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Abstract
Background
In marine pelagic ecosystems, the spatial distribution of biomass is heterogeneous and dynamic. At large scales, physical processes are the main driving forces of biomass distribution. At fine scales, both biotic and abiotic parameters are likely to be key determinants in the horizontal and vertical distribution of biomass, with direct consequences on the foraging behaviour of diving predators. However, fine scale three-dimensional (3D) spatial interactions between diving predators and their prey are still poorly known.

Results
We reconstructed and examined the patterns of southern elephant seals 3D path during the bottom phase of their dives, and related them to estimated prey encounter density. We found that southern elephant seal tracks at bottom are strongly dominated by a single horizontal direction. In high prey density areas, seals travelled shorter distances but their track remained strongly orientated according to a main linear direction. Horizontal, and more importantly, vertical deviations from this main direction, were related negatively to the estimated prey density. We found that prey encounter density decreased with diving depth but tended to be more predictable.

Conclusion
Southern elephant seal behaviour during the bottom phase of their dives suggest that the prey are dispersed and distributed into layers in which their density relates to the vertical spread of the layer. The linear trajectories performed by the elephant seals would allow to explore the largest volume of water, maximizing the opportunities of prey encounter, while travelling great horizontal distances.
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Background
Distributions of predators and prey are necessarily linked. Optimal foraging theory [1–3] predicts that a predator should seek out areas with high prey density while prey should avoid high predator density areas [4]. The correlation between the spatial distributions of predator and prey depends on the balance between the responses of one to another [5]. In the case of a mobile predator that feeds on a more static prey, the spatial distributions of the predator and of the prey are expected to be positively correlated [5]. For instance, diel vertical migrations performed by myctophids [6] are related to a similar pattern in the diving depth of elephant seals, Mirounga angustirostris [7] and M. lenonina [8–10]. Consequently, the hypothesis that movements of predators mimic the spatial patterns of their prey is commonly encountered in the bird and marine mammal literature. A typical example is the detection of Area-restricted search behaviour [11, 12] (ARS) from GPS tracks to infer the location and characteristics of important feeding areas of various marine predators [13–18].
Studying the distributions of predators and prey as well as their interactions is particularly challenging in the open ocean, because of the dynamic nature of this environment and the difficulty of observing the animals. In the last few decades, technological advances have driven the emergence of bio-logging as a way to simultaneously monitor the activity of free-ranging marine predators and sample their physical environment. The use of electronic devices embedded on free-ranging animals have provided novel insights into the foraging behaviour and habitat of marine predators at large and intermediate scales. For example, it has been highlighted that large and meso scale oceanographic structures such as fronts, eddies and filaments are of significant importance to the foraging ecology of top predators [19–25]. At fine scales, both biotic and abiotic parameters are likely to be key determinants in the dynamics of biomass distribution [26, 27], but these processes are still poorly understood. To study fine scale patterns in prey distribution, and their mechanistic relationships with predator behaviours, we used bio-logging data collected by southern elephant seals (SES) and focused our interest on the scale of a dive bottom phase. Indeed, this dive phase represents a fundamental organizational unit of the foraging strategy for many diving predators, including SES, where most of feeding occurs [28–34].
Southern elephant seals can dive at an average depth of 400 m (up to 2000 m, [35]) and explore a large extent of the water column. Their foraging strategy can be modified by adjusting both horizontal and vertical movements [31, 36, 37], therefore it is worth examining how the three spatial dimensions are involved in the interactions between diving predators and their prey. However, most studies investigating the space use by marine predators have either analysed animals’ behaviour from their GPS track (time + 2D approach), or from time-depth data (time + 1D approach). Some efforts have been made to combine these two approaches – horizontal dimensions at surface and time-depth dive profiles – in order to examine the foraging strategies according to horizontal and vertical dimensions (time + pseudo 3D approach) [38–40]. However, a detailed understanding of how diving predators use their 3D spatial environment and interact with prey requires the actual reconstruction of their 3D path underwater. This is nowadays achievable using bio-logging data from large diving predators that are able to carry sophisticated loggers with minimal disturbance [36, 41–45]. Such loggers can also provide information regarding the likely occurences of prey encounters [46–48]. Three-dimensional path analysis has started to provide new insights into the behaviour of elephant seals [42, 43] and other diving predators [36, 49–53], but also into the fine scale patterns of their prey distribution [45].
In this study, six datasets with acoustic recording, tri-axial acceleration and magnetometry, sampled at high frequency, allowed us to reconstruct the three-dimensional underwater path of SES using well established dead-reckoning methods [54]. According to the optimal foraging theory, the predators should exhibit the greatest residency time in the highest prey density grounds, but the general shape of the animal path can also convey information on the predator-prey interactions. Complementarily to ARS-like approaches that focus on specific part of the trajectories with high residency time, we decided to extract the main trends of the SES path in dives’ bottom phases. We described the 3D space use exhibited by SES at the bottom phase of their dives using principal component analysis, and assessed the volumetric density of prey encounter events under various prey detection range scenarios. Finally, to explain how the SES space use could relate to its perception range and to the fine-scale patterns in prey distribution, we examined relationships between the estimated prey encounter densities and the three-dimensional diving behaviour in bottom phase trajectories.

Methods
Deployment of devices and data collection
During the breeding seasons (October and November) of 2011 and 2012, a total of six SES females of the Kerguelen Islands (49 °21′0′′ S, 70 °13′0′′ E), were equipped with an acoustic tag (AcousondesTM model 3A, manufactured by Acoustimetrics, Greeneridge Sciences, Inc, USA) and a Time-Temperature-Depth Fastloc GPS data logger (SPLASH10-FTM manufactured by Wildlife Computers, USA) to collect locations while the animals were at sea. The tags were programmed to sample depth, light and temperature at 1 Hz, tri-axial (longitudinal, lateral and vertical axes of the logger) body acceleration, tri-axial earth magnetic field at 5 Hz and sound. Animals were captured with a canvas head-bag and anaesthetized using a 1:1 combination of Tiletamine and Zolazepam (Zoletil 100) injected intravenously [55]. Using quick-setting Araldite (Araldite AW 2101), the tags were glued on the seals (acoustic tags on their back, GPS tags on their head) so that longitudinal axes of the animals and loggers aligned. Details about the length and weight of the equipped animals are provided in Table 1 (average lengths of 2.37±S
                           D=0.12 m and average weights of 277.67±S
                           D=47.31 kg). Passive acoustic recording is power-consuming. To extend the acoustic sampling on longer periods, we programmed the tags to record sound at a frequency of 6 kHz for three hours every 12 h in 2011 and at a frequency of 12.2 kHz for three hours every 24 h for the four individuals equipped in 2012.
Table 1Deployment details. All individuals are post-breeding females


	SES name
	Length (m)
	Weight (kg)
	n 3D dives
	/
	n dives
	Recording

	 	 	 	 	 	 	duration (day)

	2011-16
	2.54
	255
	144
	/
	822
	13

	2011-18
	2.28
	245
	238
	/
	1081
	13

	2012-01
	2.32
	230
	248
	/
	1945
	24

	2012-02
	2.35
	362
	68
	/
	409
	12

	2012-04
	2.48
	282
	50
	/
	289
	4

	2012-08
	2.25
	292
	244
	/
	1777
	29




                        

Dive analysis
Unless otherwise specified, data processing and analysis described in this section were performed using the R statistical software [56]. The custom code used for the archive data processing is available online as a R package called rbl [57].
Dives and dive phases
We defined dives as periods where animals were continuously deeper than 15 m under the surface. This conservative threshold avoids considering brief sub-surface excursions as actual dives. Because there is a drift in the pressure readings of the tags over time, a zero offset correction of depth time sequence was applied prior to the delimitation of dives. Each dive was then divided into three phases – descent, bottom and ascent – using the method described in [58]. The bottom phase is defined as the period of a dive where the vertical speed signal, modelled using a polynomial of degree 4, stays under a threshold of 0.75 m s −1. Modeling the vertical speed signal using a polynomial fit allows the method to be sensitive to the overall shape of the time-depth trajectory but not to small scale anomalies such as steps performed in the middle of the descent and ascent phases. The fourth degrees provide enough freedom for the model to handle V-shaped and squared (U-shaped) dives. Eventually, the vertical speed threshold was chosen after a blind experiment minimizing the difference between the automatic and the visual delineation of the bottom phases.
Drift dives are specific dives where SES are resting and/or digesting [59] and, as a result, not expected to react when encountering prey. Since our focus is on spatial patterns related to predator-prey interactions, we identified and removed these dives from our dataset prior to the statistical analysis.

