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Figure 1.
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Estimated distribution of shell (1 m-2) obtained using the 51 known
sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations and a close-up of
the estimated distribution of shell along the Houston Ship Channel.
The grid is the grid of elements used for the Berger et al. (1992) finite
element hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 1 — Continued
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Figure 3.
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Estimated distribution of maximum clump size (¢cm) obtained using the
51 known sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations and a
close-up of the estimated distribution of maximum clump size along the
Houston Ship Channel. The grid is the grid of elements used for the
Berger et al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic model of Galveston
Bay.
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Figure 3 — Continued
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Figure 4. Estimated distribution of oysters (ind m-2) obtained using the 51
known sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations. The grid
is the grid of elements used for the Berger et al. (1992) finite element
hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 5. Estimated distribution of market-size oysters (ind m ) obtained using
the 51 known sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations and
a close-up of the estimated distribution of adult oysters (ind m ) along
the Houston Ship Channel. The grid is the grid of elements used for
the Berger et al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic model of
Galveston Bay.
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Figure 5 — Continued
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Figure 7.

Estimated distribution of biomass (g dry wt m-2 ) obtained using the 51
known sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations and a
close-up of the estimated distribution of biomass along the Houston
Ship Channel. The grid is the grid of elements used for the Berger et
al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 7 — Continued
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Correlations between oyster weight and shell length
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Figure 8.  Length-biomass relationships for the 51 sampled sites. Best fit curves
assume a semilog relationship between length and weight (Powell and
Stanton, 1985).
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Figure 9.
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Estimated distribution of condition index in market-size adults (g dry
wt ml-1 * 100) obtained using the 51 known sites to predict the values
at all unsampled locations. The grid is the grid of elements used for
the Berger et al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic model of
Galveston Bay.
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Figure 10.

i S

Estimated distribution of gonadal-somatic index in adult oysters (g dry
wt egg g dry wt somatic tissue-l) obtained using the 51 known sites to
predict the values at all unsampled locations. The grid is the grid of

elements used for the Berger et al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic
model of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 11.

Estimated distribution prevalence of P. marinus obtained using the 51
known sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations and a
close-up of the estimated distribution of P. marinus prevalence along
the Houston Ship Channel. The grid is the grid of elements used for
the Berger et al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic model of
Galveston Bay.
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Figure 11 — Continued
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Figure 12. Comparison of P. marinus prevalence using the semiquantitative
method of Ray (1966) and the quantitative method of Wilson et al. (in
press).
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Figure 13.
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Estimated distribution infection intensity of P. marinus (Mackin's
units) obtained using the 51 known sites to predict the values at all
unsampled locations and a close-up of the estimated distribution of P.
marinus infection intensity along the Houston Ship Channel. The grid
is the grid of elements used for the Berger et al. (1992) finite element
hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 13 — Continued
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Figure 14.
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Example plots of P. marinus infection intensity versus anterior-
posterior length or biomass (g wet meat wt) chosen as typical for broad
areas of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 15.

Estimated distribution of crabs (ind m-2) obtained using the 51 known
sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations and a close-up of
the estimated distribution of crabs along the Houston Ship Channel.
The grid is the grid of elements used for the Berger et al. (1992) finite
element hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 16. Plots of carapace width size-frequency distribution for those sites

where crabs were abundant.
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Figure 17. Estimated distribution of mussels (ind m-2) obtained using the 51
known sites to predict the values at all unsampled locations and a
close-up of the estimated distribution of mussels along the Houston
Ship Channel. The grid is the grid of elements used for the Berger et
al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay.
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Figure 19. Cluster diagram for the variables normalized and standardized as
described in the Methods section.
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Figure 20. Correlograms of Moran's I versus distance along the Gabriel network
(Figure 2).
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Figure 22.
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Oyster abundance (ind m-2) in December of year two for simulated
oyster populations exposed to monthly mean freshwater inflows and
temperatures for an average year, the resulting current flow and
salinity structure predicted by the Berger et al. (1992) finite element
hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay, and the predator and
competitor abundances measured in this study.

158



Figure 23.

Adult oyster abundance (ind m?2) in December of year two for
simulated oyster populations exposed to monthly mean freshwater
inflows and temperatures for an average year, the resulting current
flow and salinity structure predicted by the Berger et al. (1992) finite
element hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay, and the predator and
competitor abundances measured in this study.
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Figure 24.
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Oyster biomass (Ib ft2) in December of year two for simulated oyster
populations exposed to monthly mean freshwater inflows and
temperatures for an average year, the resulting current flow and
salinity structure predicted by the Berger et al. (1992) finite element
hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay, and the predator and
competitor abundances measured in this study.
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Figure 25.
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The number of eggs produced (eggs m=2) during year two for simulated
oyster populations exposed to monthly mean freshwater inflows and
temperatures for an average year, the resulting current flow and
salinity structure predicted by the Berger et al. (1992) finite element
hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay, and the predator and
competitor abundances measured in this study.
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Figure 26.
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Perkinsus marinus prevalence in August of year two for simulated
oyster populations (A) and the market-size component (B) exposed to
monthly mean freshwater inflows and temperatures for an average
year, the resulting current flow and salinity structure predicted by the
Berger et al. (1992) finite element hydrodynamic model of Galveston
Bay, and the predator and competitor abundances measured in this
study.
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Figure 27.
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Perkinsus marinus infection intensity (Mackin's units) in August of
year two for simulated oyster populations (A) and the market-size
component (B) exposed to monthly mean freshwater inflows and
temperatures for an average year, the resulting current flow and
salinity structure predicted by the Berger et al. (1992) finite element
hydrodynamic model of Galveston Bay, and the predator and
competitor abundance measured in this study.
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