid (Illex illecebrousus) during the hours of
22.20 and 23.10 at depths of 0-8 metres, with large groups breaking into smaller groups
to feed until individual dolphinswere chasing individual squids. Hui (1979)
speculated, but did not determine, that del phinus group size reflected prey density, with
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larger feeding aggregations at times when anchovy density was at its peak, and smaller
aggregations when anchovy density was sparse and other prey species had to be
consumed. The small feeding groups may have increased efficiency in detecting and
capturing other prey.

1.2  Survey Techniques

Animal populations can change, both spatially and temporally, in distribution and size.
Conservation research invol ves monitoring these changes and identifying the causes
(Evans & Hammond, 2004). Obtaining information on cetacean abundance and
distribution will help in assessing how at risk aspeciesis, especially from human
activities at sea (Macleod et al., 2003) such as the use of air-gun arrays (e.g. Goold &
Fish, 1998).

There are various techniques used to estimate abundance, techniques which can vary
depending on the objective (Buckland & Y ork, 2002). Estimating cetacean abundance
isderived primarily from visual techniques such as mark-recapture studies using
photography to identify individual animals (e.g. Wilson et al., 1999), and distance
sampling methods (Van Parijs et al., 2002). One method of distance sampling isline
transect sampling which is a popular technique to use (e.g. Hammond et al., 2002) asit
is suited to populations of animals that are readily detectable and sparsely distributed
over alarge area. Line transect sampling follows several assumptions (Buckland &

Y ork, 2002; Evans & Hammond, 2004):-

1) every animal on the transect line is detected

2) animals do not move prior to detection

3) distances are accurately measured

4) animalsand the number of animals present are correctly identified

A different form of animal detection, other than visual, is through the use of passive

acoustic techniques. Acoustic techniques involve the use of a hydrophone or
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hydrophone arrays which are used to detect underwater vocalisations emitted from the
animal. Used aone or in combination with distance sampling methods, these
techniques provide an independent source of detection and can improve estimates of
the probability of visual detection (Van Parijs et al., 2002).

1.3. Cetacean communication

Social cetaceans, such as the short-beaked common dol phin, need mechanisms for
continuously interacting and maintaining group cohesion (Janik & Slater, 1998). For
many cetacean species, visual detection isagood way of communicating both above
and below the water, yet a number of factors can limit its usefulness underwater
(Dudzinski et al., 2002). The attenuation of light in the sea (i.e. how far the light
penetrates) is dependant on the dissolved and suspended matter in the water, as well as
the water itself. Both the suspended particular matter and dissolved constituents are
highly variable, especialy in coastal waters. Thisis particularly relevant in areas with
poor weather and sea conditions, such as around the coast of the United Kingdom
(Goold, 1996). Acoustic communication travels 4.5 times faster underwater than above
it and is not limited by the same factors as that of visual communication. This makesit
an excellent form of underwater communication, especially over long distances
(Dudzinski et al., 2002).

Delphinids are known to produce at least four different types of sounds: burst pulse
sounds, low-frequency narrow band sounds, broad band clicks and frequency
modulated whistles. Clicks, used mainly for echolocation (Van Parijs & Corkeron,
2001), alow the dolphins to explore their surroundings and locate food (Goold, 1996).
Clicks emitted from dolphins contain peak energy at frequencies up to 120 kHz (Au,
1980). At thisfrequency echolocation is directional, with a narrow beam emitted from
the dolphin and concentrated in aforward direction. The beam width emitted can vary
depending on species, but as ageneral rule, the higher the frequency, the narrower the
beam width, the greater the directiondlity.
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Frequency modulated whistles are used for communication and can serve many
functions within this role such as communicating position both within agroup or as
individuals, to co-ordinate with each other during hunting and to identify individuals
through signal whistles (Jacobs et al., 1993). Aswell as describing the types of
whistles produced, Caldwell & Caldwell (1965) observed that of the whistles produced
by asingle individual bottlenose dolphin, one distinctive whistle, the signature whistle,
was produced over 90% of thetime. Caldwell & Caldwell (1968) indicated that
individual common dolphins may also have the mechanism to produce a signature
whistle of their own. Dolphin whistles are poorly directiona (Goold, 1996). The
majority of their energy is below the frequency of 20 kHz (Richardson et al., 1995),
making them audibl e to the human ear which has an upper frequency limit of 20 kHz.
D. delphis whistles have frequently been detected without the aid of a hydrophone,
especially during bow riding (Author’s personal observation). Studies have shown that
D. delphis produce whistles which range in frequency from 4 to 16 kHz (Viallelle,
2002) and 3.37 to 23.51 kHz, for those short-beaked common dolphins found in the
Celtic Sea (Scullion, 2004; Ansmann, 2005). Caldwell & Caldwell (1968) published
spectograms indi cating frequencies range from an estimated 2 to 20 kHz.

To the author’ s knowledge, no audiogram has been generated for D. delphis. However
audiograms produced for other odontocete species have shown vocalisations to range in
frequency from 0.5 to 160 kHz for the striped dolphin (Kastelein et al., 2003), 2 to 115
kHz for the false killer whale (Thomas et al., 1998) and 0.25 to 180 kHz for the
harbour porpoise (Kastelein et al., 2002).

1.4 Cetaceans and Environmental Variables

The effects of environmental variables such as Sea Surface Temperature (SST),
chlorophyll, depth and sea floor profile have been the focus of a number of studies
investigating the distribution of cetaceans (Neumann, 2001). A fundamental necessity
for any marine mammal in order to maintain itself, grow and reproduceis the

consumption of food (Costa, 2002). Studies on energetic requirements show that most
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cetaceans have to feed every day (Baumgartner et al., 2000). Insufficient food can
reduce reproductive potential and may lead to areduction in a species’ population
(Bearzi et al., 2003).

Fixed variables, i.e. depth, and non-fixed variables, i.e. sea surface temperature and
chlorophyll concentration, often play major rolesin determining the spatial and
temporal distribution of marine mammalss, especialy around frontal regions where non-
fixed variables are thought to be of great importance (Hooker et al., 1999). Cetaceans
are often found feeding in areas of high primary production, which are areasrich in
phytoplankton (Perry, 1986). Chlorophyll, which is the photosynthetic pigment of
phytoplankton, is related to primary productivity of the water column and can be used
to estimate the quantity and distribution of productivity (Baumgartner et al., 2000).
Using satellite data, Smith et al., (1986) compared chlorophyll concentrations with
cetacean distribution off the coast of California, USA. Sightings showed cetaceans to
be distributed non-randomly in regions where chlorophyll concentrations were high and
rich in productivity. During their study, out of all cetacean species present, D. delphis
was the most abundant speciesidentified.

Asapelagic species, D. delphis are generally distributed over the continental shelf at
depths of 100-200 metres, or over areas with prominent bottom topographic features
(Seizer & Payne, 1988; Silva, 1999, Perrin, 2002). They can however inhabit al depth
ranges (Forcunda & Hammond, 1998; Canadas et al, 2002; Macleod et al., 2003).
Whilst surveying in the north-eastern Alboran Sea, Canadas et al., (2002) investigated
the distribution of cetaceansin relation to depth and slope. During 1992 to 2001
(excluding 1999), depth was identified as the variable with the strongest influence, with
D. delphis showing a preference for depths of <400 metres, in particular inhabiting
regions <200 metres. During 1999, D. delphis showed a preference for depths of >600
metres. The significant difference in depth was considered to be the result of a sudden
8t0 10 °C drop in SST, from the norm, down to 15 to 16 °C which had major effects on
the dolphins’ prey distribution.
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Although correlations between cetacean distribution and environmenta features have
been identified, it is the effect on prey distribution and abundance which is believed to
primarily influence cetacean distribution (e.g. Seizer & Payne, 1988; e.g. Cockcroft &
Peddemors, 1990; Bearzi et al 2003). In the southern Californian Bight, Hui (1979)
reported that del phinus were associated with areas rich in upwellings and where mixing
of nutrients occurred, areas of high topographic relief. The nutrients stimul ated
primary production so increasing the abundance of prey. The dolphins were found in
these regions year-round and changed their diet according to prey
availability/abundance.

1.5. St. George' s Channel

Situated on the continental shelf, St George's Channel lies between the coast of Wales
in the United Kingdom and the east coast of Ireland (fig 1.5) (http://en.wikipedia.org).

Figure 1.5 Relief map showing the location of the
St. George's Channel
(Source: http://en.wikipedia.org)
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Extending 100 milesin length with a minimum distance of 47 miles at its narrowest
point (http://www.answers.com), St. George’s Channel connects the Irish Seato the
north with the Celtic Seato the south. During the spring and summer (May to October)
each year the Celtic Seafront is present in thisregion (Horsburgh et al., 1998). The
Celtic Seafront is an oceanographic feature which forms at the boundary (Goold, 1998)
between the cooler tidally mixed Irish Sea and the thermally stratified Celtic Sea
(Horsburgh et al., 1998). Studies surrounding the Celtic Sea front, such as that
conducted by Pemberton et al. (2004), have shown that both well mixed and stratified
water vary in hydrographic factors that will effect primary production. Stratified water,
where no mixing of water occurs between top and bottom layers, is often nutrient
limited. The nutrients locked in the cooler bottom water cannot surface to replenish the
nutrients required by the phytoplankton, therefore the quantity phytoplankton declines.
Phytopl ankton in well mixed waters on the other hand, are continually supplied with
nutrients but can become limited by the availability of light. The continuous mixing of
the water, limits the amount of time phytoplankton spends in the euphotic zone, hence
reduces photosynthesis (Goold, 1998; Pemberton et al., 2004). At the front itself,
mixed water could leak nutrients into the stratified water creating an arearichin

biological activity.

1.6 Aims and Objectives of this study

The fundamental aim of this project is to investigate any significant differences
between the acoustic and visual distribution of the short-beaked common dolphin, and
determine any significant findingsin relation to environmental factors. Thiswill be
achieved though the combined use of a Geographic Information System (GIS), remote
sensing and statistical analysis.

