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Reported Fish Spinning Observations
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Foraging and risk of fish spinning

* Foraging habitat
* Seagrass vs pelagic

1.00 1

<
wn

* Prey items

Probability of parasitism

0.25 1 \ 0.25

* Seascape
* Fragmented vs
continuous 0001 oo
Proportion of grass land cover within 660 m Distance to crop edge (m)

Stephenson et al. 2024 Landscape Ecology






Objectives

. Investigate influence of seascape or habitat type and
configuration on occurrence of fish spinning behavior

. Examine changes in prey community structure in areas affect by
fish spinning
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Methods Objective 1

* Fish spinning observations
* BTT reporting hotline

* Unified reef map
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Higher occurrence of fish spinning with increased
discontinuous seagrass
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Higher occurrence of fish spinning closer to reef and land
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Methods Objective 2

Fish Spinning
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Prey communities did not differ in areas with fish spinning
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Methods Objective 3
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Healthy and necropsy Sawfish same resource use
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Source contribution
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Conclusions

* Fish spinning occurrence increased in more fragmented habitats (at the 1 km
scale) closer to reef and land

* Prey communities showed no spatial differences between spinning vs. non-
spinning flats in biomass, abundance, richness, diversity, or composition
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Conclusions

* Fish spinning occurrence increased in more fragmented habitats (at the 1 km
scale) closer to reef and land

* Prey communities showed no spatial differences between spinning vs. non-
spinning flats in biomass, abundance, richness, diversity, or composition

 Smalltooth Sawfish did not differ in resource use in symptomatic or
asymptomatic individuals but differed from pre-event fish

* Shifts toward nearshore/mangrove energy in symptomatic Crevalle Jack
consistent with elevated exposure risk in nearshore microhabitats.
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