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Abstract

The deep sea is the largesvieonment on Earth, but has remained relatively
understudied due to its inaccessibility. In recent years however, technological
advances have increased our understanding of this globally important system. In this
thesis, | add to this understanding byaemning fish assemblage structure along the
environmental gradient of the ctmental slope at depths of IWDOO0 m and over a
time period (198E2014) following a reduction in fishing pressure from previous
levels. | show that body size is an importanttofadn structuring deegea
assemblages along a depth gradient and that it increases at least up to 1500 m. A new
metric, fractional size, builds on our knowledge of size structure by accounting for
both intra- and interspecific variation in body size aiso increases with depth. The
Large Fish Indicator, the slope of the biomass spectrum and fractional size have
increased over time, signifying recovery of the size structure csda&ssemblages,
but this increase is deptitependent. | reveal other diprelated changes by linking
morphological traits that relate to function, such as caudal fin aspect ratio and gape
size, to the shifting dominance of feeding guilds and patterns in functional diversity. |
show that despite the uniqueness of emEp ecostems, the general
macroecological pattern of increasing regional occupancy with increasing local
abundance still applies. | incorporate thepaivading importance of depth into
theseabundanc@&occupancyrelationships by calculating occupancy based on depth
distribution as well as spatial distribution. This thesis reveals some surprising
characteristics of deegga assemblages, such as high biodiversity and the ability to
recover from fishing pressure further highlights the importance of body size in the

marine environment andf depth resolutionn deepsea ecology.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background

The state of our oceans is increasingly beswggnised as cause for concern
by scientists and the general public. We are exploiting the seas at an often
unsustainable level (Pauly 2008, 2009; Jackson 2010), as illustrated by the collapse of
stocks such as cod in the Northwest Atlantic (Hutchingsy&r#11994; Myers et al.
1996). In recent years, this has also been true of the deep sea. As we have depleted
fish stocks in shallower seas, fishermen have been forced to fish in deeper waters
(Morato et al. 2006). This means that we are exploiting fishkstf which we know
very little in terms of their biology and ecology.

The deep sea encompasses depths frddm2® 60M m (Kaiser et al. 2011)
and extends from the continental slope to the abyssal plain. It is the largest
environment on earth and offeimportant ecosystem services such as fisheries and
mining for minerals (Ramirekzlodra et al. 2011). It is also important for carbon
storage (Irigoien et al. 2014; Trueman et al. 20udjch is particularly relevant in
this current era of climate chang&he seafloor is punctuated by trenches that reach
down to depths of 1@m, and seamounts and maitean ridgeshat rise up seval
kilometres above the seabedhout breaking the surface of the ocean (Kaiser et al.
2011). It is also now known that tHeepsea environment is much more varied than
previously thought (Danovaro, Snelgrove & Tyler 2014) and species distributions
may rely on habitats such as sponge fields or-segmoral banks (Ramirkiodra
et al. 2010). The deep sea was once thoughetdevoid of any life, howeyerew
technology such as improved fishing gear, desgp submersibles and remote
cameras has allowed us to start to understand its nature (Kaiser et al. 2011).

In the deep sea, the lack of light means there is no photosgntlaser et
al. 2011). Rather, all food webs are based on the detritus that sinks from the
shallower ocean layers, such as faecal pellets, crustacean moults, and carcasses of
larger organisms (Lalli & Parsons 1993), making for simplified energy pathways
relative to shallower seas and the terrestrial environment (Tittensor et al. 2011).
Other differences in deegea communities include the necessary adaptation to high
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pressure and low temperature (Carney 2005). Hydrostatic pressure increases by 10
atm forevery 100 m in depth and adaptations such as the alteration of membrane
structure (Hazel & Williams 1990) and the stabilisation of enzyiascey &
Siebenaller 1999jare needed to occupy these depths. Additionally, on the
continental slope, depth changes rapidly for any unit change in horizontal distance.
This means that it encompasses a very steep environmental gradient, changing in
pressure, temperature, oxygen asdalinity (Lalli & Parsons 1993; Carney 2005;
Kaiser et al. 2011). Such a vast gradient would not be ignored in terrestrial ecology,
and it cannot be assumed that communities will remain constant along the
continental slope. Changes in species composilooy aéhis gradient have been well
documented (e.g. Gordon & Bergstad 1992; Magnussen 2002; Carney 2005;
Tolimieri & Levin 2006; Yeh & Drazen 2009), but more work is needed on
understanding what this means for ecosystem function and how assemblages at
different depths interact with one another.

Many deepetliving animals tend to be longer lived and reach sexual maturity
at an older age relative to their shalldwelling counterparts (Koslow et al. 2000;
Morato et al. 2006; Drazen & Haedrich 2012), resultimy an increase in
vulnerability with depth (Norse et al. 2012). At one extreme, the orange roughy
(Hoplostethus atlantdoss not mature until around 30 years of age and may live to
be nearly 150 years old (Fenton, Short & Rli291), while one specimef the black
coral genud eiopathbas been found to be over four thousand years old (Roark et al.
2009). This means that despa creatures are likely to be particularly vulnerable to
fishing pressure, as they will take longer to recover from distelzhre to the long
time it takes them to grow and reproduce. Perhaps this explains why sorrsedeep
fisheries, despite their recent implementation, are already no longer economically
sustainable (Norse et al. 2012).

This unsustainable level of exploitati(Norse et al. 2012) is occurring with
very little knowledge of the ecology of the communities therein. We need to
understand the potential for recovery of these systems, and how much fishing
pressure they can withstand, in order to implement effectategiion measures. In
this thesis, | aim to combine traditional ecological methods with newbasétd
approaches to provide an overview of deep fish ecology along a depth gradient
and over time. Not only will this give us a better understanding eefpska
communities, it will also highlight the most appropriate methods to use in the future,

12 1
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for example when monitoring the impacts of exploitation and potential resilience of
the system.

1.2. The traitbased approach

An approach that is becoming neprevalent in community ecology is to use
traits, rather than species identities, to describe systems (McGill et al. 2006; Litchman
et al. 2010; Webb et al. 2010). Traits can be any measurable property of an
organism, for example size at maturity, fectywdeed/egg/offspring size, metabolic
rate, rate of carbon fixation and diet breadth. Taxonomic approaches can be useful,
but findings based on species identity are not easily applicable to other communities.
Conversely, if conclusions can be drawn abthé impact of traits on the
community, we may be able to assume that similar traits will cause similar responses
in other communities, regardless of species identity (Bremner 2008}bdgedt
approaches may therefore help to unify community ecology theot just across
different communities, but also across multiple ecosystems. Traits also map onto
function more directly than does taxonomic information. By examining functional
traits, we can learn more about what aspects of a community are goinghtgedha
response to an environmental or anthropogenic driver (Webb et al. 2010; Enquist et
al. 2015; Schmitz et al. 2015).

One trait that is particularly important for function in the marine
environment is body size. In the past, food webs have beeneathatyserms of
interactions between species (May et al. 1979). However, in the marine environment,
as fish grow they are able to eat a wider variety of prey sizes, so a predatory fish may
feed on every level of the food chain in the course of its life.riéans that body
size is often a better predictor of trophic level than is spé&uoderf et al. 1993;
Scharf, Juanes & Rountre2000; Jennings et al. 2001). This has led to the
interpretation of marine food webs as groups of interacting individual$feredt
sizes, which are not specified as a certain species (Hall et al. 2006; Pope et al. 2006).
The importance of body size has already been m@sed in the deep sea, but
variation in size with depth is not consisténhas been found to increase (B et
al. 1979) or decrease (Stefanescu, Rucabado & Lloris 1992) along a depth gradient,
and the pattern may vary for different functional groups (Collins et al. 2005). The
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body planof deepsea species also becomes more elongated with depth (Neat &
Campbell 2013), possibly due to increased efficiency of swimming at high water
pressure. Body size is also important in determining important life history
characteristics such as maturity and fecundity (Winemiller & Rose 1992) and growth
rate (Jobling 1983)t can therefore provide valuable information on both function
and overall health of a community.

Traits other than body size will also affect the structure and function of the
community, for example by determining what an individual can eat. Mou¢hastx
shape, locomotion abilitgnd eyesight will all impact what types of prey predators
are able to catch, and morphological traits such as these have been used to develop
functional groupings in fish (Sibbing & Nagelkerke 2001; Reecht et al. 2013).
Reducedmetabolism and locomotory capabilities have been attributed to the lack of
light in the deep sea (Childress 1995), and scavengers have traits that allow them to
exploit intermittent resources (Haedrich & Rowe 1977; Tamburri & Barry 1999;
Collins et al. 205). Differences in reproduction and development may also play a
role in structuring deepea communities. Some species spawn in aggregations
(Koslow et al. 2000) and some have seasonal reproduction, though the extent of this
is poorly understood. Speci@so change their depth range as they age but whether
the juveniles live in shallower waters and descend as they grow older and larger, or
vice versaries between species (Gordon & Duncan 1985; 1987) and has not been
revealed for most. Depth range wdlso vary within individuals as they move
between depths to feed (Gordon & Duncan 1985; Bailey et al. 2009). This movement
heavily impacts the interactions across communities in the deep sea and has
important implications for the storage of carbon at dgpttueman et al. 2014), and
the propagation of the effects of fishing to areas outside those fished. Species living
below the range of commercial fishing gear have been affected by fisheries (Bailey et
al. 2009; Priede et al. 2011) and the movement o¥ichaals may be responsible for
transmitting these effects (Priede et al. 2011).

1.3. The effect of fishing

The impact of commercial fishing on species that live on the continental shelf
has beenwell documented (Botsford, Castilla & Peter$8087; Pauy 2008, 2009;

14 1



! 1. Introductiorl
!
Jackson 2010). Despite the lack of study of the deep sea, this habitat provides a
unique opportunity to examine the effect of fishing pressure in detail, due to the fact
that commercial fishing has only been practised in the deep sea i decaes
(Morato et al. 2006). This means that there are data available for the state -of deep
sea communities in a pristine, or close to pristine, condition (Gordon 2003). We will
therefore be better able to document changes due to fishing than we éan in
example, the North Sea, which has been esgdbfor centuries (Barrett, Locker &
Roberts 2004; Kerby, Cheung & Engelhaf12), making early environmental
states hard to estimate.

One approach used to illustrate the effects of fishing iwases ndicators.
Fishing impacts body sizes in a community because it isedentive, harvesting
individuals once they become a certain size, hence not allowing them to reach their
full growth potential (Bianchi et al. 2000). This means that metrics basbddyn
size tend to decrease under fishing pressure (Shin et al. 2005). Examples of such
metrics include the Large Fish Indicator (LFI) and slope of the biomass spectrum
(Shin et al. 2005; Greenstreet et al. 2011; Fung et al. 2012). The LFI is the
proportion of biomass that is made up of individuals above a certain length, and it
illustrates the health of an assemblage because larger individuals are more fecund
(Winemiller & Rose 1992) and more likely to occupy a wider range of trophic levels
(Scharf, Juane& Rountree 2000). The LFI is therefore expected to decrease under
fishing pressure. In the North Sea, a value of 0.3 has been suggested to represent a
healthy LFI (ICES 2007; Greenstreet et al. 2011), but in recent years it has been as
low as 0.1 (Fung @l. 2012). The expected value of the LFI in the deep sea is, to my
knowledge, as yet undescribed. The other common indicator, the slope of the
biomass spectrum, is based on the general macroecological pattern of fewer large
organisms than smaller ones @BIt1927). This produces a negative relationship
between abundance and body maisat shows surprising regularity across many
different ypes of ecosystems (Sheldon, Prakash & Sut€lifiz Boudreau & Dickie
1992; Reuman et al. 2008). Fishing truncates slze spectrum by harvesting the
larger individuals, resulting in a shift towards smaller body sizes (Bianchi et al. 2000;
Jennings & Blanchard 2004; Shin et al. 2005), meaning that steeper (or more
negative) size spectrum slopes are predicted undeitakpio

The impact of fishing pressure in the deep sea has already been investigated.
A particularly wellstudied area is the Rockall Trough in the Northeast Atlantic.
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Basson et al. (2001) attempted to combine research survey data from this area in
order to answer fundamental questions about the effect of fishing on body size and
biomass. The authors could not always rule out an effect of the type of gear used in
the survey, but the evidence points to declines in biomass of exploited and
unexploited speaes, a change in species composition, and a steepening of the slope of
the size spectrum (Basson et al. 2001). However, the change in the slope is weak,
which the authors hypothesise may be due to the shodstale available for
analysisor because theigh mortality of bycatch means that large fish are not
preferentially targeted (Basson et al. 2001).

Other studies in the same area have found that species abundances have
declined significantly (Lorance & Dupouy 2001), even at depths greater than those
commercially fished (Bailey et al. 2009; Priede et al. 2011) which may equate to an
area 2.74 times greater than that directly impacted by fishing gear being affected by
fishing activity (Priede et al. 2011). The deepesig fish to decline significantl
over time was the abyssal halos#lal¢sauropsis macypathich lives between 105
m and 35@ m below sea level (Bailey et al. 2009). Thus, even those able to escape
the range of fishing gears by moving to deeper waters are impacted by the presence
of fisheries at shallower depths. In other areas, for example the Northwest Atlantic,
these declines in desyater fish abundances equate to the criteria set out by the
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List as being
Critically Endangered (Devine, Baker & HaedrizB06). However, as yet, recorded
extinctions are absent in despa ecosystems, and diversity has remained constant in
the Rockall Trough since the start of commercial fishing (Bailey et al. 2009;
Campbell et al. 2010).

Not all species have shown decreases in abundance, and it is important to
consider the timescale involved. Neat & Burns (2010) revealed that grenadiers (family
Macrouridae) in the Rockall Trough have persisted at a stable abundance since
1998, probably de to the implementation of Total Allowable Catches (TACS) in
2003. Although it is encouraging that some dsep species may be able to be fished
at sustainable levels, the population is showing no sign of recovery from the high
levels of exploitation bafe the TACs were implemented (Neat & Burns 2010). Body
size of grenadiers has also remained constant on average, but large individuals on the
upper continental slope have increased in abundance, possibly due to decreased
fishing pressure (Neat & Burns Q1

16 1
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The effect of fishing can also be seen in areas other than the Rockall Trough.
The orange roughy Hoplostethus atlantidishery in New Zealand increased
dramatically from 1979 to 1989 but catches have declined since 1990 due to the
depletion of stcks and implementation of TACs (Clark 2001). Now many historical
fishing grounds are closed in the region (Larcombe & Begg 2007; Hallett & Daley
2011). The slender armourhedésgudopentaceros Wireeddaitively shottved for a
deepsea fish, and gqears to be recovering from heavy overfishing up until the
1980s in the North Pacific, though the stock is still only a fraction of its original size
(Norse et al. 2012). The black scabbardfisph&nopus carbas been fished
sustainably around Madeir&lorth Atlantic, using longlines for more than 200 years
(Noronha 1925), however, in other areas where trawling is permitted, stocks are
declining (ICES 2008).

In some areas, the effect of recent commercial -deapfishing has been
documented, but therera still gaps in our knowledge. We need to extend our study
to encompass communityide effects, rather than just changes in abundance and
biomass. The use of sikased indicators in the deep sea would allow direct
comparison with shelf seas. Referencections (Jennings & Dulvy 2005; Shin et al.
2005) for these indicators are well documented in shallower waters, which would aid
in interpreting how communities are responding to either relaxed or increased
fishing pressure. Indicators based on size Mslb aelate to the function of a
community, allowing for predictions to be made on the impact that fishing will have

on important aspects of an ecosystem.
1.4. Generality of macroecological patterns

Macroecology describes a suite of emergent patteatissdem to be very
general properties of both marine and terrestrial ecosystems (Webb 2012). One
pervasive macroecological pattern is #feindanc&ccupancyrelationship (AOR):
the generally positive relationship between average local abundance and
proportional regional occupancy (Gaston et al. 2000), which has been demonstrated
for a wide range of taxa and in many different ecosystems (Blackburn, Cassey &
Gaston 2006). AORs can be fitted across species, with each species contributing a
single mean abundance and proportional occupancy (the interspecific AOR), or
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within species, for instance by considering a time series of abundance and occupancy
estimates fom single species (the intraspecific AOR). These two relationships are
intimately linked (Webb, Noble & Freckleton 2007), although different mechanisms
may drive them (Gaston et al. 2000; Borregaard & Rahbek 2010).

AORs are ecologically important becaubkeyt link local and regionakcale
population processes, and have implications for monitoring and conservation of
species (Webb, Noble & Freckleton 2007). For instance, it is easier to obtain
information on the presence or absence of species than itheiombundance, but
positive AORs suggest that local abundances could be predicted from proportional
occupancy (Gaston et al. 2000). A positive AOR also means that species can face a
Odouble jeopardyO (Lawton 1993, 1996; Gaston 1999) whereby a popuilitian
small geographic range and low local abundance can be easily wiped out, with no
potential regional colonisers to reclaim the area lost. This is also true for the
intraspecific relationship: in years where abundances are low, species are
proportionaly more vulnerable to local extinction because they are also likely to be
occupying a small geographic space.

Despite the importance of AORs, to my knowledge only one study has so far
appliedabundanc&occupancytheory to the deep sea. Using simulationdelbng,

Trenkel et al. (2013) found that fishing could potentially alter the form of the
intraspecific AOR. However, only four species were described in the model, and the
interspecific AOR was not included (Trenkel et al. 2013). If positive AORs can be
shown empirically to be a general phenomenon in the deep sea, which is thought to
differ in many ways to other marine ecosystems (Rarhloglza et al. 2010), then

this macroecological pattern would be shown to be even more widespread and
consistent. In adton, the predictions made by Trenkel et al. (2013) on the effect of
fishing could be tested using data from areas subjected to changing fishing pressure,
which has previously been shown to alter the AOR in shallow marine environments
(Fisher & Frank 2004 However, the response is not consistent across taxa, and the
slope and strength of the AOR have been found both to increase and decrease in
response to pressures, depending on the type of habitat occupied and the nature of
human disturbance (Fisher & d&mik 2004; Webb, Noble & Freckleton 2007).
Furthermore, AORs can exhibit d@rent characteristics dependiog species traits.

For example, intraspecific AORs and/or variation around interspecific AORs can
depend on whether species are rare or common (Wsbble & Freckleton 2007),

18 1



! 1. Introductiorl

!

their aggregation behaviour (Frisk, Duplisea & Trenkel 2011), and their body size
(Webb, Tyler & Somerfield 2009). It is therefore interesting to examine whether
AORs can be used alongside diased indicators to investigates taffect of fishing

in the deep sea, and whether the unique characteristics ofsdaefystems and the
traits of the species that live there can further increase our understanding of

macroecological patterns and relationships.

1.5. Data and study site

My study site is the Rockall Trough, Northeast Atlantic, in ICES
(International Council for the Exploration of the Sea) area VI at latitude 55j to 59iN
and longitude approximately 9jW (Chapter 2: Fig. 1). This site is one dfeite
studieddeepsea ecosyems in the world, with research surveys extending back to
the 1970s (Gordon 2003). The dominant commercial fishery in the area is the
French fleet, which has been exploiting the deep sea in the Rockall Trough since the
1970s, though only on a large scalehe past 20 years (Basson et al. 2001; Gordon
2003). TACs have been implemented and reduced year on year since 2003 (STECF
2013). The main target species are roundnose gren&beyghaenoides rupasilis
blue ling Molva dipterygiaough othersommonly caught are the black scabbardfish
(Aphanopus carbBairdOslickhead (Alepocephalus bpirdiaupOs arrowtooth eel
(Synaphobranchus katnnidbeak dogfishDeania caldewmnd Portuguese dogfish
(Centroscymnus cogl@Bmdon & Bergstail992; Gordon 2003). Althougimy work
will be focussed on a particular study area, by using abtadd framework, it is
aimed that this approach will be applicable to other ecosystems.

The core dataset | will use is from fishemeependent researchanitoring
surveys conducted by Marine Scotland, of the Scottish Government, since 1998 at
depths of 30 mto 2067m. The data consist of information on species, abundance,
size and depth, for the demersal fish assemblage. Additional morphological &ait dat
were collected on board the survey in the year 2013 which are used to examine
functional changes. Where appropriate | also use stable isotope data supplied by the
National Oceanography Centre, Southampton, to infer trophic level. Traits are also
obtainedfrom the online compendium FishBase (Froese and Pauly 2016).
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1.6. Thesis structure

My thesis is centred around the following research questions.

Chapter 2: How do species composition and body size change with depth?
Depth is the most important drivexf community structure in the deep sea,
and the environmental gradient spanned by the continental slope is vast. We
therefore must understand changes with depth before we can investigate the effects
of fishing. | examine species composition in order wetstand the natural history
of the system. | then look at body sizes of assemblages as this is thought to be the
most important trait in the marine environment. Specifically, | test:
¥ Whether a new metric, fractional size, can be used to illustrate gariati
in deepsea assemblages along a depth gradient
¥ What changes in body size occur within and between species along a
depth gradient
¥ Which descriptor of assemblage structure (species composition, fractional
size, or size structure) explains the most vanationg a depth gradient

Chapter 3: What do morphological traits tell us about functional changes with depth?

| then expand on my findings regarding body size to incorporate other traits
that may be related to function. Morphological traits were aviglédyr some species
that span the depth range of the study and account for 84% of the total biomass.
These traits can be related to functions such as swimming speed and prey capture. |
therefore use them to describe functional diversity in the systertg arglain these
patterns by examining each trait separately along a depth gradient. | compare this
trait-based approach to traditional taxonomic diversity, and use size diversity as an
additional traitbased method. | aim to relate these traits to a Bpeftinction,
feeding guild, using information from stable isotope data. Specifically, | test:

¥ How functional diversity changes with depth

¥ Whether size diversity and species richness show similar patterns to

functional diversity

¥ Which traits can be related patterns in functional diversity
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¥ How the distribution of morphological traits links to variation in
dominant feeding guilds

Chapter 4: Do dimeesed indicators show recovery due to relaxed fishing pressure?
Fishing pressure has been decreasing ity area, however it is thought
that deepsea systems are slow to recover from exploitation. It is therefore important
to discover whether simased indicators show signs of recovery. | use the
information from my first two data chapters to inform myplementation of these
indicators, particularly in accounting for differences in response that may occur at
different depths. Specifically | test:
¥ How sizebased indicators have changed over time, and whether this
pattern differs across depths
Whetherfractional size can be used as an indicator

How fishing effort and temperature have changed over the timescale of
the research survey

Chapter 5: What is the relationship between local abundance and regional occupancy in t
One of the most gemnal ecological rules is the positive relationship between
abundance and occupancy, so | establish whether this holds in the deep sea, despite
being thought of as fundamentally a very different ecosystem to coastal waters.
Abundancé&occupancy relationshipscan also have important implications for
conservation and monitoring of species, which could be useful in this time of
increasing exploitation in the deep sea. Furthermabundanc&occupancy
relationships are predicted to change in response to envirdahp@essures, so in
looking at change over time in the form of this relationship, | am able to establish
whether it is an indicator that could be applied to the deep sea, in addition to those
based on body size. Specifically, | test:
¥ For relationships beteen abundance and occupancy in the deep sea,
both across and within species
¥ Whether we can calculate ttsbundanc&occupancyrelationship based
on depth distributions

¥ How the interspecific relationship has changed over time
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¥ Whether we can attribute the fo of the intraspecific relationship to

species characteristics

In the final chapterGeneral Discusdi@ynthesise these data chapters into a
set of conclusions that can be applied to future work. | highlight the most important
recurring themes in dg-sea fish assemblage variation and suggest why they are
valuable insights in terms of the management and resilience of this ecosystem. |
conclude by suggesting the next logical steps to be taken in the advancement of deep

sea ecology that can build tre work presented in this thesis.
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2. A trait -based metric sheds
new light on the nature of the
body size N depth
relationship in the deep sea

Published as:
Mindel, B.L., Webb, T.J., Neat, F.C. & Blanchard, J.L. (2016) A trait-based metric
sheds new light on the nature of the body size N depth relationship in the deep

sea. Journal of Animal Ecology, 85, 427 -436.
2.1. Abstract

Variation within species is an oftemerlooked aspect of community ecology,
despite the fact that the ontogenetic structure of populations influences processes
right up to the ecosystem level. Accounting for traits at the individual level is an
important advance in the implementation of trdiased approaches in
understanding community structure and functidnincorporate individual and
speciegevel traits into one succinct assemblage structure metric, fractional size,
which is calculated as the lengthan individual divided by its potential maximum
length.I test the implementation of fractional size in demersal fish assemblages along
a depth gradient in the deep séaise data from an extensive trawl survey at depths
of 302030 m on the continentaslope of the Rockall Trough, Northeast Atlantic,
to compare changes in fractional size structure along an environmental gradient to
those seen using traditional taxonomic and 4oaed approaches. The relationship
between fractional size and depth wastigularly strong, with the overall pattern
being an increase with depth, implying that individuals move deeper as they grow.
Body size increased with depth at the irdpeecific and assemblage levels. Fractional
size, size structure and species compaséll varied among assemblages, and this
variation could be explained by the depth that the assemblage occupied. The

inclusion of individualevel traits and population fractional size structure adds to our
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understanding at the assemblage level. Fradt®mne, or where an individual is in its
growth trajectory, appears to be an especially important driver of assemblage change
with depth. This has implications for understanding fisheries impacts in the deep sea
and how these impacts may propagate acrepthd.