To help investigate the main aim, the results are broken down into the following

sections, each section containing their own objectives:
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1) Visua encounters
* Investigate encounter frequency in relation to group size and sighting distance
* |dentify the effect of sea state on group size and sighting distance

* Look at the relationship between group size and sighting distance

2) Acoustic encounters
* Investigate encounter frequency in relation to signal strength and encounter
duration
* |dentify the effect of sea state on signal strength and encounter duration
* Look at the relationship between signal strength and encounter duration

3) Visual and acoustic encounters
* |nvestigate acoustic contact with visual detection
* |dentify the effect of signal strength on sighting ability
* Look at the relationships between visual (group size and sighting distance)
and acoustic (signal strength and encounter duration) data sets

4) Environmental variables
* Investigate and describe the presence of significant patterns and correlations
between the distribution of D. delphisin the St. George's Channel and depth,
sea surface temperature and chlorophyll-a concentration
* Describe D. delphis distribution in relation to the Celtic Seafront
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2.0 Methods
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2.0 Methods
2.1. Fieldwork — Surveys

Four two-day line-transect surveys were carried out during the summer of 2006 (fig
2.1). Each survey was conducted once a month, with way points randomly selected
before the start of the 2006 surveys (appendix A). The survey due to be conducted in
May was postponed until June due to bad weather conditions at the end of May.
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Figure2.1 Linetransects during the 2006 surveyse June 01-02; e June 26-27; e July 23-24
o August 22-23

All surveys were conducted aboard the vessel Liberty of Wight (fig 2.2), a 38 foot
ocean ranger with twin Volvo 42v engines (www.pdcgo.co.uk) hired from
Pembrokeshire Dive Charters. The four surveys departed from Neyland marinain
south-west Wales and were conducted in St. George’'s Channel over the Celtic Deep,
between latitudes 51°50' N and 52°03' N and longitudes 005°49" W and 006°34’ W.
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Figure 2.2.: The survey vessel, Liberty of Wight

A team of three observers from the Sea Watch Foundation (SWF) were used during
each survey, one independent observer on the deck of the boat, and two primary
observers covering waters both port and starboard. Upon sighting a marine mammal
the following fields were completed on the SWF sighting sheet (appendix B): time,
date, boat position (latitude and longitude, using the ship’s Global Positioning System
(GPS)), species, group size including number of adults/young, behaviour and
associated birds. Every fifteen minutes, or when a new way point was reached, effort
dataincluding: date, time, boat position (GPS), course and speed, sea state (Beaufort
scale), swell height, visibility and boat activity were recorded using vessel based effort
forms (appendix C).

Using a hydrophone, 130 metres in length, recordings were continuously made whilst
the boat was on transect. The hydrophone was deployed at a point when the water
depth reached and remained at a safe depth, usually greater than 60 metres. If the
vessel stopped for photo identification of cetaceans and the water was at a shallow
depth, the hydrophone was brought aboard to prevent damage by hitting the seabed.
The mono hydrophone, consisting of one channel, was towed behind the vessel

(fig. 2.3).
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Figure 2.3 Photograph showing the towed hydrophone behind the boat
Digital Audio Tape (DAT) was used to record vocalisations viaa Sony TDK-D7 DAT
recorder which had a sensitivity range of 20 Hz to 22 kHz. Low frequency engine and

turbulence noise was reduced by connecting the hydrophone to a 3 kHz high pass filter
(fig 2.4).

Figure 2.4 Figure; a) Hydrophone cables connected to the recording equipment. Figure; b) DAT
recorder (left) and high pass filter (right)

All recordings were continually date and time coded using the DAT recorder’s internal
clock, which was synchronised with the portable GPS' used by the primary and

independent observers. The author acted as acoustic observer, continuously monitoring
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acoustic activity, via headphones, to ensure settings were maintained at a consistent
recording level and at a sampling rate of 48000 Hz, so not miss any of the higher
frequency whistles.

2.2 Data

Recordings were replayed, through headphones, by the author and vocalisations
detected by ear. To ensure consistency the same headphones and volume settings were
used and maintained whilst listening to recordings from al four surveys. When a
dolphin vocalisation was heard it was logged onto a spreadsheet. The author recorded
start and end times of each vocalisation event to the nearest second, along with the
signal strength of the event. Signal strength was categorised as either 0 (weak), 1
(medium) or 2 (strong) and relied upon the author’ s judgement. A new vocalisation

event would be logged after a silence of more than ten seconds.

Vocalisations were grouped into ‘acoustic’ encounters, each encounter defined by a
silence of five or more minutes between any vocalisation. In order to maintain
consistency with SWF sightings data, the acoustic encounters were rounded to the
nearest minute. Encounters lasting less than one minute were rounded up to one
minute. Sea state at the start of each acoustic encounter was obtained from SWF vessel
based effort sheets. Visual encountersor ‘sightings data were obtained from SWF
sighting and independent observer sighting sheets. With group size data, the largest
number of individuals logged was used, and the shortest distance when calculating

sighting distance to the animal.

With the exception of the non-whistling harbour porpoise (Dudzinski et al., 2002), any
whistles detected during sightings other than D. delphis, or at the same time as D.

del phis sightings, were excluded from the data as whistle identification could not be
verified as belonging to the short-beaked common dolphin. In order for further data
analysis and to enable comparisons to be made, sightings occurring before deployment

of the hydrophone and after the hydrophone was brought in were excluded from the
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data. Sightings occurring whilst the DAT recorder was inoperable, due to equi pment

malfunction/tape change, were also excluded.

2004 and 2005 data were provided by the SWF for usein statistical analyses. The data
from both years were obtained from line-transect surveys conducted in the same region

and same time of year as the 2006 surveys.

2.3. Visual Encounters

Using the data obtained from the visual surveys, group size and sighting distance to the
dolphins, two histograms were produced in Microsoft Excel. Thefirst identifying D.
del phis group size against encounter frequency and the second the sighting distance
against encounter frequency. After separately arranging group size and sighting
distance data by sea state, two further histograms were produced. The first showing
group size at sea states 0 to 2.5 and sea states 3 to 4, and the second showing sighting
distance at corresponding sea states. Differences between the two classes of sea state
were statistically tested using the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test (for data not
normally distributed). Pearson correlations were used to investigate relationships
between sea state and sighting distance and sea state and group size. Although a
parametric test, the data were not measured on a scale that could be meaningfully
ranked, as required for a Spearman rank correlation. The non-parametric Spearman
rank correlation was used to investigate the relationship between group size and

sighting distance as these data could be sorted into rank order.

2.4. Acoustic Encounters

Following the same methods of visual analysis, histograms were created, showing both
general encounter frequency and the effects of sea state upon signal strength of
vocalisations and encounter duration, the data obtained from the acoustic surveys.
Differences between sea state classes and variables were investigated (Mann-Whitney

U tests), as were tests to ook at relationships between variables. All relationships were
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investigated using Pearson correl ations due to the non meaningful rank ability of the
data.

2.5. Visual and Acoustic Encounters

For each acoustic encounter, it was noted whether a sighting had occurred within the
sametime period. Thiswas achieved by looking at the start and end times of each
acoustic encounter and at the start time of each visua encounter for the corresponding
survey date. An acoustic encounter was marked as having asighting if avisual
encounter fell within its start and end time. Acoustic encounters not containing any
visual sightings were investigated further to try to determine why no sightings were
recorded. A stacked bar chart was created in Excel showing whether or not a sighting
was present (yes/no) at the three different signal strengths heard during playback. After
exporting the datainto MINITAB, a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test for difference
was applied.

To enable the investigation of relationships between visua variables (group size and
sighting distance) and acoustic variables (signal strength and encounter duration), data
were arranged accordingly in Excel. In some cases acoustic encounters contained more
than one visual encounter, resulting in ‘N’ number of group sizes and sighting distances
for asingle encounter time. For the acoustic encounters where this was relevant, where
more than one visual encounter occurred in a single acoustic encounter, the mean of
those variables were calculated and correlations carried out using the mean. Aswith
both acoustic and visual analysis, tests of relationship were carried out using Pearson
correlations. The strength of relationships between the number of visual sightings per

acoustic encounter duration were also investigated.

29



2.6. Environmental Variables and D. delphis Distribution

2.6.1 Depth

A Geographical Information System (GIS) was used to investigate depth in relation to
short-beaked common dolphin distribution in the St. George’s Channel. Depth data at
a 2-minute x 2-minute resolution was obtained from SWF for the study area. The data
were saved into a Dbase IV file and imported into the programme ArcGIS, version 3.3
(Arc 3). Arc 3 was used to convert the depth data from an event theme into an
interpolated grid. Land was added showing the survey areain relation to the coast of
south-west Wales. By overlaying agrid, consisting of 100 squares, over the survey
region in Arc 3, the depth of each square was obtained using Arc 3 ‘identify’ function.
A pie chart representing the percentage of each depth range for the whole survey area
was created (appendix D). D. delphis encounter data obtained from the visual and
acoustic surveys were imported into Arc 3, to enable distribution plots and further

comparisons between the two survey techniques to be made.

2.6.2 Remote Sensing

Remotely-sensed sea surface temperature (SST), chlorophyll-a (CHL-a) and front maps
for the study area coinciding with the 2004, 2005 and 2006 surveys, were acquired
from the NERC Remote Sensing Data Analysis Service (RSDAYS), based in Plymouth
Marine Laboratory, UK. RSDAS carried out all the image processing prior to delivery.
All SST, CHL-aand front data were obtained from satellites, no in-situ readings or

measurements were made at the time of the survey.
2.6.2a Sea Surface Temperature
Sea Surface Temperature (SST) used in this study was derived from the Advanced

Very High Resolution Radiometer (AVHRR) carried aboard the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) satellites. Datawere obtained at a spatial
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resolution of 1.1 km2. Daily composites coinciding with the 2004, 2005 and 2006
survey days were obtained. Due to the nature of the infrared sensor, no data could be
obtai ned through cloud cover, resulting in no useful daily composites for June 26-27,
August 22-23 2006, and May 16-17 2005. Images for all other survey dates were used.
Any cloud present in images resulted in avaue of O, therefore any encounters
occurring in regions of cloud cover, were excluded from statistical analysis. All
images were supplied as geo-referenced GeoT|FF (Georeferenced Tag Image File
Format) 8-bit files. All SST images to be used in analysis were imported into Arc 3
and converted from atheme into a grid format for further analysis. Encounters
corresponding to the date of the image were imported and SST values for each
encounter extracted, with SST asthe Z variable. The SST for each encounter was
converted from digital number (DN) into ‘real world’ values (°C) using the following
equation supplied by RSDAS:

SST=DNx(0.1+5)
where

DN = Digital number or the value of each pixel

Using the same grid method as with depth, the overall SST range for the study area was
calculated (appendix E). With SST however, values were extracted from each
available satellite image corresponding to the dates of each survey.

2.6.2b Chlorophyll-a

Concentrations of near surface Chlorophyll-afor the survey area were obtained from
both the Sea-viewing Wide Field of view Sensor (SeaWiFS) and Moderate Resolution
Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS) with resolutions of 1.1 km? and 250 n?
respectively. SeaWiFS provided daily CHL-a composites for al surveystaking place
in 2004. Excluding imagesfor May 16-17 2005 due to cloud cover, daily composites

for all 2005 surveys, and seven-day composites for 2006 surveys were obtained from
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MODIS. Although seven-day composites are lower in spatial and tempora resolution,
no cloud free daily composites were available for any of the dates corresponding with
when the surveys took place. Aswith SST, any cloud present in imagesresulted in a
value of O, therefore any encounters occurring in regions of cloud cover, were also
excluded from statistical analysis. The GeoTIFF images were imported into Arc 3 and
converted from athemeinto agrid format for further analysis. Encounters
corresponding to the date(s) of the image(s) were imported and CHL -avalues for each
encounter extracted, with CHL-aasthe Z variable. Chlorophyll-a concentration for
each encounter was converted from digital number into ‘real world’ values (mg/msd)
using the following equation supplied by RSDAS:

Chl =10~ (DN x 0.015-2)

where
Chl = Chlorophyll-a (mg/mg)
DN = Digital number or the value of each pixel

As with sea surface temperature, the overall chlorophyll-a concentrations for the survey

area (appendix F) were calculated using data extracted from the satellite images.

