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1.  Executive Summary of comments – Recommendations 
 
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) received a petition to list the Eastern 
oyster (Crassostrea virginica) as either threatened or endangered under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). The Eastern oyster is an emblematic species in the US coastal states, 
playing a significant role at various levels: shaping coastal social communities, providing a 
commercial activity (public fishery & aquaculture) and recreational - amenity benefits, and as 
a keystone species in highly diverse and sensitive ecosystems (estuaries). This petition is 
likely the result of concerns regarding the partial collapse of public fisheries in several states 
as well as from the resulting damages to this species induced by severe hurricanes. A 
Biological Review Team (BRT) was convened to review the status of the Eastern oyster and 
produced a final report entitled ‘Status of the Eastern Oyster Crassostrea virginica’. This 
work has been reviewed to provide further and complementary recommendations. 
 
 
ToR 1. Status report review. 
 
The report reviews the species’ biology, provides an analysis of the ESA’s five factors 
(habitat threats, overutilization, predation and disease, regulatory mechanisms, other 
manmade and natural impacts), reviews the use of aquaculture for this species, and assesses 
the status of the oyster population across its geographic range and evaluates, by using various 
approaches, the on-going conservation actions and further research needs. In spite of 
uncertainties regarding the oyster delineation range, the report provides extensive information 
based on fishery landings and also on oyster species status by using answers to questionnaires 
from scientists and managers from States involved in oyster fishery and management. 
Although commercial landings - in significant decline - represent a global indicator, it is well 
recognized that such information is insufficient to draw conclusions on the oyster species 
status. Therefore, additional information, including restoration efforts, was collected by direct 
interviews and from published information to provide a status report of the oyster species. 
Globally, the species was considered to be sufficiently resilient, with overharvesting being a 
minor threat to the species and recruitment sufficient to maintain population viability 
throughout the species range, except in a portion of the mid-Atlantic. Restoration and 
enhancement efforts for conservation and fishery purposes are carried out throughout the 
species range and are considered to be a necessary process in half of the reviewed estuaries in 
the mid and south Atlantic areas. Moreover, aquaculture is expanding across the species 
range, which further facilitates its sustainability. The species shows a wide range of survival 
strategies, including a strong reproductive capacity facilitating wide dispersal, and a wide 
tolerance to extreme environmental conditions. In spite of threats in various areas, such as 
disease epizootics, no threat has been considered to be so overwhelmingly dominant as to 
threaten the viability of the species across its range. The BRT concluded that the long-term 
persistence of Eastern oysters is not at risk. 
 
The report review was based on editing the report and adding missing references from the 
published and ‘grey’ literature. Statements were reviewed and completed, and additional 
studies and missing scientific data were identified. Generally, the report is appropriate in 
reviewing all elements of the available information and the main conclusions are confirmed, 
notably the fact that the oyster species is not at risk now and will not be in the foreseeable 
future. 
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The oyster species shows biological characteristics leading to strong resilience, including 
wide adaptation to highly variable environment, large reproductive capacity, and persistent 
larval pelagic stage facilitating dispersion. A multifactorial approach, combining for example 
salinity and temperature thresholds to explain larval survival and growth rates, was suggested 
as an approach to better understand adaptability to highly variable environmental conditions. 
Additional scientific data were brought in to explain larval dispersion and retention within 
geographic structures, which are eventually genetically characterized in several case studies.  
 
 
ToR 2.a. Are species/subspecies delineations supported by the information presented? 
 
The issue of genetic structure of current oyster populations along the US and Central 
American coastlines and, more specifically, the issue of species delineation for conservation 
purposes and the question surrounding subspecies for C. virginica, was supported by 
appropriate information but eventually considered as a secondary issue since phenotypic 
differentiations of interest for conservation have not been demonstrated, nor are available with 
the two potential subspecies of C. virginica. Similarly, morphological variation obtained in 
the Laguna Madre oyster population was believed to be due to environmental influences 
rather than genetic influences, in spite of a genetically distinct population (cf p. 17). 
Therefore, top priority should be given to understand phenotypic/genotypic characteristics and 
interactions, to be able in the near future to facilitate further decisions regarding conservation 
options. If significant differences were to be demonstrated, it might also facilitate decisions 
related to the subspecies issue. Moreover, aiming for genetic variability and peculiarities at a 
microscale structure might likely be a more rewarding approach for identifying, by way of 
example, natural disease resistant strains (e.g., Lynnhaven River oyster population, 
Chesapeake Bay), and to sustain optimal management options for oyster stock enhancement. 
 
 
ToR 2.b. Does the report include and cite the best scientific and commercial information 
available on the species and threats to it and its habitat? 
 
Although not entirely comprehensive, the available information on the species and threats to it 
are presented in a proper way in the report. Particularly, the issue of species and/or subspecies 
delineations is presented in an optimal way considering large uncertainties regarding the 
techniques and samplings available. Moreover, it is considered as a less critical issue - due to 
the characteristics of the animal and its population genetics – compared to more advanced 
animals (e.g., killer whale). Similarly, additional up-to-date references of critical interest were 
unavailable at the timing of the report publication (Rose et al., 2006). 
 
Among ESA’s five factors, habitat threats were considered of critical importance, due to 
global environmental changes, feedback effects, and the associated uncertainties (e.g., 
qualitative and quantitative freshwater flows vs recruitment, species distribution).  
 
With regard to the management options, it should be emphasized that most of the actions aim 
for long-term effects (reef building, minimum legal size, yield per recruit, spawning stock 
biomass) rather than short term actions, such as a dynamic management approach considering 
by way of example, environmental conditions and disease prevalence to maximize spat 
recruitment.  
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Aquaculture has several major applications in sustaining wild populations as well as in 
contributing to the sustainability of oyster populations through supportive breeding programs. 
However, the potential for selected oyster strains to contribute to the gene pool of co-
occurring wild oyster populations is clearly an issue of concern to be addressed, as is the 
founder effect and possible genetic drift. Hatchery production might be a genetic bottleneck if 
supportive breeding is not properly carried out (specific requirements at the genetically 
effective population size). Most of the research effort is carried out through the Chesapeake 
Bay supportive breeding program using, by way of example, the DEBY dual disease resistant 
strains. Any prospect for ‘genetic rehabilitation’ by introgressing alleles for disease tolerance 
into wild populations is still speculative, although part of the scientific debate and interest. 
Impact of polyploids, not really discussed in the report, should also be considered: triploids 
are not entirely sterile and might produce gametes in specific environmental conditions (e.g., 
high summer temperatures). 
 

 
ToR 2.c. Are the scientific conclusions sound and derived logically from the results? 
 
The report reviewed in an appropriate way the present status of the Eastern oyster Crassostrea 
virginica across its natural range and concluded that the species is not presently at risk and 
will not be for the foreseeable future. I fully agree with the report’s conclusion on the long 
term persistence of Eastern oysters. Although the report does not provide a comprehensive 
dataset of information, the resulting scientific conclusions are sound and derived logically 
from the results. Overall, the results are consistent with the conclusions. 
 
 
ToR 2.d. Where available, are opposing scientific studies or theories acknowledged and 
discussed? 
 