Prey encounter events
To identify a prey encounter event we implemented the method described in [25, 58, 60] (but see [60] for details) on the acceleration data collected by the tags. The dynamic acceleration resulting from rapid movements was extracted from the three axes with an order 3 high-pass digital Butterworth filter with a normalized cut-off frequency of 2.4 Hz (performed with butter and filtflit functions from the signal package [61]). For each axis, a one-second fixed window was used to calculate the standard deviation every second. Signals were then processed using a moving standard deviation with a window size of five seconds. Finally, a two-mean clustering was performed for each signal to distinguish “high state” from “low state”. These successive operations are performed using the prey_catch_attempts function from the rbl package. A prey encounter event (hereafter PEE) is believed to be occurring when the three axes are simultaneously in “high state”. A continuous succession of “high state” is considered as a single PEE. A comparison of PEE detection results of this method derived from both the head-mounted and back-mounted accelerometer data is provided in [62, Additional file 2].
We counted PEE to obtain an indication of the number of prey encounters in the bottom phases but the corresponding prey types are not known.


Three-dimensional path reconstruction
Three-dimensional reconstruction by dead-reckoning (also called “path integration”) is calculated by summing the successive velocity-vectors of the animal (in our case, every second) starting from a known location (in our case, a GPS location collected in the surface period preceding the dive). When the arrival point is known, the reconstructed track can be scaled to match the observed locations at departure and arrival (GPS location collected in the surface period following the dive) and reduce positional uncertainty [54].
Pitch, roll and heading angles describe the body posture of SES with respect to the direction of the earth’s gravity vector (pitch and roll angles) and earth’s magnetic vector (heading angle). Assuming that the animal always moves in the direction of their longitudinal axis, pitch and heading angles provide all the necessary directional information for 3D path reconstruction. The static acceleration is the gravity based acceleration component. It can be obtained by applying the appropriate low-frequency filter to the acceleration signal. As in [63], we used an order 3 low-pass digital Butterworth filter with a normalized cut-off frequency of 0.20 Hz applied to the three axes. The direction of the gravity vector according to the accelerometer provides a reference to calculate the pitch and roll angles of the SES (we used the pitch and roll functions from the animalTrack package [64]). The low-pass filter was applied to the magnetic data as well. The resulting signal, combined with pitch and roll information allows to calculate the heading angle (performed using tilt_compensate function from the animalTrack package).
Aside from body posture angles, 3D path reconstruction requires knowledge of the SES swimming speed. We assessed swimming speed of SES relatively to surrounding water using sound [65] recorded by acoustic tag. This task was performed in MATLAB using custom code which is available on request. We estimated the swimming speed (v
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                  ) in descent and ascent phases from pressure changes (v
                           
                    z
                  ) and pitch angle (α): v
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                  /s
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                           n(α). Water flow noise level was calculated from the low-frequency noise extracted with a 110 Hz low-pass filter applied to acoustic data. Then, we calibrated the relationship between the water flow noise level and the swimming speed estimations and extrapolated it to predict swimming speed over the entire dive periods from noise level.
The 3D path (Fig. 1) of each animal was calculated by dead-reckoning (dead_reckoning function of the animalTrack package [64] applied to body posture angles, swimming speed and GPS data). The observed GPS location during the surface period preceding the dives is used as the starting point of the reconstructed path. Finally, the reconstructed paths are corrected so that their arrival point matches the observed GPS location collected during the surface period following the dives. This correction applies uniformly over the entire dive, simulating the effect of a current of constant speed and direction that would result in the difference observed between the reconstructed and GPS arrival points. Because the acoustic tags were programmed to record acoustic data only at specific hours of the day, we could not predict the swimming speed at night, and as a consequence, all the 3D dives of our dataset occurred during daytime.
[image: A40462_2017_108_Fig1_HTML.gif]
Fig. 1Two 3D dives examples. These dives have about the same depth but show two contrasting situations: on the left (a and b) the first main component explains a very large part of the total dispersion while on the right (c and d), the dispersion explained by the first main component is particularly low. The blue part represents the dive’s bottom phase. The black points give location of starting points. The orange ellipses stand for the 2D projections of a 3D ellipsoid whose axis are the three main components. On the “Map views” (a and c) the orange line display the direction of the first main component which is used to construct the best “Profile Views” (b and d). More example, in interactive 3D plots, may be found at https://​github.​com/​SESman/​SES_​3Ddives
                                    




                        

Shape of bottom phase trajectories
To describe how the SES used the 3D space during the bottom of their dives, we extracted the main components of the animals path during the bottom phases. This was achieved by implementing a Singular values Decomposition (calculation of the eigenvalues and eigenvectors) of the variance-covariance matrix of SES locations during dives’ bottom phase. The variance-covariance matrix can be seen as a linear application that would transform Gaussian noise (in 3D, this would be a spherical cloud of data points with maximum density at its center) into the observed data. Such a transformation can be decomposed into simpler transformations, rotations whose characteristics are described by the eigenvectors, and scaling described by the square roots of the eigenvalues. In our case study which relates to the extraction of main components of the 3D SES path, eigenvectors provides the direction of the main components and their eigenvalues quantifies how much of the dispersion (also called inertia) of SES locations each of these components can account for. All-equal eigenvalues would indicate that SES did not favour any direction of movement in their trajectories. The sum of the eigenvalues represents the total dispersion of the data. To describe the shape of the SES trajectories, we used the raw SES location data as well as eigenvectors and eigenvalues describing the main linear trends in the SES path. The variables that we calculated are listed and briefly described in Table 2. Additional explanations for the variables that require it is provided in the next paragraphs:
Table 2Variables used to describe the shape of SES trajectories


	Variable name
	Brief description

	Mean depth
	Average depth in the bottom phase.

	Total dispersion
	Sum of the eigenvalues: λ
                                            1+λ
                                            2+λ
                                            3
                                          

	First main component dispersion
	Defined as [image: $\frac {\lambda _{1}}{\lambda _{1} + \lambda _{2} + \lambda _{3}}$]
                                          

	Vertical and horizontal extent of first main component
	These two variables describe the extent of SES exploration along the path of the first main component. See details in text.

	Vertical and horizontal width
	These variables quantify the vertical and horizontal spread of the deviations from the first main component path. See details in text.

	Swimming speed variability
	Standard deviation of SES swimming

	 	speed. See details in text.




                        

                           First main component dispersion The first main component (abbreviated MC1) is the main component with the greatest eigenvalue, that is the primary direction of movement. A perfect balance between the directions of movements is characterised by a value of one third (in which case all eigenvalues are equal). Values larger than one third indicate that some directions of movement dominate in the SES path. The larger is this value the stronger is the dominance but a value of 1 corresponds to a perfectly linear path.
The first main component dispersion was fairly large while the first main component orientation revealed a strong consistency across dives (see results section). Conversely, the second and third main components far less dispersion and their orientation varied importantly from a dive to another. On this basis, we chose to describe the dispersion not explained by the first main component with behaviour metrics based on the horizontal and vertical dimensions rather than according to the second and third main components. Using this frame of reference which is both consistent between dives and meaningful in terms of biological and physical processes allows to simplify the interpretation of the models’ results.

                           Vertical and horizontal extent of first main component We calculated the horizontal and vertical distances separating the ends of the first main component. For robustness, we defined the ends as 10% and 90% quantiles of first main component scores instead of the minimum and maximum values.

                           Vertical and horizontal width To calculate these variables we defined two orthogonal planes: Plane A, passing through the gravity center of the trajectory and encompassing the first eigenvector and the gravity vector (blue plane on Fig. 2); Plane B, passing through the gravity center of the trajectory, encompassing the first eigenvector and a vector orthogonal to plane A (orange plane on Fig. 2). Horizontal width was defined as the range from the 10% to the 90% quantile of distances between SES locations and plane A. Vertical width was defined as the range from the 10% to the 90% quantile of distances between SES locations and plane B.
[image: A40462_2017_108_Fig2_HTML.gif]
Fig. 2Schematic presenting the two reference planes for the calculation of vertical and horizontal width. The first main component is represented by the thick black line at the center. The blue (respectively orange) plane stands for plane A (respectively plane B). The pink sphere indicates the average location of the animal




                        

                           Swimming speed variability A high swimming speed variability is believed to be related to prey chasing [66], while a low swimming speed variability can indicate a drifting or gliding behaviour [67] which is believed to be related to low foraging effort ([59, 68]). Besides the shape-description variables, we used the standard deviation of the swimming speed during the bottom phase as a proxy of foraging effort in order to be able to distinguish between these behaviours.