2.6.2c Front Maps

Three-day composite front maps, derived from the AVHRR SST, were obtained for
dates corresponding to the four surveys conducted in 2006. The front maps used in the
present study, showed the presence and location of the Celtic Seafront, the
oceanographic feature observed annually within the region. The composites were used
in visual analysisto ascertain if the presence of fronts had an effect on the distribution
of the short-beaked common dolphin.
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2.7. Environmental Variable Analysis

Acoustic and visual encounters were graphed showing their distribution in relation to
the maximum depth, SST and CHL-a concentration for the survey region. The non
parametric Mann-Whitney U test was used to determine any significant differences
between acoustic and visual encountersin relation to depth, SST and CHL-a Using the
data obtained from the visua encounters only (as visua data gave a greater sample size
than that obtained from acoustic encounters), Pearson correlations were used to identify
the degree of correlation between the environmental variables and encounters.
Although not normally distributed, the continuous data sets allowed the Pearson
correlation to be used. Scattergraphs were created showing the relationships between
encounters and depth, SST and CHL-a. The mean SST and CHL -a concentration by
survey month was cal culated using the data extracted from the available satellite

imagery. The month of May was not included to due lack of data availability.

2.8. Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses were conducted using the statistical package MINITAB version
13. A variety of statistical tests were carried out to determine any significant
differences or correlations in the data. Normality was tested using the Anderson-
Darling test, and both the non parametric Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests
were used to study variance between variables. Relationships were detected using both

Pearson correlation and Spearman rank correlation.
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3.0 Results



3.0. Results

During 2006, four two-day surveys were conducted in the St. George's Channel. Out
of the four surveys, data were collected for al days with the exception of 23 June when
technical problems with the recording equipment resulted in no acoustic data being
collected for that day. Analyses of data did not include any sightings data from 23 June
2006. A total of 43 hours and 43 minutes of recordings were made during the 2006
surveys. Of those, 10 hours, 57 minutes were recorded during Survey 1 (June 01-02),
13 hours, 10 minutes during Survey 2 (June 26-27), 7 hours, 19 minutes during Survey
3 (July 24) and 12 hours, 26 minutes during Survey 4 (August 22-23).

During the four 2006 surveys 79 short-beaked common dol phin acoustic encounters
were recorded and 131 visual encounters. Of the 131 visual encounters, 24 were
excluded from further analysis as they were sighted whilst the hydrophone was not
deployed or at times when the hydrophone was inoperable. Combined data from 2004,
2005 and 2006 recorded atotal of 142 acoustic encounters and 220 visua encounters.
Seven acoustic encounters and eight visual encounters were disregarded from statistical

analysis due to incompl ete data sets.

3.1. Visual Encounters

During the 212 visua encounters, 1641 individuals were recorded over the three survey
years. The greatest distance an animal was detected from the vessel was 3000 metres,
whilst the maximum group size encountered consisted of 56 individuals. The surveys
were conducted in sea states ranging from 0O to 4, with the mean sea state as 1.5. Using
the Anderson-Darling test, data obtained from visual surveysdid not follow the normal
distribution curve. Table 3.1 shows the descriptive statistics, including the results for
normality tests, for data obtained from visual surveys.
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Group size
Minimum 1
Maximum 56
Mean 8
Standard Deviation  8.97
Number 212
A-Squared 20.416
P-Value <0.001

Distance to animal

4
3000
391.19
401.74
212
10.151
<0.001

Sea state

0

4

15
0.95
212
7.273
<0.001

Table 3.1. Descriptive statistics for data obtained from visual surveys, including group
size, distance to animal (metres) and sea state (Beaufort scale). P. Value =
probability; A-Squared = test result

Figure 3.1 shows the group size of the short-beaked common dolphin and the

frequency at which that group size was sighted. As group size increased the number of
sightings decreased. With 139 sightings, the most frequent encounters occurred with a
group size consisting of 1 to 6 individuals. No sightings with a group size greater than

56 individual s were observed.

160

Frequency
o8 588885

1to6 7to12 13t018 19t024 25t030 31t036 37to42 43t048 491056

Group size

Figure 3.1. Frequency histogram showing the group size of D. delphis during the
2004, 2005 and 2006 surveys

Figure 3.2 shows the sighting distance to the short-beaked common dolphins that were
visually detected. The general trend shows the greater the distance from the vessel, the
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lower the frequency at which they were sighted. The greatest number of sightings
occurred when the D. delphis were within 1 to 100 metres and 300 to 599 metres of the
boat, in which 55 encounters were detected. Dol phins observed 101 to 299 metres
away only differed by 4 encounters, with 51 encounters being detected at that distance.
Only 1 encounter was detected between distances of 2000 to 3000 metres. No short-
beaked common dolphin encounters were detected greater than 3000 metres.

...

1t0100 101to 300to 600to 900to 1200to 1500to 2000to
299 599 899 119 1499 1999 3000

Frequency
cB 888883

Ostance to animal (m)

Figure 3.2. Frequency histogram showing the sighting distance (metres) of
D. delphis during the 2004, 2005 and 2006 surveys.

Figur e 3.3 shows the group size and the frequency at which dol phins were encountered
at sea states 0-2.5 and sea states 3-4. The distribution of data generally follows that of
figure 3.1, with the highest encounter frequency observed with a group size of 1to 6
individuals. For groups consisting of 1 to 24 individuals, the figure generally shows a
greater encounter frequency during sea states 3 to 4 (n =74) than during sea states O to
2.5 (n=65). Asgroup sizeincreased to above 25 individual, encounters were more

frequently detected in sea states 0 to 2.5.
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Figure 3.3 Frequency histogram showing the group size of D. delphisin varying
sea states

Figur e 3.4 shows the sighting distance and the frequency at which dolphins were
encountered at that distance during sea states 0-2.5 and sea states 3-4. The sighting
distances observed during sea states O to 2.5 follow the same general trend asthat in
figure 3.1 with the lowest sighting frequency the farther away the dolphins were from
the boat. One obvious difference between the two sea state classesis in the number of
encounters. The highest number of encounters observed during sea states 0-2.5 (n =
51) occurred at a distance of 300 to 599 metres, with encounters observed at all
distances up to a maximum distance of 3000 metres. In sea states 3 to 4, the maximum
number of D. del phis encountered was 16, and were observed closer to the boat at a
distance no greater than 100 metres. The maximum sighting distance was 1,999 metres

from the boat, however only 1 encounter was observed at this distance.

W Sea state 0-2.5 @ Sea state 3-4
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Figure 3.4 Frequency histogram showing the sighting distance of D. delphis in
varying sea states
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No significant difference (Mann-Whitney U test: W=10275; P=0.2782) was identified
between group size at the two sea state classes, however a significant difference
(Mann-Whitney U test: W=20724.5; P=0.0018) was identified between sighting
distance and the two sea state classes. Testing the strength of relationships (table 3.2)
between the three variables obtained from visual surveys identified no significant
relationship between either sea state and group size or sea state and sighting distance.
Figure 3.5 does show a significant relationship (Spearman rank, P=<0.001) between
group size and sighting distance, with larger groups being detected at greater distances.
The test statistic (Spearman rank, R=0.301;-1 = perfect negative correlation; O = no
correlation; 1 = perfect positive correlation) does however indicates, although

significant, group size and sighting distance to the animal have arelatively weak

correlation.
Distanceto animal Group size
R P R P
Sea state -0.074 0.281 -0.047 0.496
Distance to animal - - 0.301 <0.001*

Table3.2 Results of correlation tests (statistic and probability val ues) between sea state,
distance to animal (metres) and group size. Pearson correlation test for Group
size/sea state & distance to animal/sea state. Spearman rank for group size/distance
to animal * very significant result (<0.01)
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Figure 3.5. Scattergraph with trendline showing relationship between group size and sighting
distance (metres) to D. delphis

3.2. Acoustic Encounters

The total encounter duration of surveys conducted during 2004, 2005 and 2006 was
2,860 minutes, with the shortest encounter |asting one minute and the longest encounter
300 minutes. Acoustic encounters were detected in sea states ranging from O to 4, with
amean sea state of 1.8. Normality tests (Anderson-Darling test) showed data obtained
from acoustic surveys were not normally distributed. Table 3.3 shows the descriptive
statistics, including the results for normality tests, for data obtained from acoustic
surveys.

Signal Encounter Sea dtate
strength duration

Minimum 0 1 0
Maximum 2 300 4
Mean 1 21.19 18
Standard Deviation 0.828 37.55 0.86
Number 135 135 135
A-Squared 11.210 17.951 6.013
P-Value <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Table 3.3 Descriptive statistics for data obtained from acoustic surveys, including signal strength,
encounter duration (minutes) and sea state (Beaufort scale). P. Vaue = probability;
A-Squared = test result



Figure 3.6 showsthe signal strength detected from the short-beaked common dolphin
and the frequency at which that signal strength was detected. Out of the 135
encounters, the greatest number of encounters occurred when the signal strength was
strong (n=48), with the lowest number of encounters occurring when the signal was at a
medium strength (n=43). Vocalisations which were weak in strength only differed
from encounters at a medium strength by one encounter (n=44). A Kruskal-Wallis test
for variation revealed no significant difference between signal strengths (H=2.00;
DF=2; P=0.368). Figure 3.7 shows the encounter duration or how long each acoustic
encounter lasted. As encounter timeincreased, encounter frequency decreased.
Encounters lasting between 1 and 10 minutes were most frequently detected (n=74),
whilst encounters | asting longer than 100 minutes in duration were detected less
frequently (n=1). No encounter lasted between 141 and 160 minutes, nor lasted longer

than 300 minutes.

Frequency
o 8888

Weak Medium
Signal strength

Figure 3.6 Frequency histogram showing the signal strength of D. delphis
during the 2004, 2005 and 2006 surveys

Frequency
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10 20 40 6 8 10 to to to to to
120 140 160 180 300

Encounter duration (minutes)

Figure 3.7 Frequency histogram showing the encounter duration of D. delphis
during the 2004, 2005 and 2006 surveys
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Figure 3.8 showsthe signa strength of the vocalisations and the frequency at which
each strength category was detected in sea states 0-2.5 and in sea states 3-4.

Encounters detected during sea states O to 2.5 follow the same pattern as that in figure
3.6, with the greatest number of encounters detected when the signa strength was
strong (n=41), followed closely by medium (n=38) then weak signals (n=35).
Encounters detected during sea states 3 to 4 were less frequent in occurrence than those
detected in seastate 0 to 2.5. The way the datais distributed also differs with the
greatest number of encounters being detected at a medium signa strength (n=8),
closaly followed by strong (n=7) and weak (n=6) signals.

