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Introduction

Coral reefs, seagrass, mangroves, saltmarshes, and 
oyster reefs are highly productive and valuable marine 
coastal habitats (Kaly and Jones 1998, Grabowski and 
Peterson 2007, Barbier et  al. 2011, Costanza et  al. 
2014). They provide food and biotic materials, coastal 
protection from storms and erosion, feeding and shelter 
from predation for commercial and non-commercial 
organisms, cultural services such as tourism or recrea-
tion (Liquete et al. 2013), and mitigation and adaptation 
to climate change (e.g., seagrass, saltmarshes, and man-
groves; McLeod et  al. 2011, Duarte et  al. 2013). Many 
coastal communities, mostly in developing countries, 

depend on marine coastal ecosystems for food to stay 
alive (UNEP 2006).

The extent and condition of marine coastal ecosystems 
are threatened globally as a result of multiple and inter-
acting processes (Halpern et al. 2008). These habitats have 
been degraded or transformed mainly through anthropo-
genic impacts such as land use change and habitat loss 
for associated species (UNEP 2006). Over the past few 
decades global coverage of mangroves and coral reefs has 
declined by more than 35% and 19%, respectively (Valiela 
et al. 2001, Wilkinson 2008), and loss continues with sea-
grass and mangroves declining at alarming rates of 7% 
per year (Orth et al. 2006, Waycott et al. 2009) and 1–2% 
per year (Valiela et  al. 2001, Duke et  al. 2007), respec-
tively. More than 60% of the world’s coral reefs are under 
immediate and direct threat from one or more local stress-
ors, such as overfishing, destructive fishing practices, 
coastal development, and pollution (Burke and Spalding 
2011) in addition to climate change (Hoegh-Guldberg 
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et  al. 2007). Stressors to seagrass include sediment and 
nutrient runoff, physical disturbance, invasive species, 
disease, commercial fishing practices, aquaculture, over-
grazing, algal blooms, and global warming (Orth et  al. 
2006). Mangrove forests have been removed across the 
tropics for conversion to aquaculture ponds (Valiela et al. 
2001, Alongi 2002, Giri et al. 2011), although clearing for 
forestry, agriculture and urban/industrial developments 
are important causes of loss in some locations. Saltmarshes 
have been highly modified by drainage for agriculture for 
centuries (Bromberg-Gedan et  al. 2009), are severely 
affected by coastal eutrophication (Deegan et  al. 2012), 
and are presently being replaced by mangroves due to 
climate change (Rogers et al. 2005, Saintilan et al. 2014). 
A recent investigation reported that more than 80% of 
native oyster stocks worldwide have been overharvested 
in the last century and most of the remaining stocks are 
close to functional extinction (Beck et  al. 2011). While 
losses of marine habitats and ecosystem services can be 
counteracted by removing the threatening processes, res-
toration and rehabilitation are critical when natural eco-
system recovery is hindered by physical modifications of 
the coast, lack of recruitment, or where species dependent 
on the coastal habitats are facing local extinction due to 
habitat loss (Perrow and Davy 2002).

Ecosystem restoration is “the process of assisting the 
recovery of an ecosystem that has been degraded, dam-
aged, or destroyed” (SER 2004), while rehabilitation is 
the replacement of structural or functional characteristics 
of an ecosystem that have been diminished or lost (Field 
1998). Active restoration is where management tech-
niques such as transplanting, planting seeds and seedlings, 
or the construction of artificial habitats are implemented, 
while passive restoration is focused on removing the 
impact of environmental stressors such as pollution or 
poor water quality, which prevent natural recovery of the 
ecosystems occurring (Perrow and Davy 2002).

