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I have reviewed ROV navigation from recent dives of both vehicles. The data were retrieved using the new expedition database search web pages. The files reviewed include:


Ventana dive 1703 on 11/3/1999   (Robison midwater sampling)



Data file:
nav1999307vnta.txt


Ventana dive 1704 on 11/4/1999  (Steve Rock testing)



Data file:
nav1999308vnta.txt


Tiburon dives on 12/1/1999 through 12/4/1999 (Dale Graves testing)



Data files: 
nav1999335tibr.txt





nav1999336tibr.txt





nav1999337tibr.txt





nav1999338tibr.txt

The Ventana navigation has the following characteristics:

1) The dives went to depths of 600 m and 1000 m, respectively.

2) The noise in the lon lat fixes is roughly +/- 15 m at depths of 600 m, but increases to +/- 50 m at depths of 1000 m.

3) There are significant artifacts or excursions at the beginnings and ends of the dives (not surprising).

4) The ROV depth values have frequent spikes, all shallower than the real depths.

Comments:

1) Basically this is status quo navigation with no surpises.

2) DMO should investigate possible improvements to the USBL navigation system used on Ventana, as intended (with input from Caress and Hatcher, as promised).

3) Caress needs to provide improved display and processing software, as promised.


The Tiburon navigation has the following characteristics:

1) The deepest dive went to depths of 4200 m

2) Even at 4000 m depth, the navigation noise was better than Ventana nav at 1000 m. The noise was +/- 20 m at times, and no worse than +/- 50 m.

3) The navigation was not recorded consistently through all of the dives – there are gaps in the nav where valid ROV attitude and depth values are recorded.

4) The ROV depth has some spikes, but not as many as Ventana.

5) The repeating of the last valid value when no new values are available is awkward when using the existing nav editing/display software (mbnavedit). This can be handled in the processing software, however.

Comments:

1) These are still test dives, so finding problems is not surprising.

2) Except for the data gaps and spikes, the nav quality is as good as can be expected without LBL. This data should be quite amenable to improvement via the processing tools promised by Caress.

3) Caress needs to discuss the navigation data quality with Dale Graves and the Tiburon team, if only to demonstrate that somebody cares!

4) Caress needs to provide improved display and processing software, as promised.