2.2. Introduction

Identifying broad patterns in how community structure changes along an
environmental gradient is central to ecology. Community composition tends to be
quantified using the traditional taxonomic approach of listing species airesla
Community function, on the other hand, can best be explored in terms of the traits
of the species or individuals therein, where the traits can be any measurable
physiological or morphological feature that contributes to the function of the
organism.Trait-based approaches, where organisms are described by their traits
rather than species identity, are becoming more common in community ecology
(McGilll et al. 2006; Litchman et al. 2010; Webb et al. 2010; Mouillot et al. 2013).
One advantage of tralbaed approaches is that they may allow greater
generalisations across systems, because traits are common to multiple ecosystems,
even if these ecosystems do not share the same species (Keddy 1992; Weiher &
Keddy 1995). Additionally, tratbased approachesrcde applied in systems where
detailed, speciespecific information on changes in abundances do not exist, but the
traits of the species are known due to studies on similar systems. However, even if
trait-based approaches are giving more information tteonomic descriptions,
there is still a shortfall if traits can only be described at the species level, ignoring the
substantial changes in function that can occur throughout ontogeny. It has been
shown that variation within species alters community fanctand ecosystem
processes, and that functional differences among species depend on the demographic
structure of the populations of those species (Rudolf & Rasmussen 2013a, b),
implying that individual traits must also be taken into consideration to atetyr
describe community function.

A trait that changes dramatically at the individual level is body size, and in
the marine environment, where food webs are strongly size structured, it is the trait

most responsible for determining interactions betwadividuals (Dickie, Kerr &
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Boudreau 1987). In fish, size is often a better predictor than species identity of the
trophic level of an individual (Cohen et al. 1993; Scharf, Juanes & Rountree 2000;
Jennings et al. 2001), because as fish grow they caarfeecreasingly large prey,
gradually heightening their position in the food web. Closely related to individual
size, another commonly used sipBsed trait in the marine environment igak This

Is the potential maximum length of a species, and is aartarg life history trait. It

can be used as a proxy for asymptotic size, size at maturity, fecundity, growth rate
and longevity (Winemiller & Rose 1992; Froese & Binohlan 2000).

It is already known that in fish, body size changes with depth (Pollahi et
1979; Macpherson & Duarte 1991; Collins et al. 2005). There is, however, little in
the way of a consistent pattern; Polloni et al. (1979) reported a pattern of increased
size with depth, Snelgrove & Haedrich (1985) found no relationship in all but two
deepsea fish and Stefanescu, Rucabado & Lloris (1992) reported the complete
opposite. The relationship holds better within certain functional guilds, for example
scavenging speci@3ollins et al. 2005), but even within scavengers it is not
ubiquitous (Yh & Drazen 2009). This suggests that there are many other factors at
play including ontogenetic changes in behaviour and habitat preference that are
more closely related to depth than body giees(stein et al. 1992).

These body size traits at the mdual and species level.{d) can be
combined to better account for the structure of the community as a whslggest
that a new metric, fractional size, can be calculated by dividing the length of an
individual by the kax of that species. It resolves the demographic structure of
populations and assemblages and signifies how far along an individual is in its growth
trajectory. Fractional sizeaptures intraas well as intgpecific variation in size; an
aspect that is ofteignored in ecology (Rudolf & Rasmussen 2013a, b).

Herel use this alternative measure of size to determine whether differences in
fractional size structure exist along the depth gradient of the continental slope and
compare these differences to thoseeaded by the traditional taxonomic and trait
based measures of fish community structure. Depth is the major environmental
gradient driving changes in marine communities from the coast to the deep sea, and
the taxonomic changes seen across this depthegitaldave been well documented
(e.g. Gordon & Bergstad 1992; Magnussen 2002; Carney 2005; Tolimieri & Levin
2006; Yeh & Drazen 2009). As depth increases, pressure increases, while
temperature, salinity, oxygen concentration and food availability decrefse be
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stabilising (Lalli & Parsons 1993; Kaiser et al. 2011). The changes in abiotic
parameters resulting from a small change in vertical position can be equivalent to
those observed over extensive latitudinal or longitudinal ranges (Angel 1993; Lalli &
Parsons 1993; Kaiser et al. 2011).

Here | use data from a deepater bottom trawl survey to analyse how
changes in fractional size of individuals influence fish assemblage structure along a
depth gradientl compare these results with two traditional measures of assemblage
structure: mean length of individuals in the assemblage, and species composition.
This analysis allows the @rpretation of intraand intespecific variation in size, the
comparison of teonomic and traiHbased approaches in understanding assemblage
structure, and the understanding of a novel way of measuring the fractional size

structure of fish assemblages.

2.3. Materials and methods

2.3.1. Data

The survey data used have been catiédly Marine Scotland®¥RV Scotian
a deepwater bottom trawl survey of demersal fish in Septembdneof/¢ars 1998,

2000, 2002, 202009, 2011 and 2012. The survey area is the Rockall Trough,
Northeast Atlantic, within ICES (International Council fre Exploration of the

Sea) area Vla, stretching along the continental slope at latitudes of 55j to 59jN and a
longitude of approximately 9jW (Fig. 1). A BT184 bottom trawl was used with
rockhopper ground gear and the mesh size at the cod end was Ruther trawl

gear specifications are described in Neat & Burns (2010). Demersal fish only (those
that live on or around the seabed, including those classified as benthopelagic) were
included in the analysis due to the unreliability of catching benthic ebrates and
mesopelagic species that generally live higher in the water column.

In order to focus on deptrelated trends in assemblage structure, time
averaged metrics were used to control for temporal variation. Three hundred and
twenty one hauls wer@aken over the course of the survey, at depths ranging from
300 mto 203 m, and these hauls were concatenated into stations that were re
sampled through time. Hauls were grouped into the same station if they were in the
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Fig. 1. Location of hauls of the Marine Scotland deeater bottom trawl survey aloni
the continental slope dhe Rockll Trough from 19982012. The map was produce
using the R package (R Core Team 20hérmafPante & Simo+Bouhet 2013).

same ICES statistical rectangté area 1j longitude by 300 latitude) and withth 10

m of each other in depth. The depth of the station was taken as the mean of the
depths of the hauls in that station. Hauls that were not repeated across years were
dill included as they were assumed to ocamdomly with respect to time and
depth. The reduced dataset consisted of 72 stafl@ide(S1), including 15 stations

with only one representative haul, and 57 stations where hauls were repeated over at
least two years allowing them to be timeeraged.
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Catch was identified to the finest taxonomic resolution possible, which was
species level for 99.9% (of a total of 683319) of individuals caught. This resulted in
the classification of 187 tax@aple S2), of which 175 (93.6%) were species, SixX
(3.2%) wee genera, five (2.7%) were families and one (0.5%) was order. The full
classification of these taxa was determined using the World Register of Marine
Species (WoRMEditorial Board2013). Each individualOs length was measured; for
some species it was appriate to measure standard length, -araal fin length, or
pre-supra caudal fin length rather than total length, due to tails commonly breaking
off in the net. In these instances, total length was determined using conversion factors
calculated from a subsof the dataTable S2). This is standard practice in fisheries
surveys (ICES 2012) because the ratio of the alternative measured lengths to total
length can be assumed to be constant throughout growth. It was necessary to predict
total length from othelength measures for 38 (20%) taxa.

The measure of relative abundance derived from the survey was the biomass of
individuals caught per hour spent trawling. Biomass could not always be recorded on
the survey due to time constraints, so weight was prddicie the length of the
individual. The relationship between length and weight was established for each
species using a subset of the data for which length and weight were available. A
linear model was performed on the 1etransformed variables for easpecies, and
the coefficients from this model were used to predict missing weights.

Fractional size of an individual was calculated as its total length divided by the
potential maximum length of that species#). The value of kax was set as the
largest known length of any recorded individual. For most species, this value was
downloaded from FishBase (Froese & PaulyR@sing the R package (R Core
Team 2014)fishbagBoettiger, Lang & Wainwright 2012). Individuals that were not
able to be identifi@ to species level on the survey were assigned the largest L
the species in that taxon caught on the survey. Only 0.29% (out of a total of 683319)
individuals caught throughout the course of the survey had to be assignedntheir L
from a related spmes so the method is unlikely to be biasing the results. For 60
(32%) taxa, observed lengths on the survey exceeded the values listed on FishBase.
This is expected, as a comprehensive survey of a poorly known assemblage such as
deepsea fish is likely txpand the known range of sizes of some species beyond that
previously recorded in a global compendium of data such as FishBase. In these cases,
| used the size of the largest recorded specimen from the survey,asuth that
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Lmax consistently equates the size of the largeknown individual (Appendix)1To
determine whether there were any depthated biases produced by using this
method,| analysed the difference between FishBasg and observed maximum

size with respect to depth. The relationship was statistically significant, but had low
explanatory power (LM: F = 22.1, d.f. = 1, 1852R0.1, p < 0.001), with the
pattern being determined by a small number of species living @ahGrtb6® m in

depth. In support of this, a further analysis performed only on those speciesaith L
values taken directly from FishBase produced statistically identical relationships to
those obtained when ajpecies were included (Appendix I1therebre propose that
combining FishBase nlax values and maximum observed size provides the most
comprehensive method for indicating the true genetic growth potential of a species,
while allowing the metric of fractional size to be widely applicable to ali afdhe

ocean, including shelf waters, on a global scale.

2.3.2. Analysis

The data were manipulated in three ways to describe assemblage structure
using fractional size structure, size structure, and species composition. For fractional
size structurethe mean total length was calculated across individuals in each station
for each species, then this was divided by th& &f each species (Appendiy 1
giving mean fractional size for each species in each station. For size structure, the
mean individual length for each species in each station was used. For species
composition, the survegerived relative abundance of each species in each station
was sindardised using the Hellinger transformation (Legendre & Gallagher 2001),
whereby the species abundances were divided by the total abundance in that station,
then squareoot transformed. Changes in each of these three metrics along a depth
gradient wereanalysed using Redundancy Analysis (RDA; Legendre & Legendre
2012) in thevegapackage (Oksanen et al. 2013) in R (R Core Team 2014), whereby
depth was the predictor and the values of assemblage structure at the station level,
calculated as described akowvas the response. RDA is a multivariate statistical
technique that allows the analysis of multiple species and their assemblage metric
values simultaneously. By taking depth as a predictor variable, RDA quantifies its
effect on assemblage structure,eaing how much variation in the dataset can be
apportioned to changes in depth. For fractional size and size structure, if a species
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was absent from a station it was said to have a fractional size or length of zero in
order to signify that it was not cautgand to be analogous to the measure of species
composition. The fit of the RDA model was assessed using adjusigebFed and
statistical significance was established using a permutation test.

Overall assemblage structure was examined by averagingatimnal sizes
and individual lengths across species for each station, and fourth root transforming
the timeaveraged total biomass in each station. The averages were calculated as
weighted means, where the weighting @fcle species was the fourth root
transformed biomass of that species. In each of these instances, the fourth root
transformation was chosen in order to downweight common species, as is often
desired in abundance and biomass data (Clarke & Warwick 2001; Wilding & Nickell
2013; Rutterford etal. 2015). These assemblage level metrics could then be analysed
with respect to the depth of the station using Generalised Additive Models (GAM),
which were implemented with the R package (R Core Team 206fgbMWood
2011). A smoother function of deptras the predictor variable, and the upper limit
of the degrees of freedom associated with the smooth (viliretoé model) was set
as five in order to balance smoothness and complexity. The values for the test
statistic, its significance $guared, ad effective degrees of freedom were extracted
from the model summary.

To compare intra and intespecific changes in body size with depth in more
detail, general linear models of the relationship between the mean length of
individuals within a station anithe depth of that station were fitted for each species.
The coefficients of the relationship were extracted and used to calculate a mean slope
weighted by 1/(standard error) such that slopes that were estimated with more
accuracy were given a higher weigh. The standard error around this weighted
mean was calculated using the method proposed by Cochran (1977) and describe
by Gatz & Smith (1995). Intspecific changes in size were analysed by fitting a
general linear model to the relationship between léngth of the largest individual
of a species caught throughout the course of the survey, and the maximum depth at
which that species occurred.

To visualise changes in the three measures of assemblage structure, hauls
were grouped into 1M m depth bandsand the metrics were averaged across the
hauls in each depth band. As 187 taxa were present in the dataset, for ease of

visualisation, only the most common species were plotted. Common species were
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defined as those that exhibited a relative abundance IWé&g. These 38 species
accounted for 95% of the total biomass caught so were determined to be a good
representation of the study system. Relative abundance was plotted after a fourth
root transformation. For the fractional size and size structure methiesOOtherO
category was calculated by averaging the values for each species not plotted
individually. For the species composition metric, the remaining species were grouped
in the OOtherO category by summing their abundances in each depth band gnd takin
the fourth root of this value.

2.4. Results

2.4.1. Fractional size structure

There was a statistically significant effect of depth on the fractional size of
individuals within hauls, as measured by the mean lengths of species divided by their
Lmax (RDA: Pseudd- = 25.5, d.f. = 1, 70, R= 0.26, p < 0.001). There was a
marked relationship between mean fractional size and depth (GAM: F = 50.4, e.d.f.
= 3.9, R2= 0.74, p < 0.001), which was characterised by an overall increase in
fractional size witldepth, but with a roughly constant fractional size between 500
1000 m, and the suggestion of a decline beyond the range of depths considered here
(Fig. 2b).

2.4.2. Size structure

There was a statistically significant effect of depth on size compasition
hauls, as measured by mean lengths of individuals within each species (RDA:
Pseuder = 24.0, d.f. =1, 70, R= 0.24, p < 0.001). There was also a relationship
between mean body size and depth (GAM: F = 19.1, e.d.f. = 2% 51, p <
0.001), which as characterised by an overall increase in body size with depth, but
with a potential decline starting at the deepest end of the study site (Fig. 3b).

The depiction of changing size structure with depth in Fig. 3a allowed the
examnation of both intraand interspecific variation in size. Some species were very

large at all depths (e.g. the black scabbardAgihanopus cadid the smaleyed
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rabbitfish Hydrolagus affiriigy. 3a) while some were very small at all depths (e.g. the
blackbelly rosefishHelicolenus dactylopésdishe hollowsnout grenadier
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Coelorinchus caelorhifigus3a). For those species whose sizes change with depth,
there was mostly an increase in length with depth (e.g. KaupOs atoesp
Synaphobranchus k&igii3a); species that are larger in shallower waters were rare
(e.g. the rabbitfishChimaera monstrésg 3a). This conclusion that inspecific
changes in size tend to lead to bigger individuals in deeper watessippasted by

the analysis of the slopes of the relationships between length and depth for each
species. Of the 38 common species visualised in Fig. 3a, 20 (53%) exhibited
statistically significant positive relationships between length and depth (iklbtrate

a O+0 in Fig. 3a), four (11%) exhibited statistically significant negative relationships
(illustrated by a-O in Fig. 3a), and the weighted mean slope for all common species
was 0.008&cm/m (SE: 6.9*16). The intespecific relationship between maximu
observed length and maximum depth of occurrence was statistically significant, but
had very low explanatory power, when fitted to all 187 taxa (LM: F = 5.5, d.f. =1,
185, R = 0.02, p = 0.02) and this relationship disappeared entirely when only the
comnon species were included in the analysis (LM: F = 0.2, d.f. = 1,236 -®R02,

p = 0.65).

2.4.3. Species composition

There was an effect of depth on the species composition of hauls (RDA:
Pseuder = 30.6, d.f. = 1, 70, R=0.29, p <0.001). The relative abundance of the
assemblage as a whole showed a peak in biomass at arouhdnl&0d was
relatively constant throughout other depths (Fig. 4b; GAM: F = 5.9, e.d.f. =35, R
= 0.25, p < 0.001).

A visual inspection of assemblagedtrte reveals a change in taxonomy at
approximately 110 m where shallowiving species disappear, such Hs
dactylopter@ caelorhincasd the greater argentindrgentina sil(l5g. 4a). Up to
this depth, abundances tended to decrease as dep#ased. Deeper than 1Q0n,
species with particularly large depth ranges started to dominate, sGclkasii, A.
carbo the roundnose grenadierCoryphaenoides rupestris BairdOslickhead,
Alepocephalus bgjFiy. 4a). These deepering specis with larger depth ranges
showed a variety of patterns in abundance (Fig. 4a).
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2.5. Discussion

Accounting for the fractional size and size structure of assemblages provides
insight on change along an environmental gradient. The deoivatf the fractional
size metric shows that individuals that live deeper are further along in the growth
trajectory of that species than individuals that live in shallower waters. However, this
pattern may start to reverse at approximately@#€) but moredata are needed for
depths beyond the study site considered here in order to determine the robustness of
this decrease. The changes in fractional size correspond to an increase in body length
of fish as depth increases, at both the individual and asggmleteels. However,
importantly, fractional size explained more variation in assemblage structure than
body size alone, because the two metrics capture different qualities of the individual.
By only capturing the absolute size of an individual at anyiores body size is not
necessarily comparable among species that vary in maximum size. Important life
history characteristics, such as size at maturity, are related to the maximum size of a
species (Froese & Binohlan 2000), implying that it may be monenatiee to
examine how close an individual is to this size, rather than the observed length of an
individual which can make an individual appear Olarge® or Osmall® depending on what
species it is and to what it is being compared. Fractional size combgtsotiiem
and can be applied globally, to all types of ocean environment.

The changes in fractional size seen with depth can be explained in three
ways. The first is that the long lifespans documented in the deep sea (Koslow et al.
2000; Morato et al. 206; Drazen & Haedrich 2012) do not manifest themselves in
terms of larger potential maximum sizes, but rather an increased likelihood of the
fish reaching their maximum size, which would be observed as an increase in the
number of individuals with a highaictional size. Such an ability to reach maximum
size may be due to the relatively constant environmental conditions and lack of
disturbance in the deep (Lalli & Parsons 1993; Kaiser et al. 2011). The second
explanation is that deelpving species startdiin shallower waters due to food supply
and temperature, then descend as they grow. Indeed it has been found that some
deepliving fish spawn near the seabed, the eggs float to much shallower waters, then
the juveniles move deeper as they age, eitheugtr the water column (Lin et al.
2012; Trueman, Rickaby & Shephard 2013), or down the continental slope after
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they have settled in the demersal environment (Magnaesson 2001; Lin et al. 2012).
Thirdly, there is a deptnelated trend in fishing pressure, wélgy effort is reduced

in waters deeper than 1@0m (Neat & Burns 2010). Fishing effects may prevent
individuals from growing large in shallow waters due to harvesting them once they
become a certain size (Bianchi et al. 2000; Hsieh et al. 2010), resulteduced
fractional sizes in those assemblages. However, the effect of fishing in the deep sea
has been found to extend beyond the depth range of the fishing vessels themselves
(Bailey et al. 2009), meaning that it is not necessarily possible to drelwsmms

about the effect of fishing along a depth gradient using solely the depths fished as the
predictor. This is particularly true for mobile species that may move in and out of
fished areas over the course of their lives. The potential declinecioried size at
particularly deep depths could suggest that there is a depth limit to the benefits of a
stable environment. For example, food availability may be too low to support large
individuals, which has been found to be the case for certain fuaktgroups

(Collins et al. 2005).

Accounting for the population fractional size structure by including observed
length of individuals as well as their potential length at the species level allows a more
accurate description of the function of the assegebks a whole. One example of
this is that higher fractional sizes are likely to mean that a larger proportion of the
assemblage is comprised of mature individuals (Froese & Binohlan 2000). Maturation
size is thought to decline due to the genetic and gipiwoeffects of fishing as well
as potentially in response to environmental change (Marshall & Browman 2007), and
the fractional size metric provides insight into the population and community size
structure. Protecting the mature, larger, more fecundviddals is paramount in
fisheries management (Law, Plank & Kolding 2012). Fractional size may also be
related to average growth rate of individuals within the assemblage as smaller,
younger individuals grow faster than older ones that are additionallyatatig
energy to reproduction (Jobling 1983). Faster relative growth rates, from reduced size
and age structure, typify populations impacted by fishing and are linked with lower
resilience to environmental perturbations that can result in higher vagabilit
abundance through time (Hsieh et al. 2006; Anderson et al. 2008). The observed
smaller fractional size in the shallows may therefore indicate a more heavily
impacted assemblage due to fishing that could be less resilient to environmental

variation, asthe proportion of reproducing individuals is lower than in the deep,
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where fractional size is high. Alternatively, if the shallow assemblages are being
replenished by recruitment from the mature individuals in the deep, as may be the

case for several spes in this system (Magncesson 2001; Lin et al. 2012; Trueman,

Rickaby & Shephard 2013), then that would allow for increased resilience.

The interpretation of fractional size, however, is limited by the efficacy of
using a maximum trait value to descrideat trait. Maximum values will vary
depending on sample size (Head, Hardin & Adolph 2012; Moorad et al. 2012), or
may only illustrate the characteristics of a few anomalous individuals, rather than the
species as a whole. Howevenqlis correlated withmportant life history traits
(Winemiller & Rose 1992; Froese & Binohlan 2000) and has been widely used in
sizebased fish ecology (e.g. Nicholson & Jennings 2004; Daan et al. 2005; Piet &
Jennings 2005; Houle et al. 2012; Le Quesne & Jennings 2012) lsmsddilplace in
the computation of fractional size. An alternative trait metric to incorporate into fish
ecology, and into large databases such as FishBase where possible, is the value of a
trait at which only 10% of individuals exceed it. This approaa$ lbeen applied as
an alternative to maxima for studies using longevity (Moorad et al. 2012) and
physiological performance (Head, Hardin & Adolph 2012) and as trait databases
such as FishBase continue to develop, it may become possible to apply such a
method in a comparative macroecological context.

The mean length of individuals also increased as depth increased when
looking at the assemblage as a whole. This increase results in functional differences in
assemblages along the environmental gradientargerl individuals often occupy
higher trophic levels than smaller individuals, regardless of species identity (Jennings
et al. 2001), and body size influences diet breadth and type of prey consumed (Cohen
et al. 1993; Scharf, Juanes & Rountree 2000). Tleeease in body length with
depth held when species were analysed separately, with over half of common species
increasing in segwith depth. Conversely, insecific analysis showed that there was
no relationship between maximum observed length and maxindepth of
occurrence for this same set of common species which exhibited increases at the
individual level, implying that changes in body size of individuals can be masked
when patterns are only analysed at the species level. By only using one \eduab for
species, the changes in the course of an individualOs life are disregarded, and as is
shown bymy analysis of fractional size structure, this is a particularly important
factor in the description of assemblages along a depth gradient. Analysing fractional
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size instead of size structure captures the differing entich nterspecific changes in
size umg just one metric.

Species composition also changes along a depth gradient, as has been widely
documented (e.g. Gordon & Bergstad 1992; Magnussen 2002; Carney 2005;
Tolimieri and Levin 2006; Yeh & Drazen 2009). The most visually striking change in
spetes composition appears to occur at aroundoldQFig. 4a), where species with
very large depth ranges start to dominate, broadly agreeing with previous work on
depth zonation in the area (Gordon & Bergstad 1992). Several environmental
variables change around 10@ min depth: light is available for vision up to 000
m (Kaiser et al. 2011), and there is rapidly decreasing salinity aboQeni dfut
constant salinity below 100m (Lalli & Parsons 1993). The dominance of species
with large depth ranges lms¥ 11® m, such as the roundnose grenadizmrupestris
and BairdOslickheadA. bairdji may be due to these stabilising environmental
conditions at depth (Lalli & Parsons 1993; Kaiser et al. 2011). The species
composition metric explained more variatibetween stations than fractional size or
size structure. However, the difference was slight, and it is difficult to map taxonomic
changes onto functional roles; the species composition and size structure metrics also
fail to resolve demographic changesd aie role of an individual (Rudolf &
Rasmussen 2013a, b) with respect to both its observed traits and-lepetibte
history characteristics. Thus, fractional size structure, by incorporating species,
individual lengths and ax, represents more inforation than species composition
or size structure about the assemblage as a whole and illustrates changes along a
depth gradient with particularly high explanatory power.