Rapidly increasing rates of  ecosystem degradation, 
coastal development, environmental change, and low 
rates of  natural recovery suggest that there is an urgent 
demand for restoration in marine coastal ecosystems. 
Ecosystem restoration is also crucial for emerging eco-
logical offset policies, where impacts of  development 
causing biodiversity and ecosystem services loss at one 
site are compensated for by conservation and restora-
tion activities at another offset site (Madsen et al. 2010, 
Bull et  al. 2013). Research on restoration has mainly 
focused on terrestrial, rather than on marine coastal 
ecosystems (Blignaut et  al. 2013) and the monetary 
value of  the ecosystem services (de Groot et al. 2012). 
However, decisions on whether to restore degraded 
marine coastal ecosystems can be impeded due to 
uncertainties around the costs and feasibility of  restora-
tion (Zimmer 2006, Zedler 2007, Suding 2011, Dahl 
and Stedman 2013, La Peyre et al. 2014). Further, the 
decision about whether we should restore or protect 
marine habitats hinges on the relative costs of  the two 
options (Possingham et al. 2015).

We review and analyze results from restoration pro-
jects for coral reefs, seagrass, mangroves, saltmarshes, 
and oyster reefs. This information will support decision-
makers, planners, and researchers in evaluating the cost 
and feasibility of marine coastal restoration. We have 
conducted a comprehensive assessment of peer-reviewed 
literature, accessible reports, and databases. Where data 
were not available, we have questioned practitioners 
about their experiences. We compare the costs and suc-
cess rates of projects for each ecosystem with respect to 
the techniques that have been applied, assess differences 
in restoration between geographic locations, and evalu-
ate project duration and areas covered. Through this 
review, we address two major questions: What are the 
biggest gaps in our knowledge of the costs and outcomes 
of restoration?, and How much do we need to know in 
order to guide conservation planning and policy in the 
era of restoration in ecology?

Approach

Systematic review

We reviewed primary literature, reports, and data-
bases, and communicated with practitioners and 
researchers to build a comprehensive database of res-
toration projects of the last 40 years for five main marine 
coastal ecosystems: coral reefs, seagrass, mangroves, 
saltmarshes, and oyster reefs. We chose to report on 
these ecosystems due to their valuable goods and ser-
vices and rapid rates of decline. Reporting on all five 
systems also allows for comparison of cost and feasibil-
ity across ecosystems. We undertook a systematic 
review using Web of Science (Core collection; Thomson 
Reuters, New York, New York, USA) and Scopus 
(Elsevier, Atlanta, Georgia, USA) databases. Databases 
were searched for peer-reviewed articles using the search 
terms “(ecosystemA* OR ecosystemB*) AND restor*”, 
as well as “(ecosystemA* OR ecosystemB*) AND 
rehab*” to account for all literature on restoration and 
rehabilitation available by 21 November 2014. The 
terms ecosystemA and ecosystemB indicated two dif-
ferent names in use for the same ecosystem (e.g., coral 
and coral reef, mangrove and mangal, saltmarsh and 
salt marsh, shellfish and oyster). The search was con-
fined by focusing on the key terms in the title and 
resulted in a total of 429 studies (89 studies for coral 
reefs, 54 for seagrass, 71 for mangroves, 134 for salt-
marshes, and 81 for oyster reefs, respectively). In a 
second step, an EndNote (Version X7.0.2; Thomson 
Reuters, New York, New York, USA) search was per-
formed within the full text (any field + PDF with notes) 
of the sources using the search terms (cost* OR feasib* 
OR surviv*) to only account for studies either indicating 
cost or feasibility/survival. In addition, relevant infor-
mation was obtained by following on citations, personal 
communication with practitioners and researchers, and 
inspecting diverse restoration databases and webpages. 
The overall literature search and review resulted in the 
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creation of one database containing data from five eco-
systems with 71 studies for coral reefs (with 286 single 
observations), 52 (193) for seagrass, 54 (217) for man-
groves, 34 (132) for saltmarshes, and 24 (126) for oyster 
reefs (Appendix S1: Table S1). An overview map of the 
worldwide locations of restoration projects is provided 
in Appendix S1 (Fig. S1). We refer to both active or 
passive restoration and rehabilitation as “restoration” 
to encompass all approaches used for comparison.