Volume of water prospected by SES at the bottom of their dives
We estimated the volume of water prospected by SES, that is to say the volume of water where SES would have been able to detect a prey during the bottom phase of a dive. To achieve this, we assumed that SES could see in any direction around their current position within a given radius. We considered three “detection-distance” scenarios for the sphere radius: a short distance of 1.5 m to simulate the case where prey catches would be opportunistic events as well as 9 and 18 m according to the foraging scale highlighted by [45] on the northern elephant seals. SES may exhibit an infinite variety of 3D path during their dives’ bottom phase, including turning back to visit the same areas several times. Hence, we could not use a generic equation to assess the volume of water they may have prospected. Instead, we used a numerical method called Monte Carlo integration. Details about the implementation and accuracy of this method are provided in Additional file 1. Once the prospected water volume was computed, we used it to compute a proxy of the prey encounter density at the bottom of SES dives, defined as the ratio between the number of PEE and the prospected water volume (expressed in μPEEm−3 units).

Statistical analysis
We modelled the prey density proxy (μPEE per m3 of water prospected at bottom) according the descriptors of bottom trajectory previously described (mean depth, total dispersion, first main component dispersion, first main component extent on the horizontal and vertical dimensions, horizontal and vertical widths and standard deviation of the swimming speed) using Generalized Linear Models (GLM). We fitted three models, one for each detection radius.
We started the model selection with Poisson family GLMs, adapted to predict a count variable such as PEE count at bottom. The link function was set to logarithm (the standard link function for these GLMs) and the log-transformed volume of prospected water was included in the model as an offset term. With this implementation, we could model the PEE per unit of water prospected at bottom as response variable while using the appropriate count family distribution to predict the number of PEE at bottom.
These Poisson models indicated over-dispersion (θ=σ
                           2/μ, θ
                           1.5m
                           =2.93, θ
                           9m
                           =2.68, θ
                           18m
                           =2.73) so we switched to the more flexible Negative Binomial distribution (MASS package [69]) which allows for higher variance/mean ratio. We observed a large proportion of zeros in our data (27.44%) incorrectly predicted by the GLMs. We then tested the zero-inflated variants of Poisson and Negative Binomial models (using zeroinfl from the pscl package [70]). These models led to very significant improvement of Akaïke Information Criterion (AIC) and Vuong’s test (p-values were <0.01 for all models).
The explanatory variables considered for selection in the count part of the zero-inflated model were identical to the Poisson and Negative Binomial models. The choice of explanatory variable for the zero excess part was restricted to the non shape-description variables, individual identity, mean depth, swimming speed variability and log-transformed bottom duration (the latter was not included in the count part of the model). Seals’ identity captures variability due to differences in accelerometer attachment and individuals’ foraging behaviour. Swimming speed variability can account for the shift between drifting/gliding and active swimming behaviour in terms of foraging effort. Mean depth provides basic information about the environment which is a likely source of excess zeros. Finally, log-transformed bottom duration has an obvious link to the probability of PEE occurrence.
We tested quadratic effects for the swimming speed variability (in both count and zeros excess parts) and the vertical and horizontal extent of the trajectory across the first main component. We tested all the possible combinations of explanatory variables and ranked the best candidates according to AIC. For each radius, we selected the model with the best AIC where all explanatory variables were significant at level α=5%.


Results
Shape of SES trajectories at the bottom of their dives
The first main component explained 93.75% ± S
                           D=8.34% of the total dispersion (Fig. 3, Table 3). Moreover, the first main component was almost exclusively oriented in a horizontal direction (Fig. 4). The left dive on Fig. 1 is an example of a typical dive that exhibiting these characteristics. No bi-modality pattern is noticeable of Fig. 4 but, apart the obvious peak near one, a wide range of values is covered by a few observations. The vertical component of the first main component range between 17 to 76% in a few bottom phases (5%) which correspond to deep diving depths (680 m vs. 481 m, t-test p-value = 1.395×10−13). On average, SES travelled horizontal distances of 429m±C
                           V=92% in their descent phases, 706m±C
                           V=77% in bottom phases and 393m±C
                           V=90% in ascent phases. Because the first main component are horizontally oriented, the first main component dispersion is highly correlated to the length of first main component according to the horizontal plane (first main component horizontal extent). As a result, when checking for multicollinearity before model selection, the first main component horizontal extent was removed.
[image: A40462_2017_108_Fig3_HTML.gif]
Fig. 3Contribution of the first eigenvalue to the total dispersion. A linear path would be indicated by a 100% contribution. Conversely, a well balanced 3D path would be indicated by equivalent contribution of the three eigenvalues to the total dispersion, that is a 33% contribution of the first eigenvalue. The black vertical line stands for the average, at 93.75% of the total dispersion




                           [image: A40462_2017_108_Fig4_HTML.gif]
Fig. 4Length ratio between the first eigenvector projected on the horizontal plane (v
                                       1(x
                                          o
                                          y)) and the first eigenvector in 3D space (v
                                       1). A ratio of 0 indicates that the first main component is perfectly vertical while a ratio of 1 indicate that the first main component is perfectly horizontal




                           Table 3Descriptive statistics of the shape parameters of bottom trajectories


	 	Nb prey encounter event at bottom
	Bottom duration (s)
	Mean bottom depth (m)
	Horizontal width (m)

	Min
	0.00
	54.00
	53.59
	0.35

	Max
	28.00
	1732.00
	847.91
	139.37

	Median
	2.00
	451.00
	435.78
	20.39

	Mean
	3.37
	500.39
	441.86
	23.20

	SE mean
	0.13
	6.67
	5.25
	0.45

	
                                            C
                                            I
                                            95%
                                             mean
	0.25
	13.10
	10.30
	0.88

	Variance
	13.79
	38572.57
	23833.89
	175.57

	SD
	3.71
	196.40
	154.38
	13.25

	 	MC1 vertical width (m)
	MC1 horiz. width (m)
	Total dispersion (m2)
	MC1 dispersion (%)

	Min
	0.04
	36.80
	562.55
	53.30

	Max
	383.55
	1775.42
	401082.90
	99.97

	Median
	26.80
	409.09
	24073.35
	97.20

	Mean
	48.68
	431.17
	32638.69
	93.75

	SE mean
	2.16
	7.25
	1110.50
	0.28

	
                                            C
                                            I
                                            95%
                                             mean
	4.23
	14.23
	2179.59
	0.56

	Variance
	4023.07
	45544.02
	1067959847.62
	69.62

	SD
	63.43
	213.41
	32679.65
	8.34

	 	Vertical width (m)
	Bottom speed SD (m s −1)
	Bottom vertical speed SD (m s −1)
	 
	Min
	2.10
	0.11
	0.16
	 
	Max
	154.18
	1.15
	2.01
	 
	Median
	23.21
	0.32
	0.79
	 
	Mean
	31.45
	0.35
	0.85
	 
	SE mean
	0.80
	0.01
	0.01
	 
	
                                            C
                                            I
                                            95%
                                             mean
	1.57
	0.01
	0.02
	 
	Variance
	556.80
	0.03
	0.09
	 
	SD
	23.60
	0.17
	0.30
	 


                                    n=866 3D dives. Refer to methods for detailed explanation about what these variables represent and how they were computed



                        

Prey field density at the bottom of SES dives
The prey encounter density spread in a wide range according to the detection radius (two orders of magnitude, Table 4), due to the strong impact of this parameter on the estimates of the water volume prospected by SES. We can adopt the predator’s point of view by taking the inverse of the prey density estimates reported in the Table 4: considering prey detection radius of 1.5, 9 and 18 m, SES have to explore average volumes of 1.40×103 m3, 5.39×104 m3 and 2.08×105 m3 respectively to encounter a prey during their dives’ bottom phase.
Table 4Estimated prey encounter event density in dives’ bottom phases


	Radius
	Mean prey encounter event density ±C
                                            I
                                            95%
                                            
                                          
	SD

	1.5 m
	715.09
	±
	53.70
	760.13

	9 m
	18.56
	±
	1.45
	20.58

	18 m
	4.81
	±
	0.39
	5.45



                                    n=866. Values expressed in μPEE m−3 unless otherwise specified



                        

Prey density model
Results were consistent across all models with similar coefficient estimates and standard errors (Table 5). In the count part of the model, the strongest effect is observed for total dispersion for which a one SD increase is associated with 38% lower PEE density (Table 5). In decreasing order of effect strength, vertical width, mean bottom phase depth and horizontal width have negative effects in all three count models (Table 5). However, mean depth of bottom phase has a positive influence on the probability of catching at least one prey item (Table 5, Fig. 5). As expected, swimming speed variability had positive effects in both count and zero-excess parts of the model. Nonetheless we observed a negative quadratic effect for high values (>0.90m s−1) in the zero-excess part (Table 5, Fig. 5).
[image: A40462_2017_108_Fig5_HTML.gif]
Fig. 5Estimated relationships between the PEE density proxy and the descriptive parameters of the bottom phase trajectories. Results obtained for 18 m radius. The top six graphics present the estimated effect of the count model and the bottom three graphics the estimated effects of the zero excess model. The thick black curves display the expected means at population level and the grey shades surrounding them stand for the 95% confidence interval of this expected mean. The figures obtained for 1.5 and 9 m radii are included in the Additional file 2
                                    