The relative biomass abundance of the assemblage as a whole was highest at
1500 m, and relatively constant throughout the rest of the depth range. This peak in
biomass can be explained by an assemblage of bpathgicfeeders that dominates
at this depth (Trueman et al. 2014). The lack of variation in total biomass at other
depths impks that the increase in body size with depth is accompanied by a
decrease in numerical abundance (Sheldon, Prakash & Sutcliffe 1972) so that total
biomass remains relatively constant. This is to be expected if individuals move
deeper as they grow becausene individuals die while others become large. It is
generally accepted that biomass decreases with depth on a global scale (Carney 2005)
So it is possible that this relationship was not captured in this study due to being
limited to 20@ min depth, and aly sampling the demersal fish community.
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It must be noted that in order to explore depéfated trends in assemblage
structure, metrics were averaged over time. This is not to dismiss the potential
temporal effects on community structure, but rathesummmarise the variation that
occurs along the environmental gradient before attempting to untangle temporal
variation.| assume that over the course of this medierm survey, any changes
that may have occurred in assemblage metrics will not be larggletmimpact the
relationships with depth presented here, which are determined by an extreme
environmental gradient that cannot, within this timescale, be outweighed by
potential temporal variation in local environmental conditions. It is shown here that
assemblages vary dramatically along the continental slope, and these results will need
to be taken into consideration and controlled for when investigating other changes in
deepsea communities.

The three measures of community structure discussed herelighedn
taxonomic and tratbased changes in fish assemblages in the deep sea. Depth
explained the most variation in assemblage structure when the traditional metric,
species composition, was used. However, mean fractional size changed along a depth
gradent with unprecedented significance, supporting the idea that community
ecologists need to move beyond species abundances, towards the inclusion of the
functional role of the individual. The ability to examine the metrics at both the
population and assdrtage level is an advantage of the approach presented in this
paper. Panel a) of figures 2, 3 and 4 show both levels of organisation simultaneously,
allowing us to unpack the assemblage metric and deduce the relative influence of
different species on thessemblage as a whole. Understanding the distribution of
different sizes of fish and where along a depth gradient different fractional sizes are
situated will help in understanding the resilience of @&@pcommunities and their
sustainable harvesting (B et al. 2009). Relatively larger fish are more likely to be
mature and here appear to be distributed in deeper waters, particularly at around
1500 m. Larger individuals, with higher fecundity, are widely acknowledged as being
important to support the spvning stock biomass (Law, Plank & Kolding 2012;
Hixon, Johnson & Sogard 2014). How fishing impacts propagate throughout depths
in the deep sea needs more study, and this research into the taxonomy and traits of
these assemblages can feed into this umaelisig. The traibased approaches
presented here will also be of relevance to other aspects of continental slope

communities, such as pelagic species and marine invertebrates, for which it would be
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interesting to examine fractional size along a depthignadh order to establish the
generality of these findings. These approaches can also be used in alternative systems
where body size is of importance in structuring assemblages, and in order to
understand community variation across a changing environrhgrddient such as

temperature due to climate change.

2.6. Supporting information

Table S1. Concatenation of haulsto stations (survey data 1E2812)
Table S2. Conversion of lengths measured on the survey to total length.

Appendix 1. The robustnessf Lmax allocation.



3. Functional Diversity

3. Functional, size and
taxonomic diversity of fish
along a depth gradient in the
deep sea

3.1. Abstract

Biodiversity is well studied in ecology and the concept has been developed to
include traits of species, rather than solely taxonomy, to better reflect the functional
diversity of a system. The deep sea provides a natural environmental gradient within
which to study changes in different diversity metrics, but traits of-skgeflish are
not widely known, hampering the application of functional diversity to this globally
important systeml used morphological traits to determine the functional richness
and unctional divergence of demersal fish assemblages along the continental slope in
the Northeast Atlantic, at depths of 3I®D00 m.l compared these metrics to size
diversity based on individual body size and species richness. Functional richness and
size dversity showed similar patterns, with the highest diversity at intermediate
depths; functional divergence showed the opposite pattern, with the highest values at
the shallowest and deepest parts of the study site. Species richness increased with
depth. Thefunctional implications of these patterns were deduced by examining
depthrelated changes in madnplogical traitsand the dominance of feeding guilds as
illustrated by stable isotope analyses. The patterns in diversity and the variation in
certain morphabdgical traits can potentially be explained by changes in the relative
dominance obenthicand pelagicfeeding guilds. All measures of diversity examined
here suggest that the deep areas of the continental slope may be equally or more
diverse than assembles just beyond the continental shelf.
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3.2. Introduction

Understanding biotic responses to environmental change remains a major
challenge in ecology. Increasingly, approaches based on quantifying the functional
traits of species are seen as a usedyl to meet this challenge (e.g. Harfoot et al.
2014; Violle et al2014; Pawg Woodward & Dell2015). Over the last decade, trait
based approaches have thus become central to ecology in both terrestrial and marine
systems (McGill et @006; Bremnef008; Litchman et al2010; Webb et al. 2010;

Tyler et al. 2012; Mouillot et al. 2013). Using traits, rather than taxonomy, to
describe communities confers several benefits, such as being more widely applicable
to other ecosystems that may share function eviéh no taxonomic overlap,
reducing the number of variables from hundreds of species down to only a few traits,
and having a clearer connection to the function and properties of the system than do
taxonomic lists (Bremner 2008; Enquist et al. 2015; Sehetial. 2015). However,

the extent to which we can predict the response of ecosystems to environmental
change based on the traits of species remains a fundamental question in ecology
(Sutherland et al. 2013), and more studirdhow different dimensions aliversity

vary across environmental gradients are needed.

A trait-based approach that has often been applied to marine systems,
including the deep sea, uses-iased metrics (e.g. Blanchard et al. 20@»llins et
al. 2005; Piet & Jennings 2005; Meldet al.2016). Body size is important in the
oceans because fish grow several orders of magnitude over the course of their lives,
and size, rather than species identity, often determines pregt is consumed
(Cohen et al1993; Scharf, JuanesRountree2000; Jennings et &001). Body size
can be used to calculate a distinct measure of diversity, based solely on the range of
individual sizes present in an assemblage, irrespectpecdsidentity (e.g. Ye et al.
2013; Ruddi et al. 2014; Quintana edl. 2015). The diversity of individual sizes
present could give more information about the range ofl&sed niches a fish
community is occupying than does a mean or a maximum size. Leinster & Cobbold
(2012) proposed a measure of ditgtsased on Hilhumbers (Hill1973) that allows
traditional measures of diversity based on richness and evenness to be adjusted to
account for the relative similarity of the biological units of assessment. Similarity can
be based on any trait, and although typically i@ogical units will be species, the
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method can be generalised to any biologically meaningful group, including size
classes.

Traits other than body size also impact assemblage function. For example,
gape size can be used as a proxy for wiegt are consmed (Boubee & Wartl997)
and tail measurements can be used to estimate swgncapabilities (Fisher et al.
2005). In the deep sea, variation in some morphological characteristics has been
attributed to the habitat occupied. For example, species that@afgr at seamounts
are deepbodied to cope with the strong currents in these areas (Kd<39;,
Koslow et al.2000) and deepdiving species have more elongated body plans to
increase swimming efficiency at high hydrostatic pressure (Neat & Campbéll 2013
Locomotory capacity also declines with depth, which is likely a response to decreased
light for vision that relaxes the demand for high activity levels needed to obtain prey
or escape predation (Childre$895). Age at maturity increases with depth evhil
fecundity and potential rate of population growth decrease (Drazen & Haedrich
2012), ultimately having important implications for the productivity and resilience of
deepsea populations. Traitalso predict where or on what a species is feeding.
Specieghat vertically migrate through the water column to feed on pelagic prey
have worldwide impacts for carbon storage in the deep sea (Trueman et al. 2014).
Furthermore, scavengers exhibit different traits to-scavengers due to the high
energy reward of ecdon compared to the low food availability for predators in the
deep (Haeddh & Rowe 1977; Collins et &005). Large food falls are an important
resourcan the deep sea (Hilario et @015) and scavengers that exploit this resource
must possess traits such as the ability to undergo prolonged starvation, recognition of
carrion odours, and sufficient motility to locate and reach the carcass (Tamburri &
Barry 1999).

Thus, traits determi@ what individuals feed on, where they live, and
ultimately the function of deegea ecosystems. How communities function is not
constant throughout the deep sea, as it is now known to be a diverse environment
(Danovaro, Snelgrove & Tyler 2014). The coatital slope, which links shallow
waters to the abyssal plain, experiences profound environmental changes due to
depth, such as increased pressure and decreased temperature, light and food
availability (Lalli & Parsons 1993; Kaiser et al. 2011). These ekamgan that
assemblage structure varies more on a vertical gradient than it does horizontally (i.e.
spatially; Angel 1993; Lalli & Parsons 1993; Kaiser et al. 2011), but what these
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structural changes mean in terms of distribution of traits and functiootiyet
known.

A popular approach that uses traits as building blocks is functional diversity
(Tilman 2001; Petchey & Gaston 2002), which aims to quantify differences and
similarities in function and role between species. Higher species richness may not
necessarily confer a more diverse ecosystem if species overlap in the roles they
perform (Waker 1992); functional diversity aims to address this by quantifying the
distinctness of different species based on biological traits. How traits are partitioned
among groups of coccurring species is debated. The Olimiting similarity®O hypothesis
predicts that species that occupy similar niches will not be abledristadue to
interspecific competition (MacArthur & Levins 1967), resulting in high diversity of
traits (Mouillot, Dumay & Tomasini 2007). The Oenvironmental filtering® hypothesis
states that species must adapt in similar ways to local abiotic conditions, resulting in
the coexistence of similar species (Keddy 1992; Violle et al. 2007) and hence low
trait diversty (Mouillot, Dumay & TomasinR007). Alternatively, under the neutral
hypothesis (Hubbell001, 2005), no species are at a competitive advantage or
disadvantage, so assemblages are formed by stochastic processes. Along the depth
gradient of the antinental slope, resource availability declines and environmental
conditions becomenore extreme (Carne®005). It could therefore be expected that
functional diversity will be highest in the shallowest areas where Olimiting similarityQ
causes species aocupy diffeent niches (MacArthur & Levin967), while in the
deepest areas, the harsh conditions resuknmiOnmental filteringd (Keddp92;

Violle et al. 2007) and hence a reduction in functional diversity.

| use the depth gradient of the contia slopeto compare the traibased
approaches of functional diversity calculated using sgeemlsmorphological traits,
and size diversity calculated using individual body size data, to a simple measure of
taxonomic diversity, species richnéseglate these changes in diversity to patterns in
dominant morphological traits and the relative dominance of feeding guilds. Feeding
guilds were established using stable isotope analysis, which reveals the position of an
individual in the food chain from theelative concentrations of light and heavy
isotopes of nitrogen and carbon in bodyuis$e.g. Michener & SchelP94).1 use
this combination of taxonomic and trdased approaches to answer for the first
time in deepsea fish assemblages the follovweg questions: i) How does functional
diversity based on speciesel traits vary along a depth gradient? ii) How does this
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compare to deptldependent changes in species richness and the diversity of
individual body sizes? iii) What traits are drivingstheelationships, and how can
they be related to assemblage function as illustrated by feeding guilds?

3.3. Materials & methods

3.3.1. Study site

Data were collected on Marine ScotlandOs-deger bottom trawl survey of
demersal fish usinyIRV Scotian September 1998, 2000, 2002, 2&24009 and
201013 (Neat & Burns 2010). The study area is within ICES area Vla at latitude
of 55j to 59iN and a longitude of approximately 9jW (Fy.along the continental
slope of the Rockall Trough in the NoghstAtlantic, at depths of 3ER2067 m.
Mesopelagic fish (those that live in the water column) and invertebrates were
excluded from the analysis due to the gears being adapted to sample only demersal
fish (those that live on or around the seabed, including those classified as
benthopelag).

In order to focus solely on deptblated trends) controlled for temporal
variation by pooling hauls into stations that weresampled through timd. then
used metrics that were averaged over time within each station in all analyses. Hauls
weregrouped into the same station if they were in the same ICES statistical rectangle
(of area 1j longitude by 300 latitude) and within 100 m of each other in depth. The
depth of the station was taken as the mean of the depths of the hauls in that station.
Hauls that were not repeated across years were still included as they were assumed to
occur randomly with respect to time and depth. The dataset consisted of 80 stations,
including 22 stations with only one representative haul, and 58 stations where hauls
were repeated over at least two years afigvior timeaveraging (Table 35

3.3.2. Data collection

During the survey, catch was identified to the finest taxonomic resolution
possible, which was species level for 99.9% individuals caught. The fuitatassif
of taxa was determined using the World Register of Marine Species (WoRMS
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Latitude (iN)

Longitude (jW)

Fig. 5. Location of hauls of the Marine Scotland deeater bottom trawkurvey along
the continental slope of the Rockall Trough from 1288 3. Shading indicates deptl
with white representing the shallowest, and dark blue representing the deepest arec

Editorial Board 2013). Photographs taken on board in 2013 were used for
subsequent morphologicaheasurements using the measuring software ImageJ
(Schneider, Rasband &liceiri 2012). Morphological data were collected for 31
species (Table 1) that together account for 84% of all biomass caught over the
duration of the survey. These species were selected for their abundance and in order
to include species that span adlpths. Data for additional species could not be
collected due to time constraints in photographing individuals on the survey.
Measurements were replicated by using photographs of multiple individuals; the
number of replicates differed among species (THble



The morphological measurements taken using photographs were total length,

head length, tail height, tail surface area, eye size, eye position, angle of mouth in

3. Functional Diversity
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3. Functional Diversity

relation to lateral line and surface area of mouth pitm if present (Table Eig.
6A, B, C). Mouth height and mouth width were measured on board due to the
difficulty of photographing the mouth. Gape size was then calculated as the area of
an oval with mouth height and mouth widtls the diameters (Table 2; FidoY6 The
tail measvements were used to calculate the aspect ratio of the fish, which can be
used to deducactivity levels (Table 2; FigA6Pauy 1989). Head, eye, surface area
of mouth protrusion and gape size were divided by total length in order to calculate
relative trait values (Table 2). Relative traits were used in all analyses because body
size varies substantially within species. By cingdor body size, the relative trait
value can be assumed to be constant throughout an individualOs life because it
represents an inherent body plan. Relative traits represent differences in function
between species regardless of body size (Table 2efer@nces therein). The
individual correlations between each of the contirsupaits can be found in Fig. S2

Total length was measured on board the survey for all individuals caught, in
addition to the measures taken using the photographs of subsets of individuals. For
Table 2. The morphological traits used in the calculation of functional diversity, how

were calculated from themeasurements depicted Fg. 6 and their predicted link tc
function.

) ] ] Figure 6
Morphological trait Calculation panel Function /Strategy Reference
" .
Relative fead size I A ﬁfpé)rr)gigh 10 Prey; US€ peecht et al. (2013)
Swimming speed;
! correlates with life -
Caudal fin &pect ratio (W)ﬂ A history and Pauly (1989); Fisher
' physiological etal. (2005)
characteristics
Relative ge size " A Visual sensitivity Sibbing &
" and/or acuity Nagelkerke (2001)
Eye position I # B yertical POSHON I cayel et al. (2013)
Angle of mouth in Prey capture mode; . e
g. . $96# C vert)i/cal F;;osition ithe '€t (1998); Slbbmg.
relation to lateral line water column of prey & Nagelkerke (2001
Relative arface area of &%) # C Prey capture mode  Sibbing &
mouth protrusion and speed Nagelkerke (2001)
"MW
Relative gpe size (! —_— D ; Boubee & Ward
2 Size of prey targeted (1997)
Corre[ates with SIZ€ &' \yinemiller & Rose
L max See Methods  NA maturity, fecundity,

growth rate and
longevity

(1992); Froese &
Binohlan (2000)
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100% visible >50% visible <50% visible
EP = SIDE EP = MIDDLE EP = TOP

Fig. 6. How morphological measurements were taken using photographs (panels A,
C) and on board the survey (panel D). Morphological traits were calculated from
measurenents using the formulae in Table 2. A) TL = total length; HL = head length;
= eye diameter; SAT = surface area of tail; TH = tail height. B) EP = eye positior
SAM = surface area of mouth protrusion; MA = mouth angle. D) MW = mouth wid
MH = mouth height.

12 (39%) of the 31 species for which morpgmal measurements were taken (hence
the species on which most analyses presented here focus), it was inappropriate to
measure total length due to tails commonly breaking off in the net, so alternative
measurements were taken and converted to total leagihg conversion factors
calculated from a subset of the data (Talde S

Subsets of the survey data were used to calculate conversion factors for
translating the total length measurements to weight. Predicted weights were then
standardised by controlling for the duration of time spent trawling. This measure of
biomass caught pdwour of trawling was used in all further analyses as the measure
of abundanceThe specietevel measure of body size to be included in the
calculation of functional diversity was the maximum recorded length of a species, or
Lmax Lmax Was set as the mianum length listed on FishBase (Froese & Pauly 2016)
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or the maximum length recorded on the survey, whichever was the greater (Mindel
et al. 2016). Of the 31 species for which morphological data were available, one
(Apristurus aphypdielsnot have an ha listed on FishBase. Therefore itsakwas set
as that of the largest species of that genus caught on the SApvisyu{usianis
Standard Lengths on FishBase were converted to Total Length using conversion
factors calculated from the survey data veheossible (TableGh

Stable isotope data were available for 21 of the species for which
morphological data were collected. The stable isotope anadysedescribed in
Trueman et al. (2014; data are available at Dryad Digital Respository doi:
10.5061/daryad.n576n). The isotopic dataset was compared to a-datsset of diet
studies based on stomach content analyses (Trueman et al. 2014). Where species
were present in both datasets, stable isotope compositions clearly distinguished
between species cateiged as feeding on either benthic (seabed) or pelagic (water
column) prey (Trueman et al. 2014). Stable isotope compositions were subsequently
used to assign feeding guild to species and individuals lacking reliable stomach
content data (Trueman et al. 2001 The distinction between benthic and pelagic
feeders was less pronounced in the assemblage at 500 m, as the diets of the two guilds
are similar at this depth. However, species could still be assigned to a feeding guild
based on their relative isotopgrgtures throughout the rest of their depth range.
Specialised signatures within these two feeding guilds could be established in some
cases: if the smallest individual sampled for that species was in the upper half of
stable isotope space for that catggthe species was defined as high trophic level; if
the largest individual sampled was in the lower half of stable isotope space, the
species was defined as low trophic level; fish that feed on benthic suspension feeding
prey have a noticeably enrichezbiope signature for a given body size, depth and
feeding guild, so were categorised separately.

3.3.3. Data analysis

Diversity was calculated in four ways: 1) functional richness, 2) functional
divergence, 3) size diversity and 4) species richnesgw®hmeasures of functional
diversity are described by VillZger, Mason & Mouillot (2008) and were calculated
using the R (R Core Team 201pdckage-D (LalibertZ & Shiplep011). Functional
richness is an estimate of the degree to which the assembagendlional space
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(Fig.7A; VillZger, Mason & MouilloR2008) and functional divergence measures how
abundance is distributed within the volume of functional tra#ice occupied by
species (Fig.B7 VillZger, Mason & Mouillot 2008). The traits included the
calculation of functional diversity were relative head size, aspect ratio of the caudal
fin, relative eye size, eye position, angle of mouth in relation to lateral line, relative
surface area of mouth protrusion if present, relative gape sizean(rable 2). A
speciegevel mean was calculated from the relative trait values for all continuous
traits (Table 1). Functional richness does not include species abundances in its
calculation; functional divergence includes a weighting of traits by specie
abundance, which in this case was biomass caught per hour of trawlinth Bnig

having trait data for a maximum of 31 species, functional diversity was only
calculated using those species and their biomasses, and the rarer specied were n
considered. As these 31 species accounted for 84% of all biomass caught on the
survey and spanned the entirety of the depth range studied, they were considered to
be a good representation of the study system.

A B
o o
SV IS
(]
n | Lo )
- — g
N N \
§ 3 B @ 2 — c --Q
(= (=]
n Lo
o | o | \
[
o | o |
© I I I I I o I I I I I
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
Trait 1 Trait 1

Fig. 7. Toy example using only two traits of the calculation of A) functional richnes:
B) functional divergence. Each black point represents a species that exhibitaluest
indicated by their positioning within the axes, and the size of the point represen
abundance of that species. A) Functional richness is represented by the green shac
corresponding to the volume of trait space occupied by the spegidsunBtional
divergence is determined by species abundances, how far those species are 1
centre of gravity as determined by the species traits (illustrated by dotted lines), a
this distance compares to the mean distance to the centre ofygfiluitrated by the
circle). Figures are adapted from VillZger, Mason & Mouillot (2008).
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Size diversity was calculated using the@egalised measure of diversity
proposed by Leinster & Cobbold (2012). In this index, abundance of biologically
meaningful groups and similarities between them are accounted for. Here the groups
were sizeclasses each of 10 cm in widthd abundance was calated as the
proportional biomass per hour that each size class accounts for in each station, when
only the species for which morphological data were known were included. The
Euclidean distance matrix (d) between the-pothts of size classes was caedeto
similarities using the formula suggested by Leinster & Cobbold (Zdfarity=
d(log(2)d). The final input for the Leinste&Cobbold measure of diversity is the
sensitivity parameter, q, which determines how much emphasis is given to rare
spe@es (or in this caseizs classes; Leinster & Cobb@dl12). Here a value of q =
1.1 was used in order to balance the richness (lower q) and evenness (higher q)
components of diversity, and to be comparable to the widely used Shannon index
(Shannon 1948;einster & Cobbold 2012).

Species richness was calculated using only hauls that were of 120 £ 5 minutes
in duration in order to control for sampling effort. For this subset of hauls, the
number of species present was averaged across hauls in each/dtapmties were
included in the calculation of species richness, not just those with morphological data
available. This is because calculating species richness using only the morphological
subset would merely be a count of the number of species for mbigihological
data were available and not be meaningful in a diversity context.

The four diversity measures were calculated for each station and then
analysed with respect to the depth of that station with Generalised Additive Models
(GAMSs) using the RR( Core Team2015) packagengcyWood 2011). A smoother
function of depth was used as the predictor, and the values for the test statistic,
significance, Bquared, and effective degrees of freedom (e.d.f.; the flexibility of the
fitted model; Wood 2006) we extracted from the model summary.

Abundanceweighted station means were calculated for each continuous
morphological trait included in the functional diversity metric and analysed with
respect to the depth of the station using GAMs. The weighted maarsaid to be
the mean value across species, where values were weighted by the biomass caught
per hour of trawling for each species. The mean observed size of individuals,
irrespective of species identity, was also calculated for comparison. This value was
not included in the functional diversity metric because a sgewelsmeasure of
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body size (kay) Was needed. The station mean body size was therefore calculated as
the average length across individuals in a station, when only individuals of species for
which morphological data were obtained were included, in order to be comparable
to the measures of functional and size diversity. The standard deviation of each
continuous trait at each station was also calculated and analysed with respect to
depth usingGAMs in order to relate variation in traits to patterns seen in functional
diversity. The PearsonOs proemoiment correlation coefficient was calculated for
the relationships between the means and standard deviations of each of the traits,
and each measarof diversity.

The isotopic feeding guild data (Table 1) were interpreted using the
percentage of biomass that each guild accounted for in depth bands of 200 m in
width. The percentage was calculated as a proportion of the biomass accounted for
by the spcies for which there were morphological data.

All data manipulation and analysis was performedgi$t version 3.1.2 (R
Core Team2015) and figures were produced using the packagast?Wickham
2009),gridExtréAuguie2016) andnarmafPante & SimofBouhet 2013).

3.4. Results

Functional richness was low in the shallowest and deepest deyathsgh at
around 800 m (Fig. 8 GAM: F = 14.1, ed.f. = 3.8, R= 0.40, p < 0.001).
Functional divergence was high at both the shallow and deep ends déptie
gradient, with lowest values at around 1300 m @g.GAM: F = 10.4, e.d.f. = 2.9,

R2 = 0.31, p < 0.001). Size diversity increased to a peak at roughly 900 m, then
declined as depth increased further, but remained higher in the deepest areias tha
the shallowest ones (FigC;8GAM: F = 10.8, e.d.f. = 3.5, R= 0.33, p < 0.001).
Species richness increasaghificantly with depth (FigD8 GAM: F = 34.2, e.d.f. =

1.9, R =0.61, p < 0.001).

Abundanceweighted station means and the standard denatf continuous
morphological variables changed with depth and all statistics are reported in Table
3. The mean and standard deviation of relative head size exhibited strong
relationships with depth (Table 3), where heads were larger in proportion to body
size, and more varied, in the shallowest and deepest parts of the study Sife (Fig.
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Fig. 8. The relationship between depth and A) functional richness, B) funct
divergence, C) size diversity and D) species richness. Curves represent th
Generalised Additive Model.