Rather than missing ‘opposing scientific studies’, complementary approaches could be 
suggested to clarify the issue, and therefore are herein proposed as research needs and gaps as 
an addition to the report. They concern both oyster stock assessments and genetic research at 
hatchery production sites to sustain appropriately supportive breeding programs. Estimates of 
effective population size are required, both at the hatchery and in the wild, according to 
various geographic sites. Ex-situ conservation, although debatable when proposed as a single 
management option, could be suggested in addition to in-situ management options. Both 
approaches require an appropriate knowledge of the populations of interest and a better 
understanding of the genetic population structure - therefore sampling strategy - particularly 
at the limits of the species distribution. Knowledge of disease resistant strains and their 
potential uses and impacts is required, as well as the virulence of associated diseases agents, 
to produce better understanding of interactions among ‘environmental conditions’, 
‘pathogens’, and ‘host’.  
 
Moreover, the effects of global climate change on the oyster population status is obviously an 
issue to consider for the species conservation and further management options in spite of the 
broad distribution range of the species. This would likely facilitate overall understanding. 
Potentially induced changes in the distribution of exotics and disease vectors might also be of 
interest in a similar way for a more comprehensive view and to assess the on-going trends in 
C. virginica. 
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2.  Background 
 
NOAA (NMFS) received a petition to list the Eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica) as either 
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). This petition likely 
reflected concerns over the near collapse of the oyster fishery in several States along the 
eastern US coastline and drastic climatic events (hurricanes) affecting wild and cultured 
oyster populations along the Gulf coastline. The key question is whether the fishery landings 
are a general indicator of the status of the oyster C. virginica population, given the lack of 
comprehensive spatial and temporal oyster stock assessments along the US coastline to 
specify the present status and population trends of this species. 
 
Moreover, decades of fishery management have been obviously insufficient to reverse the 
downward trends in oyster landings, therefore prompting the managers to question the overall 
efficiency of management practices, and to explore complementary approaches such as reef 
building and sanctuaries. Adding to the complexity is the fact that oyster diseases (e.g., MSX, 
Perkinsus marinus) since their occurrence have had a significant impact on Eastern oyster 
populations and landings, although not leading to a fast disappearance of the species.  This is 
to be contrasted with what happened in French waters with two Crassostrea angulata 
populations in the early 1970s, which prompted the managers to quickly introduce a new 
oyster species (Crassostrea gigas). Actually, there is no doubt that MSX and Dermo are both 
major driving factors that have had an impact on Eastern oyster populations, but to what 
extent remains unclear. For example, the natural development of disease resistant populations, 
resulting from a natural selection process following decades of disease-induced high mortality 
rates remains scientifically debatable, even though some evidence is reported in Delaware 
Bay oyster populations.      
 
Moreover, the Eastern oyster is an emblematic species for the scientific community as well as 
environmentalist-conservation groups, considering the ecological services provided in both 
environmentally sensitive and highly impacted areas (estuarine & coastal areas). The oyster is 
usually considered a keystone species and a suitable indicator of environment health since it 
will thrive in a ‘healthy’ environment and can also be used to mitigate and reverse 
environmental damage in polluted estuarine and coastal areas. This is mainly due to its 
capacity to build three dimensional habitat (thereby providing new habitat for biodiversity 
improvement),  as well as to develop large and extensive populations that can filter significant 
volumes of seawater and remove particles and bio-accumulating pollutants, and thus acting to 
limit eutrophication side effects. 
 
Apart from the ecological services provided by this species, the Eastern oyster is also a 
centerpiece in local and coastal communities, which otherwise would not exist. Since the 
colonial times, the oyster has occupied a prominent role in building and propping up social 
communities and still represents a ‘way of life’ in several coastal areas (e.g., watermen in 
Chesapeake Bay, ‘folk management’ in Florida & Louisiana, etc.). Recreational and amenity 
benefits are also well recognized at various coastal user levels. 
 
For all of these reasons, it makes sense to examine the present status of the Eastern oyster and 
future trends for those populations, and to specify further research needs for the sustainable 
development and conservation of this emblematic species.    
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3.  Description of review activities 
 
 
The review activities included the following: 
 

1. Performing a literature review to verify any possible missing information, as well as 
to add references published in between the report completion and the present review of 
the report (2 days); 
 
2. completing the published literature review by checking ‘grey’ literature of interest 
(meeting minutes of conferences and workshops) (1 day); 
 
3. editing the report and identifying missing items (1 day); 
 
4. discussing with additional scientists (e.g., geneticists) specific items (1 day); 
 
5. synthesizing the information and writing the evaluation report (1 day). 

  
 
4.  Summary of comments 
 
The reports contains additional comments and references directly listed using revision marks 
to facilitate their identification and reading. 
 
In addition, the following comments are provided in accordance with the various chapters of 
the report: Species biology, analysis of the ESA’s five factors, aquaculture, status of the 
population, conservation actions, research needs, and conclusions. 
 
 
a. Species Biology 
 
This chapter is an appropriate general overview of the C. virginica biology, identifying the 
main factors (and their values) possibly affecting oyster population. This covers all the 
necessary items, ranging from individual to population dynamics, from morphology, 
reproductive behaviour, spat settlement, and the genetic structure of the populations. The 
literature cited is appropriate, although other key references can be added (e.g., Mann et al. 
1991).  
 
It should be emphasized that, while all the factors are presented separately (although optimum 
values were not systematically provided), little information and less emphasis was placed on 
specifying the interactions among factors that are of critical importance to understanding the 
entire process. Several references were added to address the issue. By way of example, while 
oyster larval survival rate could be described according to single values, such as temperature, 
salinity, etc., multiple factor models that combine various variables are more suitable for 
describing and predicting survival and growth rates (e.g. Lough, 1975, Goulletquer et al. 
1994; Mann et al. 1995). Similarly, the duration of the larval pelagic stage is simply presented 
as a two-week process, with a capacity to reach a month. Those are average figures. Actually, 
the pelagic phase can last more than a month depending on environmental conditions. At 
lower temperatures, significant survival and growth rates still can be obtained (with a final 
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successful metamorphosis) following a two-month larval phase, which is a critical change 
when considering larval dispersion and population expansion (Boudry, personal 
communication). These comments are made mainly to emphasize the fact that a multifactorial 
approach is more suitable to estimate in situ population trends. Similarly, oyster summer 
mortalities, described as occurring in sea water temperatures exceeding 30°C, are also related 
to oyster physiological status (e.g., active reproduction and increased energy demands). In 
contrast, mortality rates of ‘sterile’ polyploids are limited in summer. Thermal tolerances can 
be expanded by thermal stress, which activate oyster physiology (e.g., induced heat shock 
proteins – HSP). Again, the multifactorial approach should be prioritized to explain trends. 
With respect to growth and feeding, it should be emphasized that the high growth variability 
(for a similar age) is directly dependent upon carrying capacity and stocking biomass, and 
therefore environmental conditions. Oysters have the capacity to adapt their physiological 
activity and to operate a particle selection process at the gill and labial palp level, therefore 
explaining the production of biodeposits (e.g., pseudo feces), leading to possible siltation and 
subsequent environmental impacts. 
 
Habitat preference is well described, although it should be emphasized that oyster physiology 
will adapt according to conditions. Dissolved oxygen saturation, between 20-100%, is 
‘acceptable’ but at the expense of oyster physiology and behaviour. Below 60%, metabolism 
would adjust to those conditions, which can lead in extreme conditions to hypoxia, and 
anaerobiosis, a different physiological pathway mobilizing other constituents (carbohydrates 
are broken down to sustain metabolism). 
 