\- Sea state 02.5 @ Sea state 34

Frequency
caBRBUEHSS

Weak Medium Strong
Signal strength

Figure 3.8 Frequency histogram showing the signa strength of D. delphis
in varying sea states

The effect of sea state on encounter duration is shown in figure 3.9. For both sea state
classes, encounter frequency decreased as encounter duration increased. With the
exception of an encounter duration of 141 to 160 minutes, encounters in sea states 0 to
2.5 were detected at all duration ranges, the most frequent (n=65) lasting between 1 and
11 minutes, with the least number of encounters (n=1) lasting between 101 and 300
minutes. At sea states 3 to 4, with the exception of one encounter lasting between 121
and 140 minutes, the maximum time an encounter lasted was between 41 and 60

minutes (n=2).
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Figure 3.9 Frequency histogram showing the encounter duration of D. delphis
in varying sea states

No significant differences were identified between signal strength (Mann-Whitney U
test: W=7736.5; P=0.9230) or encounter duration (Mann-Whitney U test: W=7559.5;
P=0.2390) in the two sea state classes. Testing the strength of relationships (table 3.4)
between the three variables obtained from acoustic surveys identified no significant
relationships between signal strength and increasing sea state or between encounter
duration and increasing sea state. A significant relationship (Pearson correlation
P=0.004) between signal strength and encounter duration was identified (fig 3.10), with
encounter duration increasing as signal strength increased. The test statistic (R=0.249;
-1 = perfect negative correlation; 0 = no correlation; 1 = perfect positive correlation)
does however indicate that signal strength and encounter duration have a moderately

weak correlation.

Signal strength Encounter duration

R P R P
Sea state -0.030 0.731 -0.013 0.879
Signal strength - - 0.249 0.004*

Table 3.4 Results of Pearson correlation tests (statistic and probability values) between sea state,
signa strength and encounter duration (minutes). * very significant result (<0.01)
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Figure 3.10 Scattergraph with trendline showing relationship between signal strength and
encounter duration (minutes). 0-weak; 1-medium; 2-strong

3.3. Visual and Acoustic Encounters

Out of the 135 acoustic encounters, 57 (42.2%) encounters had acoustic contact and
one or more visual sightings and 78 (57.8%) encounters had acoustic contact but no
associated sighting (fig. 3.11a). Of the 57.8% where there was acoustic contact but no
sighting, 28.9% of acoustic contact occurred within less than five minutes of a sighting,
34.2% of the signals recorded were weak in strength, 14.5% of the acoustic encounters
were detected in sea states greater than two, 9.2% were weak signals and detected in
sea states greater than two, and 13.2% due to other factors (fig. 3.11b)



Acoustic contact,
sighting
4 42.2%
Acoustic contact,
no sighting
57.8%
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Other )
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Figure 3.11 a) Acoustic encounters broken down into whether a sighting was detected or not at the
time of the encounter, and b) factors contributing to why there may have been
acoustic contact but no sighting

The stacked bar chart (fig. 3.12) shows as signal strength became stronger, the number
of sightings detected increased. 13.6% (n=6) of sightings were detected when signals
were weak whereas 62.5% (n=30) of sightings were detected when signals were strong.
Sightings detected when the signal was considered to be a medium strength was
dightly lower at 48.8% (n=21) than when there was no sighting (51.2%; n=22).
Statistical analysis showed there to be a significant difference between the three signal
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strengths and whether or not a sighting was recorded (Kruskal-Wallis; H=16.37; DF=2;
P =<0.001).
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Figure 3.12 Signa strength versus whether or not a sighting was

recorded

No significant relationship between distance to animal/signal strength; distance to
animal/encounter duration and group size/signal strength was identified from the
Pearson correlation (table 3.5). Thetest variable (R) did however identify aweak
positive relationship (R=0.281) between signal strength and sighting distance to the
animal. A significant positive relationship (Pearson correlation; R=0.529, P=0.004)
was identified between group size and encounter duration, with acoustic encounters
lasting longer in duration as group size increased (fig. 3.13). A significant positive
correlation (Pearson correlation; R=0.488, P=0.001) was aso identified between the

number of visual sightings per acoustic encounter and encounter duration (fig. 3.14).

Distanceto animal Group size No. sightings

R P R P R P
Signal strength 0.281 0.148 0.165 0.402 -0.081 0.312
Encounter duration 0.006 0.709 0.529 0.004* 0.488 <0.001*

Table 3.5 Results of Pearson correlation between acoustic and visual encounter variables. * very
significant (<0.01)
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Figure 3.13 Scattergraph, with trendline, showing the rel ationship
between group size and encounter duration (minutes)
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Figure 3.14 Scattergraph, with trendline, showing the relationship
between the number of visual sightings per acoustic
encounter and encounter duration
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3.4 Environmental Variablesand D. delphis Distribution

3.4.1 Depth

Acoustic and visual distribution of the short-beaked common dolphin in relation to
depth isshown in figure 3.15. The figure shows that depth ranged from 0 to 126
metres with the dolphins distributed in all depth ranges above 5 metres.

Depth (m)
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Figure 3.15 Distribution of the short-beaked common dol phin during 2004, 2005 and 2006 in relation
to depth (metres) off the coast of south west Wales.  -visua encounters e-acoustic
encounters.

3.4.2 Sea Surface Temperature

Figure 3.16 shows both temporal and spatial variability in SST over the three survey
years. With the exception of 2004, the composites show that SST increased between
June and August 2005 and June and July 2006. The survey conducted in July 2004
shows cooler temperatures than those present at the time of the June survey in the same



year. The compositesindicate that sea surface temperatures were generally warmer

offshore than in coastal waters.

3.4.3 Chlorophyll-a

Composite images showing changing chlorophyll-a concentrations during the three
survey years are shown in figure 3.17. The images show that higher levels of
chlorophyll-awere concentrated around coastal waters, whilst lower levels were found
in offshore waters. Although some composites are partially obscured by cloud, they do
show a general decreasein levels of chlorophyll-a over time, with the greatest

concentrations occurring in June of each year.
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3.4.4 Front Maps

The three-day composite images in figur e 3.18 show the Celtic Seafront at the time of
the 2006 surveys, as well as the distribution of the short-beaked common dolphin,
derived from visual and acoustic surveys, in relation to front. The composites show the

formation of the front over the survey months. The front appears to be | ess established

at the time of survey one, however, at the time of survey three the front seemsto be
well established. The distribution of D. delphis appears to be closely related to the
formation of the front, with distribution in greater proximity to the front the more
established it became.

Figure 3.18 3-day composites, derived from AVHRR SST, indicating position of Celtic Seafront in
2006 with visual and acoustic encounters (e visual; e acoustic) Image a) Survey 1 (May 31
—June 02*) ; b) Survey 2 (June 25-27*); c) Survey 3 (July 22-24*) and d) Survey 4 (August
21-23*). Green represents Ireland, Pink represents Wales. *date of composite
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3.5 Environmental Analysis

The visua and acoustic distribution of the short-beaked common dolphin in relation to
depth, sea surface temperature and chlorophyll-a concentration can be seen in figure
3.19. Results for depth show that the dolphins were encountered at all depth ranges
between 0 and 126 metres, although they were more frequently encountered, both
acoustically and visually, as depth increased. D. delphiswere encountered in sea
surface temperatures ranging from 10 to 24°C. Acoustic and visual encounters both
show the greatest number of encounters occurred in temperatures between 16 and 18°C,
with the fewest number of encounters occurring in temperatures ranging between 22
and 24°C. Therange of chlorophyll-a concentrations of 1 to 1.9 mg/m? was the
concentration range in which D. delphis was frequently, visually and acousticaly,
encountered. Although D. delphiswas encountered at concentrations ranging from 0 to
5.9 mg/m3, they were less frequently encountered in concentrations ranging from 5 to
5.9 mg/mga.
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Figure 3.19 Histograms showing acoustic and visual distribution of the short-beaked
common dolphin inrelation to a) depth (metres); b) sea surface temperature
(°C) and c) chlorophyll-a concentration (mg/m3)



The mean, minimum and maximum values for the three environmental variables were

calculated for both visual and acoustic encounters (table 3.6). With the exception of

depth, the minimum and maximum values for SST and CHL-awere identical for both

acoustic and visual encounters. Visua encounters gave the greatest depth range. The

means for CHL-a and SST were highest with acoustic encounters, whilst the mean

depth was greatest with visual encounters.

Mean St. Dev. Min

Depth Acoustic 945 194 16.5
Visual 953 19.1 89

SST Acoustic 16,6 3.7 11.3

Visual 16.1 3.0 11.3
CHL-a Acoustic 1.8 1.1 0.2
Visual 1.7 1.0 0.2

M ax

1225
121.8

229
229

5.8
5.8

Table 3.6 Mean, minimum and maximum depth (metres), sea surface temperature
(°C), and chlorophyll-a concentration (mg/m3) for acoustic and visual encounters

The results of the Anderson-Darling normality test (appendix G) showed that depth,

SST and CHL-a data were not normally distributed, therefore the non-parametric

Mann-Whitney U test was used to determine any significant differences (table 3.7).

No significant differences were observed between acoustic and visual distribution of

the short-beaked common dolphins in relation to the environmental variables.

Variable W P

Depth 23300.0 0.8352
SST 7023.5 0.2729
Chlorophyll-a 15183.0 0.9287

Table 3.7 Results of Mann-Whitney U tests (W=test statistic value, P=probability value)
used to determine differences between D. del phis distribution from acoustic
and visua surveysin relation to depth (metres), sea surface temperature (°C)

and chlorophyll-a concentration (mg/m3).
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Pearson correlations were used to determine if there were any significant relationships
between the visual distribution of short-beaked common dol phins and the three
environmental variables, depth, SST and CHL-a concentration. Table 3.8 showsthe
results of thesetests. The tests showed that the short-beaked common dolphins were
significantly correlated with depth and chlorophyll-a concentration, but not with sea
surface temperature. Although not significant (P=0.253), a weak negative correlation
was identified (R=-3.28) between D. delphis distribution and sea surface temperature.
Scattergraphs showing the rel ationships between the environmental variables and

visual distribution are shown in figure 3.20.

Variable R P
Depth 0.479 <0.001*
SST -0.328 0.253
Chlorophyll-a -0.536 0.002*

Table 3.8 Results of Pearson’s correlation tests (R=test statistic value,
P=probahility value) used to determine relationships between
D. delphis distribution and depth (metres), sea surface temperature (°C)
and chlorophyll-a concentration (mg/ms3)
* very significant results (<0.01)

Encounter Frequency.
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©)

Figure 3.20 Scattergraphs, with added trendlines, showing the rel ationships
between D. delphis ‘visual’ distribution and a) depth; b) sea
surface temperature and c) chlorophyll-a concentration.

The mean SST and CHL-a concentrations were calculated per survey month (figure
3.21). The mean SST was at its warmest during July (acoustic 18.1°C, Standard

Encounter Frequency.