                           Table 5Results of the three zero-inflated models


	
                              [image: A40462_2017_108_Figa_HTML.gif]
                            
	 

Please notice that, for historical reasons, the binomial part of zero-inflated models (labelled “Zero-excess”) predicts the absence of prey encounter event instead of presence. For better readability, the intercept estimates were not included in this table



                        
Differences between the r=18 m and the two other models (r=9 and 1.5 m) were only observed for the least significant variable (Table 5). With r=18 m dispersion explained by first main component was selected whereas models with r<18 m favoured vertical extent of the first main component. These variables were associated with smaller PEE density for all models (Table 5). Partial regression lines for models with r<18 m are provided in the Additional file 2.
The dispersion parameter (θ) decreased with the chosen detection radius (θ
                           1.5m
                           =3.38, θ
                           9m
                           =3.24, θ
                           18m
                           =3.18). The final models could explain 17.04, 19.52 and 20.46% of the deviance of null models for 1.5, 9 and 18 m radius. Goodness of fit as indicated by the pseudo- r
                           2 (squared correlation coefficient between observed and predicted values of the PEE density) also increased with the detection radius (27.53%, 31.03%, 33.91% for 1.5, 9 and 18 m radius).


Discussion
Schooling behaviour
The principal component analysis revealed that SES trajectories at the bottom of their dives are strongly dominated by a path in a single direction (Fig. 3) as it was noted by [41] on northern elephant seals. This results support the hypothesis that SES prey tend to not aggregate in large discrete schools. Indeed, in such a situation the predator is expected to adopt an overall sinuous and spherical trajectory. A spherical first passage time (SFPT, [71]) analysis performed on our dataset revealed that “Volume-restricted search” (VRS) could be detected in the bottom of half of the SES dives in which case they accounted for 36.9% of the bottom phase duration but 67.6% of PEE [72]. The typical scale of VRS, 48.2±25.7 m, was similar for all individuals and the average prey encounter rate was 1.2±S
                           D=0.3 PEE min-1 inside VRS and 0.3±0.2 PEE min-1 outside VRS [72]). These results indicate that the prey density may vary at finer scales than the one typically investigated in this study (entire bottom phases), but not by a very large amount. Moreover, the VRS were (mechanically) related to a decrease of the SES swimming speed and greater path sinuosity but the SES trajectories remained dominated by a single direction. These patterns of the 3D path of SES at the bottom of their dives suggest that the deep scattering layer consists of dispersed solitary prey or small group of individuals.

PEE density along depth
The dominant direction in the trajectories of SES at dives’ bottom was primarily horizontal (Fig. 4). This indicates that SES target specific layers of the water column during the bottom phase of their dive [73, 74]. Shallower layers require less time and energy to be reached by SES and, therefore, are more accessible and more profitable. Performing dives’ bottom phase at greater depth was found to be associated with smaller prey encounter density (Table 5). While the SES and their prey perform diel vertical migrations [6, 8–10], this process cannot explain our result because all the 3D dives in our dataset occurred during daytime. A previous study, based on likelihood of detecting bioluminescence [75] highlighted a similar pattern. The impact of the changes in the size or species composition of the mesopelagic community in relation with this decreasing prey encounter density could not be examined with the tools available to us but they could have substantial importance. Assuming that the energy content of a prey item does not vary with depth, the deep dives would imply smaller energy income (because of reduced encounter rates) but larger expenditure (because of the longer transit between surface and bottom). Thus, these dives would be be doubly detrimental to the SES energy balance. However, the probability that no PEE occur decreased with the SES diving depth (Table 5), suggesting that a better resource predictability in deep waters might compensate to some extent for this energy shortfall. SES were found to dive deeper north of the Sub-Antarctic Front but yet to maintain their mass gain which suggesting that they could target larger and/or richer prey [25]. Similarly, SES could expand their diet to other prey types and/or sizes when foraging at depth, allowing steadier prey catch rate and ensuring a baseline level of energy intake.
We distinguished between two sources of vertical exploration in the explanatory variables: depth range covered by SES (1) by moving along the first main component and (2) by moving orthogonally to this component. An increase in any of these was associated with a decrease of the prey density proxy (Table 5). The amount of horizontal exploration orthogonally the main direction of the bottom trajectory was also negatively related to the prey density encountered but to a lesser degree than observed in the vertical dimension (Table 5). Not only the SES target specific layers, but the prey density in this layer is primarily determined according to the vertical dimension. This result suggest that local prey density could by driven by vertical constraints that delineate the vertical extent of the deep scattering layer. The nature of these constraints could be biotic (e.g. predation risk, aggregation into reproductive swarms) or abiotic (e.g. habitat preferences regarding temperature, light intensity or oxygen concentration). For instance, harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) have been reported to adjust their diving depth to in relation to the mixed layer depth [74]. In addition to the effect of oceanographic parameters on the prey abundance, such conditions could impact locally on the foraging success of SES by modulating the prey density [73, 76].
A trade-off between feeding resources richness (primary production taking place in the well-lit sub-surface water) and predation risk (expected to be greater in luminous environment) is responsible for the diel vertical migration pattern phenomenon [77]. The light level intensity, decreasing with depth, delineate the upper boundary of many pelagic species distribution and, consequently, relates to the diving depth of SES [10]. Because diving predators are constrained to return to the surface in order to breathe, they do not benefit from pursuing deeper when an exploitable prey patch is encountered. With bio-logging, data sampling relies on the decisions of free-ranging animals [78]. The so collected presence-only data makes it difficult to assess the deeper limit of the prey patch on which the SES forage. Therefore, the relationship between the PEE density and the vertical extent of the SES path underwater conveys more qualitative than quantitative information about the link between thickness of the deep scattering layer and its corresponding density.

Foraging behaviour
The prey density proxy was negatively related to an increase of the overall travel distance in the bottom phase (total dispersion, Table 5). In high density patches, the SES would travel shorter overall distances which could be explained by a greater locomotion cost, more active swimming behaviours related to hunting strategy or prey pursuing could force them to end the bottom phase early. Dominance of the first main component (MC1 dispersion, Table 5) which corresponds predominantly to horizontal movements (Fig. 4) was associated with smaller PEE density (18 m model, Table 5). This results indicates that SES trajectories in denser prey environment tend to be slightly less linear. However, this effect was not consistently observed across all models.
On the whole, horizontal exploration mainly takes place moving forward according to the first main component. Based on their observation of the behaviour of Thunnus maccoyii, [79] suggested that feeding during periods of straight movement could be more common than expected from the optimal foraging theory. At the scale of a complete foraging trip at sea, SES feeds to a large extent during the transit part of their trip but this pattern seems to be observable within the dives’ bottom phase where foraging is expected to be the primary objective of the diving predator. Such an extensive-search behaviour is expected when prey are well dispersed in the environment [80] which seems consistent with the suspected non-schooling behaviour of SES prey that we have previously discussed.
Sensory perception of the surrounding environment has direct consequences on the predator-prey interactions as it mediates animal’s ability to locate prey and/or escape predation. The notion of prey dispersion is thus relative to the sensory detection range of the predator. While the scale of this perception in natural conditions is largely unknown for elephant seals, more information about the senses involved are available from functional anatomy and pool experimentations on northern elephant seals. Northern and southern elephant seals forage at great depth and thus, under very dark conditions [81]. Peak sensitivity of their vision, occurring at around λ=485 nm, is adapted to a spectrum of low light intensity [82] and bioluminescence [75] such as that emitted by some of their myctophid prey. Additionally, elephant seals possess enhanced visual sensitivity and rapid adaptation to darkness [83]. Like many other pinnipeds, elephant seals have highly sensitive whiskers [81], that repeatedly protract before prey captures [30]. However, while it can be assumed that these senses (vision and tactile) are used to locate prey, the extent of their spatial coverage is unclear. Very little information about the auditory capacity of elephant seals is available. It is known that pinnipeds do not echolocate [84] but, as myctophids can emit sound, elephant seals could use passive audition instead. Finally, a recent study of the 3D underwater path of northern elephant seals [45] highlighted volume-restricted search spatial-scales of 8–10 m and 17–19 m, possibly related to prey distribution and/or perception range of the predator. On that basis, we considered a wide range of prey detection distance, 1.5, 9 and 18 m (according to [45]), to define the boundaries of water volume within which we hypothesize that SES could detect the presence of prey items. If the spread of prey items largely exceeds the range of the predator a straight path is an efficient sampling strategy to scan large volumes of water. In view of the strong linear trend exhibited by the SES in their 3D path, our results bring best supports to a short detection distance scenario.
Besides the hypothesis that behaviour is driven by the prey distribution, active feeding in travel could be due to migratory constraints. Indeed, such a situation could result from the evolution of migratory opportunistic predators that need to meet its energetic requirements while moving rapidly [79]. Given the very wide range of oceanographic conditions the elephant seal explore [60], the opportunistic behaviour may a be relevant point. However, it is unclear if the migratory constraint applies to SES. Indeed, the primary goal of their trip at sea is believed to be foraging but they do so to a greater or lesser extent all along their trip wandering about 43 km day-1 in intensive foraging and 75 km day-1 otherwise [85].
Our estimates of the prey density changed very quickly according to the chosen detection radius ranging in four orders of magnitude from a few μPEE m−3 to hundreds μPEE m−3. Sampling micronekton with a large mid-water trawl, [86] found an average micronekton biomass of 2.5×10−03 g m−3 during the day (250 μPEE m−3 considering an average fish weight of 10 g). Furthermore, [87] estimations of micronekton density ranged from 0 to 6000 μPEE m−3. Among the detection radius we tested, the 1.5 m radius yields the closest results (715±S
                           D=760 μPEE m−3, Table 4). Our estimation of the prey density rely on the idea that SES do attempt to catch a prey when they detect one. The prey avoidance as well as the probability of multiple simultaneous prey encounters could not be taken into account. These special cases however seem less likely in a short detection distance scenario such as a 1.5 m radius. Despite the correspondence between the amount of PEE detected from head-mounted and back-mounted acceleration data [62, Additional file 2], the latter have a tendency to miss some events. As a result we expect our estimations of the prey encounter density to be underestimated. We suggest that the hunting tactics of SES may be opportunistic in the sense that prey item would be detected at short distances and suddenly be captured without substantial chase ([72]).