A database containing information on five ecosystems 
was created using data from the literature review 
(Reference to Ecological Archives and Dryad Digital 
Repository). Each ecosystem-specific database section con-
tains the full reference, general information about the pub-
lication and project, the restoration action undertaken, 
species involved, location, a description on the type of 
cost reported, information on funding sources, project 
duration (in years), the area restored in hectare (ha), the 
converted restoration cost in US$2010/ha, feasibility 
information (including reasons for success or failure), and 
restoration success in terms of percentage of survival of 
restored organisms. For coral reefs, we also accounted for 
pre-transplant (i.e., survival of coral spat/larvae in culture 
before rearing them in nursery or out-planting), transplant 
(i.e., survival of coral fragments during nursery period), 
and post-transplant (i.e., survival of coral fragments after 
out-planting to the reef) survival, as well as for the overall 
survival averaged over the former three categories.

Data from plots and figures were extracted graphically 
by using WebPlotDigitizer (available online).6 Not all 
information required for the database was directly avail-
able in every report, therefore, additional information 
was derived where possible. For oyster reefs, if  survival 
of restored organisms was not reported, it was estimated 
based on percent cover of oysters on the reef (Konisky 
et  al. 2013) or the percentage of successful reefs out of 
the number of total reefs restored (Powers et  al. 2009). 
For the coral reefs records, where only cost per coral 
colony was provided (Shafir et  al. 2006, Garrison and 
Ward 2008, Shaish et  al. 2008, Ferse 2010, Levy et  al. 
2010, Nakamura et al. 2011, Guest et al. 2014), calcula-
tions for the restoration cost per area were based on a 
transplanting schedule with four coral colonies out-planted 
per m2 or 40 000 coral transplants/ha (Edwards and Gomez 
2007). Accounting for a median survival of 64.5% (aver-
aged over the reported pre-transplant, transplant, and 
post-transplant survival in the coral reef restoration data-
base section), a total of 54 200 coral transplants would 
be required to populate one hectare. The latter value was 
used for converting cost per colony to cost per unit area.

Restoration costs

All reported restoration costs were adjusted for infla-
tion in each respective country based on consumer price 
index (CPI) to a base year of 2010 prices (Table  1; 
Appendix S1: Tables S2, S3). Data required for economic 

conversion were downloaded from World Bank 
Development Indicators (The World Bank 2014). For 
some countries and/or years, CPI data were unavailable 
(e.g., Taiwan, Maldives, Mayotte, Réunion, Virgin 
Islands [UK], French Polynesia, Micronesia, and New 
Caledonia); such observations were excluded from fur-
ther analyses, but original data are available in the data-
base (Reference to Ecological Archives and Dryad 
Digital Repository). If the CPI for a particular year was 
unavailable, the next closest year selected was data col-
lection year. Otherwise, if data collection year was una-
vailable, the publication year minus one year was used. 
For restoration costs incurred in 2014, the previous year 
CPI (2013) was used for conversion. For studies where 
local currencies were reported (e.g., Australia, Indonesia, 
Vietnam, Europe), data were first converted to U.S. dol-
lars using the foreign exchange rates from the Penn 
World Tables (Heston et al. 2012) and later adjusted to 
the respective countries’ inflation based on CPI to a base 
year of 2010 prices. To account for effects based on dif-
ferences in local economy (developed or developing), we 
performed a second economic conversion based on the 
gross domestic product as a function of purchasing power 
parity GDP (PPP). Here, we converted U.S. dollar to 
the local value of one U.S. dollar in developing countries 
and then adjusted for inflation to obtain international 
dollar (Int$) at a base year of 2010 prices (Table  1; 
Appendix S1: Tables  S4, S5). The difference in cost 
between CPI and GDP (PPP)-converted costs highlights 
that the U.S. dollar has a greater value (i.e., purchasing 
power) relative to the official exchange rate of the foreign 
currency in countries with developing economies.