With regard to ecology and population dynamics, I entirely agree with the statement that the 
species is highly resilient, therefore tolerating highly variable environmental conditions and 
showing a wide spatial distribution. The ecological role of oysters in the estuarine community 
can be reinforced by additional references using a modelling approach (e.g., Dame 1993, 
1996). The report specifies the current and historic abundance (p.12) and highlights 
uncertainties due to the lack of reliable quantitative survey data. While it is true that 
biological surveys have not been carried out extensively for various reasons (p.13), 
statistically sound survey designs are available, as are gear efficiency comparisons (Chai, 
1992a,b; Jordan et al., 2002). Therefore, the issue is at the management level, rather than a 
question regarding scientific feasibility. With respect to recruitment, it should be emphasized 
that mechanisms of dispersal and recruitment are still unclear (Epifanio, 1988). However, the 
local phenomenon of larval retention is generally explained by ‘passive’ transport induced by 
physical factors, by an ‘active’ process involving larval swimming, or by a combination of 
both (Deskshenieks et al., 1996). Several references can be added on that critical matter to 
assess oyster population status as well as in terms of management options. This is also critical 
to explain genetic differentiation among geographical areas. 
 
Species delineation 
This leads to the issue of genetic structure of current oyster populations along the US and 
Central American coastlines and, more specifically, the issue of species delineation for 
conservation purposes and the question surrounding subspecies for C. virginica (task 2a in the 
statement of work).  First, it must be noted that, due to the oyster genetic characteristics and 
variability, the issue of subspecies is less critical for the Eastern oyster than a similar question 
would be for for a marine mammal (e.g. killer whales). The report details extensively the 
various methods used to obtain conclusive information regarding genetic population structure, 
underlining the difficulties and controversies among results. Those results have shown 
significant shifts concomitantly with improvements in biomolecular methods such as genetic 
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markers. Therefore, those recent developments explain why the conclusions are not 
definitively drawn on issues of subspecies and species delineation. However, the most 
conclusive results indicate the possibility of Atlantic/Gulf population structure with a genetic 
transition, while other studies report on a panmictic population (Buroker, 1983). The 
Atlantic/Gulf population would make sense according to biogeographical constraints between 
those two distinct areas.  
 
Besides C. virginica, it should be noted that the whole genus Crassostrea is up to now still 
under review and that regular revisions occur. Rather than concluding directly on the 
existence (or not) of subspecies based upon genetic descriptors, several points can be 
highlighted and questioned: 
 

1. Do we have significant phenotypic differentiations associated with the Gulf and 
Atlantic populations that would justify and strengthen the need for suitable 
conservation measures?  

2. Rather than the subspecies issues, do we have more concerns around genetic 
peculiarities at a smaller scale (see Laguna Madre and Chesapeake Bay studies)?  

 
Considering the first question, it is interesting to compare the C. virginica situation with the 
status of C. angulata versus C. gigas in European waters. Following a long debate on the C. 
angulata origin and speciation, and the use of various genetic markers, scientists have 
concluded that C. angulata is of Asian origin and shares a large amount of genetic structure 
with C. gigas (O. Foighil et al., 1998; Boudry et al., 1998). Actually both ‘species’ are so 
similar that they are considered as taxa. However, their phenotypic characteristics present 
highly significant differences in reproductive pattern, in the duration of the spawning season, 
and several partial spawnings versus a massive one. Sensitivity to diseases is also 
significantly different - C. angulata was eradicated by a virus while C. gigas was not 
impacted.  Also, overall oyster yield is reduced for C. angulata compared to C. gigas, and 
metabolic activity is greater for C. gigas. All these differences make them valuable for 
conservation purposes while C. angulata, restrained to a small geographic area in Southern 
Portugal, is disappearing due to crossing with the C. gigas strain, cultured in similar locations. 
To my knowledge, such phenotypic differentiations are presently neither demonstrated nor 
available for the two potential subspecies of C. virginica. Similarly, morphological variation 
obtained in the Laguna Madre oyster population was believed to be due to environmental 
influences rather than genetic influences, in spite of it being a genetically distinct population 
(cf p. 17). 
 
By contrast, a more recent study on Chesapeake Bay oyster populations by Rose et al (2006) 
demonstrates surprisingly a pattern of isolation by distance, meaning that efforts to restore 
oyster populations will have local demographic payoffs, at a scale of tributaries or regional 
sub-estuaries within Chesapeake Bay. This is critical in terms of conservation and restoration 
efforts, and it provides more insights about the less than expected larval dispersion within the 
Bay. Moreover, this occurs in an area where decades of management efforts (restocking 
programs) have extensively translocated oysters from one area to another. 
 
Therefore, the subspecies issue is secondary in my opinion, and priority should be given to 
understanding phenotypic/genotypic characteristics and their inter-relationships, to facilitate 
further decision making about conservation options. If significant differences were to be 
demonstrated, it might also facilitate the decision making related to the subspecies issue. 
Moreover, aiming for genetic variability and peculiarities at a microscale structure might 
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likely be more rewarding as a means of identifying, by way of example, natural disease 
resistant strains (e.g., Lynnhaven River oyster population, Chesapeake Bay) and to sustain 
optimal management options for oyster stock enhancement.  
  
 
b. Analysis of the ESA’s five factors 
 
The five factors are well covered in the report. However, additional comments can be 
provided: 
 
Habitat threats  
Changes in freshwater, nutrients, organic material, and silt are not the only factors that lead to 
eutrophication. Changes in the ratio of nutrients (N/P/Si) and a new equilibrium affect 
drastically the phytoplankton community structures, as well as the species successions over 
time. The side effects include the food availability for oysters, nutritional quality, and in 
specific cases, trends that favour dinoflagellate populations over diatoms, with the latter being 
sometimes toxic to human health (e.g. Harmful Algal Blooms, or HABs) and bioaccumulated 
by oyster filtering activity.  
 
Hypoxia/anoxia is a critical factor for oyster larval survival rate, with larvae being less 
protected against environmental stress. 
 
Silt is a major issue when considering spat settlement techniques and restocking programs 
using cultch deployment. To maximize spat settlement, cultch or/and spat collectors have to 
be deployed at the right time and location to guarantee maximized yield. Otherwise, silt can 
drastically reduce the clutch efficiency and at the same time affect the cost-efficiency of such 
rehabilitation programs. 
 
With toxic wastes and pollutant inputs, recent studies have demonstrated that chemicals used 
in agriculture might affect oyster genetics for several successive generations. This is the case 
for atrazine, which can induce the loss of one to two chromosomes at the cellular level 
(aneuploidy). This phenomenon is directly correlated with reduced growth rates, and therefore 
may impact oyster populations and restoration efforts (Bouilly et al., 2003). 
 
The increased demands on natural resources, such as for upstream water supplies, may affect 
the oyster recruitment as larval survival and growth rates are directly correlated with 
temperature-salinity combinations. By way of example, it was demonstrated that larval 
survivorship and spatio-temporal recruitment in Chesapeake Bay in 1985 and 1989 were 
mainly driven by the salinity-temperature level, even though oyster stocking biomass was at a 
record low (Goulletquer et al., 1994). In other words, changes in freshwater inflows may 
directly affect the oyster recruitment success. 
 
Other related threats include climatic change and uncertainties about climate change 
feedback, including carbon and water cycles (NRC, 2003). Presently, the C. gigas oyster 
population in European waters is changing drastically with a northward pattern of recruitment. 
Introduced in 1970, the natural reproduction was restricted to the southwestern French 
Atlantic coastline. Over the last ten years the species has rapidly spread in the English 
Channel and is now considered as an invasive species in several countries (UK, The 
Netherlands, and Germany). Such changes might also affect C. virginica distribution and 
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population sustainability in the near future, and therefore should be of concern for future 
research. 
 