Encounter Frequency.
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Deviation (sd)=1.755; visual 17.2°C, sd=1.32) and at its coldest during June (acoustic

15.4°C, sd=4.585; visua 15°C, sd=3.622), with August exhibiting acoustic and visual
temperatures of 16.7°C (sd=0.84) and 17°C (sd=0.842) respectively. Mean

chlorophyll-a concentrations showed a decrease in concentration from June (acoustic

2.1 mg/m3, sd=1.066; visual 2.3 mg/m?3, sd=0.97) through August (acoustic 0.8 mg/m3,

sd=0.322; visual 0.9 mg/ms3, sd=0.353). The mean acoustic and visual values for the
month of July were 1.4 mg/m?3 (sd=0.863) and 1.1 mg/m3 (sd=0.425) respectively.
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Figure 3.21 Mean a) sea surface temperature and b) chlorophyll-afor survey
months during the three survey years (2004, 2005, 2006)
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3.6 Summary of Results

- 142 and 220 D. delphis encounters were detected via acoustic and visua survey

techniques, respectively, during 2004-2006.

- Group sizeranged from 1 to 56 individuals, with encounter frequency

decreasing as group size increased.

- Sighting distance ranged from 4 to 3000 metres, with encounter frequency
decreasing as sighting distance increased.

- No significant difference was observed between group size and the two sea state

classes.

- A significant difference was observed between sighting distance and the two
sea state classes (Mann-Whitney U test, W = 20724; P = 0.0018).

- No significant correlations were observed between sea state and group size, or,

sea state and sighting distance.

- A dignificant positive correlation was observed between group size and sighting
distance (Spearman rank correlation, R = 0.301; P = <0.001).

- No significant difference was observed between weak, medium and strong

signals associated with D. delphis encountered via acoustic survey techniques.

- Acoustic encounters lasted between 1 and 300 minutes, with encounter

frequency decreasing as encounter duration increased.

- No significant correlations were observed between sea state and signal strength,

or, sea state and encounter duration.
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A significant positive correlation was observed between encounter duration and
signal strength (Pearson correlation, R = 0.249; P = 0.004).

57.8% of D. delphis acoustically detected were not visually detected within the
same timeframe, yet, 28.9% of these were acoustically detected within < 5
minutes of asighting.

A significance difference was observed between signal strength and whether or
not avisua sighting was recorded (Kruskal-Wallistest, H = 16.37; DF =2, P =
<0.001).

A significant positive correlation was observed between encounter duration and
group size (Pearson correlation, R = 0.529; P = 0.004).

A significant positive correlation was observed between encounter duration and
the number of visual encounters per acoustic encounter (Pearson correlation, R
= 0.488; P =<0.001).

No significant correlations were observed between group size and signal
strength, sighting distance and signal strength, sighting distance and encounter

duration, or, signa strength and No. of sightings per acoustic encounter.

D. delphis were encountered at depths between 8.9 and 122.5 metres, in SST of
11.3to0 22.9 °C and in CHL-a concentrations between 0.2 and 5.8 mg/m3.

No significant differences were observed between D. delphis encounters

recorded by visual and acoustic survey techniques, in relation to depth, SST or
CHL-a concentration.
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A significant positive correlation was observed for D. delphis distribution,
derived from visual survey techniques, in respect to depth (Pearson correlation,
R =0.479; P=<0.001).

D. delphis distribution did not significantly correlate with SST.

A significant negative correlation was observed for D. delphis distribution,
derived from visua survey techniques, in respect to chlorophyll-a concentration

(Pearson correlation, R = -0.536; P = 0.002).

D. delphis were distributed in the vicinity of the Celtic Seafront.
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5.0 Discussion

62



4.0 Discussion

4.1 Visual Encounters

The data obtained in this study showed that as group size increased, the frequency of D.
del phis encounters decreased. The mean group size in the study region consisted of 8
individuals. During the SCANS survey conducted in 1994, Hammond et al., (2002)
observed a mean group size of 10.8 (CV 0.25). The line-transect surveys conducted
during the SCANS survey, however, encompassed the whole of the Celtic Sea,
providing a greater study area for which data could be collected. Aswith group size,
the frequency at which D. delphis were encountered was affected by the distance at
which they were located from the vessel. The greater the distance, the harder it was to
detect them. Although line-transect surveys are methods used to help estimate
abundance of aspecies at aparticular time, in a particular area, amore accurate
estimate can only be achieved if datais collected correctly. One weakness of visual
surveys that can affect animal detectability isthe ability of the observer to make a
correct identification and record data accurately. Thisisaskill however that be
improved with practice. Sea stateisamaor variable that can affect detectability, with
the probability of detecting an animal decreasing as sea state increases. Thisis
particularly relevant with sea states three and above (Evans & Hammond, 2004) when
white caps start to appear on the surface. Sea state in this study did not significantly
affect group size or sighting distance, nor were there any significant correlations
between these variables. The results did illustrate differences in the frequency of
encounters at differing sea states, particularly with sighting distance; however 77 % of
the surveys were conducted in sea states below three, which could account for the
observed differences. A significant positive correlation was identified between
sighting distance and group size, and was shown to follow the genera hypothesisthat a
smaller group sizeisless likely to be detected at a greater distance than alarger group
(Forcada & Hammond, 1998). Whilst surveying the short-beaked common dol phin off
the coast of South Africa, Cockcroft and Peddemores (1990) found evidence that

smaller groups occurred less frequently at greater distances. Though the group size and
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sighting distances were generally greater than those in the present study, arelationship
between the two variables was established.

4.2 Acoustic Encounters

Whilst the mean signal strength of the vocalisations acoustically detected was 1, a
medium strength, statistical tests showed there to be no significant difference between
the three strength categories. Acoustic signals and their detection can be affected by a
number of factors including the ambient noise, the source level of the vocalisation
(Richardson et al., 1995) and the distance of the dolphin from the hydrophone. Goold
(1996) estimated that D. delphis vocalisations were distinguishable approximately 500
metres from the hydrophone, well within the 200 to 1000 metre range identified by
Fish & Turl (1976). Scullion (2004) suggested D. delphisin the St. George’s Channel
could be detected at a distance of 3000 metres, however Ansmann (2005), in her study,
excluded any sighting occurring at a distance greater than 2000 metres as, at this
distance, she thought it would be unlikely that D. delphis vocalisations would be
detected by the hydrophone. Although the encounter frequency for the differing signal
strengths was greater in sea states less than three, no significant difference was
identified between them. Asthe surveys were conducted simultaneously with the
visual surveys, the difference in frequency between sea state classes may aso be

attributed to the 77% of the surveys that were conducted in sea states below three.

Acoustic encounters lasted a mean time of 21.19 minutes. Though no mean was
calculated by Goold (1996), acoustic contacts during his study lasted from severa
minutes to several hours, as did the acoustic contacts in this study. There was no
significant difference or significant correlation between sea state and acoustic contact
although a significant positive, but weak, correlation was observed between signal
strength and encounter duration. It was found that the stronger the strength of the
vocalisation, the longer the encounter duration. The variables which can affect the
detectability of asignal have been touched upon; however, additiona variables such as

the behavioural state of the dolphin at the time of the encounter may have affected the



number of acoustic encounters, and to a certain extent signal strength. If the dolphins
were feeding then, through the use of echolocation, vocalisation rate may have
increased in frequency so increasing the ability to detect the signal. A dolphin
exhibiting feeding behaviour is more likely to remain in the vicinity for alonger period
of time than atravelling dolphin, whose signal may last only afew seconds, decreasing
the chance of detection. Neither whistle density nor behaviour was investigated during

the present study, so it was not possible to test this hypothesis.

4.3 Visual and Acoustic Encounters

Of the short-beaked common dol phins acoustically encountered, 57.8% were not
visually detected during the same time period. 28.9% of encounters within this
percentage were acoustically detected within less than five minutes of asighting.
Acoustically, detection ranges are generally greater than when trying to locate an
animal visually (Goold, 1996, Evans & Hammond, 2004), so the ‘delay’ between
acoustic contact and visual sighting could be attributed to this factor. 1f a submerged
dolphin were to surface behind the boat and then travel in the same direction as the
boat, the probability of visual detection before acoustic detection would be low.
Behavioural data was not utilised during this study so this could not be investigated.
For acoustic surveysto work efficiently they rely upon the animal vocalising. Some
whales, such as the large baleen whales in the eastern north Atlantic, have been
acoustically detected during calving and mating seasons, however visual observations
have shown these whales to be present in the area outside this season, only their
presence was never detected acoustically (Evans & Hammond, 2004). Thisisless
problematic with dolphins such as D. delphis who are generally very vocal (Goold,
1996).

Sea state and acoustic signal strength may have been contributing factors as to why
there were no visua sightings even though there was acoustic contact. Sea state and
general weather conditions have less of an affect on acoustic detection ranges than

visual techniques. In higher sea states, when visual detection rates are reduced,
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acoustic surveys can provide more homogeneous data, with the data being less
vulnerable to the variability in the observers experience to spot an animal (Evans &
Hammond, 2004). The chance of missing a sighting was significantly affected by the
signal strength, with the number of short-beaked common dol phins sighted increasing

asthe signa strength became stronger.

One weakness of acoustic surveys is calculating anima numbers. Estimating group
size solely by acoustic meansis very difficult (Goold 1996). Severa attemptsto do so
have been made. A ‘significant, moderately strong regression between whistle density
and group size’ of D. delphis was found by Ansmann (2005), with Wakefield (2001)
also identifying a positive linear relationship between group size and vocalisation rate
of D. delphis. The short-beaked common dolphin is not the only dolphin speciesin
which relationships between group size and vocalisations have been identified. Whilst
studying the inshore Pacific humpback dolphin, Sousa chinensis, Van Parijset al.,
(2002) determined that it was possible, using a mathematical model, to estimate both
group size and occurrence within an area by vocalisations aone. Although whistle
density was not measured during this study, a very weak, though not significant,
correlation was identified between group size and signal strength, with a stronger signal
increasing the number of dolphins detected. Encounter duration was found to be
positively correlated with group size. As expected, the larger the group size, the

greater the length of time of the acoustic contact.

The overal number of visual encounters was higher than the total number of
encounters acoustically detected. Although the total number of acoustic encounters
was less than that of visual surveys, a significant positive correlation was observed
between the number of sightings per acoustic encounter and the duration of asingle
acoustic encounter. The relationship showed that the longer the acoustic contact, the

greater the number of sightings occurring per encounter.
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4.4 Environmental Variablesand D. delphis Distribution

4.4.1 Fixed Variables

Depth was the only fixed parameter investigated throughout this study. The depth
within the survey arearanged from O to 126 metres, with the deepest waters found in
more offshore waters. Short-beaked common dol phins were encountered in all depth
ranges, with the frequency at which they were encountered showing a significant
correlation with depth. As depth increased the number of encountersincreased. This
pattern was observed for encounters resulting from both acoustic and line-transect
surveys, athough no significant difference in the survey types was found. The observed
difference in encounter frequency between the two different survey typesis not
surprising considering the overall number of encounters was visually greater. Although
encounter frequency increased with depth, this does not provide sufficient evidence of
the depth preference of D. delphis. It may be that the area covered during the surveys
did not show much variation between depth ranges. In fact, when the depth of the
survey areaitself was calculated by percentage, the number of D. delphis encountered
at aparticular depth was shown to follow a general relationship with the depth of the
region, with encounter frequency increasing as percentage increased. One exception to
this was the depth ranging between 107 and 125 metres. Encounters were greatest at
this depth range yet this depth range only constituted 7.5 % of the survey area,
compared with the depth range between 92 and 106 metres which made up 23.2 % of
the survey area, and had the second highest number of encounters. One possible
explanation could be due to prey distribution. Although mackerel (Scomber scomrus),
sprat (Sprattus sprattus) and herring (Clupea harengus) consumed by D. delphis
around the coast of the United Kingdom inhabit various depths, they all inhabit the
depth ranges identified during the present study. Herring in particular spend the
majority of the day in deeper waters, surfacing at night to feed (www.fishbase.org).
The author’ s personal observations witnessed a general lack of visual and acoustic
encounters during the hours of 12.00 and 15.00. Though Goold (2000) suggested a diel
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pattern of feeding, feeding may have occurred during the day, away from the boat at
depth where the herring gathered.