Limitations of the study
Each method used to assess the micronekton resources of the pelagic ecosystem have their own weaknesses. Trawl sampling allows identification of size and species but is costly [88], requires good weather operating conditions and net avoidance of the different species are still unknown but highly expected [89]. Bio-logging implies a bias sampling due to different range of habitat available to the predators and prey (a typical example for diving predators is the depth range) and difficulties to distinguish between what is related to animal behaviour and to the environment. For instance, the predator decision to attack a prey can involve many parameters such as the type of prey, its size, its energetic content, its handling time, and abundance. As such, implicit hypothesis are often made to simplify animal behaviours interpretation: animals are assumed to be always efficient to catch their prey; the potential effect of nearby predators on the behaviour is neglected etc... Eventually, bio-logging studies are also limited by the number of individuals that could be equipped [90] and generally lack the information on prey species. Acoustic surveys depend on presence/absence of a swim bladder as well as on its composition (gas or lipid) which, for some species, is known to change according to the stage of development. Distinguishing between species and estimating biomass is thus difficult with communities of mixed species and/or mixed ages. Spatial resolution of the data also decrease with depth as lower signal frequencies are required. In this context, pairing these approaches – for instance by deploying sonar tags or synchronizing in space and time the trawling survey with predators feeding areas – could greatly assist the scientist to better understand the micronekton ecology.
Because of the small number of individuals for which we could reconstruct 3D path (six), it is still unclear if the diving behaviour we observed extends at the population level. Concerning the negative effect of (i) the mean depth and (ii) the vertical spread of the bottom phases on the estimated prey encounter density, it is to be noted that similar relationships have been highlighted on nine other individuals [62]. The strong dominance of a single direction in the elephant seal path was consistently observed for all our individuals, but this trend has not been previously reported for southern elephant seal. Nonetheless, [41] highlighted a similar pattern on a single northern elephant seal (20 dives). Stronger evidence on the prevalence of these behaviours may accumulate as 3D path analysis will develop in the future.
Due to the limited AcousondesTM battery life, we could only sample the first part of the SES foraging trips, where they tend to adopt a faster horizontal transit rate Due to this sampling bias, our results could overstate the dominance of linear horizontal paths at the bottom of dives. We found that higher prey density are associated with shorter bottom phases (Total dispersion, Table 5). Furthermore, foraging dives of SES are characterized by steep pitch angle in descent and ascent phases, minimizing horizontal displacement [91]. These factors could explain the correlation between transit rate slowing and SES prey density better than changes of the bottom path sinuosity. Further studies could analyse underwater 3D trajectories in other parts of SES trip to overcome the sampling bias of our study and adjudicate this issue. Area-restricted search are supposedly periods where SES meet high prey densities and are likely to exhibit larger horizontal sinuosity in their bottom phase 3D path. As such, the ARS appear like interesting periods to address this particular issue.
The 3D reconstruction of the SES path underwater by dead-reckoning assumes that the direction of travel of the animal is always parallel to the body orientation. More sophisticated methods such as the one developed by [92] which is free of this assumption, attest that this approximation can have an impact on the reconstructed tracks. However, such methods require large computation times and are not suitable for datasets of several hundreds of dives. Dead-reckoning is also subject to cumulative errors. Therefore, uncertainties about the shape of the SES trajectories at the bottom of their dives increase with the dive depth and the duration of bottom phase. Conversely to other methods ([54, 92]), our method did not estimate position uncertainties. So, we could not account for its effects in the analysis of the 3D trajectories. The last discussion point about the 3D reconstruction method implemented in this study relates to the assessment of SES swimming speed. The water-flow noise to water-flow speed relationship in the descent phase, extrapolated to entire dives to estimate SES swimming speed, presuppose that the flow behaves similarly throughout the dives. This is yet to be verified.

Perspectives
The straightness of the SES underwater path has been reported by [41] who highlight its consistency from one dive to another. It is not clear how SES orientate themselves and how migratory objectives contribute to this pattern. Examining this pattern in relation to currents [93] would be interesting in order to study the navigation skill of SES.
We could only focus on the quantitative aspect of prey field because information about the nature of PEE was not available. Thus, it is unclear if the results mainly concern one type of prey such as a specific myctophid species more abundant in the study area – the eastern edge of the Kerguelen shelf – or partially apply to the different prey types targeted by SES. We could not test for the role of the quality of prey items (size and species) which could imply distinct types of predator-prey spatial interaction due to different detectability, aggregative behaviour or predator-escaping abilities (responsiveness, speed, maneuverability). To address these issues a camera is needed in order to identify the species and size of the prey items [28, 30, 94]. However, the high power consumption of these devices and the very dark environment the SES forage in are still technical constraints to their usage. Miniaturized sonar [95] could bring the power of high-frequency acoustic signals to identify prey type at new depths. In quantitative terms it is also promising tool: by extending the perception range of bio-logging outside of the very intimate sphere surrounding the animals it could allow to examine thoroughly the fine-scale prey distribution, the range and mechanisms of the prey detection and hunting tactics of SES.


Conclusion
Analysis of main components of 3D SES paths in their dives’ bottom phase allowed us to describe the main trends in SES movements in these key periods of foraging. Such an approach, examining the overall use of space, may be complementary to ARS/VRS analysis that focus on the most sinuous part of the the animal paths, and conveys new information on predator-prey interactions.
The 3D space use of SES at the bottom of their dives suggests that prey do not tend to form large discrete schools but rather adopt a scattered distribution structured in layers. The prey encounter density in these layers decreased with depth but then, SES tended to exhibit prey encounter events on a more regular basis. However, it is not clear how to interpret this tendency given that qualitative information of the prey (size and species) is missing. We suggest that the prey density decrease with depth but that their distribution tends to standardize yielding higher predictability. The extent of the vertical exploration performed by the SES during their bottom phases related negatively to prey encounter density, seemingly indicating that the thickness of the layers targeted by SES mechanically impacts micronekton density. These results underline the primary importance of the vertical dimension into the spatial organization of the micronekton.
The 3D trajectories in our dataset were essentially linear paths. While the vertical deviations from this path were of the the same order of magnitude of the horizontal ones, they better related to the prey encounter density. Under such circumstances, the widely used time-depth recorders can be considered as an effective simplification of the SES movements at scales of few-hundreds meters. Adaptive mechanisms underlying this behaviour, such as a trade-off between the travel speed and energetic requirements or an unbalanced ratio between SES sensory perception range and prey distribution and avoidance, remain unclear. These observations could be related to a number of combined factors: prey field organized in layers, short prey detection distance, external constraint such as the purpose for SES to move away rapidly from their breeding site.
We believe that this study highlights the importance of knowledge about the three-dimensional predator-prey interactions and gives support to the usage of bio-logging to unravel and monitor fine-scale micronekton distribution, particularly in remote areas such as the deep pelagic ecosystems of the Southern ocean.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thanks David Nerini for helpful discussions, the IPEV team and the field assistants that made the field work at Kerguelen possible and Alexandre Genin for his work on the swimming speed assessment.
Funding
The “Département des Deux-Sèvres” and the “Région Poitou-Charentes”, the “MyctO-3D-MAP” and “IPSOS-SEAL” ANR, the Total Foundation, the “Éléphant de mer océanographes” CNES research program and the “Observatoire des Mammifères Explorateurs du Milieu Océanique” provided financial support to this study.

