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1) Effect of substrate type on oyster
demographics?



1) Effect of substrate type on oyster
demographics?

Recruitment did NOT differ among substrate types
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2) Response of estuarine fish to oyster
reef restoration?



2) Response of estuarine fish to oyster
reef restoration?

Species richness higher in restored reefs than “off reef”

Cumulative number of

species

60

40

20

Restored reef

Off reef

Pea

rson and Eggleston. 2014. Trans Am Fish Soc. 143: 273-278



3) Larval output of restored habitats?



3) Larval output of restored habitats?

Sanctuary output greatest per unit area
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3) Larval output of restored habitats?

Total larval output of restored habitats < natural reefs
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Potential “Spill-in” of Oyster Larvae to Broodstock Reserves
' Jason Peters (jwpeter2@ncsu.edu), David Eggleston, and Brandon Puckett
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4) Oyster reefs have distinct
soundscape? Possible settlement cue?



4) Oyster reefs have distinct
soundscape? Possible settlement cue?

Oyster reefs have higher sound levels and distinct spectra

Lillis et al. 2013. PLoS One. 8(10): e79337.



4) Oyster reefs have distinct
soundscape? Possible settlement cue?

Higher settlement when larvae exposed to reef sound
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5) Optimal site selection for oyster
sanctuaries?



5) Optimal site selection for oyster
sanctuaries?

39% of Pamlico Sound unsuitable

Puckett et al. 2014. Unpubl. data.



5) Optimal site selection for oyster
sanctuaries?

Optimal locations: SW and N portion of Pamlico Sound
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