Beside the above discussed changes, pests and exotics might emerge and become a threat for 
oyster populations in several areas. The Asian gastropod Rapana veinosa was introduced by 
ballast waters into the Chesapeake Bay and will likely expand its distribution along the 
Atlantic coastline. New exotics, introduced through ballast waters and sediments, might find 
favourable environmental conditions and thrive in the near future. 
 
Overutilization of the resource 
The overview of harvest should specify that increased fishing effort and spatial changes in 
fishing effort were systematically correlated with habitat deterioration. Both concomitant 
actions have led to the present situation (Rothschild et al., 1994). 
 
The commercial utilization by region should specify that restoration and repletion efforts in 
Chesapeake Bay, Maryland were carried out to sustain extensive public fisheries rather than 
as an aquaculture approach. 
 
Predation and disease    
The diseases listed in the status report, mainly MSX, Dermo and Malpeque agent, emphasized 
the commonly known World Organization for Animal Health (OIE) disease list (compulsory 
declaration when observed). OIE members have strict regulations on the export of diseased 
oysters and zoning for those diseases. The threats are therefore controlled by limiting transfers 
of contaminated oysters among States. However, three concerns should be listed: 1. oyster 
transfers are not restricted within a State; 2. management options regarding emerging and 
unlisted diseases (e.g., Herpes virus), 3. management of oyster populations and transfers when 
abnormal mortality events occur (e.g., contingency plans). Information is lacking at that level.  
 
Moreover, accidental introductions and control of the vectors of introduction (e.g., ballast 
water) are of critical importance. The case of MSX introduced into the Canadian Maritimes is 
a clear demonstration of the problem, as well as the occurrence of Bonamia sp. in the 
candidate species for introduction (C. ariakensis) in North Carolina. The lack of epizootic 
events in the Gulf region, in spite of a prevalence of Haplosporidium nelsoni, is of importance 
to understanding host-parasite-environment relationships – a multifactorial approach – 
including virulence factors for H. nelsoni and C. virginica susceptibility to this protozoan in 
this region, for which there may be a genetic basis (refer to the above genetic structure 
comment). 
 
Regulatory mechanisms 
This chapter is well covered in the report. The main questions and comments are related to 
harvest/fishery management issues. Obviously, oyster stock assessments are too time 
consuming and too expensive to be carried out for a dynamic management plan. Therefore, 
most of the fishery regulations are based on traditional tools (e.g., minimum legal size, quotas, 
fishing gear, etc.) and based on traditional fishery models (such as stocking biomass, CPUE, 
Yield Per Recruit, and others). However, this approach has historically given no consideration 
to environmental conditions or induced effects (disease prevalence-salinity relationships), 
which obviously affect drastically spat recruitment and population dynamics. Therefore, a 
dynamic management strategy based upon freshwater inflow by way of example (see 
comments on habitat threats) has not been feasible.  
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With respect to the conflicting information on management practices carried out to improve 
bottom suitability as oyster habitat or for spat settlement improvement, it should be noted that 
the conflicting information results from taking a public fishery management approach rather 
than a conservation approach (habitat improvement) or an aquaculture approach, which would 
aim to maximize spat recruitment by using spat collectors, deployed in less numbers but with 
the right timing and location. 
  
Other Natural and Man made impacts 
The issue of the Asian C. ariakensis oyster introduction into Chesapeake Bay waters is well 
covered in the report with the on-going three-year research program (completed by the end of 
2007). However, it should be noted that abnormal mortality rate events, resulting from 
Bonamia sp. infections, have occurred at least in North Carolina, which therefore raises 
questions about the future of the project.   
 
With regard to HAB, the summary of known toxic species is appropriate. Although not 
comprehensive, it should be emphasized that sophisticated surveillance and monitoring 
programs also aim to limit impacts of unknown toxicity vectors by using integrated 
bioindicators. By way of example, the ‘mouse test’, which can be listed in the status report, 
aims to detect an abnormal toxicity for human consumption whatever the origin. 
 
Although hurricanes are well covered, no (possible) relationship with climate change trends is 
specified herein. It would make sense to add a paragraph on that issue describing the effects 
of potential seawater acidification, temperature increase, erosion, changes in tide cycle and 
levels, and climate change feedback. 
   
 
c. Aquaculture 
 
Clearly this chapter was written from the perspective of a fishery approach rather than by an 
aquaculture scientist. The word ‘domestication’ in the first sentence is not appropriate for the 
purpose. In contrast to agriculture activity, no genetic improvement of oysters has been 
achieved since the Roman Empire, nor has a selected strain of oysters ever been obtained. 
Rather, oyster aquaculture is not strictly specified as a domestication process but rather a 
process where human intervention and work is predominantly to optimize the rearing cycle as 
well as induce a specific oyster shape.  Actually, oyster farmers are catching spat in the wild 
using a natural process, but are doing so on a yearly basis without genetic improvement. Even 
though hatchery techniques and control of reproduction, have been developed over the last 
50-60 years, this sector is still in its ‘infancy’. In shellfish research and industry, the word 
‘domestication’ was used only very recently, when genetic knowledge reached such a level 
that understanding of the processes let the scientists begin considering it as a possibility, 
although a lot of questions remain to be worked out. Similarly, the wording of ‘aquaculture’ 
versus ‘resource enhancement’ might be discussed. As a shellfish scientist, I would list the 
practice of resource enhancement as ‘extensive aquaculture’ in contrast to ’intensive 
aquaculture’ wherein artificial food is provided to grow animals. It may be a semantic 
perspective, but it also reveals the way aquaculture is carried out.  
 
As specified in the report, I fully agree with the two problems listed as needing to be solved 
for effective management: social, with the recognition of ownership, and the technical aspect 
of improving seed recruitment.  Actually both are related. 
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The potential for selected oyster strains to contribute to the gene pool of co-occurring wild 
oyster populations is clearly an issue of concern to be addressed through research, even 
though Rose et al. (2006) reported the isolation by distance, therefore meaning that the 
potential impact will likely be local. Most up to date research effort is carried out through the 
Chesapeake Bay supportive breeding program using the DEBY dual disease resistant strains 
(Allen & Hilbish, 2003; Hare et al., 2006, Ragone Calvo et al., 2003). Shellfish are different 
than finfish and are potentially riskier. Shellfish fecundity can be of an order of magnitude 
greater than finfish fecundity, as is their mutational load. Founder effects and genetic drift 
should also be considered. Similarly, heterosis, a well documented phenomenon in oysters 
(Launey & Hedgecock, 2001), might provide a compromise in terms of genetic bottlenecks 
while providing heterotic benefits in the form of seed oyster survivorship and/or fecundity. 
Therefore, hatchery production might be a genetic bottleneck if supportive breeding is not 
properly carried out (specific requirements at the genetically effective population size) (Allen 
and Hillbish, 2000). Moreover, any prospect for ‘genetic rehabilitation by introgressing alleles 
for disease tolerance into wild populations is still speculative. 
 
Besides the selected strains, impacts of polyploids are not presented in this report: actually, 
‘reproductive isolation by culture of triploids’, as ascertained in the report, is not guaranteed 
(NRC, 2004). Triploids are not entirely sterile and might produce gametes in specific 
environmental conditions (e.g., high summer temperatures). Recommendations on that matter 
have prompted French scientists to develop a “biovigilance” (biosecurity) monitoring network 
in traditional wild spat recruitment bays because 30% of French production is triploid based. 
Although tetraploids are fertile, they are usually in a quarantine controlled system. However, 
US regulation on that matter is not specified in the report.  
 
 
d. Status of the population 
 
The information related to quantitative stock assessments and preliminary stock assessments 
is appropriate and correctly specifies the present status of the on-going assessments and 
various complementary approaches. However, as stated in the report, I fully agree that this 
type of information is insufficient to correctly evaluate the status of the species. The use of a 
questionnaire to assess the species status is of interest and complementary, although this 
approach is mainly qualitative. Shortcomings of the questionnaire include a lack of responses 
from some regions as well as from independent experts, and the fact that responses are not 
balanced by a weighing factor among estuaries, states, and oyster population importance. 
Nevertheless, the answers are highly significant and reveal consistency in the respondents’ 
views of oyster populations in the estuaries. 
 