Fig. 1A). Mean and standard deviation of aspect ratio also varied strongly with
depth (Table 3), shamg peaks at 1000500 m (Fig. 9B; Fig. B). Depth did not
explin as much variation in relative eye size as it did relative head size (Table 3), but
there was still a significant relationship and eye size was largest at lkheesha
depths (Fig. ©). Variation in eye size was highat the deepest depths (FigCLO

The mean angle of the mouth in relation to the lateral line varied with depth but the
variance explained was low (Table 3). However, the standard deviation of the mouth
angle showed a highly significant pattern with depth (Table 3), with the highest
varation at intermediate depths (Fig.)0 The mean and standard deviation of the
relative surface area of the mouth protrusion exhibited strong relationships wit
depth (Table 3) where both values were high in the shallows then decreased and
remained constant from 1000 m (Fig.9E; Fig. 1&). Depth explained an
intermediate amount of variation in mean relative gape size (Table 3), which showed
a pattern similato that of head size, with the highest values at the shallowest and
deepesparts of the study site (Figr)9 The standard deviation of relative gape size
showed a miilar pattern with depth (Fig. H), but the variance explained was much
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!
higher than fo mean gape size (Table 3). The mean @faxLincreased to
approximately 1000 m threremained high (Table 3; FigQ). Depth explained less
variation in the standard deviation ohix than its mean (Table 3) but it did show a
peak at around 800 m (Fi@0G). Station mean body size, which was calculated at
the individual level rather than by weighting by species abundances, increased up to
1500 m awl then declined (Table 3; FigHY.

PearsonOs produmbment correlation coefficients are reported for all
diversity metrics and traits in Table 7S Functional richness was particularly
correlated with the standard deviation of the aspect ratio (R = 0.54) and the standard

Table 3. Statistics extracted dm Generalised Additive Modelsn the relationships
betwea trait means and trait variances in a station, and the depth of that station. e.
effective degrees of freedom; the flexibility of the fitted modeld\W2@®6). Please refe
to Fig. 6and Table 2 for calculations and definitions of traits.

Trait Calculation F e.d.f. R2 p
Relative head sizgm/cm) Mean 37.6 3.9 0.65 <0.001
SD 33.6 3.3 0.62 <0.001
Caudal fin @pect ratio Mean 34.7 3.8 0.63 <0.001
(cme/em z/em) SD 36.7 3.4 0.64 <0.001
Relative eye sizigm/cm)  Mean 10.5 23 0.28 <0.001
SD 9.4 29 0.29 <0.001
Mouth angle(j) Mean 7.3 3.7 0.28 <0.001
SD 39.0 3.4 0.65 <0.001
Relative srface area of Mean 46.6 3.8 0.70 <0.001
mouth protrusion(cn®/cm) SD 81.4 38 0.80 <0.001
Relative gape size Mean 14.9 3.9 0.42 <0.001
(mire/cm) SD 40.1 3.0 0.65 <0.001
Lmax (cm) Mean 318 25 0.56 0.004
SD 10.7 35 0.34 <0.001
Individual body sizécm) Mean 35.4 3.6 0.64 <0.001
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G) Lmax (cm); H) lody size (cm). Please see Figand@ Table 2 for definitions anc
calculations of traits.
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Fig. 10. The relationship between depth and the standard deviation of the contin
morphological traits used in the calculatioh functional diversity. The traits were /
relative head size (cm/cm); B) caudal fin aspect ratié/¢omd/cm); C) relative eye siz
(cm/cm); D) angle of mouth in relation to lateral line (j); E) relative surface area of r
protrusion (crécm); F)relative gape size (n¥am); G) Lmax (cm). Please see Fegand
Table 2 for definitions and calculations of traits.
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deviation of the angle of mouth in relation to lateral line (R = 0.57). Functional
divergence was particularly correlated with the stashdaviation of the surface area
of the mouth protrusion (R = 0.54), standard deviation of relative gape size (R =
0.51), and mean of the mouth protrusion (R = 0.53). Size diversity was particularly
correlated with standard deviation of aspect ratio (R.56)) standard deviation of
Lmax (R = 0.54) and mean ofilax (R = 0.52). Functional richness was associated with
size diversity (R = 0.42) and inversely related to functional divergenced(B3¥.

Relative contributions of feeding guilds to totalmass changed with depth
(Fig. 1). Benthic feeders were the largest component of biomass up to 700 m then
declined as depth increased. The benthic feeders that were of particularly high or
low trophic levels followed the same pattern, but those of a high trophic level
virtually disappeared around 1100 m. The specialised fish that feed on benthic
suspensin feeders lived mainly at 13M®00 m. Generalist pelagic feeders increased
with depth and dominated the biomass from 700 m, then started to decline in
dominance at particularly deep deptiidhe high trophic level pelagic feeders were

abundant only from 50801100 m. The biomass accounted for by species for which

100 -
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Fig. 11. Biomass accounted for by each feeding guild in 200 m depth bands,
percentage of the biomass accounted for by species for which morphological dai
known. OBenthicO refers to species feeding in the benthic environment. If they
assigned seifically to high or low trophic levels (see Methods for details) then the
listed as OBenthizhighO or OBenttidowO accordingly. Species that feed on ber
suspension feeders exhibit a distinct isotope signature so are presented as I
suspensionO. OPelagicO refers to species feeding in the pelagic environment &
highO represents those that could be distinguished as high trophic level.
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isotopic signatures were not known increased with depth.

3.5. Discussion

The four measures of diversity examined here exhilsérdiit patterns along
a depth gradient, but all show intermediate or high values in the deepest part of the
study site (FigB). At the shallower end of the continental slope, functional richness,
size diversity and species richness indicate low levelsven$ity, but functional
divergence is high. This implies that species are widely and unevenly distributed
around the small amount of traspace occupied (Fig). The deepest areas exhibit
similar patterns but functional richness and size diversityhigtger than in the
shallowest areas. Functional richness and size diversity are both highest at around
800-1000 m in depth where functional divergence is low, implying that species are
evenly distributed around a wide range of trait space. The confligtitigrns of the
two different measures of functional diversity have been found previously in a global
analysis of reef fish communities, and it has been suggested that including the
abundance of species in the calculation of functional diversity (as casieor
functional divergence, but not functional richness) is particularly important in
understandig patterns (Stua$mith et al. 2013). The similarities between
functional richness and size diversity are striking as they are calculated using
completdy different information: functional richness uses spémyes traits that
have been controlled for body size, and size diversity uses variation in individual
body sizes. That they correlate highly could imply that-lsémeed metrics capture
much of theinformation that is conveyed by spedmgel functional traits. Species
richness increases with depth up to 1500 m; data beyond this depth are missing due
to the reduced dataset of hauls that were equal in duration not spanning the entire
depth range.

The low values of functional richness, size diversity and species richness at the
shallowest areas of the study site is surprising as it is often thought that diversity is
higher in shallower waters where primary production is higher and there is more
variaton in environmental conditis(Price, Keeling & OOCallaghan 1999; Ellingsen
2002; Zintzen et al. 2011). Conversely, the deep sea has only been colonised recently

in terms of geological time and there is a global decrease in species richness up to
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8000 m(Priede & Froese 2013). However, alternative patterns of species richness
have been postulated in the deep sea. A unimodal relationship where species richness
ishighest between 1088000 m has been found (Priede et al. 2010; Brown & Thatje
2014) and thenicrease in species richness seanyistudy could be consistent with
this pattern if depths beyond the study site were to be sampled.

The high species richness, high functional divergence, and intermediate to
high values of size diversity seen in thgdsepart of this study site can be explained
in three ways. Firstly, biodiversity and functional diversity are influenced by the
range and quality of food sources, as welbtd productivity (Gambi et ak014),
implying that even if quantity of resoest is lower in the deep (Carn2905),
functional divergence could still be high if there is a heterogeneous food supply. This
is consistent with the Olimiting similarityO hypothesis (MacArthur and Lé&iihs 19
whereby high trait diversity results from interspecific competition preventing species
from occupying similar niches. In contrast, the declining functional richness at depth
supports the Oenvironmental filteringd hygistifgeddy 1992; Violle et &007),
perhaps because species share similar traits to cope with the extreme environmental
conditions. Secondly, fishing in this study region mostly occurs above 1200 m in
depth so the deepest fish assemblages are not harvested. Human exploitation has
been known to decrease diversity (de Boer & Prins 2002; Tittensor et al. 2007,
Nanola, Alino & Carpenter 2011), which may explain the high diversity in areas
outside of human impacts. Fishing pressure is also likely to have supressed size
diversity in the shallver areas due to its wkhown impact on body sizes (Bianchi
et al. 2000). Thirdly, it is hypothesised that the peak in spaclesess generally
found at 10088000 m is due to a peak in speciation rates that occurs at the
physiological boundary wherdénalowliving species became adapted to the low
temperature and high pressure beyond these depths (Brown & Thatje 2014).

The patterns in functional and size diversity can also be examined within the
context of the distribution of indidual functional taits (Fig.  Body size is known
to be a particularly important functional trait in marine species (Winemiller & Rose
1992; Froese & Binohlan 2000phen et al. 1993; Scharf, Juanes & Rounfi@@0;
Jennings et al. 2001), but as most other continuous huolmgical traits were
calculated relative to body size, their individual relationships with depth illustrate
that functional traits of an assemblage are not solely determined by body size. For
example, in the shallowest areas, observed body size is bitealielative gape size
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is high. This means that for their size, the species that occupy shallower depths will
have relatively larger gapes, even if this does not necessarily equate to them having
the largest observed gape of all individuals in the ststigrs.

The links between trait values and function can be observed by using stable
isotope data to illustrate the relative dominance of differeninfigeglilds across
depths (Fig. D1 Benthic feeders dominate in the shallowest areas of the slope and
then drop off sharply to remain low in abundance from 900 m. This pattern mirrors
that shown by the relative surface area of the mouth protrusion, which is used to suck
up prey from the benthos. Similarly, the dominance of pelagic feeders-a7000n
(in this study: the greater argentin&;gentina silusgassizOs slickheatepocephalus
agassiziBairdOs slickheaklepocephalus baindiiroundnose grenadieEoryphaenoides
rupestrigthe black scabbardfis#\phanopus carisomirrored by severaldits. The
high aspect ratios of the caudal fin at these depths equate to increased swimming
capabilities and are common in species that live or feed in the pelagic ocean (Pauly
1989; Sambilay 1990). These species also have small heads and gapes itorelation
their body length (FigR). As they feed mainly on planktonic invertebrates (Froese &
Pauly 2016), aside from the black scabbardfish, which is a top predator, it is
unnecessary for them to have large mouths. The weighted mean head and gape size
are highest in the shidwest and deepest areas (Fiy, B), where a wider range of
prey sources are utilised (Fig).11

Variation in traits generally mirrgrthe patterns seen imé means of those
traits (Fig. 1§ aside from relative gape size and anglemftimin relaton to lateral
line, which showower correlations between the mean and the standard deviation
than in other traits (Table®. Despite the low correlation for relative gape size, both
the mean and standard deviatiane highest at the shalloand deep areas of éh
study site. Mouth angle shows inconclusive relatichip with depth when the
mean § used, but a very strong relationship when the standard devistised. The
high variation at intermediate depths is perhaps more informati@e the mean
because it could be explained by the dominance of pelagic feeders in a similar way to
the aforementioned traits. It may be that there is no particular mouth angle that is
selected for in pelagic feeders, hence species show a wider rangeesf langl
comparison, the shallowest and deepest areas exhibit lower variation because a
certain mouth angle is selected for in the benthic feeders in the shallows, and
potentially in the unknown feeders iretdeep (Fig. )1
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Depth-dependent patterns in theariation of all traitscan be linked to
diversity metrics, apart from relative liegize and eye size, which shtower
corrdations with diversity (Table $7The mean and variation innax are linked to
patterns in size diversity, implying that vapatiin observed individual sizes is at
least partially explained by the potential maximum sizes of the species present. It
may therefore be possible to use this sp&mres measure of potential size as a proxy
for variation in observed sizes in dator scenarios. Functional divergence
particularly associated with relative gape size and the surface area of the mouth
protrusion, and aspect ratio of the caudal fin links highly with functional richness and
size diversity. Higher aspect ratios have beenddo associate with depth generalist
species in coral reefs (Bridge et al. 2016), further highlighting this traitOs role in many
aspects of community assembly, and the aforementioned potential link between high
aspect ratios and the dominance of peléggders over a wide depth range.

The dominance of pelagic feeders at intermediate depths is mainly due to the
presence of a community of Diel Vertical Migrators (DVM; Mauchline & Gordon
1991; Trueman et al2014), otherwise known as the deep scattering layer. This is a
mesopelagic community containing fish, invertebrates and zooplankton, which has
recently been found to be particularly important for global biogeochemical cycles
and carbon storage in the ocea(lrigoien et al2014; Trueman et al2014). Its
relative positioning could potentially explain the patterns that we see in the two
measures of functional diversity examined here. At the shallow end of the continental
slope (< 500 m), the DVM communiig close to the seabed, so both benthil
pelagiefeeding demersal fish are able to exploit it. This could be consistent with the
low functional richness that we see in this area, if all species are occupying similar
functional space in order to expldhe same resources, and the high functional
divergence, because multiple species couldxist through fine partitioning of
resources iiine with the Olimiting similarityQ hypothesis (MacArthur & Levins 1967).
With increasing depth, the distance of ¥ M community from the seabed also
increases, meaning that benthic feeders are no longer able to exploit #HLEDTOO
m). The dominance of pelagieeders here, and the related traits of those species,
may therefore be caused by their competitive rel@dszlow functional divergence
seen at these depths may be due to the dominance of only a few species, all with
similar traits that are adapted to feeding on pelagic prey, such as small gapes and
high aspect ratio as discussed above. Thexstence of ggies with similar traits,
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exploiting similar resources, may be maintained by an assembly rule termed
Oemergent neutralityQ (Scheffer & van Nes 2006). This is when species aggregate in
certain areas of a niche axis and has been supported by studies o mari
phytoplankton (Vergnon, Dulvy & Freckleton 2009), pollinators (FordR@hd

beetles (Scheffer et 2D15). Beyond 1500 m, the DVM community is too far above

the seabed for even the pelafigeding demersal fish to reach. Less is known about

the feedng habits of fish species at these depths, but the high functional divergence
could illustrate a high level of specialisation and exploitation of different resources
among the benthicand pelagiefeeders.

Here | have showrthat there arenon-linear patterns in functional and size
diversity of a deepea demersal fish assemblage. Functional richness and size
diversity are lowest at the shallowest (< 500 m) and deepest (~ 2000 m) parts of the
continental slope studied; functional divergence is the sigpowith the lowest
values seen at 10AB00 m. Species richness increases linearly along the depth
gradient, at least up to 1500 m. Changes in functional diversity appear to be driven
by traits such as caudal fin aspect ratio and relative surfacefar@ath protrusion,
which can in turn be linked to the dominance of different feeding guilds along the
slope. Functional richness and size diversity show similar-depémdent patterns,
despite accounting for different morphological traits. Future woukdcincorporate
individuatlevel traits, rather than the speclegel traits used here, and could
investigate the different drivers of community assembly along the continental slope.

3.6. Supporting information

Table S5. Concatenation of hauls into sians §urvey data 1992013).

Fig. S2. The relationships between each of the continuous trait variables included in
the calculation of functional diversity

Table S6. The species caught on the survey, their conversion factors and maximum
lengths

Table S7. The PearsonOs prodmebment correlation coefficient between each

measure of diversity, mean trait values, and standard deviation of trait values.
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4. Size-based indicators show
depth -dependent recovery
from fishing pressure Iin the
deep sea

4.1. Abstract

Sizebased indicators are well established as a management tool in coastal
seas as they respond to changes in fishing pressure and describe important aspects of
community function. However, they have not yet been applied to the deep sea with
the same rigay despite the increasing exploitation pressure on this ecosysieen.
data from a deepvater bottom trawl survey in the Noehst Atlantic, at depths of
3002000 m, to test whether siz@ased indicators show recovery from exploitation
over a léyear peiod during which fishing pressure has decreaseabply five
indicators to these data: mean body length, mean maximum length, Large Fish
Indicator, slope of the biomass spectrum, and fractional size. Patterns were analysed
within four different depth barsl The Large Fish Indicatqrslope of the biomass
spectrum and fractional size showed positive change over time, suggesting recovery
from fishing pressure. This response was generally most apparent in the shallowest
depth band, where most fishing activitgs been distributed. Values of tharge
Fish Indicatorwere much higher overall than in coastal seas, so the same reference
points cannot be applied to all marine ecosystems. These findings imply that size
based indicators can be applied to the deepnstathe same efficacy as in coastal
waters, and that deegea fish assemblages are able to recover from fishing pressure

in the mediumterm.
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4.2. Introduction

The deep sea is the largest ecosystem on the planet (Réfodez et al.

2011), but dueo its inaccessibility, we have known very little about it until recent
decades. However, as our exploitation of the deep sea increases, due to activities such
as fishing (Morato et al. 2006) and mining for minerals (Rarhiagira et al. 2011),

it is beconing more important that we understand how the ecosystem is responding

to human pressures and how to manage these pressures. The relativelgtaetent
deepsea exploitation gives us an opportunity to better monitor ecosystem changes
than is possibleni heavily exploited coastal waters, and to manage fisheries
accordingly, before they become unsustainable.

One way to monitor these changes in fish communities is to udease
indicators. These indicators represent the health of communities by sisimgar
their size structure. Body size is particularly relevant when examining impacts of
fishing for two main reasons. Firstly, fishing is-s&tective, meaning that it is likely
to produce a change in size structure by removing large individuals feosystem
(Bianchi et al. 2000). Secondly, these changes are important for understanding how
fishing impacts ecosystem structure and because of the role that body size plays in
virtually all aspects of a fishOs life: namely trophic level (Jennings ef)ald2®
breadth and choice (Scharf, Juanes & Rountree 2000), maturity and fecundity
(Winemiller & Rose 1992), growth (Jobling 1983) and survival (Pauly 1980). The use
of sizebased indicators is well established in coastal waters and they are used to
compute reference values to monitor impact and recovery of fishing in areas such as
the North Sea (e.g. Jennings & Dulvy 2005; Greenstreet et al. 2011) and the Celtic
Sea (e.g. Blanchard et al. 2@80Shephard et al. 2013). However, this same success
has notyet been translated to the deep sea. Bssgpspecies are still poorly known,
prohibiting the use of indicators based on life history or ecological traits, but as deep
sea research increases, body size data are becoming more available, allowing the
applicaion of sizebased indicators to deeyea fish for the first time.

The continental slope of the Rockall Trough in the Northeast Atlantic
provides an excellent study site to examine the effect ofgfishéssure in the deep
sea (30ER067m) using sizbawd indicators. Fishing pressure has been decreasing in
the area since the earP000s due to the introducticeind subsequent decline of
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Total Allowable Catche¢TACs) The area has been monitored during this time
period of decreasing fishing pressure byiMaScotlandOs deepter trawl survey,
allowingthe use okizebased indicators to establish whether these-deapstocks
have been able to recover from fishing pressure in the meadium

In order to fully understand any changes that occur in thidyssite, we must
also account for the depth of the assemblages. Due to the large environmental
differences between sites of different depths (namely water pressure, temperature and
oxygen levels; Lalli & Parsons 1993; Kaiser et al. 2011), species tiompbainges
across depths (e.g. Gordon & Bergstad 1992; Carney 2005; Yeh & Drazen 2009) as
does body size (e.g. Polloni et al. 1979; Macpherson & Duarte 1991; Collins et al.
2005; Mindel et al. 2016). Additionally, fishing pressure in the area only atcurs
depths up to 120 m, although it has been found that the effects of fishing can
propagate deeper than the areas fished (Bailey et al. 2009). Thus, effects may be
masked if depths are not analysed separately.

In this studyl use five indicatorsncluding four that are welestablished in
shallow seas: 1) mean body length, 2) mean maximum length, 3) Large Fish
Indicator, 4) slope of the normalised biomass spectrum; and one experimental
indicator: 5) fractional size. Mean body length illustrates theageeobserved size of
individuals and decreases as increasing fishing pressure removes large individuals
(Shin et al. 2005). Mean maximum length gives an alternative perspective on body
size by calculating an average based on the largest individuals eawgktte, in
order to not be unduly influenced by abundant, small individuals, and is also
expected to decrease as fishing pressure increases (Shin et al. 2005). The Large Fish
Indicator is calculated as the proportion of biomass at a site that is rpadé u
individuals over 4@m in length (Greenstreet et al. 2011; Fung et al. 2012; ICES
2013). This indicator was developed due to the importance of large individuals in
marine assemblages and high values indicate a healthy system. The normalised
biomass sgctrum is important in the marine environment because it symbolises how
all individuals are arranged along a size axis (Sheldon, Prakash & Sutcliffe 1972).
The slope of the descending rigtand side of the spectrum becomes steeper under
fishing pressure drause large individuals are removed (Bianchi et al. 2000;
Blanchard et al. 20@§. Fractional size is a recently developed metric (Mindel et al.
2016) that is calculated by dividing individual body size by the potential maximum
size of that speciesndy). It illustrates how far along an individual is in the growth
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trajectory of that species, and could be a proxy for age and maturity. It has been
found to exhibit a particularly strong relationship with depth in the deep sea (Mindel
et al. 2016) and is prexdled to be negatively impacted by fishing pressure, as is the
case for the established dissed indicators.

| analyserends in these fivieadicators over time from 1982013 in each of
four depth bandsl test the hypothesis that all five indicatdnevg recovery from
fishing pressure (i.e. an increase in the values of the indicators) due to decreasing
levels of exploitation throughout the study peribgredict that the two shallower
depth bands show the biggest change, as these are the depthshdishing occurs.
| aim to test the efficacy of fractional size as a new indicator.

4.3. Materials & methods

4.3.1. Data

A deepwater bottom trawl survey was conducted by Marine Scotlani®s
Scotiain September 1998, 2000, 2002, 2@&2009 and 20182013 along the
continental slope of the Rockall Trough ihe Northeast Atlantic (Fig. 12CES
area Vla, latitude 55j to 59iN, longitude approximately 9jW) at depths oB300
2067m (Neat & Burns 2010). The gear was adapted to sampling demersal fish (those
that live on or around the seabed, including those classified as benthopelagic) so
mesopelagic fish (those that live in the water column) and invertebrates were
excluded from the analysis. Sea bottom temperature was recorded on the survey at
the depth of tke haul from 2005 onwards, for 205/325 hauls.

During the survey, catch was identified to the finest taxonomic resolution
possible (which was species level for 99.9% individuals caught) and the lengths of
individual fish were measured. Where applicablendsted length, preanal fin
length or presupra caudal fin length were converted to total length (ICES 2012)
using conversion factors calculated from a etub$ the survey data (Table )S6
Speciespecific conversion factors established from survey daéaals® used to
convert lengths to weights in order to calculate the indicators that are based on
biomass. The full taxonomy of species was determined using the World Register of
Marine Species (WoRM&BEditorial Board2013).
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Latitude (°N)

Longitude (°W)

Fig. 12 Location of hauls of the Marine Scotland deeater bottom trawl survey in th
Northeast Atlantic from 1992013. Coloured shading indicates depth, with white be
the shallowest areas and dark blue representing the deepest areas. Labelled
represent ICES statistical areas.

Depth-specific trends weranalysed by separating hauls into four depth
bands: Shallow (S) = Y50 m (minimum depth = 30 m); Medium (M) = 7581200
m; Deep (D) = 12081650 m; Very deep (V) = >1650 m (maximum depth =
2067m). There is a consistent increase over time in the number of hauls téken in
deepest depth band (Tablg €b the results from this depth band are interpreted with
caution.

The Scientific, Technical and Economic Comradt for Fisheries (STECF
2013) reported on fishing effort in the deep sea of ICES area VI by ICES
(International Council for the Exploration of the Sea) member states. As these data
are not depthresolved,l only use them for illustrative purposes, ratheant to
guantify the impact of fishing. Helepresent bottom trawl effort data, in order to
focus on demersal fish, from the EU waters of ICES area VI, which equates to area
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Table 4. Number of hauls taken in each year of the survey from each depth band.

Year <750m 751-1200 m 1201-1650 m >1650 m
1998 10 9 0 0
2000 13 11 9 0
2002 15 8 7 1
2004 12 8 ) 1
2005 5 8 5 1
2006 11 10 7 1
2007 6 6 6 1
2008 8 9 8 3
2009 8 16 7 4
2011 7 6 9 4
2012 7 8 8 6
2013 7 8 8 8
Total 109 107 79 30

Vla (Fig. 13. 1 exclude 2002 as recommended in the report due to the unreiabili
of that yearOs data (STECF 2013).

4.3.2. Indicators

Due to the unreliability of catching very small individuals on the survey, all
individuals of ! 32g were excludefilom the calculation of indicators. This value was
suggested by Jennings & Dulvy (2005) as a potentially optinedf point, and from
examination of the data used in the present study, it captures the sizes of fish that are
consistently caught by the Miae Scotland survey.

Mean body length of the community was the mean total length across all
individuals caught in a haul.

Mean maximum length of the community was calculated by assigning each
individual the largest length of its species in that haud, areraging this across
individuals. In other words, the maximum length of a species per haul was averaged
across species, weighting by species abundances.

The Large Fish Indicator (LFI) was calculated as the proportion by weight of
individuals greater @#n 40cm in length per haul (ICES 2013).

