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Figure 1. A)Hillshade raster displays s of d area’in 2000.v: it 45 degrees B)
Hillshade raster displays surface;illumination values-at-45 de ) The sidescan:
backscatter shows sediment and feature vari Sidesoan backscatter shows sediment and featur e e
Vvariation in-2010, fine-sediment collécted from Highs of RSD!in 2010 {bottom-insét image), ¢t seﬁimen llecte st
from depressions of RSD;ir 2010 {top;insetimage). Fad fatatst —
] ] Fi persF ressioris:derived from the
m L] thic: Teteain Modeler:(BTM)-after raster
nducted (o vistialize o ehange areas that
H O D S o 3_, ent for botf years -Sample points were chiosern
e iepth range of the area of interest 1o est elevati
assess the stahility and istence of seafloor features in‘the RSD s rea; CSUMB or Mapping-class-collet nge i depressions that existed in both 2000 and:
bathymetr ack a on February 12, 2010. The class-analyzed. ollecteddata for.precision;-ant \anges i
outcroppil and RS s between 2000-and 2010 data‘sets:'In order to‘accuratel mpars om 20| , four
rock cfeatures i in‘the 1 meter Digital Elevation Models.(DEM).created from the bathymetry.d: es Wi ified and C i Certroid
ificant difference via paired t-test(Tab:1). The extentof rocky habitat was quantified f rast for both years S e Eeasml';g'g Nz m:ﬁ: - B
' the NOAA Benthic Terrain Modeler (BTM) extension.for. lap (I ed twotalled T-test was. |
grid cre in Hawth's Tools to assess change i percel er of e reef eeﬁooo and = .
s ch the'RSD'cover and distribution; D) were first lassi ssions and plateaus AN o S T o el )
,-and the raster results were usedto calcu the percent:cover of and c| e in each usit = 5 v Iy
t. The study area was further classified as depressions or-plateaus.binned.in. 2,5'meter.depth: als. Percent ithin 2520 ZB05AL LZO‘ 04
er-analyzing the pixel ints of depressions’ Ha__nd ;jg&eﬁus within“the“various depth gr; To! i
Ve i e i 3 : Ch: 6250 -2 22
feafure type. The areas of each were ange in
hie-entire RSD field for.each year were found and their difference was tsed to tes! y shift in the overall Le= -
ers collected sediment samples on plateaus and-in- RSDs to. fompare grain size. ckscatter intensity 5 T8 8 Al ST T S A SN0

“measured by the centroid in-UTM, calculated in AIcGIS.

igure 7. The. the overall RSD field in
. Rugosity I ooy Haen 2000 0 bathymet
2010-2000 Coritrol-Point Position Difference'l b -t g‘;‘;"a TEiTesenty |
meters) -
5 Low -
1 Control ey
Points Easting |- Northing | Depth 1 g
A 1 o 0.04 h e was no significant change in overall area of @ RSD-field,
= ' 1 . earrangement of the RSDs, but no significant changei relative percent cover be
B -1 0 -0.14 separated by10 years. This internal rean e 'SDs did not result in any signific:
. C 0 0 0.00 percent cover of the adjacent ro y habitat did not appear:to be b
uture research in this area will focus‘on the ecological an logical aspects of these s, particularly as they
R 0 0 000 1 Fut hin thi il the ecological jcal aspects of these RSDs, particulariy as th
Mean -0.5 0.0 -0.02 relate to California's newly designated MPA network. i mpl the California Seafloor B
STDEV. 0.5 0.0 0.07. 4 Mapping Project, it will now be possible‘to quanti iamics of RSDs as well as
- ephemeral rocky habitat along the entire C:
Table 1. The easting and northing position in \
UTM and depth in mean sea level of four control . o
points were compared using a paired t-test. )
o w0 y, B.. & Thieler, R. €. (2003). Anew hypothesis and exploratory model
s it depressions. Elsevier , 21.

ellec, V. (2010). Rippled scour depressions on continental shelf
Green, M. (2003). Suspension of coarse and fine sand on awa

Figure 2. Rocky habitat was classified using the
Rugosity Builder Tool in NOAA's Benthic Terrain
Modeler on the bathymetry data for both datasets.
Rocky habitat is more rugose (more rough) and
therefore has higher rugosity values and shows as red
shades; areas covered by soft sediment are less
rugose and show as yellow shades.

Figuire 3. Rocky habitat (black po
determined by reclassifying the rugosity may
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found not to be significant (p=0.844).

ns) was

datasets . A 50 meter grid (grey gridines) was
created using Hawth's Tools. -The-area of exposed
rocky habitat within each grid cell was determined for
both 2000 and 2010 data: The difference in rocky.
habitat exposure between the two data sets Was.

Direct , 19.
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