D. delphis prey is abundant in the region during the spring and summer, when the
majority of spawning takes place (www.fishbase.org). Sightings of the short-beaked
common dolphin off the coast of Britain fluctuatesin both number and distribution, yet
is correlated with prey distribution (Pascoe, 1986). Although their study could not
confirm correlation with prey distribution, Gowens and Whitehead (1995) did identify
apositive correl ation regarding abundance and depth with D. delphisin the Gully, a
submarine canyon on the Scotian Shelf. As depth increased, the number of dolphins

encountered increased.

4.4.2 Non-Fixed Variables

Remote sensing can involve recording and analysing el ectromagnetic radiation that has
been reflected, emitted or backscattered from the earths' surface (Greegor, Jr, 1986;
Roughgarden et al., 1991). Remote sensing is a powerful tool which and has been used
in past marine studies to investigate relationships between marine mammals and
distribution of environmental variables, such as sea surface temperature and
chlorophyll-a, (Brown & Winn, 1989; Burtenshaw et al., 2004), and is widely used to
monitor the worlds oceans. Many features of the ocean such as phytoplankton
blooms, ice coverage, slicks and fronts can be identified from imagery derived from
remotely-sensed data. In contrast to using boats for data collection in a specific region,
which may take severa weeks, complete coverage of the earth isavailablein asingle
day and one satellite image can show the conditions in an entire region at a single point
in time (Buechner et al., 1971; Richardson, 1996). Although satellite data can be less
accurate at a single sampling point than data collected from boats, in-situ data, it does
mean that it is possible to observe and monitor real-time changes over a specific period
of time (Smith et al., 1986).
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Cdlculating the sea surface temperature for the survey region at the time of the surveys
revealed that sea surface temperature ranged from 10°C to 24°C. This may provide an
explanation as to why no short-beaked common dolphins were distributed in
temperatures above or below thisrange. Though the results obtained from the visual
and acoustic surveys showed different distribution patterns, no significant difference
was identified between them. The results from both survey methods showed that D.
delphis had a preference for the same temperature range (16 to 18°C). The use of the
different survey methods a so indicated that D. del phis were encountered less within
the same temperature range (22 to 24°C). The ranges identified could be attributed to
the overall SST within the study area. The greatest percentage, 41.9%, of the survey
area, showed atemperature of between 16 to 18°C, with the lowest percentage, 2.7%,
identified as 22 to 24°C. Thisincreases the probability of an encounter falling within
16 to 18°C and decreases the probability of an encounter falling within the 22 to 24°C

range.

A number of studieslooking at SST and distribution of D. delphis have reveaed that
they inhabit arange of SST worldwide (Neumann, 2001). Seizer & Payne (1988)
observed D. delphis on the continental shelf of the north eastern United States in
temperatures ranging from 5 to 22.5°C while Gaskin (1968) suggested D. delphis
around New Zealand do not associate with temperatures below 14 °C. Mean SST
obtained by Wakefield (2001) and Seizer & Payne (1988) identified D. delphis acoustic
associations with temperatures of 14.5 °C and 11 + 3.67 °C respectively. Though
exhibiting alower mean SST than that of the present study, the SST will vary
according to the time of year and the areain which the study is undertaken.

Wakefield' s study was conducted in the vicinity of the present study; however, the
survey areawas spatially larger so providing more opportunity for variation in SST. In
addition, his SST was derived from hull temperature, making it very difficult to

compare with the data obtained from remotel y-sensed images.

The present study showed no significant correlation between encounters and sea

surface temperature, yet asimilar distribution pattern, with a similar mean temperature
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of 16.9°C, was observed by Gowans and Whitehead (1995) during their observations of
the short-beaked common dolphin. Goold (1998) and Neumann (2001) observed that
short-beaked common dolphins migrate offshore during autumn/winter as the inshore
temperature becomes colder, indicating a seasona offshore change in their distribution,
in association with SST. Though the present study did not look between seasons,
colder mean temperatures were identified during the early months, with inshore waters

generally cooler than offshore waters.

Interesting observations were made with regard to distribution of the short-beaked
common dolphin and chlorophyll-a concentration within the survey area. Chlorophyll-
a, itsalf an indicator of biological activity, showed a significant negative correlation
with regard to distribution, with the number of encounters decreasing as chlorophyll-a
increased. Overdl, D. delphiswere distributed in areas of relatively low productivity
which, as the composite images show, were located in offshore waters which were,
generally deeper and warmer than inshore waters. A similar finding was observed by
Solanki et al., (2001) who, through the use of satellite imagery investigated
relationships between chlorophyll concentration and sea surface temperature. They
observed an inverse relationship between chlorophyll and SST, with higher levels
chlorophyll found in the cooler water, the enhanced primary productivity as a result of

an increased quantity of nutrients in the euphotic zone.

Aswith SST, CHL-a concentration at the time of the encounters closely followed that
of the overall CHL-a concentration in the area. One main difference between the
available and observed chlorophyll-a concentrations was the maximum concentration.
Though the maximum concentration in the study area over the survey days was 49.9
mg/m?, values ranging from 6 to 49.9 mg/m?3 only made up atotal of 2.1% of the area.
As previously discussed, the highest CHL-a concentrations were located around
inshore waters where D. delphis were less frequently distributed. No significant
difference was observed between the encountersin relation to CHL-a concentration,
resulting from the acoustic and visual survey techniques. With the exception of a peak

concentration at 3 to 4.0 mg/m3 from results obtained from the acoustic survey, the
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results of both surveys followed the same distribution pattern. No specific reason can
be attributed to the occurrence of this peak, it could, however, be speculated that D.
delphis were feeding at the time of the acoustic encounter in aregion abundant in prey.
Oceanographic features including chlorophyll concentration are thought to be major
factorsin the distribution of prey, which can itself affect cetacean distribution (Smith et
al., 1986; Seizer & Payne, 1988; Neumann, 2001). Aswell as consuming alternative
prey, mackerel and herring often feed on zooplankton (www.fishbase.org). The
zooplankton rely on the presence of phytoplankton in order to feed and sustain

themsdlves.

4.5 Fronts

The composite images show aclear formation of afrontal system during the 2006
surveys, which closely follows that previously described by Pemberton et al., (2004).
Whilst in the Pemberton et al. study the development of the *U’ shaped contours of sea
surface temperature, typically observed within the Celtic Seafront, was evident at the
start of May, it was not evident in the present study until the end of June. The Celtic
Sea front devel ops during the spring and summer each year and isaregion of high
productivity (Goold, 1998). The development of phytoplankton is controlled by the
formation of the seasonal thermocline (Fasham et al., 1983), which is affected by a
number of variables. Differencesin the water column structure can influence both the
onset and duration of phytoplankton production. Phytoplankton requires nutrients,
carbon dioxide and light for growth. In deep water there isinsufficient light to act on
the nutrients and carbon which are locked in the sediment. On the buoyant surface
layer where thereis sufficient light for phytoplankton growth there are insufficient
guantities of nutrients. When mixing of stratified water, due to tides and atmospheric
forces, allows the nutrients locked in the sediments to be released, areas of high
primary production are created, e.g. during the onset of autumn when the stronger

winds overturn the thermocline triggering the autumn bloom (Pingree et al., 1976).
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Marine mammals have been shown to be associated with productive thermal fronts.
Weir & O’Brien (2000) observed the highest density of harbour porpoise in the vicinity
of the Irish Seafront. They associated fronts with harbour porpoise distribution, and
found enhanced primary production at the interface of the fronts, resulting in an
increased number of zooplankton and fish. The Irish Seafrontal region was found to
be an energetically efficient place for the porpoisesto forage. In the present study, D.
del phis appeared to be distributed south of the front. Though difficult to determine the
exact temperature contrast in SST during 2006 due to lack of cloud free images, a
contrast in surface waters either side of the front was identified. Surface watersin the
stratified Celtic Seato the south were approximately 1 to 2°C warmer during the first
survey than the waters of the tidally mixed Irish Seato the north. The contrast in SST
increased to an approximate 3°C difference during July, the time of the third survey. A
surface temperature gradient is typical with seasonal fronts (Savidge & Foster, 1978)
with asimilar temperature contrast to the present study being recorded during the time
of the Celtic Seafront by James (1977).

The present study aso observed a contrast in surface CHL -a concentration north and
south of the front, with levels generally greater in the northern mixed waters. During
survey two, conducted 01-02 June 2006, CHL -a concentrations were approximately
1.02 to 1.97 mg/m? in northern waters and 0.20 to 0.99 mg/m? in southern waters.
Although Pemberton et al., (2004) used in-situ data to determine CHL -a concentration,
they too found that levels were greater north of the front than to the south. They aso
noted that surface concentrations were lower in waters exhibiting strong stratification,
where waters were not well mixed. If the waters were not well mixed at the time of the
present study then the thermocline, the interface between mixed and stratified water,
would be situated deeper in the water column. The position of the thermocline in the
water column can be affected by certain variables, including strength of tidal mixing
and increased winds, which can drive the top wind mixed layer deeper and deeper into
the water column (Pingree et al., 1976). The nutrient exchange between the wind
mixed top layer and the tidally mixed bottom layer, in waters that are not well mixed, is
limited, with both Pingree et al. (1976) and Pemberton et al. (2004) detecting a greater
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concentration of nutrients below the thermocline in these waters. Asthe satellites
sensors only detect CHL-alevelsin the surface layers, where nutrient concentration is

low, the CHL-a concentrations detected would appear low in value.

The food web supported by the Celtic Sea front is important to top predators such as
the short-beaked common dolphin. Through the use of acoustic survey data and
satellite SST images, Goold (1998) showed distribution was greatest in the vicinity of
the front. He concluded that, although D. delphis may have simply preferred the
warmer waters south of the front, their distribution around the front was most likely
due to the distribution of their prey. The breakdown of the front saw a shift in the
distribution of D. delphis. If distribution was indeed linked to prey dispersal then this
would be expected as prey would no longer be in abundance due to the lack of

available nutrients required to sustain their prey.