The slope of the size spectrum was calculated using a normalised biomass
spectrum (Platt & Denman 1977). This was calculated for each combination of year
and depth band, rather than for each haul, as hauls didepesent enough data to
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create a reliable biomass spectrum. Individuals were separated into weight classes
that were of equal widths on a jogcale. Biomass caught per hour of trawling in
each weight class was summed across hauls within each yeaptntatal. These
values of biomass were divided by the width of the weight class to give an estimate of
the abundance density of organisms in each weight class (Platt & Denman 1977).
The slope of the normalised size spectrum was then derived from thensHgi
between log of the midpoint of the weight class versusifogf the normalised
biomass in that weight class, for each year and depth band combination. The slope
was established by fitting a linear regression to the descending section of the
relatonship (Blanchard et al. 2085 which was judged to start from the weight class
2°EP6g.

Fractional size was the observed length of an individual divided by its
potential maximum size (Mindel et al. 2016). Potential maximum sizeyQrwas
set as thenaximum length listed on FishBase for that species (Froese & Pauly 2016),
or the maximum length recorded on the deegter trawl survey, whicker was the
greater (Table S6 This approach was chosen so thai.lconsistently equates to the
largest knownength for that species (Mindel et al. 2016). Fractional size of the
assemblage was calculated as the mean fractional size across species in a haul,
weighted by the fourth root of the biomass of that species (Mindel et al. 2016). This
transformation was clsen in order to dowsweight the influence of abundant
species, as is common in biomass data (Clarke & Warwick 2001; Wilding & Nickell
2013; Rutterford et al. 2015).

4.3.3. Analysis

General linear models (LM) were fitted to the relationships between indicator
values and year, including the interaction between time and depth band. For mean
body length, mean maximum length, LFI and fractional size, the haul was the unit of
analysis. Fothe slope of the size spectrum, the unit of analysis was yeahoPost
multiple comparison Tukey tests were performed for the indicators without
significant interactions using the R package (R Core Team 20d&om(piothorn,

Bretz & Westfall 2008). TEhrelationship between sea bottom temperature and year
was analysed for each depth band using general linear models. All analyses were
performed using R version 3.2.3 (R Core Team 2015); figures were produced using
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the packageggplot?2Wickham 2009)gridExtra(Auguie 2016) andharmapPante &
SimonBouhet 2013).

4.4. Results

For mean body length in the community, there was no interaction between
year and depth band (ANOVA: F = 1.3, p = 0.29) so the model was fitted without
the interaction, and thisnodel had high explanatory power (LM: F = 74, d.f. = 4,
320, R =0.47). There was no significant change in mean body length over time, but
the trend was increasing (FIBA; LM: b = 0.13, S.E. = 0.092, p = 0.17). There
were significant differences in melody length between depth bands: Shallow (S)
differed from all other depth bands and Medium (M) and Deepd(figred from
each other (Fig. 13A; Tablg.5

For mean maximum length in the community, there was no interaction
between year and depth band (ANOVA: F = 2.0, p = 0.12) so the model was fitted
without the interaction, and this model had high explanatory power (LM: F = 168,
d.f. = 4, 320, R=0.67). There was no significant change in mean maximum length
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Fig. 13. Change over time in the indicators A) mean body length, B) mean maxil
length, C) Large Fish Indicator, D) slope of the normalised biomass spectrum ¢
fractional size, in each of four depth bands. Lines represent the fitted general
model; sigificant changes over time are depicted as solid lines;sigaificant
relationships are dotted lines.
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Table 5. Statistical results of pelsbc multiple comparison Tukey tests for indicators |
found to have a significant interaction. Estimates represent the difsrémdntercept
between depth bands. Models were implemented using the R packdigempiothorn,
Bretz & Westfall 20085 = shallow, up to 756; M = medium, 7581200m; D = deep,
12011650m; V = very deep, over 1650.

Indicator Depth bands Estimate Standard error p value
Mean body SM 10.9 1.0 <0.001
length SD 16.5 1.1 < 0.001
SV 13.9 1.5 <0.001
M-D 5.6 11 <0.001
M-V 3.0 1.5 0.19
D-V -2.6 1.5 0.32
Mean SM 19.9 14 <0.001
maximum SD 39.8 1.6 <0.001
length SV 215 2.3 <0.001
M-D 19.9 1.6 <0.001
M-V 1.6 2.2 0.89
D-V -18.3 2.3 <0.001
Fractional size SM 0.051 0.0044 <0.001
SD 0.096 0.0048 <0.001
SV 0.102 0.0070 <0.001
M-D 0.044 0.0048 <0.001
M-V 0.050 0.0069 <0.001
D-V 0.006 0.0070 0.84

over time (Fig. 1B; LM: b = 0.016, S.E. = 0.14, p = 0.91). Overall mean maximum
length differed sigfficantly between all depth bands ap&mdm M and Very deep
(V) (Fig. 18; Table5).

For the Large Fish Indicatothere was a significant effect of year (ANOVA:
F =34, p <0.001), depth band (ANOVA: F = 110, p < 0.001), and their interaction
(ANOVA: F = 4.3, p = 0.005), and the model had high explanatory power (LM: F =
54, d.f. =7, 317, R=0.53). The LFI increagkover time in depth band S (FIB3C;
LM: b =0.011, S.E. = 0.0027, p < 0.001), but did not change over time in any of the
other depth bands (Fid.3C; LM: M: b = -0.0011, S.E. = 0.0038; D: b =0.001,
S.E. =0.0044; V: b =0.0031, S.E. = 0.0082).

For the slope of the biomass spectrum, the interaction between year and
depth band was very close to significant at the 5% confidence threshold (ANOVA: F
= 2.7, p = 0.058), so it was decided that the interaction should remain in the model
in order to retain asnuch information as possible, and it had good explanatory
power (LM: F = 12, d.f. = 7, 37, R= 0.64). There was a significant effect of year
(ANOVA: F = 29, p < 0.001) and depth band (ANOVA: F = 16, p < 0.001) on the
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slope of the biomass spectrum. Theslincreased significantly over time (in other
words, became less negative, so the biomass spectrum became more shallow) in
depth band S and V, but did not change overdiin depth bands M and D (Fig.

13D; LM: S: b = 0.042, S.E. = 0.011, p < 0.001; M: b0=0092, S.E. = 0.016; D: b
=0.015, S.E. =0.017; V: b = 0.055, S.E. = 0.02).

For fractional size, there was no interaction between year and depth band
(ANOVA: F = 2.1, p = 0.1) so the model was fitted without the interaction, and the
new model had goodxplanatory power (LM: F = 135, d.f. = 4, 3202 R 0.62).
There was a significant increase ractional size over time (Fig. B3LM: b =
0.0012, S.E. = 0.00042, p = 0.004), and as there was no significant interaction, this
increase was the same in d#pth bands. There were significant differences in
overall fractional size among depth bandsarajfrom between D and V (Fig. 13E;
Table 5.

There was no significant change in sea bottom temperature from 2005
onwards for any depth band, though in the Ighaest depth band there wasninor
increasing trend (Fig. 14M: S: b = 0.041, S.E. = 0.022, p = 0.06; M: b-6.019,

S.E. =0.045, p = 0.67; D: b =0.023, S.E. = 0.016, p = 0.15; V: {08065, S.E. =
0.01, p = 0.54).

Bottom trawling effort ecording to STECF (2013) has decreased over the

study period (FigL5)

~ ©
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Fig. 14. Temperatue of hauldrom the period 20082013 in the four depth bands use
throughout the manuscript: S (green)750 m; M (light blue) 750200 m; D (purple)
12011650 m; V (dark blue) >1650 m. None of the relationships over time we
significant.
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Fig. 15 Bottom trawl effort in the deep sea of ICES area Vla by ICES member s
from 200@®R2012, as reported by STECF (2013).

4.5. Discussion

Out of the five sizbased indicators examined here, three (LFI, slope of the
biomass spectrum and fractional size) show change over time in the demersal fish
community of the Rockall Trough. All of the significant treral® positive,
indicating recoveryDepth hasan impact on the values of sizased indicators, and
of the three indicators that shosignificant relationships, the pattern over time in
two of them (LFI and slopaf the biomass spectrum) vanath depth.

The indicator that shoathe moststriking patternsthe Large Fish Indicator.

There is a significant increase over time in the LFI in depth band 350 m), but

not in any other depth band. The values of the LFI in the shallowest depth band
were much lower than in any other depth baaidthe start of the study period, but

by the most recent year surveyed, the values were approaching those in the other
depth bands. This implies that in depth band S, the fish assemblages are recovering
due to the relaxed fishing pressure in recent yedrde in the deeper depths, the
assemblages were not originally as impacted by fishing as were the other depth
bands, as fishing pressure is likely to be at its highest levels at the shallowest end of
the study site.
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Similarly, the slopefahe biomasspgctrum increases (i.e. the slope bseo
shallower) in depth band S, but not in depth bands M £f30 m) or D (120D
1650 m). In depth band V (31650 m) thereisalso an increase in the slope over time,
however this must be interpreted with cautionasing effort at those depths has
increased markedly over time. Thus, the main conclusions that can be drawn are
similar to those seen in the LFI, and the size spectrum has been recovering from
relaxed fishing pressure in the shallowest depth band. $hi®edause as fishing
pressure decreases, individuals are able to grow larger and the bias towards highly
abundant small individuals decreases, resulting in a shallower slope of the size
spectrum (Nicholson & Jennings 2004; Piet & Jennings 2005; BlantlaardGO%;
Blanchard et al. 2009). As fishing pressure goes as deepOas iPthe area, the
lack of response in depth band M is likely to be because assemblages therein are
slower to recover from fishing pressure than in depth band S. However irete D
depth band, where there is little or no fishing pressure, the lack of change implies
that they were not impacted by exploitation, despite there being the potential for
fishing effects to propagate through depths (Bailey et al. 2009).

Fractional sizeésthe only indicator to show a significant change over time in
all depth bands. This is the first time that fractional size has been used as an
indicator, and these results imply that it can successfully capture recovery of an
assemblage. The increase iachional size in response to fishing pressure occurs
because as exploitation decreases, fish are able to grow for longer, allowing them to
reach nearer their potential maximum size. This indicates a healthier system because
as individuals get closer to themay, their fecundity and likelihood of being mature
increases (Froese & Binohlan 2000). Fractional size capturesaimdranterspecific
variation in body size (Mindel et al. 2016), which may be why it responds faster to
relaxed fishing pressure thdnes mean body length. By including spelaesl traits
and weighting species by their fourth rd@nsformed biomass, fractional size
accounts for information about species without being unduly influenced by a small
number of highly abundant species.eBvdisregarding the patterns seen in the
deepest depth band due to increasing sampling effort over time at those depths,
fractional size shawa significant increase in depth bands M and D, unlike the
relationships seen in the LFI or the slope of the bgmspectrum. Even if fishing
pressure is lower or neexistent in depth bands M and D, it may have still had an
impact on those assemblages due to the effects propagating to deeper waters (Bailey
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et al. 2009). The increase in fractional size could sutiggshis indicator is able to
capture the recovery of these assemblages earlier than the other indicators, which do
not show significant relationships in these depth bands. Alternatively, fractional size
may be capturing other changes in assemblagesasusthifting species composition,
because it is able tapture both intraand intespecific information.

Mean body length, on the other hand, may not be responding to relaxed
fishing pressure because it is highly influenced by large numbers of sivialalsl
(Shin et al. 2005). If decreased exploitation has led to higher recruitment success,
then this could manifest itself as an influx of small individuals, hence causing mean
body length to remain low (Shin et al. 2005; Houle et al. 2012). Mean maximu
length alsaloesnot show a change in response to relaxed fishing pressure. It may be
that the timescale considered in this study is not long enough for these indicators to
show a response (Nicholson & Jennings 2004).

The recovery of sizbased indicats in the Rockall Trough can be
gualitatively related to the decreasing fishing pressure as reported by the Scientific,
Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF 2013). However, these
fishing effort data are not thorough enough to be used #mtify the impact of
fishing. The first main issue with fishing effort data is that they are not-depth
resolved. Thus, the different patterns within different depth bands cannot as yet be
fully ascribed to either varying fishing pressures in the depthspamdvarying
patterns of recovery. Additionally, although the area included by STECF (2013) and
the present study site overldmannot know the precise effort at the Rockall Trough
only. | must also use the reportOs definition of-deapspecies and ish fishing
fleets have provided data for that report (STECF 2013).

Despite the issues with the fishing effort dat@an assume with some
confidence that the change in slz@sed indicators over time is due to this relaxed
fishing pressurd.am ableto rule out the effect of temperature over the timescale of
this study, as there was no change over time in temperature for any of the depth
bands. However, it should be noted thaver a longer timescale (1¥P913),
temperature and salinity have increasmver time in upper waters @800 m) and
stayed roughly constant in Labrador Sea Wated 280 m) in the Rockall Trough
(Holliday et al. 2015). These water masses cannot necessarily be translated directly
onto the depth bands used here, and do not alwaysate to sea bottom

temperature, so it would be unwise to interpret the alternative patterns in different

78 1



! 4. Sizebasedndicatord
!
depth bands using this information alone. However, it is important to recognise that
longterm environmental changes could be impacting overallcatdr values,
because temperature affects body size (e.g. Angilletta, Steury & Sears 2004). This
impact must be considered when interpreting baseline, historical or expected values
of indicators, because it may be that even if an ecosystem has recaver&dhing
pressure, its indicator values are lower overall due to an increase in temperature
favouring smaller species and individuals (Genner et al. 2010).

For all of the indicators used here, only individuals above a predicted weight
of 32g were inalded. This is in order to exclude small individuals that are caught
unreliably by the survey gear and the value was chosen based on recommendations
by Jennings & Dulvy (2005). As this limit was applied consistently in all of the
analyses used herk,do na believe that it can be affecting the trends shown.
However, discrepancies could arise when comparing specific indicator values among
studies that do not use the same methods. This is one of the reasons why it has been
suggested that Oreference diredfiofstiggested trends that indicators will show in
response to recovery) rather than Oreference pointsO (suggested values of indicators in
healthy assemblages) are more suitable for use in fisheries management (Jennings &
Dulvy 2005; Shin et al. 2005). Redece directions are expected to be consistent
across surveys, areas, and different marine ecosystems, while reference points are
much harder to establish (Shin et al. 2005). This issue is illustrated here, as the values
of the LFI seen in the deep sea,rebefore fishing pressure started to reduce, are
extremely high in comparison to the value of 0.3 that has been suggested to equate to
a healthy ecosystem in the North Sea (ICES 2007; Greenstreet et al. 2011). The high
values in the deep, even in the dep#nd ! 750 m, show that there are more large
fish in proportion to small fish in the deep sea than in coastal waters. One reason for
this may be that some fish species spawn in shallow waters and move deeper as they
grow (Lin et al. 2012; Trueman, RickaByShephard 2013). Additionally, the value
of a healthy LFI for the North Sea was sst(3 using data from the 1920980s
(ICES 2007), a time period in which coastal seas were already being exploited. Thus,
it may be that in the deep sea we are ablee® true prexploitation values of the
LFI, a feat that has not been possible in shallower waters. It is clearly then wrong to
use the same reference point for all marine ecosystems, whereas reference directions
would perform in the same way in resporséhe same pressures on a global scale.
In order to produe values in the deegea assemblages studied here similar to the
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coastal reference point of 0.3, the calculation of the LFI would need to be changed to
the proportion of fish at least over @& in length (Fig. SB If this alternative
calculation is used, the overall patterns remain the same: recoverwis ishthe
shallowest depth barahd all other depth bands show no change (RBY. S

The slope of the biomass spectrum also suggests thatpénetes! values for
coastal seas cannot be applied to the deeprseacent yearsthe three shallowest
depth bands show slopes of aroubhdwhich is in the range of what is expected for
coastal size spectra (Blanchard et al. 200&nnings & Dulvy 2005However, in the
deepest depth band, during the most recent years when data collection for these
depths was at its highest, the slope approaches val@®5§.dt may be that over a
longer time period the other three depth bands also reach this vatlieating a
particularly healthy size spectrum. Alternatively, depth bands could naturally differ
in the shapes of their size spectra, regardless of fishing, and indeed it has been shown
that functional differences within communities result in differehtegafor the slope
of the spectrum (Blanchard et al. 2009).

My results suggest that relaxed fishing pressure in the deep sea of the Rockall
Trough has allowed assemblages to recover, as shown by positive responses of the
Large Fish Indicator, slope ofdtbiomass spectrum, and a new indicator known as
fractional size, and that the recovery is most apparent at the shallowest depths. Mean
body length and mean maximum length did not show signs of recovery, perhaps
because they do not respond to changesimndssemblages over medium timescales,
or because they are unduly influenced by recruitment events that keep body size
values low! suggest that sizgased indicators can be applied to the deep sea with
the same success that they have achieved in coest@ls, but that the same
reference points cannot be used for these different ecosystems. Depth must also be
accounted for when analysing trends in the deep sea. It is encouraging that even in
the mediumterm, deepsea fish assemblages show positive signsecovery,
implying that they may be more resilient than previously thought (Koslow et al.
200Q Norse et al. 20)2 which is just one of many paradigms that are now being
guestioned in the deep sea (Drazen & Haedrich 2012; Danovaro, Snelgrove & Tyler
2014). Future work is needed to establish historical baselines in the deep sea, which
could then be related to lortgrm environmental changes such as those seen in data
collected from the Extended Ellett Line in the Northeast Atlantic (Holliday et al.

2015) Non-sizebased indicators such as mean trophic level, biodiversity indicators
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and those based on life histories, should also be applied to the deep sea where there is

sufficient information on the relevant traits of these poorly known species.
4.6.Supporting information

Table S6. The species caught on the survey, their conversion factors and maximum
lengths

Fig. S3. Large Fish Indicator calculated as the proportion of fish ovecr80n
length (LF160)
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5. AbundanceN occupancy
relationships based on
spatial and depth

distribution in deep -sea fish

5.1. Abstract

Abundancé&occupancy relationships are one of the most robust general rules
of ecology, whereby increasing local abundance accompanies increasing regional
occupancy, both across and within species. Heegamine inter and intraspecific
abundanc@&occupancy relatiorships in deegea fish and expand on this
macroecological pattern by applying occupancy to depth ranges to produce what
call the bathymetrimabundanc&occupancyrelationship.l use data from a deep
water bottom trawl survey in the Nbeast Atlantic, frm 199&P014, at depths of
3002000 m. | find that the positive relationship between abundance and occupancy
across species holds for dsep fish when occupancy is calculated based on both
spatial and depth distribution. Thdorm and strength of theinterspecific
abundanc@&occupancyrelationship remained constant over time despite relaxed
fishing pressure in the area. Intraspediiizindanc&ccupancyrelationships were
mostly positive when occupancy was calculated based on both space and depth,
though few species exhibited significant relationships. Ddejpey species were
more likely to have positivebundanc&occupancyelationships, potentially making
them more vulnerable to environmental or anthropogenic chanigave shown that
the abundanc&occupancyrelationship remains positive in the ungtudied deep
sea, hence increasing its generality across a variety of ecosystems and over a time
period of decreasing exploitatioh.argue that depth distributions should not be
ignored in the threglimensional marine environment, as species that have a high
local abundance and wide spatial distribution will also occupy a wider range of
depths, adding another layer to this macroecological principle.
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5.2. Introduction

Understanding the abundance andsulibution of species has always been
important in ecology, but in this time of rapid environmental change, there is
increased focus on being able to predict how these ecological attributes will respond
to human exploitation or climate change (M¢ller 20P8joczanska et al. 2013).
Predictions of this nature are inherently difficult to make, especially when trying to
generalise across taxa. However, one macroecological pattern that appears to hold
across many different species and ecosystems is the petdivaship between
local abundance and regional occupancy (Gaston, Blackburn & Lawton 1997,
Gaston et al. 2000; Blackburn, Cassey & Gaston 2006). This can be analysed both
across and within species. The interspeatitindanc@occupancyrelationship
(AOR) tests whether species that are locally more abundant also tend to be regionally
more widespread. In contrast, intraspecific AORs usually represent temporal trends
in individual species, documenting whether species tend to be more widespread in
years irwhich they are also more abundant locally.

Both of these classes of AOR have potential implications for conservation and
monitoring of populations (Lawton 1993; Gaston 1999). For example, presence
absence data are often easier to obtain than abundanagstaconsistently positive
AORs could allow for a prediction of abundance based on a speciesO occupancy
(Gaston 1999). Additionally, the positive interspecific relationship between
abundance and occupancy implies that there are sets of species thaithare b
abundant and widespread, and sets of species that are the opposite. Having low
abundance and a small geographical range results in potential Odouble jeopardyO
where the species could be easily wiped out from its narrow range, with no potential
colonises in the region to replace the local losses (Lawton 1993, 1996; Gaston 1999).
The same is true for positive intraspecific AORs: if a species contracts its range due
to environmental or anthropogenic pressure, this tends to result in a reduced mean
density at the remaining sites that it occupies. This means that the decline in
abundance is of a higher magnitude than would be expected merely from the loss of
individuals that would occur when certain sites become unoccupied, and that
extinction risk increasdmth from the loss of abundance and the reduced range size
(Gaston et al. 2000; Freckleton et al. 2005).
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Abundancé&occupancyrelationships can also illustrate temporal trends in
pressures on assemblages, though patterns are not consistent. Fordtséndgie of
the correlation between abundance and distribution increased over three decades
due to exploitation (Fisher & Frank 2004). However for birds, the correlation
decreased, with farmland birds showing a decrease in slope of the AOR, and
woodland lrds an increase in slope, throughout a time of habitat alteration (Webb,
Noble & Freckleton 2007). These differences in dynamics could be due to how
individual species respontb changes in their environmerdr in what way
environmental change occurs (s & Frank 2004; Webb, Noble & Freckleton
2007; Fisher, Frank & Leggett 2010).

To my knowledge, only one study has described AORs in the deep sea, which
mainly focused on modelling the effects of fishing on the relationship (Trenkel et al.
2013). It onlyreported on the empirical AOR in four species, none of which showed
significant relationships (Trenkel et al. 2013), so an interspecific analysis and large
scale implementation of intraspecific AORs are still required for-geaish. Study
of the deepsea is now increasing, but it is still not well known, despite being the
largest environment on earth and providing important services such as carbon
storage (Irigoien et al. 2014; Trueman et al. 2014) and fisheries (Rahoidea et
al. 2011). The contental slope is the area that links the shallow waters of the
continental shelf to the deep seas of the abyssal plain. This area is important for trawl
fisheries and it covers a vast environmental gradient as light, temperature and
resources decrease witbpdh, while pressure increases (Lalli & Parsons 1993; Kaiser
et al. 2011). Assemblages along the slope therefore vary in terms of species
composition, feeding behaviour, and traits such as body size (Carney 2005; Collins et
al. 2005; Mindel et al. 201& hapter 3: Functional, size and taxonomic diversity of fish along
a depth gradieithis means that it would be wrong to assume that all continental
slope communities can be grouped together and interact equally throughout the
depth gradient.

| therefore popose a new way of examining AORs in the marine
environment, where occupancy is based on depth distribution rather than horizontal
spatial distributionl call this the bathymetri@bundanc&ccupancyrelationship.

The oceanic environment is thremensonal and the vertical aspect of space
should not be ignored. By calculating occupancy based on deptn establish
whether locally abundant species also exhibit large depth ranges. If a rare species is
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also found to have a narrow spatial range and aomadepth range, this could add a

third layer to the concept of Odouble jeopardyO; for example, a rare species could be
easily wiped out by a fishery that targets the specific area and/or depth which that
species occupies. An intraspecific bathymetric A@8uld also be of potential
interest, as a species should not necessarily be able to expand its depth range if it is
constrained by its physiology (Carney 2005; Yancey et al. 2014), regardless of how
abundant it is. Thus, a positive intraspecific bathyraed©R would imply that in

low abundance years, species are prevented from occupginfuthpotential depth
rangesand may be more vulnerable to external pressures.

Here, using data from a deeyater bottom trawl survey that has been
conducted regulayl between 1992014,1 investigate both interand intraspecific
abundanc@&occupancyrelationships to establish whether the general ecological
pattern of positive correlations apply to dega fishl repeat these analyses in a
novel way, by calculatingcoupancy based on the range of depths a species occupies.
| examine whether either the spatial or bathymetric interspecific AORs have
changed over time, potentially due to relaxed fishing pressure in the area over the
duration of the study period (STECF ). relate intraspecific patterns to the
abundance, occupancy, depth distribution and body size of each species. The mean
and variation in abundance and occupancy were examined in relation to the slope of
the AOR, because positive AORs are more commorspecies where one of the
variables has the capacity to change over time (Gaston et al. 2000). Depth variables
were included in order to establish whether AORs affect species equally along the
continental slope. Body size was examined because it hasobeento affect the
AOR in the marine environment (Webb, Tyler & Somerfield 2009).

5.3. Materials & methods

5.3.1. Data

Data were collected on Marine ScotlandOs-deger bottom trawl survey in
September 1998, 2000, 2002, 2@2009 and201¥P014 using the vess®IRV
ScotiaThe study site was the continental slope of the Rockall Trough in the
Northeast Atlantic (Fig.@ at latitude 55j to 59iN, longitude approximately 9{Ww,



5. Abundanc&0ccupancy Relationships
|

a o

Latitude (°N)

Longitude (°W)

Fig. 16. Location of hauls of the Marine Scotlandegevater trawl survey from 1998
2014. Coloured shading indicates depth, with white being the shallowest areas ar
blue representing the deepest areas. Boxes are the spatial sampling units (O.

decimal degrees).

and depth 30B82067m. Only demersal figithose that live on or around the seabed,
including those classified as benthopelagic) were sampled effectively by the gear, so
mesopelagic fish (those that live in the water column) and invertebrates were not
included in the analysis.