With regard to domestication and farming of oysters, the listed ‘ancillary benefit of 
moderating harvest pressure on natural populations’ might be optimistic, since fishing 
pressure is mainly driven by the supply and demand balance (at a time of a limited supply), 
operation costs and direct cost-efficiency.       
  
 
e. Research needs  
 
This part of the report is short and straightforward, and the information is appropriate. 
Additional gaps in knowledge and further needs include the following: 
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1. The report focuses entirely on in-situ conservation. A strategy based on 
cryopreservation is proposed as a complementary approach assuming an appropriate 
knowledge of what kind of populations must be targeted and appropriate technology is 
available. It therefore implies:  (a) appropriate knowledge of populations of interest 
and a better understanding of genetic population structure, as well as (b) a sampling 
strategy. 

2. More research should be done on the ‘effective population size’ both at the hatchery 
and in the wild according to various geographic sites. Similarly, appropriate 
knowledge of specific sites of interest is required, and more specifically at the limits of 
the species distribution. 

3. Knowledge of disease resistance strains and their potential uses and impacts is 
required. By way of example, the genetic basis of the disease resistance strains 
(DEBY) is largely unknown. 

4. With global climate change effects, a modelling approach using various population 
dynamics models and climatic forecasts, including feedbacks, would facilitate 
understanding likely changes in species distribution. Potential changes in the 
distribution of exotics might be of interest in a similar way. 

5. Knowledge of the virulence of associated disease agents is needed for a better 
understanding of interactions between ‘environmental conditions’ and ‘pathogen’ and 
‘host’, as this remains a critical issue. 

6. Delineation of oyster habitat should be carried out using a statistically sound sampling 
strategy. 

7. A biomonitoring network of ‘sentinel’ sites at the federal level, across the full 
geographic species range, might be of interest to assess on-going trends of the C. 
virginica species.     

 
 
f. Conclusions 
    
I fully agree with the final statement that concludes that the long term persistence of Eastern 
oysters throughout their range is not at risk now or in the foreseeable future. 
 

 
5.  Conclusions – Recommendations 
 
The report reviewed the present status of the Eastern oyster Crassostrea virginica across its 
natural range and appropriately concluded that the species is not presently at risk and will not 
be for the foreseeable future. Although the report does not provide a comprehensive dataset of 
information, the resulting scientific conclusions are sound and derived logically from the 
results. Overall, the results presented are valid and support the conclusions. The best available 
information on the species and threats to it are presented appropriately. Particularly, the issue 
of species and/or subspecies delineations is presented in an optimal way considering large 
uncertainties regarding the techniques and samplings available. Moreover, it is considered as 
a less critical issue - due to the characteristics of the animal and its population genetics – 
compared to more advanced animals (e.g., killer whale). Therefore, the subspecies issue is 
considered as a secondary issue compared to understanding the phenotypic/genotypic 
characteristics, as well as their inter-relationships, which is needed to be able in the near 
future to facilitate further decisions regarding conservation options. If significant differences 
were to be demonstrated, it might facilitate also the decision making related to the subspecies 
issue. Moreover, aiming for genetic variability and peculiarities at a microscale structure 
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might likely be a more rewarding approach for identifying, for example, resistant strains of 
natural diseases (e.g., Lynnhaven River oyster population, Chesapeake Bay), and to identify 
optimal management options for oyster stock enhancement. 
 
Several research needs have been listed in addition to the actions proposed in the report. 
These concern both oyster stock assessments and genetic research at hatchery production sites 
to sustain appropriately supportive breeding programs. Estimates of effective population size 
are required, both at the hatchery and in the wild, according to various geographic sites. Ex-
situ conservation should be considered in addition to in-situ management options. Both 
approaches require an appropriate knowledge of the populations of interest and a better 
understanding of the genetic population structure, particularly at the limits of the species 
distribution. Knowledge on disease resistant strains and their potential uses and impacts is 
required, as well as the virulence of associated diseases agents, to develop a better 
understanding of interactions among ‘environmental conditions’, ‘pathogens’, and ‘host’. The 
effects of global climate changes on the oyster population status, by using a modelling 
approach, would likely facilitate global understanding. Potential changes in the distribution of 
exotics might be of interest in a similar way. Eventually, a biomonitoring network of 
‘sentinel’ sites at the Federal level, across the full geographic species range, might be of 
interest to assess the on-going trends in the C. virginica species. 
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Appendix 1:  Area of expertise  
 
First of all, it appears important to emphasize and specify my scientific background to review 
the ‘Status of the Eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica) final report’. Actually, I have been 
working on various shellfish issues over the last 25 years, and specifically on oyster fishery 
management and aquaculture. My PhD work focused on an ecosystem approach to optimize 
clam aquaculture and on interactions between clam populations and environmental conditions, 
including a modelling approach. My work was completed after more than 3 years of research 
on issues regarding the C. virginica fishery & aquaculture management in Maryland, 
Chesapeake Bay, USA at the Chesapeake Biological Laboratory, Solomons Island, MD. 
Several of my publications resulted from this work, including the relationship between spatio-
temporal environmental variability and oyster spat settlement in Chesapeake Bay. My 
European aquaculture background combined with the local fishery management approach was 
the main interest to review the way the oyster issue is carried out in the USA, and particularly 
in Chesapeake Bay. At that time, I was directly involved in several meetings at the State and 
Federal levels regarding the rehabilitation of the oyster fishery in the East coast as well as 
discussing the approach of introducing an alternative species (Crassostrea gigas) to obtain an 
oyster fishery rebound as was done in the 1970s in European waters. Since then, I’ve been in 
contact with the US shellfish scientific community on numerous occasions, including the 
National Shellfisheries Association annual conferences, and more recently as an expert panel 
member for the National Research Council, National Academies of Science, Washington DC, 
and co-writer of the report ‘Non Native oysters in Chesapeake Bay’, (NRC, 2004). This 
expertise focused on assessing various scenarios for the future of C. virginica oyster 
management and the alternative of introducing reproductive or/and sterile C. ariakensis 
(Asian oyster) in Chesapeake Bay. Moreover, over the last 3 years I was on the executive 
committee of the ‘Oyster Genome Consortium’ project headed by Dr. D. Hedgecok, Univ. of 
California, USA. As a scientist and science manager, I have been in charge of an IFREMER 
(French research Institute for Sea Exploitation) French research laboratory dealing with 
various shellfish issues in the Marennes Oleron Bay, the largest European oyster producing 
area with over 100,000 metric tons of stocking biomass, and a pilot area for developing 
research studies on shellfish ecosystems. Moreover, I was in charge of the national IFREMER 
laboratory that specialized on the genetics and pathology of shellfish, including one of the 2 
shellfish research hatcheries in France (also certified as the European Reference Laboratory 
for Shellfish Diseases, and an OIE Reference laboratory for two oyster diseases (protozoan 
Marteilia sp., and Bonamia sp.). Therefore, I am more than aware of the concepts regarding 
those research themes. More recently, I have taken responsibility for a national research 
program on aquaculture sustainability (including shellfish) and for the national coordination 
of ‘Biodiversity’ issues at the IFREMER level. I have published more than 50 publications 
and book chapters on shellfish issues from ecosystem management and ICZM to shellfish 
genomic issues.      
 