Availability of data and materials
Data has been deposited on a Figshare repository named after this article (doi:10.6084/m9.figshare.5350180).

Ethics approval
Our study on elephant seals was approved and authorized by the ethics committee of the French Polar Institute (Institut Paul Emile Victor – IPEV) in May 2008. Animals were handled and cared for in total accordance with the guidelines of this committee (dirpol@ipev.fr).


Authors’ contributions
YLB analysed and interpreted the data. YLB and CG designed the study. YLB, CG and JJ made major contributions in writing the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


[image: Creative Commons]
                           Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License(http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver(http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
MacArthur RH, Pianka ER. On optimal use of a patchy environment. Am Nat. 1966; 100(916):603–9.Crossref

2.
Pyke G. Optimal Foraging Theory – a Critical–Review. Annu Rev Ecol Syst. 1984; 15:523–75.Crossref

3.
Stephens DW, Krebs JR. Foraging Theory.Princeton University Press; 1986.

4.
Sih A. Predator-prey space use as an emergent outcome of a behavioral response race.USA ed: Oxford university press; 2005. pp. 240–55.

5.
Sih A. The Behavioral Response Race Between Predator and Prey. Am Nat. 1984; 123(1):143–50.Crossref

6.
Catul V, Gauns M, Karuppasamy PK. A review on mesopelagic fishes belonging to family Myctophidae. Rev Fish Biol Fish. 2010; 21(3):339–54.Crossref

7.
Leboeuf B, Costa D, Huntley A, Feldkamp S. Continuous, Deep Diving in Female Northern Elephant seals, Mirounga-Angustirostris. Can J Zool. 1988; 66(2):446–58.Crossref

8.
Biuw M, Nøst OA, Stien A, Zhou Q, Lydersen C, Kovacs KM. Effects of Hydrographic Variability on the Spatial, Seasonal and Diel Diving Patterns of Southern Elephant Seals in the Eastern Weddell Sea. PLOS ONE. 2010; 5(11):e13816.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

9.
McIntyre T, Bornemann H, Plötz J, Tosh CA, Bester MN. Water column use and forage strategies of female southern elephant seals from Marion Island. Mar Biol. 2011; 158(9):2125–39.Crossref

10.
Jaud T, Dragon AC, Vacquié-Garcia J, Guinet C. Relationship between Chlorophyll a concentration, Light Attenuation and Diving Depth of the Southern Elephant Seal Mirounga leonina. PLoS ONE. 2012; 7(10):e47444.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

11.
Kareiva P, Odell G. Swarms of predators exhibits "preytaxis" if individual predators use area-restricted search. Am Nat. 1987; 130(2):233–70.Crossref

12.
Fauchald P, Tveraa T. Using First-Passage Time in the analysis of Area-Retricted Search and habitat selection. Ecology. 2003; 84(2):282–8.Crossref

13.
Robinson PW, Tremblay Y, Crocker DE, Kappes MA, Kuhn CE, Shaffer SA, et al. A comparison of indirect measures of feeding behaviour based on ARGOS tracking data. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 2007; 54(3–4):356–68.Crossref

14.
Scheffer A, Trathan PN, Collins M. Foraging behaviour of King Penguins (Aptenodytes patagonicus) in relation to predictable mesoscale oceanographic features in the Polar Front Zone to the north of South Georgia. Prog Oceanogr. 2010; 86(1–2):232–45.Crossref

15.
Robinson PW, Simmons SE, Crocker DE, Costa DP. Measurements of foraging success in a highly pelagic marine predator, the northern elephant seal. J Anim Ecol. 2010; 79(6):1146–56.CrossrefPubMed

16.
Lascelles BG, Taylor PR, Miller MGR, Dias MP, Oppel S, Torres L, et al.Applying global criteria to tracking data to define important areas for marine conservation. Divers Distrib. 2016; 22(4):422–31.Crossref

17.
Hindell MA, McMahon CR, Bester MN, Boehme L, Costa D, Fedak MA, et al. Circumpolar habitat use in the southern elephant seal: implications for foraging success and population trajectories. Ecosphere. 2016;7(5).

18.
Kirkman SP, Yemane DG, Lamont T, Meÿer MA, Pistorius PA. Foraging Behavior of Subantarctic Fur Seals Supports Efficiency of a Marine Reserve’s Design. PLoS ONE. 2016; 11(5):e0152370.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

19.
Bost CA, Cotté C, Bailleul F, Cherel Y, Charrassin JB, Guinet C, et al.The importance of oceanographic fronts to marine birds and mammals of the southern oceans. J Mar Syst. 2009; 78(3):363–76.Crossref

20.
Nordstrom CA, Battaile BC, Cotté C, Trites AW. Foraging habitats of lactating northern fur seals are structured by thermocline depths and submesoscale fronts in the eastern Bering Sea. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 2013; 88—89:78–96.Crossref

21.
Monte SD, Cotté C, d’Ovidio F, Lévy M, Corre ML, Weimerskirch H. Frigatebird behaviour at the ocean–atmosphere interface: integrating animal behaviour with multi–satellite data. J R Soc Interface. 2012; 9(77):3351–8.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

22.
Cotté C, Park YH, Guinet C, Bost CA. Movements of foraging king penguins through marine mesoscale eddies. Proc R Soc B Biol Sci. 2007; 274(1624):2385–91.Crossref

23.
Dragon AC, Monestiez P, Bar-Hen A, Guinet C. Linking foraging behaviour to physical oceanographic structures: Southern elephant seals and mesoscale eddies east of Kerguelen Islands. Prog Oceanogr. 2010; 87(1–4):61–71.Crossref

24.
Strass VH, Naveira Garabato AC, Pollard RT, Fischer HI, Hense I, Allen JT, et al. Mesoscale frontal dynamics: shaping the environment of primary production in the Antarctic Circumpolar Current. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 2002; 49(18):3735–69.Crossref

25.
Guinet C, Vacquié-Garcia J, Picard B, Bessigneul G, Le Bras Y, Dragon AC, et al. Southern elephant seal foraging success in relation to temperature and light conditions: insight into prey distribution. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2014; 499:285–301.Crossref

26.
Levin SA. The Problem of Pattern and Scale in Ecology: The Robert H. MacArthur Award Lecture. Ecology. 1992; 73(6):1943–67.Crossref

27.
Hunt GL, Mehlum F, Russell RW, Irons D, Decker MB, Becker PH. Physical processes, prey abundance, and the foraging ecology of seabirds. Proceedings of the 22nd International Ornithological Congress, Durban, South Africa BirdLife South Africa. 1999;2040–56.

28.
Hooker SK, Boyd IL, Jessopp M, Cox O, Blackwell J, Boveng PL, et al. Monitoring the Prey-Field of Marine Predators: Combining Digital Imaging with Datalogging Tags. Mar Mamm Sci. 2002; 18(3):680–97.Crossref

29.
Viviant M, Monestiez P, Guinet C. Can We Predict Foraging Success in a Marine Predator from Dive Patterns Only? Validation with Prey Capture Attempt Data. PLoS ONE. 2014; 9(3):e88503.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

30.
Naito Y, Costa DP, Adachi T, Robinson PW, Fowler M, Takahashi A. Unravelling the mysteries of a mesopelagic diet: a large apex predator specializes on small prey. Funct Ecol. 2013; 27(3):710–7.Crossref

31.
Austin D, Bowen WD, McMillan JI, Iverson SJ. Linking movement, diving and habitat to foraging success in a large marine predator. Ecology. 2006; 87(12):3095–108.CrossrefPubMed

32.
Wilson R, Steinfurth A, Ropert-Coudert Y, Kato A, Kurita M. Lip-reading in remote subjects: an attempt to quantify and separate ingestion, breathing and vocalisation in free-living animals using penguins as a model. Mar Biol. 2002; 140(1):17–27.Crossref

33.
Davis RW, Fuiman LA, Williams TM, Horning M, Hagey W. Classification of Weddell seal dives based on 3 dimensional movements and video-recorded observations. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2003; 264:109–22.Crossref