Fish were identif@ to the finest taxonomic resolution possible (which was
species level for 99.9% individuals caught) and their taxonomic classification was
verified using the World Register of Marine Species (WoRMS Editorial Board 2013).
Body lengths of individual fish vee measured on board during the survey. As
recommended by ICES (2012), standard length;gor@ fin length or presupra
caudal fin length was used rather than total length for some species. These
measurements were then converted to total length usingeon factors

calculated from a subset of the survey dbshle S6).
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All data manipulation and analysis was performed using R version 3.2.3 (R
Core Team 2015), and graphs were produced using the pacgggkesPNickham
2009) gridExtréAuguie 2016and marma(Pante & SimotBouhet 2013)

5.3.2. InterspecmindaiEcupan®@lationships

Abundance was calculated in the same way for both spatial and bathymetric
AORs: the number of individuals caught per hour of trawling was averaged across
hauls excluding those hauls where the species in question had an abundance of zero.
Numbers per hour equate to a measure of local population density. Hauls varied in
duration from 12 to 180 minutes, with most at 60 or 120 minutes. As haul duration
was controkd for in calculating abundance and haul duration did not vary
systematically with space, the full range of haul durations was used. Occupancy was
taken as the proportion of sampled units that were occupied. For the spatial AOR,
these units were squares @b x 0.5 decimal degrees (Fig.),1@nd for the
bathymetric AOR, the units were depth bands 0fr&

For the overall interspecific AOR, the abundance of a species was defined by
calculating its mean density across all hauls in which it occurred, bweraes.
Occupancy was the proportion of units sampled over all years in which that species
had been recorded. The relationships between abundance and spatial or bathymetric
occupancy were analysed using a binomial Generalised Linear Model (GLM) of the
form proportional occupancy a+ b*log(abundance), using the number of sampled
units (spatial squares or depth bands) as model weights.

To quantify temporal change in the interspecific AORgdefined annual
abundance for a species as its mean density across all of the hauls in which it
occurred separately for each year. Annual occupancy was the proportion of units
sampled in each year that a species occupied. Annual AORs were fitted using
sepaate binomial GLMs for each year, of the form annual proportional occupancy
~ a+ brlog(annual abundance), using the number of units sampled in each year as
model weights. From each annual modledxtracted the model coefficiebtas a
measure of the fornof the relationship between annual abundance and annual
occupancy.l also calculated the correlation between log(annual abundance) and
annual occupancy as a measure of the strength of the relationship. Temporal trends



5. AbundancBOccupancy Relationships ! !

!

in both the AOR coefficient and coreglon were analysed over 13 years using linear
models, for both spatial and bathymetric AORs.

5.3.3. IntraspecdloundafxEcupan®@tationships

Annual intraspecific abundance and occupancy were calculated as for the
annual interspecific relationships calculated above. For intraspecific AORs, however,
temporal relationships were calc@ldtseparately from the time series of annual
abundance and occupancy estimates for each species. These relationships were fitted
as binomial GLMs of the form: annual proportional occupancy[spkcies +
b*log(annual abundance[spegjeswhere model weights were the number of units
sampled each year (spatial squares or depth bands). The model codifisiant
extracted for all species that occurred in > 6 years (93 taxa). This was used to
examine the relationship between the slopthefspatial AOR and the slope of the
bathymetric AOR for each specie$. also tested separately for spatial and
bathymetric AORs for associations between the spksies AOR coefficient and
seven species characteristics, calculated from the surveynusta: abundance,
variation in abundance, occupancy, range in occupancy, depth range, depth,
and body size (Table).6

Table 6. Variables calculated for each species to examine the relationships betwe
slope of the laundanc&occupancy relationship and species characteristics.

Variable Definition

Mean abundance Log(mean(abundance))

Variation in abundance Log(standard deviation(abundance))

Occupancy Proportion of sampled units occupied

Range in occupancy Max(occupancy per yeaPmin(occupancy per year)
Depth range Max(depth occupiedpmin(depth occupied)

Mean depth Mean(depths occupied)

Body size Mean(body lengths)
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5.4. Results

5.4.1. InterspecdmindaiEcupan®@lationships

Using data from all 13 years, there was a significantiy@spatial AOR
across all species (FIgA; GLM: b = 0.47, S.E. = 0.020, d.f. = 192, p < 0.001).
The bathymetric AOR was atssignificantly positive (Fig.B7GLM: b = 0.46, S.E.
=0.018, d.f. =192, p < 0.001).

Neither spatial nor bathymetric interspecific AORs changed systematically
over time (Figl8), either in terms of their general form (measured using the model
coefficient; relationship between spatial AOR coefficient and year, LM: b = 0.0042,
S.E. =00047, R=0.07, d.f. = 11, p = 0.39; relationship between bathymetric
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Fig. 17. Inter- and intraspecifiabundanc@occupancy elationships (AOR) for space ar
depth. A) Overall interspecific spatial AOR; curve is the fitted binomial Genera
Linear Model (GLM). B) Overall interspecific bathymetric AOR; curve is the fii
binomial GLM. C) Intraspecific spial AORs. D) Intraspecific bathymetric AORs. Fc
panels C) and D), each line represents the fitted binomial GLM for each species;
black lines represent statistically significant relationships; thin, grey lines represent non
significant relationship
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coefficient of yearly spatial AORs; B) model coefficient of yearly bathymetric AOF
correlation of yearly spatial AORSs; D) correlation of yearly bathymetric AORs.

AOR coefficient and year, LM: b = 0.0044, S.E. = 0.0053,/R0.06, d.f. =11, p =
0.43), or their strength (relationship between spatial AOR correlation and year, LM:
b = 0.00019, &. = 0.0031, R = 0.00, d.f. = 11, p = 0.95; relationship between
bathymetric AOR correlation and year, LM: b = 0.0012, S.E. = 0.0027=R.02,

d.f. =11, p = 0.65).

5.4.2. IntraspecdloundarfEcupan®@tationships

The spatial AOR was positive 65 out of 93 taxa that occurred in > 6 years,
and 21 of these relationships wetatistically significant (Fig. €7 Fig. 19; Table
S8. Twentyeight taxa exhibited negative relationships, but nohdhese were
significant (Fig. 1Z; Fig.19; Table S§. The bathymetric AOR was positive in 58
out of the 93 taxa with reliable estimates of the coefficient, and 14 of these were
datistically significant (Fig. D7 Fig. 19; Table S§. The bathymetric AOR was
negative in 35 species, but none of these oalstips were significant (Fig. 17D; Fig.
19; Table S§. Coefficients were positive on average and significantly different to
zero for the species that occurred in > 6 years, for both spatial and bathymetric
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Fig. 19. Relationship between model coefficients of spatial and bathymetric intrasg
AORs for each species. Larger points signify species that had significant relations
goatial and/or bathymetric AORs. Purple points = species was significant in both s
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distribution of coefficients and light blue quadrants highlight the areas where the
are both above or both below zero. Line represents the general linear model fittec
data points.

AORs (Fig. 19spatial AOR LM: b = 0.24, S.E. = 095, p < 0.001; bathymetric
AOR LM: b =0.16, S.E. = 0.050, p = 0.002).

There was a significant, positive relationship between the slope of the spatial
AOR and the slope of the bathymetric AOR when all species that occurred in > 6
years were included (Fi®;, LM: b = 0.66, S.E. = 0.065, R=0.52, d.f. =91, p <
0.001) but notwhen only species that exhibited positive inteagc AORs were
included (Fig 19LM: b = 0.13, S.E. =0.19, R=0.02, d.f. =22, p = 0.51).

Intraspecific spatial AORs were largely unrelated to the splesielstraitsl
considered, except for meaerpth (deepeliving species have n®strongly positive
AORs; Fig. 2F; LM: b = 0.00046, S.E. = 0.00012,2R 0.14, d.f. =91, p < 0.001),
and a weak trend for species with more variable occupancies across years to have
more strongly psitive AORs (Fig. 4D; LM: b = 0.60, S.E. = 0.31, R=0.03, d.f. =
91, p = 0.056). Intraspecific bathymetric AORs were also unrelated to sfsx@ks
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Fig. 20. The relationships between the model coefficients of intraspecific spatial ,
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Mean occupancy; D) Range in occupancy; E) Depth range; F) Mean depth; G) Bod
Lines represent the fitted general linear model if the relationship was significe
borderline significant (see main text). Lightebareas highlight where slopes are positive.

traits apart from mean depth, with again a trendrf@rre strongly positive AORS in
species living at deeper depths, tHodige vaiance explained was low (Fig.R21
LM: b =0.00035, S.E. =0.00011,%&= 0.09, d.f. =91, p = 0.0016).

92 1



A
[}
8' 2- .
»
xn
< 'fz " -J?: } . ..-
Q % $og.0° o
g ° ':' '.s'!.' e ol ’
EE (1Y o °° e
é‘ 1" - . -
5
M .
0 2 4 6
Log(abundance)
D
[}
8' 2- .
»
5 . o
° L
< L PN
?B -& . “ o KY L o
EE A := ® o
- °e
S
as] | | | . .
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Range(occupancy)
G
[}
8' 2- .
»
S 1,
< RSt T
Q S35 o
= O -. L]
15 XA
e 0 : S o
E 1 - R
5
M .
0 50 100 150

Body size (cm)

5. AbundancBOccupancy Relationships

B
2- o
1- [ X O i
i: . * -.:f" oo l:h -'
MG
n- . 2
00 25 50
Log(SD(abundance))
E
2- .
1 ...I L[]
. ..'..; "" 3.- % o
0- e 0 : ..-.}l"a: -‘.
"- ° 1 J'P
1n - . &
500 1000 1500

Depth range (m)

C
2- .
L]

1- 4 o o
3 .
..-.-.':...; o® .

o8 'l '= o g%

o

0 ool "-. (7 CH "

L H
1 - . *

000 025 050 075 1.00
Occupancy

500 1000 1500 2000

Mean depth (m)

Fig. 21. The relationships between the model coefficients of intraspecific bathyn
AORs and species characteristics. A) Mean abundance; B) Standard deviat
abundance; C) Mean occupancy; D) ige in occupancy; E) Depth range; F) Me
depth, line represents the significant fitted general linear model; G) Body size. Lig}
areas highlight where slopes are positive.

5.5. Discussion

Deepsea demersal fish uphold the ecological principle nofeasing

proportional occupancy of a region with increasing average local abundance. In the

marine environment, the habitat occupied is thdemensional, so thabundanc®

occupancyrelationship (AOR) can also be addressed within vertical space. The
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positve interspecific AORs upheld when occupanag classified in terms of 50 m
depth bands. The positive relationships in both spatial and bathymetric AORs mean
that species with high average abundance are more likely to occupy more areas
within a geograpla region, and more depths along the continental slope.

There are several explanations for the positive spatial AOR that may all act
synergistically (reviewed in Gaston et al. 2000; Holt, Gaston & He 2002; Borregaard
& Rahbek 2010), and which could all &ppo the deep sea. The first is that if the
study site does not encompass the entire range of all species, then some species will
be caught that are at the edge of their range, while some species are caught that are
at the core of their range. This coudgply here as it is unlikely that any species
caught on this surveywk solely in the Rockall Trougénd the gear is adapted to
sampling demersal fish only, potentially excluding part of the community. This
means that a positive AOR could be produced relty when core populations with
high abundance and periphery populations with low abundance are sampled for
different species (Gaston & Blackburn 1996). However, the positive AOR persists
even when entire geographical ranges are surveyed, so rangenpesitidikely to
explain the phenomenon as a whole (Gaston, Blackburn & Lawton 1997; Gaston et
al. 2000). The second explanation is that species are influenced by their resources,
such that species are abundant and widespread if they are able to utihsarab
and widespread resources (Brown 1984). BastitRisead(Alepocephalus bpirtty
be an example of one such species as it feeds on gelatinous zooplankton (Froese &
Pauly 2016), which is likely to be found throughout the study site. Alternathesly,

AOR may be determined by population dynamics such that local abundance affects
processes of colonisation and extinction of patches (Gonzalez et al. 1998). Positive
AORs are expected in species with high colonisation ability and large areas of
continuaus habitat (Freckleton et al. 2005), which can be said to apply to a
substantial proportion of marine species (Powles et al. 2000).

The bathymetric AOR could be influenced by similar mechanisms to the
spatial AOR but with some additional considerationse Tange position hypothesis
may apply to depth ranges because some species occupy depths outside of the study
range. However, this effect is likely to be much reduced than for the spatial AOR,
because only species at the very edge of the depth rangesl $tack could be
occupying alternative depths. The resource availability hypothesis may apply equally
to the bathymetric and spatial AORs. Resources along the continental slope are
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depthdependent: influx of detritus from surface productivity generalbredses

with depth (although local oceanographic factors can alter this pattern; Carney
2005), but additional resources are supplied to certain depths through an assemblage
of Diel Vertical Migrators (or the Odeep scattering layerQ). This is a verticaty m

layer of organisms, and at the depths where it can be best exploited, a few species
that feed on the species therein dominate the demersal fish community both in terms
of abundance and in their distribution across the depth range (Trueman et al. 2014
Chapter 3: Functional, size and taxonomic diversity of fish along a depth gradient

Population dynamics may also influence the bathymetric AOR if some
species are restricted to certain depths due to anthropogenic effects or biotic
interactions, rathethan their physiology. If a species is physiologically capable of
living at a certain depth, then the typical rules of colonisation and extinction of
patches could apply. However, physiology is an additional consideration when
interpreting the bathymetridOR because of the adaptations that are required to
occupy deep water, such as the alteration of membrane structure (Hazel & Williams
1990) and the stabilisation of enzymes (Yancey & Siebenaller 1999). The ability to
regulate one of these stabilising agefitimethylamine Pbxide or TMAO) with
depth may determine the depth range of a species (Yancey et al. 2014). Being
adapted to only a small depth range may impact a speciesO overall abundance if it
links to other characteristics such as generalist ressawse and the ability to
outcompete others. The widespread and continuous habitat that increases the
likelihood of a positive AOR (Freckleton et al. 2005) and is often associated with the
marine environment cannot be applied to vertical space if somed@mhhabitats)
cannot be occupied by certain species due to their physiology. This is true for abyssal
depths (Yancey et al. 2014), but specific physiological limitations for individual
species within the continental slope are still speculative (C2008Y.

Fishing pressure imy study region has decreased since the early 2000s due
to the introduction and subsequent reduction of Total Allowable Catches (STECF
2013). Exploitation has previously been shown to affect AORs in fish (Fisher & Frank
2004) e we may expect the relationship to show recovery from fishing pressure over
time in the Rockall Trough. However, neither the sglanor bathymetric AORs
showany systematic temporal change in either their form or strength. Conversely,
the reduction in eploitation has been of sufficient magnitude to promote recovery in
sizebased indicators such as the Large Fish Indicator in this @hegter 4: Siaased
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indicators show deégpiendent recovery from fishing pressure )n e de®R seas
therdore either not as impacted by fishing as are-ls®med aspects of the
community, or it was impacted, but it is recovering more slowly than are body sizes.
Both of these scenarios imply that over the meeierm, the AOR is not a good
indicator of deegsea fish community recovery. As some AORs appear very stable
over time (Blackburn et al. 1998; Zuckerberg, Porter & Corwin 2009), and
contrasting responses to pressure have been observed in others (Fisher & Frank 2004;
Webb, Noble & Freckleton 2007; GuedoL&mb 2013; Bulafu 2015), more work is
needed to establish robust predictions of how AORs will respond to different kinds of
environmental change.

Intraspecific relationships between abundance and occupancy in both space
and depthare positive for 70% andb2% of taxa (that occurred in > 6 years)
respectively, and the model coefficieauts significantly positive on average. These
positive trends in the intraspecific AOR could be explained by variations in the
hypotheses suggested for interspecific rel&ijpmis(Gaston et al. 2000). Range
position could explain the relationship if distributions are shifting over time, such
that in some years the sampled areas become representative of a core range, while in
some years they are part of the periphery. Habigledion can depend on
abundance in fish (Marshall & Frank 1995; Blanchard et al. 2005b), and range shifts
are already occurring in shallower marine environments due to climate change.
These shifts may be through space or through depth (Heath et al. Rott&rford
et al. 2015), potentially applying to both forms of the AD&Rudy here. However,
such changes in range position due to human impacts may not manifest themselves
in the deep sea for several years (Glover & Smith 2003). Resource utilisation may
also play a role if resource availability varies temporally, such as the dynamics seen in
Particulate Organic Carbon supply to the seafloor (Ruhl 2008; Lampitt et al. 2010)
and infaunal polychaetes (Soto et al. 2010; Laguidiaichais et al. 2013), while
species with no relationship between abundance and occupancy may be exploiting
constant resources. Population dynamics can also be viewed in a similar way to the
interspecific explanation, where patches are colonised, grow, or go extinct, according
to a meapopulation model(Gaston et al. 2000). The desga floor is more
heterogeneous than previously suggested (Danovaro, Snelgrove & Tyler 2014) so it
may be that species form metapopulations due to congregation at features such as
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seamounts, canyons, sporfggds or deeysea coral banks (Ramireiodra et al.
2010).

Despite the positive slopes on the whole, the intraspecific relatioas@ips
only statistically significant in 23% species for the spatial AOR, and 15% species
(that occurred in > 6 years) itme bathymetric AOR. This implies that despa
species have a tendency towards the generalised positive AOR, but there may not be
enough variation in the study period considered for many relationships to be
statistically significant. The species consitienay be relatively stable over time in
both range size and location, and in abundance. Although this would be unexpected
due to a history of exploitation and then recovery of fish in this Gtespfer 4: Size
based indicators showdepetindent regdren fishing pressure in the) deéeposéh be
possible if only a few species were particularly targeted by the fishery, or if the period
of exploitation was not sufficiently covered by the survey. An additional explanation
for the lack of relatiomsp in the bathymetric intraspecific AORs is that of
physiological constraints, similar to the effects discussed above in relation to the
interspecific AOR. Adaptations to depth are unlikely to have changed over the time
period studied, therefore if a s abundance was higher in one year, it does not
necessarily follow that it would be able to expand its depth range. For those species
that do exhibit positive bathymetric AORs, the ability to expand the depth range in
years of high abundance could résiubm that species being constrained in low
abundance years by fishing pressure or interspecific competition.

The difference between species that exhibited a positive relationship and
those with no relationship, represented by the slope of the A@Rbe partially
explained by the mean depth occupied by that species. Species that live deeper show
more positive relationships between abundance and both spatial and bathymetric
occupancy. A possible explanation for this pattern is that of resource supipdy in
deep. Resources can often be patchy across space and time, for example the fall of a
whale carcass (Hilario et al. 2015). This variable resource supply could cause changes
in occupancy of both spatial and bathymetric areas, in turn allowing for higher
abundance in the years where occupancy can increase. Additionally, -tieieger
species tend to have wider depth and latitudinal ranges (Macpherson 2003). This
could allow for a greater likelihood of exhibiting a positive intraspecific AOR
because in yea that are good for abundance, the species could expand into a wider
range of depths or geographical space, resulting in an increase in occupancy. There
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isalso a borderline significant positive relationship between range in occupancy and
the slope of thespatial AOR. This is to be expected as the more one variable
(abundance or occupancy) changes, the more the other will have the potential to
change. The high variation in occupancy in some species could potentially be
explained by any of the main hypotkesbehind the AOR: shifts in range position,
changes in resource availability, or population dynamics.

The form of the intraspecific AORanrot be explained by mean or variation
in abundance, mean occupancy, depth range, or body size. Body size could
potentially alter the AOR because size impacts abundance: as fish age they increase
continuously in size, but not all will survive, resulting in decreased abundance of
individuals of those sizes (Webb et al. 2011). The lack of relationship found here
could men that body size affects characteristics of the AOR other than the slope, or
that mean body size is not a sufficient measure to capture the disparity. Species
characteristics that consistently determine the form of the AOR have remained
elusive, but futwer work could examine behavioural traits such as aggregation (Frisk,
Duplisea & Trenkel 2011), or ecological traits such as niche breadth and habitat
preference (Frost et al. 2004; Faulks et al. 2015).

The generally positive bathymetric AOR could potemyiainply a shift from
the currently described Odouble jeopardyO (Lawton 1993, 1996; Gaston 1999) to a
Otriple jeopardyO, where a species could decrease in abundance, geographic range
and depth range in response to a pressure, making it harder to monitor bu
potentially easier to obliterate. Three such speaeglentified in this study as they
havestrong, positive intraspecific AORs when occupascglculated based on both
space and depth (Fig2, Table S§: the abyssal halosattalosauropsis maicyotie
smalleyed rabbitfishHydrolagus affjrasid the stout sawpalateefrivomer bgaRr
species such as this, any activity or environmental change that impacts on one aspect
of their distribution (local abundance, spatial distribution or defsitribution) is
likely to propagate through to the other variables, causing a disproportionate effect
on total population sizeThese three species are found in the deepest part of the
study site, which supports the finding that dedparg species armore likely to
have positive intraspecific spatial and bathymetric AORs. This potentially adds a
macroecological element to the notion that dedpang species are more vulnerable
than coastal species due to their life histories (Drazen & Haedrich20dse et al.
2012).
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Deepsea species are undgudied and different in many ways to shallow
living species, for example in their life histories (Drazen & Haedrich 2012),
morphology (Neat & Campbell 2013) and ecology (Rantitedra et al. 2010). In
this studyl have shown that despite this, general ecological principles hold across the
marine environment. The generality of the positive AOR also applies to vertical
space as well as horizontgpace. Depth should not be ignored in any marine
environment as species have differing depth ranges, and can move among depths
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daily or during their development and growth (Magncesson 2001; Lin et al. 2012;
Trueman, Rickaby & Shephard 2013)show that éeperliving species have more
positive intraspecific AORs, potentially making them more vulnerable than those in
shallower waters. This study further highlights the importance of considering the
three dimensions of the ocean when exploring marine ecaadyestablishing
protection measures for the species therein.

5.6. Supporting information

Table S6. The species caught on the survey, their conversion factors and maximum
lengths

Table S8. The statistical output from intraspecifiabundanc&ccupancy
relationships.
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6. General Discussion

Over the course of this work | have investigated change in-sksegdish
assemblages across a depth gradient andtioveiduring a period of reduced fishing
pressure. Here | summarise my key findings, then explore the explanations behind,
and relevance of, the patterns | have found. | also outline the limitations of this work
and recommend future directions for desgmecological research.

6.1. Key findings

I. Species composition changes along the cortahestope (Chapter 2). From
30001000 m, many species have narrow depth ranges and this area is
characterised by species such as the blackbelly rosgfeicolenus
dactylopteyuhie European hakéMerluccius merlug@nd the common ling
(Molva molyaFrom 10@ m, species composition changes markedly, and
some species are highly dominant over a wide depth range as the
roundnose grenadie(Coryphaenoidesstup BairdOs slickhegélepocephalus
baird) and the black scabbardfigAphanopus carbim species were found
solely in the deepest parts of the gtusite, but AgassizOs slickhead
(Alepocephalus agasasidithe pale ghost sha@dydrolagymllidusare mainly
abundant below 18D m. The shifts in community composition are
accompanied by an increase in species richness with depth.

II. Assemblage structure can also be examined in terms of body size (Chapters 2
and 3). Average size increases wépth up to 150 mand could potentially
start to decline beyond the pl&a range of the study site pfopose that an
alternative measure of body size provides more information about
assemblage structure by combining inttad interspecific variation indoly
size. It is calculated as observed body size divided by potential maximum size
and | call this metric fractional size. It increases with depth to approximately
1800 m. A third body size metric, size diversity, aims to account for variation
in size as ell as the mean. Size diversity shows a peak at approximately 80

| 101



6. General Discussion !
|

m, beyond which it remains fairly high.

lll.  Functional changes were deduced using morphological traits and isotopic
signatures (Chapter 3). Functional richness mirrors the patterns seen in size
diversity and is highest at @On. Functional divergence is highest at the
shallowest and deepest parts of the study site. Functional traits such as caudal
fin aspect ratio and surface area of the mouth protrusion vary substantially
with depth and can binked to patterns in the relative dominance of benthic

and pelagideeders.

IV. In the shallowest areas, where fishing pressure mainly occurs, schessie
indicators show recovery from fishing pressure (Chapter 4). The Large Fish
Indicator and slope othe biomass spectrum are recovering at depths up to
750 m, whereas fractional size shows an increase at all depths over the

timescale of the survey.