 17

 
Appendix 2: Copy of the Statement of Work 

 

 
 

Con,gltin, AI:" .. ",.n' 1><'", • • n lini,..,.,i." of \li>.mi ond Phillipp. GooU<tqu.r 
STATDIE:'I.'or WORK 

In iotnary lOO~. NOAA'. K. tiooal ~12rin< Fi>h<ri • • s.n"ic< (NOAA Fi~ s.n'e~) 
" ... pdlbO<><d '0 h>l .. ,t<rn O)~...- (Cr .. "">.>1r<a ';rg;n,,,,,) .- t!>< EOOaog ... NI 
Sp<ci .. Act (ESA). A, ' <qUirNl, KOAA r,s!><t:i<s s..,~ ,,, ... ,.,NI t!>< p<!itioo.oo 
<=<1< • positiv~ 9O-doy lindmg d ... m.inlng thot t!>< informatioo m tb< pdlbon oruI 
001><1",,,,, m,il.oble to tb< 'g<ocy indie...-d tho, tb< p<titiooNl octioo "'"y 1>< "'~ 
A" ..... ult oft!>< J>OMb'''' lindmg. t!>< agmcy w .. .-.quir.-d to eoodoc, . r<-\><W oftb< 
.. "''''' oft!>< >p«i .. '0 <Ie,e.-mine ifh'ring UJ>iler tb< ESA i.,,~ 

NOAA Fi>h<ri ... s.n-ic< <><l .... Hd • biologieal ~><W '".m (SRI) ronsi\Oin! ofkdenJ 
.00 .to .. biol~", 10 .. ,...001< ,he f • .,.,. ln '" ~ t!>< .. ow " .. in"""""" '0 
""gon;z. oruI .. "el" t!>< b<\I ",..,l.bl< """";fie .00 ~I mf"""".ion on e.>I.,." 
O}~, .. ~.oo '0 tI><n Pf''''''' iu foctuallinding< 'o.b< .gency in .... IU> =,.w ~ 
'Ibo ~ did no. tl«d '0 .,. bosoN on oon~"" - oppooin! in<lI,-idua1 "."point< w.'" 
" .. le"""" .. long .. II>< ,.;.;..p>int< " ,.... \OuOO """ bosoN in """""'. F .. the<. t!>< ,<p<>t1 
" ... "'" '0 eoo .. in IW)' h"in! .d";c. Of '0 ,~",h IW)' ES.>, h'ring eonclu.siOin - wch 
' ;""00;' ond .... 1)"1. i, >cl.ly witb!n .b< .gency', pum ..... 

0.. W«lD<..doy. Oc,,,,,,,, 19. 2005, NOM F,5beri .. S<n"" «<<riM' I<tt<r from II>< 
pe'ition..- dot<-<! Oc,,,,,,,,, B . lOO~ .. " , .. \Oing.b< "",. 11 oft!>< .. ,t<rn 0)""" p<!itiOl1. ln 
bu 1«1«, .b< pdlbooer indie .. NI tho, hi:! .-.q"'" '0 "".bdrow II>< p<!ition " ... <b<.o II>< 
public and ",oilu;;try', ronfit;;ion "',.,. II>< p<!i.ion ond li\Oin! ~.". NOM r,5beries 
~,~ acc<pINi lin, r<qU<>' ond """"",, .,. ... I ... bon cf.b< p<titiO<L H"",·",,,,, .• 

cCXl\!<lenbl •• """"', of.tlb<t hod """" ~ by t!>< BRI .. ob< point .. " 'hKb tt.. 
,,~Ihdo.wol oft!>< p<!itiOl1 occunNi. AlI<>, th< compl""" .ton" mi.w ~" th< """" 
'imoly "",,~.., ''''''''''''' document ro. tb!. sp<cio>. As roch, NOAA r,sb<ti .. 
~,~ <1<1.,.,.,,""" tho1 b«.""" tt.. ~ ;, ..... fuI '001 in gw<lin~ futur< """'"~ 
œruioo" ob< BRI r.bouId compI<I< .b< . .. :us =w,,' ropat. 

NOAA Fi>h..-i .. s.ni"" i, '<qUirNi '0 """ ,he _ onil.obl< ;ci<ütific """ comm.mal 
data m mobng del<f1nlllOMm ond œru;oo, uOO<r II>< ESA. The fil .. <[U<"'oo !hot mu>t 
1>< od<Ir<>S<d i. whot ob< appropn." 'PK"" delino .. ioo i, h comid<l.boo of 
coo\<lntioo . .. "". The ESA <lefin<. IW «><Iong..-.d sp«i ... 0\ - ... y >p«i<-s which i. in 
da"! ... of extinc.ion throogboul oll or • • igtcifie"", portion of i .. .-m~ " and, tI..-..m..d 
sp«i • • '" --.ny 'pK;" which i. huly to bKom< OI1.oo.ng ... NI 5.p«><' ","!hin th< 
fOf ..... bl. future .br._ ail a , signifie"", portioo of iu .-mg • . " A >p«;" moy 1>< 
<letetmin«l to be thrNt....d Of ~ du< te ""Y 00< of th< fcll"",ing foclon: 

( 1) tt.. 1"'''''''' Of thr •• t....d de."""'''oo. modifieatioo, or e"""il ....... of ilS 
hobit .. Of ,on!!"; 

(2) o,.."",iliZ3boo for ccwn><f'CIo~ '«R"i",,"~ "'i .... ific or <duc .. iooal 1""1"" "; 
(J) di .. ,oeaI"'<dation; 
(4) II>< In><I<quocy of existing ",gulatooy m«horu""",; .00 

Con,gltin, .-I.1I" .. ",.n' I><"' ... n (jDi,.. ... i~ · ~f 'fuu"; ond Pbi.llipp. GouU .. qu.r 
ST.-I.TDŒ:">' o r WORK 

Bo.q,'Ound 

ln J>mIM)' :>OO~, NO."\A' . N.tiooal ~Il<int riilim .. s.n"", (NOM ri'obon<. S<n'ic~) 

w" pdl'I<,<>«! to ~" .. ""n O)~...- (Cm.;,,,,,n= ';rg;"'ca) .- lb< EOOaog..-«I 
Sp<cieo Art (ESA). A, ~u«1 NOAA r,sbori« s..,~ f~,"'1"'«1 lb< p<tition.oo 
mad< • po;>iti'l" 9G-day find.Ln! <I<<<<mintng <bat Ih< information ln th< p<I!""" oruI 
ort...W!"" .nil.obl~ to th< 'g<oc}' indic""", that th< p<tirioo«l """"" may b< ""M!ant<d 
A . o .... ult of th< """", .. fioomj!. lb< ogmoy wos f<qIl..-..d to coud"", . ..... "" oftl>< 
....... of lb< 'l""i., '0 <l<,""';'" if~,ting uOO<c ,1>< ESA i, ".-.nantoed. 

NO."\A Fi'obon<, s.,-,·ic. orglt!l12'«l • biological = ........ "" (BRI) con>i"iDI! of r.œ.1II 
and .to .. biolog>'" to .. ><mbl< tb< r .. m . ln '" dooin& lb< ...... " ., in""'<t«l ' 0 
o<pn;z. ""d " " .,." .. th< b<>t ",,,,I.bl< ",.-ifi< 01>11 COI»Ill<f"Cwll1fOfDlll,ion on • • st..." 