Although, in the present study, short-beaked common dol phins appeared to be spatially
distributed in waters south of the front, there may be related bias. Unfortunately, the

selected way points were limited to waters mainly south of the front.

4.6 Limitations

It is recognised that the methodology of the present study had a number of limitations
which may have introduced error and therefore complicated the interpretation of
results. One such limitation was consistency of data collection over the three survey
years. Equipment malfunctions lead firstly to a number of different hydrophones with
differing cable lengths being used. This could have affected the detection range and
subsequent signal strength of any vocalisation. Secondly equipment malfunctions
meant recordings were not necessarily continuous, perhaps leading to vocalisation
events being missed. Although sightings when the hydrophone was inoperable were
excluded from the data set, the sample size would have been greater if these results
could have been included.
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Another limitation was in determining the strength of the acoustic signal. The method
used to categorise the signal strengths were very subjective and inaccuracies could have
been made, especially between surveys when the recordings were listened to almost
one month apart. Thiswas particularly relevant when obtaining acoustic data from
2005 as, unlike with 2004 and 2006, the author did not have access to survey
recordings, so had to rely on the judgement of the 2005 author, whose subjective

opinion may have differed from the author’s own opinion.

The satellite images used to determine both sea surface temperature and chlorophyll-a
concentration were greatly affected by cloud cover in the region at the time of the
survey, therefore many values could not be generated and were excluded from analysis.
When selecting the satellite imagery, monthly and two-weekly composites should have
been selected. Although a greater temporal resolution than daily composites, they
would have been affected, to lesser degree, by cloud cover and would have generated a
greater number sample size leading to a more redistic representation of SST and CHL-
a
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5.0 Conclusion
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5.0 Conclusion

Depth and chlorophyll-a concentration significantly affected the distribution of the
short-beaked common dolphin. A number of studies have concluded that
environmental features such as depth and chlorophyll-a concentration, and indeed sea
surface temperature, have no major direct effect on the spatial distribution of cetaceans.
Asaresult of these studies, the general consensus is that a combination of fixed and
non-fixed variables affect the distribution of their prey. Therefore, spatial and temporal
distribution of the short-beaked common dolphin is most probably related to prey
movement, with the dol phins following the migrating prey. The use of remotely-
sensed data enables continuous monitoring and tracking of the ocean variables.
Knowledge of the behaviour and biology of the short-beaked common dol phin, or
target species, will alow satellite imagery to be used as atool to help predict their
distribution, especidly if their relationship with oceanographic features such as the
Cdltic Seafront isknown. By identifying patterns and features that allow us to predict
distribution, further investigations into the short-beaked common dolphin can be made.

Though the results of the present study show there to be no significant differencesin
detection rates between visual and acoustic survey techniques, acoustic methods cannot
completely replace the traditional visual surveying methods. For acoustic survey
techniques to be useful, they rely upon the animal vocalising, yet, it may be
advantageous to use this method over visual techniques when animals are known to be
distributed over alarge area and visibility is problematic. In contrast, even though
acoustics can be used to identify certain cetacean species and predict group size, visual
techniques, at present, are more accurate at estimating these variables. Preferably, a
combination of acoustic and visual techniques should be used, each technique bringing
its own strengths and weaknesses which can work in conjunction with each other to

provide a more accurate representation of the status of the species.

Future studies and methodol ogy should concentrate on improving the usefulness of

acoustic survey techniques, in particular, in assessing the degree of relationships
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between those data obtained from acoustic and visual surveys. The use of programmes,
such as ArcGI S, and remote sensing should continue to be used in order to investigate
correl ations between environmental features and spatial and temporal distributions.
With regard to future studies on the short-beaked common dolphinsin the region of St.
George' s Channel, coverage should be extended to include regions north of the front,
with studies conducted not only during spring and summer, when the front is present,
but at all times of the year, allowing amore in depth investigation into the spatial and
temporal distribution of the short-beaked common dol phin to be made.

7



6.0 Acknowledgements

78



6. 0 Acknowledgements

| would like to thank all those who supervised and supported me throughout the
duration of thisthesis, and to the Whale and Dol phin Conservation Society for financial

assistance with project field costs.

| would like to thank my supervisor at the University of Wales, Bangor, Gay

Mitchel son-Jacob, who offered advice, read my early drafts and who was always there
to answer my numerous questions, and John Goold, for providing the hydrophone and
associated equipment, who was always available to assist me, and repair the equipment
when it went wrong!! My thanks go Mike Tetley for his assistance with ArcGIS and
his advice on statistics, and to Peter Miller and colleagues from the Remote Sensing
Data Analysis Service, for providing me with satellite images and answering my many

queries.

| dso thank Pia Anderwald for providing me with valuable data, and Peter Evans who
gave his support and advice in the field and for making sure none of us went hungry
during thelong days at seal! To Steve Lewis and all those aboard Liberty who, come
rain or shine, helped deploy the hydrophone, collect data and give words of comfort
when seas were alittle too rough!, | thank you all. My thanks also go to the Sea Watch
team, especialy Hanna, al of whom have supported and advised me during my timein
New Quay and beyond.

To the Sea Watch volunteers, my friends, | want to thank you all for keeping me sane
when things got alittle crazy, especially when listening to the hours of recordings!! Oh

yes, and for supplying me with endless cups of tea (Tom)!!

Lastly, | thank my family and friends. Without their belief, support and encouragement

to follow my dreams, | would not be where | am today.

79



7.0 References

80



7.0 References

Ansmann, | (2005) The Whistle Repertoire and Acoustic Behaviour of Short-Beaked
Common Dolphins, Del phinus delphis, around the British Isles, with
Applications for Acoustic Surveying. MSc Thesis. School of Biological

Sciences, University of Wales, Bangor

Au, WWL (1980) in Goold, JC (1996) Acoustic assessment of populations of common
dolphin Delphinus delphis in conjunction with seismic surveying. Journal
of the Marine Biological Society of the United Kingdom, 76: 811-820

Baumgartner, MF; Mullin, KD; May, LN and Leming, TD (2000) Cetacean habitatsin
the northern Gulf of Mexico. Fishery Bulletin, 99: 219-239

Bearzi, G; Reeves, RR; Notarbartolo-Di-Sciara, G; Politi, E; Canadas, A; Frantzis, A
and Mussi, B (2003) Ecology, status and conservation of short-beaked common
dolphins Del phinus del phis in the Mediterranean Sea, Mammal Review 33(3):
224-252

Boness, DJ; Clapham, PJ and Mesnick, SL (2002) Life History and Reproductive
Strategies, in Hoelzel, R (editor) Marine Mammal Biology: An Evolutionary
Approach, Blackwell Science Ltd, UK

Brown, CW and Winn, HE (1989) Relationship between the distribution pattern of
right whales, Eubalaena glacialis, and satellite-derived sea surface thermal
structure in the Great South Channel. Continental Shelf Research, 9(3): 247-
260

Buckland, ST and Y ork, AE (2002) Abundance Estimation in Perrin, WF; Wirsig, B

and Thewissen, JGM (eds), Encyclopedia of Marine Mammals. Academic
Press, USA, pp 1-6

81



Buechner, HK: Craighead, Jr, FC; Craighead, JJ and Cote, CE (1971) Satellites for
Research on Free-Roaming Animals. Bioscience, 21(24): 1201-1205

Burtenshaw, JC; Oleson, EM; Hildebrand, JA; McDonald, A; Andrew, Rk; Howe, BM
and Mercer, JA (2004) Acoustic and satellite remote sensing of blue whale
seasonality and habitat in the Northeast Pacific. Degp-Sea Research, 11, 51:
967-986

Cadwell, DK (1955) Notes on the Spotted Dol phin, Senella plagiodon, and the first
record of the Common Dolphin, Delphinus delphis, in the Gulf of Mexico.
Journal of Mammalogy, 36(3): 467-470

Cadwell, MC and Caldwell, DK (1965) Individualised Whistle Contoursin
Bottlenosed Dolphins (Tursiops truncatus). Nature, 207: 434-435

Cadwell, MC and Caldwell, DK (1968) Vocalization of Naive Captive Dolphinsin
Small Groups. Science, 159: 1121-1123

Canadas, A; Sagarminaga, R and Garcia-Tiscara, S (2002) Cetacean distribution related
with depth and slope in the M editerranean waters off southern Spain. Deep-Sea
Research I, 49: 2053-2073

Carwardine, M; Hoyt,E; Fordyce,RE and Gill, P (1998) Whales and Dolphins— The
Ultimate Guide to Marine Mammals. HarperCollinsPublishers, London. pp

177

Carwardine, M (2002) Whales, Dolphins and Porpoises. Smithsonian Handbooks (2™
edition) London, New Y ork, Munich, Melbourne and Delhi. pp 256

82



Cockcroft, VG and Peddemores,VM (1990) Seasonal distribution and density of
common dol phins Delphinus del phis off the south-east coast of southern Africa.
South African Journal of Marine Science, 9: 371-377

Costa, DP (2002) Energetics in Perrin,WF; Wrsig,B and Thewissen, JGM (eds)
Encyclopedia of Marine Mammals. Academic Press, USA, pp 387- 394

Dudzinski, KM; Thomas, JA and Douaze, E (2002) Communication in Perrin, WF;
Wiirsig, B and Thewissen, JGM (eds), Encyclopedia of Marine Mammals.
Academic Press, USA, pp 248-268

Evans, WE (1975) in Hui, CA (1979) Undersea Topography and Distribution of
Dolphinsof  the Genus Delphinusin the Southern California Bight. Journal
of Mammal ogy, 60(3): 521-527

Evans, PGH (1980) in Silva, M.A. (1999) Diet of common dolphins, Delphinus
delphis, off the Portuguese continental coast. Journal of the Marine Biological
Association of the United Kingdom, 79, 531-540

Evans, PGH and Hammond, PS (2004) Monitoring cetaceans in European waters.
Mammal Review, 34 (1): 131-156

Fasham, MJR; Holligan, PM and Pugh, PR (1983) The Spatial and Temporal
Development of the Spring Phytoplankton Bloom in the Celtic Sea, April 1979.