V. The general ecological pattern of increasing regional occupancy with
increasing local abundance remainsetin deepsea fish at an interspecific
level (Chapter 5). The positive trend is also true for most species when
abundance and occupancy are calculated yearly. The interspecific trend does
not change over the timescale of the studybundanc&occupancy
relationships are also positive when occupancy is calculated based on depth
distribution, meaning that species that are low in average abundance occupy
fewer areas both in horizontal and vertical space.

6.2. Assemblage structure along a depth gradient

Traditionally, changes in communities along environmental gradients have
been studied using species composition and even in the current modern era of
ecology, species abundance lists are common. Although in certain circumstances this
approach is desirabldor example in documenting changes in abundance of
commercially important species, it has been argued that to move forward in ecology
we must embrace the Ottadised approachO (McGill et al. 2006; Litchman et al.
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2010; Webb et al. 2010; Mouillot et aD23; Pawar, Woodward & Dell 2015). This
Is a suite of methods that aim to extract the function of a community using the traits
of the species therein. Once function has been established, we are in a better position
to predict the effects of human activisuch as climate change or exploitation, on
ecosystems.

A trait-based approach that is already widely used in the marine environment
Is the use of metrics based on body size. Body size is a particularly important trait in
fish as they growndeterminately, meaning that size can often be a better predictor
than species identity of trophic level and diet choice (Scharf, Juanes & Rountree
2000; Jennings et al. 2001). Body size also influences maturity and fecundity
(Winemiller & Rose 1992), gath rate (Jobling 1983) and mortality (Pauly 1980).
Here, | investigate changes along the continental slope in multipleasied metrics.

The first of these metrics is a novel method that | term fractional size (Chapter
2). It is calculated as observeady size divided by the potential maximum size of
that species, hence illustrating where an individual is in the growth trajectory of that
specis. It combines intraand intespecific variation in size, meaning that it captures
more information than bodysize alone. | believe this is why, when all other
methodological details were equivalent, fractional size explained more variation
along a depth gradient than average body size. It increased along the slope to
approximately 180 m, where it may start toetline beyond the depth range of the
study site. The increase seen in fractional size could be explained in three ways: i) the
increased lifespans of ddepng species (Koslow et al. 2000; Morato et al. 2006;
Drazen & Haedrich 2012) allow them more tinteereach their potential maximum
sizes; ii) some speciesO eggs float to shallower waters then juveniles move deeper as
they grow (Magnocesson 2001; Lin et al. 2012; Trueman, Rickaby & Shephard 2013);
iii) fishing pressure in the shallower areas of the glopeents individuals from
reaching their maximum sizes (Bianchi et al. 2000; Hsieh et al. 2010). By accounting
for maximum size, which relates to important life history characteristics of a species
(Froese & Binohlan 2000), fractional size allows for cosgue across individuals of
different species, and could be applied globally to fish and marine invertebrates.

However, the efficacy of the fractional size method may currently be limited by
our knowledge of maximum sizengy). Maximum values of any iteare skewed by
sample size (Head, Hardin & Adolph 2012; Moorad et al. 2012) or can be
representative only of a few individuals rather than the species as a whole. An
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alternative approach that has been applied in studies using longevity (Moorad et al.
2012) and physiology (Head, Hardin & Adolph 2012), is to use a trait value that only
10% of individuals exceed. This value is possible to compute from a dataset such as
the one used in this thesis, where the sizes of all individuals are known. However, the
Lmax listed on the global compendium FishBase (Froese & Pauly 2016) was used here
in order to make the values of fractional size globally applicable. By using maxima
obtained directly from the survey data, any variation between the study site and
other regims would be lost. For example, if no individuals in the study site reached
close to their maximum size, this could be not because the maximum was taken from
an anomalous individual, but rather because that species moves elsewhere to mature
and breed (Gordo & Duncan 1987). This is a valid finding that would be lost in
using a maximum value calculated from the survey data, however, it may be that the
chosen method for the calculation of fractional size will vary depending on the
hypotheses being tested. hetfuture, as compendiums such as FishBase (Froese &
Pauly 2016) develop, it may be possible to collate global values for maxima using the
90th percentile method which could be a more robust way of illustrating maximum
size.

Observed body size also incsed with depth, and this held true for two
methods: averaging across species, weighting by the biomass of those species
(Chapter 2); averaging across all individuals present (Chapter 3). Both methods
showed anricrease in body size to 15®@00 m, then thebeginnings of a decline
that may persist outside of the depth range considered here. This pattern also
broadly agreed with what was seen in fractional size and may also be explained by
depth-dependent patterns in fishing pressure, or individuals moviegedes they
grow. Whether or not body size does start to decrease beyond the depth ranges
studied here has important implications for our general knowledge of the bddy size
depth relationship. Body size has been found to increase up to depths0ain500
(Polloni et al. 1979; Collins et al. 2005), or decrease insganenging species over
the same depth range (Collins et al. 2005). The potential decline seen her@ st 200
may therefore just be an artefact of sampling effort at these depths, or it mag be du
to responses of certain functional groups.

The third sizebased metrid¢ used to examine changes along a depth gradient
was size diversity (Chapter 3). In this calculation, species identity was ignored and
individuals were instead separated into size classes. The diversity measure developed
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by Leinster & Cobbold (2012) tookianaccount the number of individuals in each

size class and the difference between them in terms of their body size. Size diversity
was found to peak at around @Om, unlike the other sizbased metrics. Size
diversity can therefore provide additional imf@tion to mean body size. At @0n,

body size on average is low, but size diversity is high, so a range of sizes must still be
present. Alternatively, at 160m where average body size is high, there is an
intermediate amount of spread around this average. Size diversity can be
associated with predation pressure and resource availability (Quintana et al. 2015) so
may be an important indicator in itself. However, the relationship between depth
and body size was much more pronounced than for size itlyyamplying that
average body size may be a better representative of functional changes along the
slope.

Functional implications can also be established using morphological traits other
than body size (Chapter 3). For example, caudal fin aspect rateynuees
swimming capacity (Pauly 1989; Fisher et al. 2005) and the surface area of the mouth
protrusion is related to prey capture mode (Sibbing & Nagelkerke 2001). | found that
the average value of certain morphological traits within an assemblage could
potentially be mapped onto whether the species in that assemblage fed in the benthic
or pelagic environment, and in turn could link this to the positioning of Diel Vertical
Migrators (DVM, or deep scattering laydrrueman et al. 2014 Pelagic feeders are
able to dominate from ¥ m to at least 170 m because they are exploiting the
DVM community, which, at these depths, is too far above the seabed for the benthic
feeders to reach. The dominance of the pelagic feeders results in high aspect ratios
and smdlgapes becaaghey need to swim effectivéiyt mainly feed on planktonic
invertebrates (Froese & Pauly 2016), hence do not require large gapes. At shallower
depths, the DVM community can be reached by the benthic feeders, and their
dominance is illusttad by large mouth protrusions which they use to feed on the
seabed.

Additionally, |1 used the morphological traits to calculate two measures of
functional diversity: functional richness and functional divergence (VillZger, Mason
& Mouillot 2008). Functioal richness does not take spscebundances into
consideratiorand is a measure of the functional space occupied by the species in an
assemblage. Functional divergence does take species abundances as an input and
represents how widely and evenly spreadgbecies are around the trait space. The
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two measures of functional diversity did not produce the same results, with functional
richness being highest at@B@n and functional divergence being highest a 30

and 20@ m. These patterns could also potelyidbe explained by the relative
positioning and exploitation of the DVM community. At the shallower end of the
slope, pelagic and benthic feeders can reach the DVM community, which could
result in low functional richness, as different feeding guildsxafeiteng the same
resources, and high functional divergence, because resources must be partitioned
among ceexisting species. Functional divergence may then decrease at intermediate
depths where pelagic feeders experience competitive release and a powsdar

traits used for exploiting planktonic invertebrates. Finally, at the deepest parts of the
slope studied, the DVM community can no longer be reached by any demersal fish,
and feeding habits of these assemblages are less well known. However, these
explanations for the patterns seen in functional diversity are only hypotheses at
present, and more data are needed on the movement and interaction of assemblages.
Functional diversity is therefore helpful in comparing the biodiversity of different
areasalong the slope, but may not be useful in a practical context because it is not
always clear what the results mean in practice. Functional diversity can be calculated
in many different ways (Schleuter et al. 2010) and cannot be compared across
systems ortgdies due to variation in methodology and the traits used. Even within
one dataset, two measures of functional diversity showed opposite patterns,
highlighting the need to fully justify which method is used and how the results are
interpreted.

When calclating average trait values and functional diversity, | used species
level trait values that were calculated relative to body size. In using relative traits, |
controlled for the large differences in size between fish of different ages, and relative
traits have been found to relate to function (Sibbing & Nagelkerke 2001; Reecht et
al. 2013). | made the assumption that relative traits are unlikely to change over the
course of an individualOs life, because although its size will change, its body plan will
remain inherently constant. In this case, it is therefore appropriate to use one trait
value for all individuals of a species. However, traits could also be examined on an
individual basis, in the way that was possible for body size. This would allow us to
cgpture any changes that occur throughout an individualOs life, such as the switch
made by the abyssal grenadi@oryphaenoides alnfabns feeding on benthic
invertebrates to pelagic fish as it ages (Froese & Pauly 2016). Although desirable, this
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level d data collection was not realistic on the survey used in this work.
6.3. Change over time

Fishing pressure in the Rockall Trough has been decreasing due to the
introduction in 2003 and subsequent decline of Total Allowable Catches (STECF
2013). As my first two data chapters showed, it would be naive to disregard depth
when examining any effectsf fishing. All aspects of the community that were
examined changed with depth, as does fishing effort. | therefore used depth bands to
separate outpotentially different recovery scenarios. Fractional size increased,
indicating recovery, in all depth bds. The Large Fish Indicator (LFI) and the slope
of the biomass spectrum indicated recovery in the shallowest depth band (@p to 75
m), which is where most fishing pressure is targeted. The medium depth bad (751
1200 m) also experiences fishing presshbu without depthresolved effort data, it is
difficult to say whether the lack of change in the indicators is due to a lack of
recovery in this depth band, or because there was a lower level of exploitation so it
was never visibly impacted by fishing. Tdigns of recovery in the shallow depth
band, and in the medium and deep depth bands for fractional size, are particularly
encouraging as it was previously thought the¢psea communitiesould be very
slow to recover from exploitation (Norse et al. 2012

There was no change in any depth band of mean body length or mean
maximum length over the study period. Mean body length may not change over
time as it can be reduced by an influx of small individuals due to higher recruitment
success (Shin et al. B)Houle et al. 2012), meaning that it does not consistently
increase when a community is recovering. It is perhaps more surprising that mean
maximum length did not show a response. It may be that the timescale considered
was not long enough for this inditor to show a trend, or the systemOs changes are
better captured when the sizes of every individual are considered, as is the case in the
LFI, the slope of the biomass spectrum, and fractional size. The latter three
indicators all appear to be wsllited to capture changes in despa fish
assemblages, however, only fractional size showed change in any depth band other
than the most shallow (once the deepest depth band has been disregarded due to

issues with sampling effort). This may be because the tsnpécfishing can
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propagate beyond the depth range fished (Bailey et al. 2009), and fractional size may
be a more sensitive indicator to these changes than the LFI or the slope of the
biomass spectrum. Alternatively, the different patterns may be bebauselitators
are able to capture slightly different aspects of community structure. For example, an
increase in fractional size could be because individuals are reaching larger sizes,
which would also manifest itself as an increase in the LFI, or theas®rin
fractional size could also be due to shifting species composition. A shift to overall
smaller species, but with individuals remaining roughly constant in their size, would
result in an unchanging LFI and an increasing fractional size, becausieluativ
would be proportionally bigger for which species they are. Both indicators may
therefore be beneficial in examining different aspects of community structure.

In this study it was difficult to accurately map changes iAbsized indicators
onto changes in fishing effort, as effort data are incomplete, and even where they are
present, they are not depthsolved. In this work | attributed the changes seen to a
reduction in fishing effort by looking at temperature as an alternative driver, and
finding that it did not change over the timescale of the survey. Ideally, this would be
taken further by predicting unexploited values for the-ls&=®d indicators in the
deep sea. With these, it would be possible to establish how impacted the fish
community ofthe Rockall Trough was before fishing pressure started to reduce.
Unexploited values could be predicted by models such as those described by
Andersen & Pedersen (2010) and Blanchard et al. (2011), but as has been extensively
revealed in this work, depth mtube included in any such model. The issue of
including depth is not a trivial one. Species span different depth ranges and will be of
different sizes depending on what depth they occupy (Chapter 2). There is also
migration up and down the slope over eliffint timescales (Gordon & Duncan 1985,
1987; Magncesson 2001; Lin et al. 2012; Trueman, Rickaby & Shephard 2013) and it
is still not well known how assemblages, such as demersal fish, pelagic fish, and
benthic invertebrates, interact in the deep sea. Wr@ihave a greater understanding
of these aspects of desga systems, it may be more beneficial to use empirical data
for a variety of deepea locations, which experience a range of fishing pressures, to
establish baseline indicator values for diffedapths The baseline values are most
likely not comparable to those used in shelf seas, because the shelf has been exploited
for hundreds of years (Barrett, Locker & Roberts 2004; Kerby, Cheung & Engelhard
2012). It has been suggested that a Large Fisicatal value of 0.3 represents a

10€1



! 6. General Discussibn
|

healthy ecosystem in coastal seas (ICES 2007; Greenstreet et al. 2011). If this were to
be applied to the deep sea, then in the Rockall Trough we could be fishing much
more heavily than we have been since 1998. Howeverebefcommending such a
specific value of an indicator, further work is needed to establish how much fishing
pressure the system could retain and still be able to function and recover.
Alternatively, if it were assumed that the Rockall Trough systemrisntiyrhealthy,

then the recommended values of the LFI could be as high as 0.75 or even 0.9.
Despite the difference needed in setting reference points between the shelf and deep
water, | have shown that indicators developed for coastal waters can sligdassfu
applied to the deep sea, and the reference directions (Jennings & Dulvy 2005; Shin et

al. 2005) are the same.
6.4. Macroecological patterns

Another potential indicator that | have tested in the deep sea is based on the
generally positive relatiship between local abundance and regional occupancy
(Chapter 5; Gaston et al. 2000). ThAeundanc&occupancyelationship (AOR) can
be calculated at the interspecific level, where abundance and occupancy are
calculated on average for each species and sawhlacross species, or at the
intraspecific level, when abundance and occupancy are calculated yearly and
analysed for each species separately. The intraspecific AOR therefore captures some
change over time in assemblages, and the form and strength oftehgpecific
relationship can also be analysed over time in order to investigate responses to
exploitation or environmental change (Fisher & Frank 2004; Webb, Noble &
Freckleton 2007). These positive relationships are remarkably consistent across
ecosystas and taxa (Bckburn, Cassey & Gaston 20@8)d can be important for
conservation due to the theory of Odouble jeopardyO (Lawton 1993, 1996; Gaston
1999) This is whenany reduction in the range of a species results in a
disproportionate loss of that spes, due to the accompanying decline in local
abundance at remaining occupied sites (Gaston et al. 2000; Freckleton et al. 2005).

| found that the positive interspecific AOR hololee for deepsea demersal
fishand that the intraspecific AOR is also rip$ositive, but only significantly so in
less than a quarter of species. The form and strength of the interspecific AOR did
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not change over the course of the study period, which is surprising as fishing pressure
has altered enough over the timescalehefdtudy to show changes in other aspects

of community structure (Chapter 4). This implies that the AOR is not a good
indicator for deegsea community health in the medium term, and indeed current
predictions of the effect of environmental change on the fif the AOR are not
consistent (Fisher & Frank 2005; Webb, Noble & Freckleton 2007). In this case, the
lack of change in the form of the AOR may be because fishing did not have a large
enough impact on species abundances or distribution to show an dtepite
altering the body size structure of the system. This could occur if fishing pressure was
not high enougho cause any local extinctioms,if any changes in the abundance of
large individuals was balanced out by recruitment of small individuals, hence not
impacting the measure of local abundance used in the AOR. An alternative method
could be to use average local biomass rather than nurhaficadance, as this
would capture any changes that occur due to a reduction in the size of individuals.
Additionally, AORs can also be calculated using size classes rather than species
identity to separate individuals (Webb et al. 2011). It would beestiteg to reveal
whether the AOR based on sizes shows more change over time than the AOR based
on species abundances.

One way in which | propose we incorporate depth further into ecological
methods is to use what | term the bathymetric AOR. This is ther-iror
intraspecific relationship between local abundance and proportional occupancy of
depths. | found that it showed the same positive relationship as the interspecific
spatial AOR, and also mostly showed positive intraspecific relationships, though
fewer were significant than for the spatial AOR. This analysis has implications for
understandingthe depth distributions of deegga species. Little is known about
deepsea fish physiology due to the problems with studying them in a laboratory
environment, ad our understanding of physiological impacts on depth ranges is
currently limited to differences between slope and abyssal species (Carney 2005;
Yancey et al. 2014). The positive interspecific bathymetric AOR could imply that
species depth ranges are ndetermined by physiological or evolutionary
adaptations, but rather by average abundance and local effects such as interspecific
competition. Intraspecific AORs are also mostly positive when occupancy is based on
depth, which could imply that all speciesvh broad potential depth ranges that are
constricted in some years due to fluctuating effects of local factors such as fishing
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pressure, temperature or resource availability. Those species with no bathymetric
AOR could be already occupying their full deptange and cannot expand in years
that are good for abundance due to their physiology.

Together, all of these results imply that there may be another layer to the
Odouble jeopardyO situation (Lawton 1993, 1996; Gaston 1999) whereby species are
triply vulnerable as they occupy a small geographic space and narrow depth range
when they have low local abundance. In addition, deépi&ig species exhibit more
positive AORs, meaning that they are more vulnerable to double, or triple, jeopardy
than species thdive further up the slope. In other words, a vulnerable species could
decrease in abundance, geographical range and depth range in response to an
external pressure, hence potentially increasing extinction risk in three ways. This
adds a macroecologicakmanation to the decreased resilience of el species
due to their life histories (Drazen & Haedrich 2012; Norse et al. 2012).

Bathymetric AORs can be used alongside spatial AORs in any study of a
marine system where data are taken from differenthdeip order to account for the
fact that distribution varies vertically as well as horizontally in fish. Ideally, future
work could incorporate both spatial and bathymetric distribution into one
abundanc@&occupancyanalysis so that one relationship carekamined rather than
two. Additionally, it would be interesting to calculate the bathymetric AOR based on
size classes, as was suggested for the spatial AOR. Understanding how the depth
occupancy of different size classes changes would add another dayper t
understanding of sizgased metrics along a depth gradient.

6.5. Future directions

Our understanding of the deep sea has increased over recent decades and this
new knowledge has allowed us to challengehatg) beliefs about the characteristics
of the system (Danovaro, Snelgrove & Tyler 2014). We now need to focus on
expanding our knowledge of the traits of deep species, particularly those relating
to behaviour and ecology. This is a feat that is becoming possible with the use of
deepsea suimersibles and remotely operated underwater vehicles (Kaiser et al.
2011). Linkages between the demersal environment and other assemblages, such as
pelagic fish and benthic invertebrates, should also not be disregarded. Future work
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should aim to establisiotv the whole system interacts, including how species move
up and down the slope or between the demersal and pelagic environments. We also
must start to link our improved mapping of the sea floor (Danovaro, Snelgrove &
Tyler 2014) with the movement of indiwals and how these different habitats are
utilised.
The following specific research questions are suggested as a continuation of the
work presented in this thesis:
¥ Can we apply fractional size to other taxa such as invertebrates and to
illustrate recows of other fish communities?
Does body size decrease beyonddi2®@
How do assemblage functional traits change with depth when they are
analysed at the individual, rather than species, level?
¥ What are the predicted unexploited values of-based indicers at
different depths?
¥ How much fishing pressure can be sustained in the deep sea at different
depths?
¥ Do the positive spatial and bathymetriabundanc&occupancy
relationships hold when individuals are classified in terms of size class
rather than spees, and does this relationship change over a period of
exploitation?

6.6. Concluding remarks

This work has revealed some surprising characteristics of the deep sea. It has
high functional and species diversity, it can recover from fishing pressure, and it
follows generalised macroecological patterns. Two potentially important ecological
advances &ive been made: the development of a newlszed indicator, fractional
size, and the analysis @bundanc&occupancy relationships based on depth
distributions. Body size remains anialportant factor in the marine environment
and is a good descriptmf community recovery and change with depth. Depth
impacts every characteristic of assemblages on the continental slope examined here
and deepsea communities cannot be assumed to group together. This thesis sets the

stage for further deptresolved deepea ecology.
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8. Supporting Information

Table S1. Concatenation of hauls into statiorfisurvey data 192012) Hauls were
grouped into stations if they were repeated across years in the samdlh@ESational
Council for the Exploration of the Se@ctangle and at depths within 100 m of each other.

Station number ICES statistical Number of years Mean and range
rectangle represented of depths
represented (m)

1 38D9 6 1500 (150a1500)
2 38D9 1 1800 (180a.800)
3 39D9 3 417 (400430)

4 39D9 4 500 (5068500)

5 39D9 2 615 (600630)

6 39D9 1 750 (750750)

7 39D9 1 991 (991991)

8 39D9 7 1007 (100aL050)
9 39D9 1 1396 (13961L396)
10 39D9 2 1500 (150a1500)
11 39D9 2 1800 (180a.800)
12 44D9 1 2000 (200€2000)
13 40EO 4 427 (400450)

14 40EO 4 728 (700750)

15 40EO 4 982 (95601000)
16 41E0 9 503 (500528)

17 41E0 1* 715 (700730)

18 41E0 3 868(850890)

19 41E0 8 1012 (100aL050)
20 41E0 1 1070 (107a.070)
21 41E0 9 1503 (14971530)
22 41E0 3 1800 (1756a.850)
23 42E0 9 517 (5068550)

24 42E0 2 607 (592622)

25 42E0 4 757 (709800)

26 42E0 1 890 (896890)

27 42E0 11 1005 (96€1050)
28 42E0 2 1259 (12371300)
29 42E0 10 1501 (150a1508)
30 42E0 7 1800 (180a.800)
31 43E0 3 417 (409425)

32 43E0 6 513 (500525)

33 43E0 2 561 (552570)

34 43E0 1 696 (696696)

35 43E0 2 760 (750770)

36 43E0 2 825 (806850)

37 43E0 8 999 (9901005)
38 43E0 8 1500 (150a1500)
39 43E0 1 2030 (203030)
40 44E0 3 303 (306310)
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Table S1. Continued.

Station number ICES statistical Number of years Mean and range
rectangle represented of depths
represented (m)

41 44E0 1 400 (400400)

42 44E0 6 513 (508540)

43 44E0 8 612 (580650)

44 44E0 2 700 (706700)

45 44E0 5 812 (766850)

46 44E0 2 900 (908900)

47 44E0 9 1004 (9941050)
48 44E0 2 1250 (1256a1250)
49 44E0 10 1503 (150a1540)
50 44E0 3 1650 (1656a.650)
51 44E0 3 1800 (180a.800)
52 45E0 2 348 (345350)

53 45E0 3 527 (508550)

54 45E0 8 612 (576650)

55 45E0 1 852 (852852)

56 45E0 9 1001 (100aL015)
57 45E0 1 1134 (11341134)
58 45E0 9 1503 (150a1529)
59 45E0 2 1700 (1656aL750)
60 45E0 2 1800 (180a.800)
61 46E1 1 300 (308300)

62 46E1 2 510(500550)

63 46E1 4 603 (597613)

64 46E1 7 1003 (100aL034)
65 46E1 6 1501 (150a1504)
66 47E1 2 1500 (150a1500)
67 46E2 5 518 (508550)

68 46E2 1 660 (660660)

69 46E2 4 1000 (100aL000)
70 46E2 2 1059 (1058L060)
71 47E2 3 1033 (100aL050)
72 47E2 1 1086 (10861L086)

*Station where a haul of similar depth and location was repeated in the same year, resulting
in an average being taken across hauls, but only one year being represented. All other
stations listed agpresenting only one year consisted of a single haul.
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Table S2. Conversion of lengths measured on the survey to total length. The body plan of
many deepsea species is such that their tails break off easily when caught by a trawl (ICES
2012). Withoudts tail, an individualOs total length (TL; tip of snout to end of tail) cannot be
measured, so standard length (SL; tip of snout to start of taHynpidin length (PAFL; tip

of snout to first ray of anal fin), or psepra caudal fin length (PSCFiip of snout to start of

supra caudal fin) is measured, depending on what species it is (ICES 2012). These values
were then multiplied by a conversion factor calculated from a subset of survey data in order
to predict the total length including the tail. itfwas not known what measurement was
taken, the conversion factor of a species of the same genus was used. If there was more than
one related speciesO conversion factor then an average was used.