34.
Fossette S, Gaspar P, Handrich Y, Maho YL, Georges JY. Dive and beak movement patterns in leatherback turtles Dermochelys coriacea during internesting intervals in French Guiana. J Anim Ecol. 2008; 77(2):236–46.CrossrefPubMed

35.
McIntyre T, Bruyn PJNd, Ansorge IJ, Bester MN, Bornemann H, Plötz J, et al. A lifetime at depth: vertical distribution of southern elephant seals in the water column. Polar Biol. 2010; 33(8):1037–48.Crossref

36.
Davis RW, Fuiman LA, Williams TM, Collier SO, Hagey WP, Kanatous SB, et al. Hunting Behavior of a Marine Mammal Beneath the Antarctic Fast Ice. Science. 1999; 283(5404):993–6.CrossrefPubMed

37.
Simpkins MA, Kelly BP, Wartzok D. Three-dimensional analysis of search behaviour by ringed seals. Anim Behav. 2001; 62(1):67–72.Crossref

38.
Bailleul F, Pinaud D, Hindell M, Charrassin JB, Guinet C. Assessment of scale-dependent foraging behaviour in southern elephant seals incorporating the vertical dimension: a development of the First Passage Time method. J Anim Ecol. 2008; 77(5):948–57.CrossrefPubMed

39.
Bestley S, Jonsen ID, Hindell MA, Harcourt RG, Gales NJ. Taking animal tracking to new depths: synthesizing horizontal–vertical movement relationships for four marine predators. Ecology. 2015; 96(2):417–27.CrossrefPubMed

40.
Virginie Ramasco, Barraquand F, Biuw M, McConnell B, Nilssen KT. The intensity of horizontal and vertical search in a diving forager: the harbour seal. Mov Ecol. 2015; 3(1):15.Crossref

41.
Davis RW, Fuiman LA, Williams TM, Le Boeuf BJ. Three-dimensional movements and swimming activity of a northern elephant seal. Comp Biochem Physiol A Mol Integr Physiol. 2001; 129(4):759–70.CrossrefPubMed

42.
Mitani Y, Andrews RD, Sato K, Kato A, Naito Y, Costa DP. Three-dimensional resting behaviour of northern elephant seals: drifting like a falling leaf. Biol Lett. 2010; 6(2):163–6.CrossrefPubMed

43.
Matsumura M, Watanabe YY, Robinson PW, Miller PJO, Costa DP, Miyazaki N. Underwater and surface behavior of homing juvenile northern elephant seals. J Exp Biol. 2011; 214(4):629–36.CrossrefPubMed

44.
Goldbogen JA, Hazen EL, Friedlaender AS, Calambokidis J, DeRuiter SL, Stimpert AK, et al. Prey density and distribution drive the three-dimensional foraging strategies of the largest filter feeder. Funct Ecol. 2015; 29(7):951–61.Crossref

45.
Adachi T, Costa DP, Robinson PW, Peterson SH, Yamamichi M, Naito Y, et al. Searching for prey in a three-dimensional environment: hierarchical movements enhance foraging success in northern elephant seals. Funct Ecol. 2016;n/a–n/a.

46.
Viviant M, Trites AW, Rosen DAS, Monestiez P, Guinet C. Prey capture attempts can be detected in Steller sea lions and other marine predators using accelerometers. Polar Biol. 2010; 33(5):713–9.Crossref

47.
Gallon S, Bailleul F, Charrassin JB, Guinet C, Bost CA, Handrich Y, et al. Identifying foraging events in deep diving southern elephant seals, Mirounga leonina, using acceleration data loggers. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 2013; 88–89:14–22.Crossref

48.
Foo D, Semmens JM, Arnould JPY, Dorville N, Hoskins AJ, Abernathy K, et al. Testing optimal foraging theory models on benthic divers. Anim Behav. 2016; 112:127–38.Crossref

49.
Mitani Y, Watanabe Y, Sato K, Cameron MF, Naito Y. 3D diving behavior of Weddell seals with respect to prey accessibility and abundance. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2004; 281:275–81.Crossref

50.
Shiomi K, Sato K, Mitamura H, Arai N, Naito Y, Ponganis PJ. Effect of ocean current on the dead-reckoning estimation of 3-D dive paths of emperor penguins. Aquat Biol. 2008; 3(3):265–70.Crossref

51.
Wilson RP, Shepard ELC, Liebsch N. Prying into the intimate details of animal lives: use of a daily diary on animals. Endanger Species Res. 2008; v4:123–37.Crossref

52.
Narazaki T, Sato K, Abernathy KJ, Marshall GJ, Miyazaki N. Sea turtles compensate deflection of heading at the sea surface during directional travel. J Exp Biol. 2009; 212(24):4019–26.CrossrefPubMed

53.
BenoitBird KJ, Battaile BC, Nordstrom CA, Trites AW. Foraging behavior of northern fur seals closely matches the hierarchical patch scales of prey. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2013; 479:283–302.Crossref

54.
Wensveen PJ, Thomas L, Miller PJO. A path reconstruction method integrating dead-reckoning and position fixes applied to humpback whales. Mov Ecol. 2015; 3(1):1–16.Crossref

55.
McMahon CR, Burton H, Slip D, McLean S, Bester M. Field immobilisation of southern elephant seals with intravenous tiletamine and zolazepam. Vet Rec. 2000; 146(9):251–4.CrossrefPubMed

56.
R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing; 2014.

57.
Le Bras Y. rbl: Biologging tools for diving predators. 2016.

58.
Jouma’a J, Le Bras Y, Richard G, Vacquié-Garcia J, Picard B, Ei Ksabi N, et al. Adjustment of diving behaviour with prey encounters and body condition in a deep diving predator: the Southern Elephant Seal. Funct Ecol. 2015.

59.
Crocker DE, Boeuf BJL, Costa DP. Drift diving in female northern elephant seals: implications for food processing. Can J Zool. 1997; 75(1):27–39.Crossref

60.
Vacquié-Garcia J, Guinet C, Laurent C, Bailleul F. Delineation of the southern elephant seal’s main foraging environments defined by temperature and light conditions. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 2015; 113:145–53.Crossref

61.
Signal developers. signal: Signal processing. 2013.

62.
Le Bras Y, Jouma’a J, Picard B, Guinet C. How Elephant Seals (Mirounga leonina) Adjust Their Fine Scale Horizontal Movement and Diving Behaviour in Relation to Prey Encounter Rate. PLOS ONE. 2016; 11(12):e0167226.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

63.
Richard G, Vacquié-Garcia J, Jouma’a J, Picard B, Génin A, Arnould JPY, et al. Variation in body condition during the post-moult foraging trip of southern elephant seals and its consequences on diving behaviour. J Exp Biol. 2014; 217(14):2609–19.CrossrefPubMed

64.
Farrell E, Fuiman L. animalTrack: Animal track reconstruction for high frequency 2-dimensional (2D) or 3-dimensional (3D) movement data. 2013.

65.
Burgess WC, Tyack PL, Le Boeuf BJ, Costa DP. A programmable acoustic recording tag and first results from free-ranging northern elephant seals. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 1998; 45(7):1327–51.Crossref

66.
Hassrick JL, Crocker DE, Zeno RL, Blackwell SB, Costa DP, Le Boeuf BJ. Swimming speed and foraging strategies of northern elephant seals. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 2007; 54(3–4):369–83.Crossref

67.
Dragon A, Bar-Hen A, Monestiez P, Guinet C. Comparative analysis of methods for inferring successful foraging areas from Argos and GPS tracking data. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2012; 452:253–67.Crossref

68.
Aoki K, Watanabe YY, Crocker DE, Robinson PW, Biuw M, Costa DP, et al. Northern elephant seals adjust gliding and stroking patterns with changes in buoyancy: validation of at-sea metrics of body density. J Exp Biol. 2011; 214(17):2973–87.CrossrefPubMed

69.
Venables WN, Ripley BD. Modern applied statistics with S, 4th ed. Statistics and computing. New York, NY: Springer; 2007.