Progress in Oceanography, 12: 87-145

Fish and Turl (1976) in Richardson, WJ; Green; CR; Mame, CI; and Thomson, DH.
(1995) Marine Mammals and Noise. Academic Press, San Diego

83



Forcada, Jand Hammond, P (1998) Geographical variation in abundance of striped and
common dolphins of the western Mediterranean. Journal of Sea Research, 39:
313-325

Gaskin, DE (1968) Distribution of Delphinidae (Cetacea) in relation to Sea Surface
Temperatures off eastern and southern New Zealand. New Zealand Journal of
Marine and Freshwater Research, 2: 527-534

Goold, JC (1996) Acoustic assessment of populations of common dolphin Delphinus
delphisin conjunction with seismic surveying. Journal of the Marine
Biological Association of the United Kingdom, 76: 811-820

Goold, JC (1998) Acoustic assessment of populations of common dolphins off the west
Wales coast, with perspectives from satellite imagery. Journal of the
Marine Biological Association of the United Kingdom, 78: 1353-1364

Goold, JC (2000) A diel pattern in voca activity of short-beaked common dolphin
Delphinus delphis. Marine Mammal Science, 16: 240-244

Goold, JC and Fish, PJ (1998) Broadband spectra of seismic survey air-gum emissions,
with reference to dol phin auditory thresholds. Journal of the Acoustical
Society of America, 103(4): 2177-2184

Gowens, S and Whitehead, H (1995) Distribution and habitat partitioning by small
odontocetes in the Gully, a submarine canyon on the Scotian Shelf. Canadian

Journal of Zoology, 73: 1599-1608

Greegor, Jr, DH (1986) Ecology from Space. Bioscience, 36(7): 429-432



Hammond, PS; Berggren, P, Benke, H; Borchers, DL; Collet, A; Heide-Jorgensen, MP;
Heimlich, S; Hiby, AR; Leopold, MF and @ien, N (2002) Abundance of
harbour porpoise and other cetaceans in the North Sea and adjacent waters.
Journal of Applied Ecology, 39: 361-376

Hooker, SK, Whitehead, H and Gowans, S (1999) Marine Protected Area Design and
the Spatial and Temporal Distribution of Cetaceans in a Submarine Canyon.

Conservation Biology, 13(3): 592 -602

Horsburgh, KJ; Hill, AE and Brown, J(1998) A Summer Jet in the St George's
Channel of the Irish Sea. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, 47: 285294

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/St_George's Channel. Accessed 10/10/2006

http://www.answers.com/topic/sai nt-georges-channel . Accessed 10/10/2006

Hui, CA (1979) Undersea Topography and Distribution of Dolphins of the Genus
Delphinusin the Southern California Bight. Journal of Mammal ogy, 60(3):

521-527

Hui, CA (1987) Power and Speed of Swimming Dol phins, Journal of Mammal ogy,
68(1): 126-132

Jacobs, M; Nowacek, DP; Gerhart, DJ; Cannon, G; Stephen, N and Forward Jr, RB
(1993) Seasonal Changesin Vocalisations during Behavior of the Atlantic

Bottlenose Dolphin. Estuaries, 16(2): 241-246

James, 1D (1977) A Model of the Annua Cycle of Temperature in a Frontal Region of
the Celtic Sea. Estuarine and Coastal Marine Science, 5: 339-353

85



Janik, VM and Slater, JB (1998) Context-specific use suggests that bottlenose dolphin
signature whistles are cohesion calls. Animal Behaviour, 56: 829-838

Kastelein, RA; Bunskoek, P; Hagedoom, M; Au, WWL and de Haan, D (2002)
Audiogram of a harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) measured with narrow-
band frequency-modul ated signals. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of
America, 112(1): 334-344

Kastelein, RA; Hagedoom, M; Au, WWL and de Haan, D (2003) Audiogram of a
striped dolphin (Stenella coeruleoalba). The Journal of the Acoustical Society
of America, 113(2): 1130-1137

Major, PF (1986) Notes on Predator-Prey Interaction between Common Dol phins
(Déelphinus delphis) and Short-Finned Squid (I1lex illexebrosus) in Lydonia
Submarine Canyon, Western North Atlantic Ocean. Journal of Mammalogy,
67(4): 769-770

Macleod, K; Simmonds, MP and Murray, E (2003) Summer distribution and relative
abundance of cetacean populations off north-west Scotland. Journal of the
Marine Biological Association of the United Kingdom, 83: 1187-1192

Neumann, DR (2001) Seasona movements of short-beaked common dol phins
(Déelphinus delphis) in the north-western Bay of Plenty, New Zealand: influence
of sea surface temperature and El Nino/La Nina. New Zealand Journal of
Marine and Freshwater Research, 35: 371-374

Ohizumi, H; Y oshioka, M; Mori, K and Miyazaki, N (1998) Stomach contents of

common dolphins (Del phinus del phis) in the pelagic western North Pacific.
Marine Mammal Science, 14(4): 835-844

86



Pascoe, PL (1986) Size data and stomach contents of common dol phins, Delphinus
delphis, near Plymouth. Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the
United Kingdom, 66: 319-322

Pemberton, K; Rees, AP; Miller, PI; Raine, R and Joint, | (2004) The influence of
water body characteristics on phytoplankton diversity and production in the
Cedltic Sea. Continental Shelf Research, 24: 2011-2028

Perrin, WF (2002) in Perrin,WF; Wirsig,B and Thewissen, JGM (eds) Encyclopedia
of Marine Mammals. Academic Press, USA, pp 245-248.

Perry, MJ (1986) Assessing Marine Primary Production from Space. Bioscience,
36(7): 461-467

Pingree, RD; Holligan, PM; Mardell, GT and Head, RN (1976) The influence of
physical stability on spring, summer and autumn phytoplankton bloomsin the
Celtic Sea. Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the United
Kingdom, 56: 845-873

Reeves, RR; Stewart, BS; Clapham, PJ and Powell, JA (2002), Sea Mammals of the
World, A & C Black, London, pp 388-391

Richardson, WJ; Green; CR; Malme, Cl; and Thomson, DH. (1995) Marine Mammals
and Noise. Academic Press, San Diego

Richardson, LL (1996) Remote Sensing of Algal Bloom Dynamics. Bioscience, 46(7):
492-501

Roughgarden, J; Running, SW and Matson, PA (1991) What Does Remote Sensing Do
for Ecology? Ecology, 72(6): 1918-1922

87



Savidge, G and Foster, P (1978) Phytoplankton biology of athermal front in the Celtic
Sea. Nature, 271: 155-157

Scullion, A. (2004). Short-beaked common dol phin, Delphinus del phis, whistles:
whistle density, areliable form of measuring group size? M Thesis. School

of Biological Sciences, University of Wales, Bangor

Seizer, LA and Payne, PM (1988) The Distribution of White-Sided (Lagenorhynchus
acutus) and Common Dol phins (Delphinus delphis) V's. Environmental features
of the Continental Shelf of the North-eastern United States. Marine Mammal
Science, 4(2):141-153

Silva, M.A. (1999) Diet of common dolphins, Del phinus delphis, off the Portuguese
continental coast. Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the United
Kingdom, 79, 531-540

Silva, MA and Sequeira, M (2003) Patternsin the mortality of common dolphins
(Delphinus delphis) on the Portuguese coast, using stranding records, 1975~
1998. Aguatic Mammals, 29(1):88-98

Smith, RC; Dustan, P; Au, D; Baker, KS and Dunlap, EA (1986) Distribution of
cetaceans and sea-surface chlorophyll concentrations in the California Current.
Marine Biology, 91: 385-402

Solanki, HU; Dwivedi, RM and Nayak, SR (2001) Synergistic analysis of SeaWiFS
chlorophyll concentration and NOAA-AVHRR SST features for exploring
marine living resources. International Journal of Remote Sensing, 22(18):
3877-3882

88



Thomas, J; Chun, N; Au, W and Pugh, K (1988) Underwater audiogram of afalse killer
whale (pseudor ca crassidens) The Journal of the Acoustical Society of
America, 84 (3): 936-940

Van Parijs, SM. and Corkeron, PJ (2001). Vocalizations and behaviour of pacific
humpback dol phins Sousa chinensis. Ethology, 107: 701-716

Van Parijs, SM; Smith, J and Corkeron, PJ (2002) Using calls to estimate the
abundance of inshore dolphins: a case study with Pacific humpback dolphins
Sousa chinensis. Journal of Applied Ecology, 39: 853-864

Viallele, S (2002) Dolphins and Whales from the Azores. IGS, France. pp 18

Wakefield, E.D. (2001). The voca behaviour and distribution of the short-beaked
common dolphin Delphinus delphis L. (1785) in the Celtic Sea and adjacent
waters, with particular reference to the effects of seismic surveying. MSc

Thesis. School of Ocean Sciences, University of Wales, Bangor

Waring, GT; Gerrior, P; Payne, PM; Parry, BL. and Nicolas, JR.(1990) Incidental take
of marine mammalsin foreign fishery activities off the northeast United States,
1977-88. Fishery Bulletin, 88: 347-360

Weir, CR and O’Brian, SH (2000) Association of the Harbour Porpoise (Phocoena
phocoena) with the Western Irish Seafront. European Research on Cetaceans-
14. Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual Conference of the European
Cetacean Society, Cork, Ireland, 2-5 April 2000, pp 61-65

Wilson, B; Hammond, PS and Thompson, PM (1999) Estimating size and assessing

trends in a coastal Bottlenose dolphin population. Ecological Applications,
9(1): 288-300

89



www.fishbase.org/ Summary/ SpeciesSummary.php?id=24 (Atlantic herring). 17/11/06

www.fishbase.org/ Summary/SpeciesSummary.php?id=118 (mackerel). 17/11/06

www.fishbase.org/ Summary/ SpeciesSummary.php?id=1357 (sprat). 17/11/06

www.pdcgo.co.uk/boats.php. Accessed 26/7/2006

www.seawatchfoundati on.org.uk/species-common. Accessed 04/10/2006

www.seawatchfoundati on.org.uk/species-identification. Accessed 04/10.2006

Y oung, DD and Cockcroft, VG (1994). Diet of common dol phins (Del phinus del phis)

off the south-east coast of southern Africa: Opportunism or specidization?
Journal of Zoology, 234(1): 41-53

90



8.0 Appendices

91



Appendix A. Waypoints for 2006 surveys

May 2006 - 51 32 N, 06 20 W to 51 395 N, 05 30 W to 51 47 N, 06 20 W to 51 545 N,
0530 W1t0 5200 N, 06 075 W

June 2006 - 51 30N, 06 20 W to 51 375N, 0530 Wto 5145 N, 06 20 W to 51 525 N,
0530 W to 5200 N, 06 20 W

July 2006 - 51 34 N, 06 20 Wto 51 415N, 0530 W to 51 49 N, 06 20 W to 51 565 N,
0530 W to 52 00 N, 06 00 W

August 2006 - 5130 N, 0530 W to 51 375 N, 06 20 W to 51 45 N, 05 30 W to 51 525
N, 06 20 Wto 52 00 N, 0530 W
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Appendix B. Example of, a) Simple sighting form, b) Independent observer form

used by the Sea Watch Foundation to record sighting data
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Appendix C. Example of Effort form used by the Sea Watch Foundation
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Appendix D. Piechart representing thetotal depth (metres) of the survey area
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Appendix E. Piechart representing the sea surface temperatur e ranges (°C) of the

survey area
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Appendix F. Piechart representing the chlorophyll-a concentration ranges

(mg/m3) of the survey area
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Appendix G. Resultsof Anderson-Darling test for normality on environmental
variables, depth (metres), sea surface temperature (°C) and
chlorophyll-a concentration (mg/m3)

A-Squared P-Value

Depth Acoustic 2.257 <0.001
Visua 5.020 <0.001

SST Acoustic 1.368 0.001
Visua 1.096 0.007

CHL-a Acoustic 3.313 <0.001
Visual 4.607 <0.001

CD ROM: Raw data