O}"' .. ~ 01>11 to ,bon 1"'''''' If. foctual finding< to tbr og<oc}' in 0 ""m """",. tq>O<t 

11>< .-.po<! did oct ""'" '" b< bos<d 00 """~"" - ''l'I'''''iDI! mdI,-idual ,,,,,,points ""'" 
" .. lcom«lo. long os th< '''''1'''''''' "' .... >ouOO.oo boso«I in .c .. "' •. Furtb..-, lb< , <pOtt 
".,.. !>Of to <ootoio IW)' listin!! .mie. 0< to ,~""h IW)' ESA ~,ting concJusiom - "",b 
'}""Ms;' """ .... Il"" i , ",loIy ",!Inn th< og ... ,O)'. """><" ... 
Ou \1:«11><><10'1. Oc,oo..- 19, !OO~_ 1'"OM F,>I><ri .. s.n,,,,, .-..: .. ,-.<1 0 I<n..- from tbr 
prtiti.,.... <10,«1 Oc,oo.,- B, lOO~ '«fU<'Img th< "". U oflh< , .. t<m oystH p«ition. ln 
hi> 1 ...... , th< pdlbOO<f indic. "" Ibo, IW .-.q"'" '0 " itbd!-o-.. tbr p«itiOll wu do< to tbr 
public ond 1Il<Iu>try .• ronfu;ioo. m .. tbr p«itioo. oruI h"ing proc<><. 1'"OM F!sb..-i<s 
Sel,,,,,, oce<pI«I th .. .-.qut>' """ """",,, .... " Iuonoo of th< p«i"",,- Ho".-., .. ,. 
coo"d..--obl< omouo' of .ffoo b&d b<o<n ~ by th< SRI .. th< point .. ".-bocb th< 
,,~_"-u e fth< p«ition occun<d. AlI<>, th< oomp/<t<d ,totu, ,.,i.",· fq>Oft" th< mo>t 

'iru<ly ond romptd><"", .. "'''''''''' <!OC"""",-, for rt...~. As ,",ch. NOAA r i>l><li .. 
SeI,~ d<!..-mu>«I tbat 1>«.,.... th< fq>Oft is 0 "",fui '001 in ~<Ii.n! futur< ....... ym<nt 

œci"""., th< BRT .bould compI<I< th< " "''' """.,.. fopott. 

NO'>'A Fi>h<ri .. S<nic. i. ' <qUir«l to .... tll< .,... . ",il.obl< J.Ci<ü!ifi< ond c= ,111 
&no !11 mobng dot<tIlll""Mm and d<cision. _ th< ESA. Tb< fil>! <[Il<"'oo tho, mu;;t 

bo< od.I«-S«I i , wha, ob< _"P"'" 'P""'" <l<lin<o""" i , f..- <Omuj,nMo of 
coo ... ",rioo . .. tus. Tb< ESA <l<fin<, lin <OOang<lM 'peci .. 0\ ..... y '1'«;" wlllclt j , in 
daog« of<X!inctioo. throug!>out .n ..- 0 . ign;fic .... portion ofi .. '''''g<," ond 0 th.-..t.....J 
sp<CI" o. "OU)' 'pK'" " -t.cb,, hk<ly '0 b<com< OI1.oo...~ .. «I ~ "ithin Ih< 
f,,..>e<.bl< fut", . tbrougbout 011 <JO" 0 .. gnific .... portIon of i .. .-mg<. , • .-1. >p«;" may b< 
<l<,..-min<d '0 1>< ,brNtm<d Of «><I.ong<lM du< '" OU)' 00< of th< fcU"",ing &ct"",: 

( Il ob< pt=t Of ot.,. tm<d <1<"""'''00. modificotiOll. Of Cllltllilm<m of i .. 
habit .. Of ""'-g<: 

(2) o,~",iliZObOO for C<JmID<fCtlIl , ec""tiOflOl >ei<mific Of «Iuco"oool pYlJlO"'; 
(J) di~o", 0< l''<do' ion; 
(~) th<!l1>d<quocy of <Xi>ting "'gulat"'Y mechoru ..... ; and 



 
18

 

T
he .ru

.rn
fic lIO

d ro
m

m
 .. "",l in

fotm
atioo coo .. in<d in tbo "

,,.'" ,~
i
 .... ' r.bouId ront.m

 
•• ~

1Il foctual .Iomom, upon ,..b!ch
 tbo 'Y

O
C

Y
 ro

u
/d

 h
o

, .. "'ood il< E
SA

 
<lo!om

nillltioo. 
A

cea-dingly, i, i, crru
col Ibo, <ho "ot"" ~

 ...... """",in
 tbo be!., " .. ihbl~

 
infrnm

otioo on tbo >
p

«
i .. oruI ,bo th ..

.
 ", Ibo, .U

 ",l~
'
_
 infonuo

non i:o ,dontifiN
!1IO

d 
induodod. lIO

d ,ha, 1Il1 ",i.."
ific finding> bo both ",""""b

l<
, 1IOd

,
~
 by ",lid

 
inform

otion ro
n,.,nN

I ln
 ,bo <locum

ont. A
, ",ch

. tbo .
~
y
.
~
.
 poo< ~

-
i
 .... Ibo, 

f""",,", o
n

 tbo b
ctual "'J'P<'<I .0

0
 "",""nlk

 _
b

o
d

o
l"!}

' upon ....-hich ,bo ... "'" "
"
~
 

œ
pon i:o "'sNI. 

T
he C

ootof Ibo-
~
,
E
x
p
o
r
u
 >bol! !J<O

',,10 _ 
,~
,
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
 

E
ach , ... i .... · .. ·, 

<
luuo<

, ohol! n
o

! .,.œNI. m
oxim

um
 of,,"",..., <10)'1 '0 tu

d tbo "
."

"
 '"

' ..... ' œ
pon ""'" .. 

~
 tbo .ru

.rn
fic PO

P«> .. f~
 t
O
O
~

. 
u

ch
 "

"
, ...... "hol! produc. 011 

iru
b

ù
d

u
al "rit_ 

,q
x

>
tf. ,,-ith <rupho'" on h

i
~

'bor .,-..(.) o
f oxporti"". s.......-.. 1 Ibo­

.ddm
o

rW
 œ

 .. ils 00 tbo c
_

.
 lIO

d O
fgonizatiOO o

ftb
o

 """',....-', ,<pO
tt> 

1
'0

 
com

.",,,. op""ioo (<JO' "
l'o

n
) ,,-il! bo .-.qutrN

I. 

T
ber-. or. ,.,,-..~

l prim
oty issues .. lo,N

! '0 1bI. ,~
I
b
o

' ""''' bo oddr .. >NI 
~
i
 .... · ... "

'ith tbo fullo"lng • ..,..,i .. or. foquirN
! '0

 .... ".. tbo œ
., " .. ilab

l. 
infunnatioo has t-n

 ",ilizod 

• 
L

if. his'ory lIO
d !,"p"

b
tion dyn."

"
"
 o

f .. ,to
m

 o)~
'"", 

• 
E

" ...... O)~t..-
goootic. p

b
Y
'
iologic

.
~ bobo,ion.! .• 00.'0{ """J'bologie.l 

""io
tion thm

ugho'" tbo >
p

«
i .. ' "

<>go 

• 
E

a, ...... O
).....-hob!' .. ~

. 

• 
H

m
-..' 

• 
~
M

tl lIO
d dl""."