70.
Zeileis A, Kleiber C, Jackman S. Regression Models for Count Data in R. J Stat Softw. 2008;27(8).

71.
Bailleul F, Lesage V, Hammill MO. Spherical First Passage Time: A tool to investigate area-restricted search in three-dimensional movements. Ecol Model. 2010; 221(13–14):1665–73.Crossref

72.
Jouma’a J, Le Bras Y, Picard B, Guinet C. Three-dimensional assessment of hunting strategies in a deep diving predator, southern elephant seal Mirounga leonina. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2017; 573:255–68.Crossref

73.
McIntyre T, Stansfield LJ, Bornemann H, Plötz J, Bester MN. Hydrographic influences on the summer dive behaviour of Weddell seals (Leptonychotes weddellii) in Atka bay, Antarctica. Polar Biol. 2013; 36(11):1693–700.Crossref

74.
Blanchet MA, Lydersen C, Ims RA, Kovacs KM. Seasonal, Oceanographic and Atmospheric Drivers of Diving Behaviour in a Temperate Seal Species Living in the High Arctic. PLoS ONE. 2015; 10(7):e0132686.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

75.
Vacquié-Garcia J, Royer F, Dragon AC, Viviant M, Bailleul F, Guinet C. Foraging in the Darkness of the Southern Ocean: Influence of Bioluminescence on a Deep Diving Predator. PLoS ONE. 2012; 7(8):e43565.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

76.
Takahashi A, Matsumoto K, Hunt Jr GL, Shultz MT, Kitaysky AS, Sato K, et al. Thick-billed murres use different diving behaviors in mixed and stratified waters. Deep Sea Res Part II: Top Stud Oceanogr. 2008; 55(16–17):1837–45.Crossref

77.
Iwasa Y. Vertical Migration of Zooplankton: A Game Between Predator and Prey. Am Nat. 1982; 120(2):171–80.Crossref

78.
Ropert-Coudert Y, Wilson RP. Trends and perspectives in animal-attached remote sensing. Front Ecol Environ. 2005; 3(8):437–44.Crossref

79.
Bestley S, Patterson TA, Hindell MA, Gunn JS. Predicting feeding success in a migratory predator: integrating telemetry, environment, and modeling techniques. Ecology. 2010; 91(8):2373–84.CrossrefPubMed

80.
Hill S, Burrows MT, Hughes RN. Adaptive search in juvenile plaice foraging for aggregated and dispersed prey. J Fish Biol. 2002; 61(5):1255–67.Crossref

81.
Mcgovern KA, Marshall cD, Davis RW. Are Vibrissae Viable Sensory Structures for Prey Capture in Northern Elephant seals, Mirounga angustirostris?Anat Rec. 2015; 298(4):750–60.Crossref

82.
Lythgoe JN, Dartnall HJA. A “Deep Sea Rhodopsin” in a Mammal. Nature. 1970; 227(5261):955–6.CrossrefPubMed

83.
Levenson DH, Schusterman RJ. Dark Adaptation and Visual Sensitivity in Shallow and Deep-Diving Pinnipeds1. Mar Mamm Sci. 1999; 15(4):1303–13.Crossref

84.
Schusterman RJ, Kastak D, Levenson DH, Reichmuth CJ, Southall BL. Why pinnipeds don’t echolocate. J Acoust Soc Am. 2000; 107(4):2256–64.CrossrefPubMed

85.
Cotté C, d’Ovidio F, Dragon AC, Guinet C, Lévy M. Flexible preference of southern elephant seals for distinct mesoscale features within the Antarctic Circumpolar Current. Prog Oceanogr. 2015; 131:46–58.Crossref

86.
Williams A, Koslow JA. Species composition, biomass and vertical distribution of micronekton over the mid-slope region off southern tasmania, Australia. Mar Biol. 1997; 130(2):259–76.Crossref

87.
Gauthier S, Oeffner J, ODriscoll RL. Species composition and acoustic signatures of mesopelagic organisms in a subtropical convergence zone, the New Zealand Chatham Rise. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2014; 503:23–40.Crossref

88.
Ariza A, Garijo JC, Landeira JM, Bordes F, Hernández-León S. Migrant biomass and respiratory carbon flux by zooplankton and micronekton in the subtropical northeast Atlantic Ocean (Canary Islands). Prog Oceanogr. 2015; 134:330–42.Crossref

89.
Kaartvedt S, Staby A, Aksnes D. Efficient trawl avoidance by mesopelagic fishes causes large underestimation of their biomass. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2012; 456:1–6.Crossref

90.
Ropert-Coudert Y, Wilson RP. Subjectivity in bio-logging: do logged data mislead?Mem Natl Inst Polar Res Spec Issue. 2004; 58:23–33.

91.
Sala JE, Quintana F, Wilson RP, Dignani J, Lewis MN, Campagna C. Pitching a new angle on elephant seal dive patterns. Polar Biol. 2011; 34(8):1197–209.Crossref

92.
Laplanche C, Marques TA, Thomas L. Tracking marine mammals in 3D using electronic tag data. Methods Ecol Evol. 2015;n/a–n/a.

93.
Chapman JW, Klaassen RHG, Drake VA, Fossette S, Hays GC, Metcalfe JD, et al. Animal Orientation Strategies for Movement in Flows. Curr Biol. 2011; 21(20):R861–R870.CrossrefPubMed

94.
Watanabe YY, Takahashi A. Linking animal-borne video to accelerometers reveals prey capture variability. Proc Natl Acad Sci. 2013; 110(6):2199–204.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

95.
Lawson GL, Hückstädt LA, Lavery AC, Jaffré FM, Wiebe PH, Fincke JR, et al. Development of an animal-borne “sonar tag” for quantifying prey availability: test deployments on northern elephant seals. Anim Biotelemetry. 2015; 3(1):22.Crossref




OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/A40462_2017_108_Figa_HTML.gif
Coefficients Standard Error palues. Exponentiated Coef +C1957%
G 9m 18m 5o Om 18m 150 Om 1Bm 08 1o ta

Swimming speed SO 014 012 010 004 004 004 000 000 001 -
Mean depth 016 019 021 004 004 004 000 000 000 -
Vertical vidth 021 023 03 004 004 005 000 000 000 -~

Count Horizontal width 010 009 011 004 004 004 001 002 000 -
Total dispersion 04 051 04 005 005 005 000 000 000 -
MCL dispersion o 004 002 -~
MClvertical extent 008 -0.08 00t oo 003 004 00 To 20
Swimming specd SD 233 238 235 044 044 044 000 000 00D B

Jeroencess  SWMTEEdSOT 066 066 065 012 012 012 000 000 000 -
Mean depth 061 064 06 02 02 021 000 000 000 -
log(Botom duration) 181 -195 204 060 060 060 000 000 000 -

2 | fers to quadratic term.





OEBPS/contact.gif





OEBPS/A40462_2017_108_Fig3_HTML.gif
Counts

400

300

200

100

0.0

02

04 08

M+ ro+Aa






OEBPS/A40462_2017_108_Fig5_HTML.gif
15005 3.00-05

PEE denslty (PEE/ m")

000400

15005 3.00-05

PEE denstty (PEE/ m")

000400

Plnb. PEE >0)
00 02 04 08 08 10

~Swimming speed sid. dev. (més) ‘vean depih at botiom phase (m) Verlical extent across ML (m)

02 04 08 08 1 200 40 60 80 o 50 100 150

30005

"PEE dansity (PEE/ m)
15005
PEE density (PEE/ m)
30005
L

15005
L

{2 : R - gy Hl
= Flmem——— H -
MR MR o 1 zoa4 s
[R————— Wen st s ot s s [IES———
Horizontal extent across MC1 (m) Total dispersion MC1 dispersion / Total dispersion
om oo w o oo o 20 s o7 os o3 1

- i -3

] £ 1] ¢ 1

1 - % i_ ¥ % 2

i 15 H

4 g -_t,' g 2

1 ~ & S ~ # g

-2 0 2 4 L] 8 o 2 4 6 © 4 -3 =2 -1 0

Horizontal extent across MC1 (scaled units) Total dispersion (scaled units) 'MC1 dispersion / Total dispersion (scaled units)
‘Swimming speed std. dev. (m/s) ‘Bottom duration (s) Mean depth at bottom phase (m)

02 04 08 08 1

45 50 55 60 65 70 75 2 4 0 1 2

Pnb. PEE > 0)
00 02 04 05 08 10
Pnb. PEE >0)

00 02 04 08 08 10

Loa(Bottor duration) Mean depth at bottom phase (scaled units)





OEBPS/A40462_2017_108_Article_IEq1.gif





OEBPS/A40462_2017_108_Fig2_HTML.gif
Average location

1o 15 20 25 30
Dlame B Dlane A Distance eastward (m)





OEBPS/A40462_2017_108_Fig1_HTML.gif
i5s.

4

(Jtance norimmr—d (m)

o

Dive 2 - Map view
=
Dive 1 Map view g -
'H_ Em
3 = 3 o H
Distanc sastward (m) §
E]
Distance eastwerd (m)
d  Dwez-Proieview
o
Do 1- ot vew o
gm
T % oo 3 -
Distance song frstmein component ()

RS
Distance along first main component (m)





OEBPS/A40462_2017_108_Fig4_HTML.gif
Counts

w0

I

02 03 04 05 0s 07 08 03
V3ol

vl

1