Measured Conversion

Taxon length factor
Aldrovandiaaffinis TL 1
Aldrovandia phalacra TL 1
Alepocephalus spp. SL 1.121333333
Alepocephalus agassizii SL 1.139
Alepocephalus australis SL 1.148
Alepocephalus bairdii SL 1.089
Alepocephalus productus SL 1.121333333
Alepocephalus rostratus SL 1.127
Amblyraja jensenii TL 1
Anarhichas denticulatus TL 1
Anoplogaster cornuta TL 1
Antimora rostrata TL 1
Aphanopus carbo TL 1
Apristurus aphyodes TL 1
Apristurus laurussonii TL 1
Apristurus madaerensis TL 1
Apristurus manis TL 1
Apristurusmelanoasper TL 1
Apristurus microps TL 1
Apristurus spp. TL 1
Arctozenus risso TL 1
Argentina silus TL 1
Argentina sphyraena TL 1
Bajacalifornia megalops SL 1.068
Barbantus curvifrons SL 1.152
Bathygadus melanobranchus TL 1
Bathylagus euryops TL 1
Bathypterois dubius TL 1
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Table S2. Continued.

Measured Conversion

Taxon length factor

Bathyraja richardsoni TL 1
Bathyraja spp. TL 1
Bathysaurus ferox TL 1
Bathytroctes microlepis SL 1.139
Benthodesmus simonyi TL 1
Beryx decadactylus TL 1
Brama brama TL 1
Brosme brosme TL 1
Callionymus lyra TL 1
Callionymus maculatus TL 1
Capros aper TL 1
Cataetyx laticeps TL 1
Cataetyx spp. TL 1
Centrolophus niger TL 1
Centrophorus granulosus TL 1
Centrophorus squamosus TL 1
Centroscylliuntfabricii TL 1
Centroscymnus coelolepis TL 1
Centroselachus crepidater TL 1
Chaunax pictus TL 1
Chimaera monstrosa PSCFL 1.31
Chimaera opalescens PSCFL 1.31
Chimaeriformes spp. TL 1
Coelorinchus caelorhincus PAFL 2.82
Coelorinchus labiatus PAFL 25
Conger conger TL 1
Conocara macropterum SL 1.118
Conocara murrayi SL 1.118
Coryphaenoides carapinus PAFL 3.79
Coryphaenoides guentheri PAFL 3.25
Coryphaenoides mediterraneus PAFL 4.5
Coryphaenoides rupestris PAFL 4.33
Cottunculus thomsonii TL 1
Dalatias licha TL 1
Deania calcea TL 1
Deania profundorum TL 1
Dipturus batis TL 1
Dipturus intermedia TL 1
Diretmus argenteus TL 1
Echiodon drummondii TL 1
Enchelyopus cimbrius TL 1
Epigonus telescopus TL 1
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Table S2.Continued.
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Measured Conversion

Taxon length factor

Etmopterus princeps TL 1
Etmopterus spinax TL 1
Eutrigla gurnardus TL 1
Gadiculus argenteus TL 1
Gadomus longifilis PAFL 3.2
Gadus morhua TL 1
Gaidropsarus argentatus TL 1
Gaidropsarusnacrophthalmus TL 1
Gaidropsarus vulgaris TL 1
Galeus melastomus TL 1
Galeus murinus TL 1
Glyptocephalus cynoglossus TL 1
Guttigadus latifrons TL 1
Halargyreus johnsonii TL 1
Halosauropsis macrochir TL 1
Harriotta haeckeli TL 1
Harriotta raleighana PSCFL 1.29
Helicolenus dactylopterus TL 1
Hexanchus griseus TL 1
Hippoglossoides platessoides TL 1
Hippoglossus hippoglossus TL 1
Histiobranchus bathybius TL 1
Holtbyrnia anomala SL 1.206
Holtbyrnia macrops SL 1.206
Hoplostethustlanticus TL 1
Hoplostethus mediterraneus TL 1
Hydrolagus affinis PSCFL 1.07
Hydrolagus mirabilis PSCFL 1.28
Hydrolagus pallidus PSCFL 1.08
Hymenocephalus italicus TL 1
llyophis blachei TL 1
llyophis brunneus TL 1
Lepidion eques TL 1
Lepidorhombus boscii TL 1
Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis TL 1
Leucoraja circularis TL 1
Leucoraja fullonica TL 1
Leucoraja naevus TL 1
Limanda limanda TL 1
Lophius budegassa TL 1
Lophius piscatorius TL 1
Lycenchelys sarsii TL 1
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Table S2. Continued.

Measured Conversion

Taxon length factor

Lycodes pallidus TL 1
Lycodes spp. TL 1
Lycodes terraenovae TL 1
Lycodonus flagellicauda TL 1
Lyconus brachycolus TL 1
Macrouridae spp. TL 1
Macrourus berglax TL 1
Malacocephalus laevis PAFL 4,57
Malacoraja kreffti TL 1
Maulisia mauli TL 1
Maulisia microlepis TL 1
Melanogrammus aeglefinus TL 1
Melanolagus bericoides TL 1
Merluccius merluccius TL 1
Microstomus kitt TL 1
Molva dypterygia TL 1
Molva molva TL 1
Mora moro TL 1
Myxine ios TL 1
Neocyttus helgae TL 1
Neoraja caerulea TL 1
Nesiarchus nasutus TL 1
Nessorhamphus ingolfianus TL 1
Nezumia aequalis PAFL 3.78
Nezumia sclerorhynchus PAFL 3.98
Normichthys operosus SL 1.138
Notacanthus bonaparte TL 1
Notacanthus chemnitzii TL 1
Pachycara bulbiceps TL 1
Pachycara crassiceps TL 1
Paraliparis spp. TL 1
Paraliparis bathybius TL 1
Phycidae TL 1
Phycis blennoides TL 1
Platyberyx opalescens TL 1
Platytroctes apus SL 1.17
Platytroctidae spp. TL 1
Pleuronectes platessa TL 1
Pollachius virens TL 1
Polyacanthonotus rissoanus TL 1
Pseudotriakis microdon TL 1
Raja clavata TL 1
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Table S2. Continued.

Measured Conversion

Taxon length factor

Raja montagui TL 1
Rajellabathyphila TL 1
Rajella bigelowi TL 1
Rajella fyllae TL 1
Rajella kukujevi TL 1
Rajella ravidula TL 1
Rajidae spp. TL 1
Reinhardtius hippoglossoides TL 1
Rhinochimaera atlantica PSCFL 1.39
Rouleina attrita SL 1.103
Rouleina maderensis SL 1.181
Sagamichthys schnakenbecki SL 1.17
Schedophilus medusophagus TL 1
Scopelogadus beanii TL 1
Scyliorhinus canicula TL 1
Scymnodon ringens TL 1
Searsia koefoedi SL 1.17
Sebastes marinus TL 1
Sebastes viviparus TL 1
Serrivomer beanii TL 1
Serrivomerbrevidentatus TL 1
Simenchelys parasitica TL 1
Somniosus rostratus TL 1
Spectrunculus grandis TL 1
Squalus acanthias TL 1
Synaphobranchus kaupii TL 1
Trachipterus arcticus TL 1
Trachyrincus murrayi PAFL 3.1
Trachyscorpia cristulata TL 1
Trisopterus esmarkii TL 1
Venefica proboscidea TL 1
Xenodermichthys copei SL 1.155
Zoarcidae spp. TL 1

References

ICES. (2012)Manual for the International Bottom Trawl Semesysf ICES Survey
Protocols. SISP-IBTS VIII.

13€1



! 8. Supporting Informatioh
I

Appendix 1. The robustness ofax allocation.

As explained in the main body of the thesis, where observed size excegded L
from FishBase (Froese & Pauly 2014)x was said to be the maximum observed
size from the survey. Although it is not ideal to have to use a combination of sources
in this way, | would like to justify this approach as follows. Firstly, as the deep sea is
not well known, even comprehensive dasdsasuch as FishBase (Froese & Pauly
2014) do not always contain accurate information about-deapspecies. In these
instances, a comprehensive trawl survey, such as the one conducted by Marine
Scotland and analysed in this thesis, represents more trcamd upto-date
knowledge of deepea species.

Given this, it may be suggested that it is better to use steveed
maximums throughout the study, and not incorporate FishBase values at all. | argue
that this is not the case because by using aesmallue of observed maximum,
when | know from FishBase that they are capable of reaching larger sizes, then | am
actively ignoring information that | have. Also, by using only observed maxima, |
would be restricting the relevance of this study to my stitelyand this time period,
only. By using a global maximum, where possible, | allow for changessxioJer
space and time. For example, fractional size can capture changes in body size that
have occurred due to fishing pressure with respect to aib@toraximum size, and
can capture if some populations consist only of young individuals that then move
elsewhere to breed. Additionally, by suggesting the method of using FidbBase
as well as survaderived values, | encourage readers who wislséomy approach
in other study areas to use a globally applicable value if they are lucky enough to
have such data for their study species.

| further assure the reader of the robustness of my chosen approach by
presenting the results of changes in fraeli@ze with deptliseeChapter 2: A trait
based metric sheds new light on the nature ddbpethodasaeship in the Jedpesea
all species are included as laid out in the main manuscript, compared with the results
when species with maximusizes greater than those listed on FishBase are excluded
from the analysis (Fig. S1). In other words, | present the results from what would be
an Oideal® scenario, withxlbeing accurately listed on FishBase for all species
studied. | show that the patins are virtually identical when all species are included

and when only species for whichakon FishBase is greater than observegk bre
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included (Fig. S1). This fact is supported by the statistical results in Table S3, which
were produced using theathods described in the main manuscript.

Finally, all values ofax from FishBase and from the survey are listed in Table
S4.

a) b)
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|
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1
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0.60
ojeee
.
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0.45
0.45

500 1000 1500 2000 500 1000 1500 2000
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Fig. S1. The relationship between fractional size and depth using two methods:
species are included b) only thosecmse for which FishBasend exceeded observe
maximum size. The line represents the fitted GAM (Table S3).

Table S3. Results of Redundancy Analysis and Generalised Additive Models using two
methods: all species included, and only species for WisbiBase kLax exceeded observed
maximum size included.

Statistical method Test statistic Results for all Results for species
extracted species for which FishBase
L max €xceeded
observed
maximum size
RDA Pseuder 25 23
d.f. 1,70 1,70
R2 0.26 0.24
p 0.001 0.001
GAM F 50 42
e.d.f. 3.9 3.8
R2 0.74 0.70
p <0.001 <0.001
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Table S4. FishBase and surv@erived maximum lengths for all taxa caught on the survey
between 1998012 Taxa for which observed size exceedegdLresulting in maximum
observed size being treated as the ngwy, lare highlighted.

Taxon L max from FishBase Maximum size
(cm; May 2014) from survey (cm)

Aldrovandia affinis 55 21
Aldrovandia phalacra 50 44
Alepocephalus spp. 100 49.3
Alepocephalus agassizii 79 123
Alepocephalus australis 60 50.5
Alepocephalus bairdii 100 127.4
Alepocephalus productus 41 38.1
Alepocephalus rostratus 50 58.6
Amblyraja jensenii 85 105
Anarhichas denticulatus 180 106
Anoplogaster cornuta 18 29
Antimora rostrata 75 69
Aphanopuscarbo 110 129
Apristurus aphyodes 85 69
Apristurus laurussonii 68 74
Apristurus madaerensis 68 64
Apristurus manis 85 96
Apristurus melanoasper 76.1 78
Apristurus microps 61 85
Apristurus spp. 85 75
Arctozenus risso 30 16
Argentina silus 70 51
Argentina sphyraena 35 27
Bajacalifornia megalops 40 61.9
Barbantus curvifrons 13.1 16.1
Bathygadus melanobranchus 50 8
Bathylagus euryops 13 22
Bathypterois dubius 20.5 29
Bathyraja richardsoni 175 123
Bathyraja spp. 175 125
Bathysaurus ferox 64 65
Bathytroctes microlepis 32.3 30.8
Benthodesmus simonyi 130 85
Beryx decadactylus 100 52
Brama brama 100 53
Brosme brosme 120 86
Callionymus lyra 30 22
Callionymus maculatus 16 12
Capros aper 30 14
Cataetyx laticeps 65 101
Cataetyx spp. 65 14
Centrolophus niger 150 67
Centrophorus granulosus 160 86
Centrophorus squamosus 164 138
Centroscyllium fabricii 107 89
Centroscymnus coelolepis 120 122
Centroselachus crepidater 130 91
Chaunax pictus 40 7
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Table S4. Continued.

Taxon

Lmax from FishBase
(cm; May 2014)

Maximum size
from survey (cm)

Chimaera monstrosa
Chimaera opalescens
Chimaeriformes spp.
Coelorinchus caelorhincus
Coelorinchus labiatus
Conger conger
Conocaramacropterum
Conocara murrayi
Coryphaenoides carapinus
Coryphaenoides guentheri
Coryphaenoides mediterraneus
Coryphaenoides rupestris
Cottunculus thomsonii
Dalatias licha

Deania calcea

Deania profundorum
Dipturus batis

Dipturus intermedia
Diretmus argenteus
Echiodon drummondii
Enchelyopus cimbrius
Epigonus telescopus
Etmopterus princeps
Etmopterus spinax

Eutrigla gurnardus
Gadiculus argenteus
Gadomus longifilis

Gadus morhua
Gaidropsarus argentatus
Gaidropsarus macrophthalmus
Gaidropsarus vulgaris
Galeus melastomus

Galeus murinus
Glyptocephalus cynoglossus
Guttigadus latifrons
Halargyreus johnsonii
Halosauropsis macrochir
Harriotta haeckeli

Harriotta raleighana
Helicolenus dactylopterus
Hexanchus griseus
Hippoglossoides platessoides
Hippoglossus hippoglossus
Histiobranchus bathybius
Holtbyrnia anomala
Holtbyrnia macrops
Hoplostethus atlanticus
Hoplostethus mediterraneus
Hydrolagus affinis
Hydrolagus mirabilis

150
109.8
150
48
50
300
34
34
45
50
73
110
35
182
122
79
285
285
27.6
30
41
75
75
60
60
15
30
200
35
25
60
75
63
60
18.2
56
90
65
120
47
482
82.6
470
137
25
20
75
42
130
38

108.7
99.6
70
42.3
42.5
158
42.5
50.3
208.5
52
103.5
125.6
45
147
112
91
121
107
10
29
12
57
80
60
28
17
19.2
86

15

20
42
75
46
50

10

52
75
48
104.5
38
150
25
70
79
33.8
33.8
68

18
126.3
84.5




Table S4. Continued.

8. Supporting Informatioh

Taxon

Lmax from FishBase
(cm; May 2014)

Maximum size
from survey (cm)

Hydrolagus pallidus
Hymenocephalus italicus
Ilyophis blachei

llyophis brunneus
Lepidion eques
Lepidorhombus boscii
Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis
Leucoraja circularis
Leucoraja fullonica
Leucoraja naevus
Limanda limanda
Lophius budegassa
Lophius piscatorius
Lycenchelys sarsii
Lycodespallidus
Lycodes spp.

Lycodes terraenovae
Lycodonus flagellicauda
Lyconus brachycolus
Macrouridae spp.
Macrourus berglax
Malacocephalus laevis
Malacoraja kreffti
Maulisia mauli

Maulisia microlepis
Melanogrammus aeglefinus
Melanolagus bericoides
Merluccius merluccius
Microstomus kitt

Molva dypterygia

Molva molva

Mora moro

Myxine ios

Neocyttus helgae
Neoraja caerulea
Nesiarchus nasutus
Nessorhamphus ingolfianus
Nezumia aequalis
Nezumia sclerorhynchus
Normichthys operosus
Notacanthus bonaparte
Notacanthus chemnitzii
Pachycara bulbiceps
Pachycara crassiceps
Paraliparis spp.
Paraliparis bathybius
Phycidae

Phycis blennoides
Platyberyx opalescens
Platytroctes apus

130
25
79.2
58
44
40
60
120
120
71
40
100
200
20
26
26
45.2
19.9
52.5
110
110
60
70
20
255
112
20
140
65
155
200
80
57
30.5
30
130
59.8
36
36
16.4
26
120
51.5
54
25.3
25.3
110
110
18.5
18

122
4
84
53
41
47
56
72
101
64
14
51
147
14
45
40
66
23
19
155
3
54.8
56
17
25
76
16
105
31
143
131
64
58
31
36
88
69
37.8
31.8
27.3
65
117
50
56
21
20
31
74
24
21.1
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Table S4. Continued.

Taxon

Lmax from FishBase

(cm; May 2014)

Maximum size
from survey (cm)

Platytroctidae spp.
Pleuronectes platessa
Pollachius virens
Polyacanthonotus rissoanus
Pseudotriakis microdon
Raja clavata

Raja montagui

Rajella bathyphila

Rajella bigelowi

Rajella fyllae

Rajella kukujevi

Rajella ravidula

Rajidae spp.

Reinhardtius hippoglossoides
Rhinochimaera atlantica
Rouleina attrita

Rouleina maderensis
Sagamichthys schnakenbecki
Schedophilus medusophagus
Scopelogadus beanii
Scyliorhinus canicula
Scymnodon ringens
Searsia koefoedi

Sebastes marinus mentella
Sebastes viviparus
Serrivomer beanii
Serrivomer brevidentatus
Simenchelys parasitica
Somniosus rostratus
Spectrunculus grandis
Squalus acanthias
Synaphobranchus kaupii
Trachipterus arcticus
Trachyrincus murrayi
Trachyscorpia cristulata
Trisopterus esmarkii
Venefica proboscidea
Xenodermichthys copei
Zoarcidae spp.

27
100
130

9.5
269
105

80

90

55

60

90

70
285

80
140

48

32

27

51

12.2
100
110

15

58

35

78

60

61
143
127
160
100
300

37

50

35
100

31

54

8

28
86
56
183
83
51
93
53
55
83
52
22
97
139
57.4
55.5
23.4
61
32
75
111
16.4
50
38
100
50
30
126
59
78
81
174
65.1

26
164
26.6
52

References

Froese, R. & Pauly, D. (2014) FishBase. World Wide Web electronic publication.

www.fishbase.org.
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Table S5. Concatenation of hauls into stations (survey data 8®®B3). Hauls were
grouped into stations if they were repeated across years in the same ICES (International
Council for the Exploration of the Sea) rectangle and at degithén 100 m of each other

Station number ICES statistical Number of years Mean and range
rectangle represented of depths

represented (m)

1 38D9 6 1500 (150a1500)

2 38D9 1 1800 (180a.800)

3 39D9 3 417 (400430)

4 39D9 5 501 (508506)

5 39D9 3 615(600630)

6 39D9 2 757 (750764)

7 39D9 9 1000 (9551050)

8 39D9 1 1264 (12641264)

9 39D9 1 1396 (13961396)

10 39D9 3 1506 (150a1518)

11 39D9 3 1828 (1806a1884)

12 39D9 1 2067 (20672067)

13 40EQ 4 427 (400450)

14 40EQ 4 728 (7068750)

15 40EQ 4 982 (9501000)

16 41D9 1 2027 (20272027)

17 41E0 10 502 (487528)

18 41E0 1* 715 (706730)

19 41E0 4 853 (809890)

20 41E0 10 1011 (96€1050)

21 41E0 1 1070 (107a.070)

22 41E0 10 1506 (14971530)

23 41E0 1 1750 (1756a.750)

24 41E0 3 1827(18001850)

25 42D9 1 2017 (20172017)

26 42E0 10 517 (508550)

27 42E0 2 607 (592622)

28 42E0 4 757 (709800)

29 42E0 1 890 (896890)

30 42E0 11 1016 (100aL093)

31 42E0 2 1259 (1237.300)

32 42E0 11 1501 (150a1508)

33 42E0 7 1800 (180a.800)

34 43E0 3 417 (409425)

35 43E0 7 510 (496525)

36 43E0 2 561 (552570)

37 43E0 1 696 (696696)

38 43E0 2 760 (756770)

39 43E0 2 825 (8068850)

40 43E0 8 999 (9901005)

41 43E0 1 1075 (1075L075)

42 43E0 8 1500 (150a1500)

43 43E0 1 1570(157061570)

44 43E0 1 1804 (18041804)

45 43E0 1 2030 (203€e2030)

46 44D9 1 2000 (200€2000)

14¢
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Table S5. Continued.

Station number ICES statistical Number of years Mean and range
rectangle represented of depths
represented (m)

47 44E0 3 303 (308310)

48 44E0 1 400 (400400)

49 44EO0 6 507 (508540)

50 44E0 8 612 (580650)

51 44E0 2 700 (700700)

52 44E0 4 825 (806850)

53 44E0 2 900 (908900)

54 44EO0 9 1005 (9941050)
55 44E0 1 1081 (10811081)
56 44EO0 2 1250 (1256a1250)
57 44E0 11 1506(15001540)
58 44E0 2 1650 (1656a1650)
59 44EO0 3 1810 (180a.830)
60 45E0 2 348 (345350)

61 45E0 4 523 (508550)

62 45E0 8 612 (570650)

63 45E0 1 852 (852852)

64 45E0 10 1001 (100aL015)
65 45E0 1 1134 (11341134)
66 45E0 10 1506 (150a1529)
67 45E0 2 1717 (170aL750)
68 45E0 3 1802 (180a1L805)
69 46E1 1 300 (3068300)

70 46E1 2 525 (508550)

71 46E1 4 603 (597613)

72 46E1 1 660 (660660)

73 46E1 7 1005 (100aL034)
74 46E1 6 1501 (150a1504)
75 46E2 4 510 (508540)

76 46E2 4 1000(100G1000)
77 46E2 2 1059 (1058L060)
78 47E1 3 1496 (14891500)
79 47E2 2 1025 (100aL050)
80 47E2 1 1086 (10861L086)

*Station where a haul of similar depth and location was repeated in the same year, resulting
in an average being taken acrdsmuls, but only one year being represented. All other
stations listed as representing only one year consisted of a single haul.
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Fig. S2. The relationships between each of the continuoais tariables included in the
calculation of functionatliversity.Angle of mouth in relation to lateral line (j); relati
surface area of mouth protrusion @am); caudal fin aspect ratio (¢fam 2/cm); relative

eye size (cm/cm); relative head size (cm/cm); relative gape sizcMimLmax (CM).

Please refer t€hapter 3: Functional, size and taxonomic diversity of fish along a de
deep sdar definitions and calculations of traits. The statistical correlations bet
variables were all less than 0.7, and 15/21 corm@testiwere less than 0.5.
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Table S6 (on next page). The species caught on the survey, their conversion factors and
maximum lengths.

The tails of many deepea species break off in the net when caught, so other standard
measures of length are used rath®an total length (ICES 2012). Conversion factors are
then used to predict the total length of the individual including the tail. The types of lengths
measured are: TL = total length, tip of snout to end of tail; SL = standard length, tip of
shout to starbf tail; PAFL = preanal fin length, tip of snout to first ray of anal fin; PSCFL =
pre-supra caudal fin length, tip of snout to start of supra caudal fin. Conversion factors were
mostly calculated from a subset of survey data for which total lengthawvadeble. Species
without conversion factors were assigned the average conversion factor across other species
in that genus caught on the survey. FishBase (Froese & Pauly 2016) sometimes listed
maximum standard lengths rather than maximum total lengitese were converted to
total lengths using the conversion factors calculated from survey data where possible. If there
was no survegerived conversion factor (because the survey recorded total length and
FishBase stated standard length) then the cowwvefactor listed on FishBase was used. If
neither conversion factor was available, an average conversion factor (1.16) calculated across
all species caught on the survey for which there was a standard length conversion available
was used. Conversion factoirom FishBase are highlighted in yellow; average conversion
factors are highlighted in orange.

OFishBase lengthO refers to the maximum length listed on FishBase (Froese & Pauly
2016) for that species. This is then converted to OFishBase total masimgth® lusing the
conversion factors and aforementioned methods. The Osurvey maximum total length® is the
length of the largest individual of that species caught throughout all years, depths and
locations of the Marine Scotland deeater trawl survey.

The species for which morphometric data were available, hence constituted the
majority of analyses i€hapter. Functional, size and taxonomic diversity of fish along a depth gradient
in the deep, sea highlighted in green.

References

ICES. 2012.Manualfor the International Bottom Trawl. Seviegsof ICES Survey
Protocols. SISP-IBTS VIII.

Froese, R. & Pauly, D. (2016) FishBase. World Wide Web electronic publication.

www.fishbase.org.
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Fig. S3. Large Fish Indicator calculated as the proportion of éigar 60 cm in length
(LFI60)in the four depth bands used throughdiihapter 4: Siaased indicators show depth
dependent recovery from fishing pressure inShgréea) 5§50 m; Mlight blue) 750

1200 m; D (purple) 12@1650 m; V (dark blue) > 1650 m. There was a significant ef

of year (ANOVA: F = 15, p < 0.001), depth band (ANOVA: F = 114, p < 0.001), i
their interaction (ANOVA: F = 3.2, p = 0.02) on the LFI60, and the moldat high
explanatory power (LM: F =52, d.f. =7, 3172 R0.53). The LFI60 increased over tim

in depth band S (LM: b = 0.01, S.E. =0.003, p = 0.002), but did not change over tir

any of the other depth bands (LM: M: b-8.003, S.E. = 0.005; D: b =0.002, S.E. =
0.005; V: b =-0.002, S.E. = 0.01).
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