, 
• 

R
.guIo'ory m

N
:honi:otns fO

I' D
W

lO
ging tbo 'P

K
;"

 

• 
O

tbor-... ",,~
l o

r m
a

o
m

W
 'm

pac" .ffN
1ing •• "

"
'"

 0
)'\ .... 

• 
A

quacuh
u

r. 
• 

C
o

r=
n

-.M
tl ""M

m
 including fO

.""",M
tl.

ffo
tt. oruI """"-..y

 oob,iti .. 

E
och , .. ,i.w

..-,,-il! bo '''!'l'h
N

! ,,-ith Ibo st""", ~
~
 ,q

x
>

tf p.-..,.œ
d b

y tbo biologie.l 
",,--..w

 "
'om

. A
ny o

ftbo "
"
"
"
"
 lIO

d pop..-s "t<
d

 in Ibo st .. "
, ~

-
-
.
.
w
 fqx>

tf ,,-il! bo m
o

œ
 

,,-..ilob
l. '0

 tbo ,."i.w
..--. upon ,bo

it f«
t""st 

1 
R

n
d

.oo. .... i.'" tbo .... '"
 ,."i."

, "
p

"n
. 

l 
S

pocificolly .ddr-.", tbo foU
O

\\,ng "",n
t. ( ..

. "';";n
.,m

): 

•. Ar<..,.cr.. .0
0'"" "

'
~
 œ

lino.ti"", 'u
p

p
a

tN
 b

y Ibo in
lb

m
w

io
n

 
p
.
-
~
N
I
"
 

1 ~ . 'r III illill r 111111'1 ,~ - ,,; ~~~ ~~. ~,,~ n~· ~~ ~ ~ Il ~ !" ••••••••• • ,1 !11~11 ' i,l·a l , a 

lht ~ rH HUPUH m mUi i 'HHiff i 
. ; .• F~ "d 'i'~" ]'1" ï f" · , 
~~i i * ! W Lh 'H 7!"'lf ~f~~:1. l , . ,~' ,.~, 1 "'il ~.-'I ~b [ ~ . ~a.~ ' ~ 1].~ ~ if§. 0 ~~' d~1 
f·'ï • m ~ ii hi a iih~~ ~,.H! · ~ fli .[;! ~~ . ~;, if ,n~l pfU]l ~ 

!! 6 ' ~" a~ g,:t 0 Sf ~ ~':i " ", ~ - , g Ji ' ~~ -~ .,,~~~ - ~5"!! , .J: il U t Il ij Ir iîH! i1~W[ 1 
~ 'i· ~ ~ j ~, 'h, l ~ i · i [. i } t} j j i ~t !'ll~ ~:h~l i 

t ~ , ~~. f' ,l}r~[! f H; •• ~!'~î n~!. · 
10°'" - .l~. ~~ ' ~a . ' . ," 

8' ~- i= ~~§.~~, 



 19

 

b no.. Ibo rq>Ot1 incloo. lIOd oit~ Ibo b<>t ",i_ifi< lIOd <0flltlI0IT1.1 
infocmabOO .. , oilobl< 011 tbo sp<ei .. lIOd tbr< ... to it lIOd il> habit"" 

<. At-< Ibo OC>«lbfic <oodu"i""" >OUDd lIOd dffi,'«IIogio.Uy from Ibo 

""ulu' 
d \\1>or< .. , oilobl<, ""OWO'in! ooi.ntllk "oo. •• or t~""bxno.i~ 

lIOd di""",""" 

Sbivlam, ,'i3 ..... il .. 

Sub mi,,,-n and A«.ptan« of en: Ropo. " 

Tho CIE obo.Il l'n'lido Ibo fil10l , ... -;.", .. .-.porto to Ibo NOAA Fisbori .. Son",. COIR 
Dr. Sœpbon K. Ilrown "' St<pbm.K.Ilrowo"'DQU .,Q\' for , ... -;.,.. lIOd "PI""'-.I ho...! 011 
<omplu"". ""th tbi. " . """"', ofwcd 00 Iolorlhon Ootob<.- 16, :>006. Tho COIR sboU 
!loofy Ibo CIE via e-mail .. garding"...<pt ....... cflboœporu.following Ibo COTIt', 
"PI""',.I, tbo CIE sboU prO\-ido pdffortn>1 œpi .. oflbo , ... -,.,.,... fopotf' to Ibo COTR 

b. Dor> tbo .-.pot1 _Iud< md cit~ tbo b"., >ci_if", md cotm1OITlal 
infuonanoo .. .-",Iobl. 00 tbo "P"'''' md thr .. " to it .00 il> h.abit"" 

• . . ..... Ibo se,,,,,,fic coüeJusioos ""und mol d .. ü..d logic.Uy !rom tbo 

""uIt>' 
Il \\'boro ... 1tilobio, :or. oppo;i"l! >ci_fic ,,""' • • oc t~ ><mo....~ 
~~ 

"Ibo CIE oh.aIl p <l"..id< Ibo fi.".1 " ,-m'i"- ropcrn ' 0 tbo l"OAA Fiobofi .. Senic. COIR 
Dr. S"'Ph«> K. Brown "' St<pbm.K.Jkowp'"'DOA!! .IO\" for f~i .... ' .00 oppro-;·.I b.a...d 00 
.""",Iimc. ",ith tb<, .tlI_ ofwcd 00 Iot..- Ibm Oc,,,,,,,,. 16. :>006. "Ibo COIR o.h.aU 
oottfy Ibo CIE ,-io, ",mail "'~ ac<'P'''''''' cf Ibo roporu. Following Ibo COIR', 
>ppro'>".t!, Ibo C IE o.h.aU pro"d< pdfformot copi .. of Ibo ,~"",-.r fopot1. '" Ibo COTR. 



 20

Appendix 3: Clarification on task 2a in the statement of work 
 

Date:  Fri, 22 Sep 2006 21:05:16 -0400 [23. Sep 2006 03:05:16 CEST] 
De:  

Manoj Shivlani <mshivlani@rsmas.miami.edu>  
À:  Philippe.Goulletquer@ifremer.fr  

Sujet:  clarification of task 2a in statement of work 
Partie(s):  Télécharger toutes les pièces jointes (en format .zip) 
En-têtes:  Montrer tous les en-têtes  

  
Parties alternatives pour cette section :  

  sans nom  [text/plain]  1.47 Ko     
  

  Cliquer sur ICI pour visualiser le contenu HTML dans une autre fenêtre. 
  

Dear Philippe,  

We asked the NMFS center to clarify task 2a in the statement of work that called for reviewers to 
determine whether species and/or subspecies delineations are supported by the information 
presented.  Below is the center’s clarification.   

  

There is genetic information included in the status review report which indicates that there may be two 
distinct subspecies of /Crassostrea virginica/. Taxonomists have not yet named subspecies for /C. 
virginica.  However, due to problems that have arisen in other status reviews (e.g., killer whale) , we 
felt that it was important that the status review team include all the genetic information available for the 
species. The team did not make a definitive decision as to whether subspecies exist. We wanted the 
peer reviewers to review and provide their expert opinion on the information in the document and 
whether there is sufficient evidence to suggest that there is distinct population structure within this 
species. 

  

I hope that this clarifies the task for the purposes of the review. 

  

Regards, 

Manoj 

__________________________________________________ 
  
Manoj Shivlani 
Senior Research Associate 
Division of Marine Biology and Fisheries 
Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science 
4600 Rickenbacker Causeway 
Miami, FL  33149 
305-421-4608/f:  305-361-4457 
Email:  mshivlani@rsmas.miami.edu, shivlani@bellsouth.net 
 