The cost description reported in the restoration database 
was used to group data into total project costs (including 
capital and operating cost), capital costs (cost for planning, 
purchasing, land acquisition, construction, and financing), 
operating costs (cost for maintenance, monitoring, and 
equipment repair and replacement), and in-kind cost 
(donations or volunteer labour) according to 
(Environmental Protection Agency 2012; Table  1). 
Although we attempted to include monetary restoration 
cost, other costs including opportunity cost, contingency 
cost, transaction cost, and time lag (Cairns 1994, Gutrich 
and Hitzhusen 2004, Levrel et al. 2012, Quétier et al. 2014) 
of the projects were rarely mentioned in the studies. 
Therefore, if all types of project costs were accounted for 
in all studies, the costs we report here would be greater. A 
detailed overview of cost and survival of restored organ-
isms grouped by restoration technique applied for all inves-
tigated ecosystems can be found in Appendix S1: Table S7.

Feasibility

Ideally, the success of ecological restoration should 
be measured as how much of the previous ecosystem 
function and its resilience against stresses and environ-
mental changes could be achieved after restoration 
efforts (Kaly and Jones 1998, Ruiz-Jaen and Aide 2005). 6 �http://arohatgi.info/WebPlotDigitizer/

http://arohatgi.info/WebPlotDigitizer/
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However, restoration success is typically reported in 
terms of item-based success, e.g., survival of planted 
transplants, seedlings, recruits, propagules, or spat. 
Item-based success is not adequate to represent the over-
all project feasibility where success criteria are linked to 
the recovery of ecosystem function and services (Ruiz-
Jaen and Aide 2005). Many projects assessed in the 
present study did not aim at ecological restoration as 
defined by the Society for Ecological Restoration (SER 
2004), but rather had other objectives. For example, 
some projects focused on the utilization of project fund-
ing for the establishment of the largest number of jobs 
(Stokes et  al. 2012), community engagement (Brown 
et al. 2014), or political gain (Mann and Powell 2007). 
Due to the fact that restoration goals differed between 
restoration projects or were not clearly defined, we used 
item-based success such as survival of restored organ-
isms as a closest estimate to overall restoration feasibil-
ity, although we acknowledge that this is not equivalent 
to success of ecological restoration where feasibility is 
based on an evaluation of ecosystem service recovery.

We define a highly successful ecological restoration pro-
ject as one where the restoration goals required at least a 
5-yr (monitoring) period and achieved ≥85% survival of 
restored organisms for the entire mitigation area (e.g., 

Roebig et al. 2012). We define restoration failure as projects 
with an outcome of ≤10% survival of restored organisms.

Statistical analyses

Statistical differences between restoration cost pro-
vided for projects in countries with developed economies 
and developing countries were analyzed by a non-
parametrical Kruskal–Wallis one way ANOVA since cost 
data failed the test of normality (Kruskal and Wallis 
1952). Statistical tests were performed for the ecosystems 
coral reefs and mangroves for CPI- as well as GDP (PPP)-
converted costs but analysis was not possible for seagrass, 
saltmarsh, or oyster reefs because there were insufficient 
data from developing countries. A linear regression analy-
sis was performed to identify whether there was a rela-
tionship between restoration cost and survival, or between 
cost and unit area of restored habitat. The latter was 
conducted to identify whether there are economies of 
scale in coastal ecosystem restoration projects (i.e., a 
decrease in restoration costs per unit area with increasing 
project areas). To examine how well different restoration 
projects performed overall, we conducted a simplified 
cost-effectiveness analysis of restoration cost, project 
area, and survival of restored organisms for observations 

Table 1.  Median (and average in brackets) values of overall restoration cost per unit area and total restoration cost for coral reefs, 
seagrass, mangroves, saltmarshes, and oyster reefs. 

Ecosystem Economy

Restoration cost Total restoration cost
PPP-adjusted  

restoration cost

PPP-adjusted 
total restoration 

cost

N (2010 US$ per ha) N (2010 US$ per ha) N
(2010 Int$ 

per ha) N
(2010 Int$ 

per ha)

Coral reefs Overall 42 165, 607 (5 ,411, 993) 16 162 ,455 (2 ,915, 087)
Developed 18 1 ,826, 651 

(12, 125, 179)
8 282 ,719 

(5, 501 ,636)
19 1, 489, 964 

(11 ,499, 412)
8 207,247 

(5, 479 ,769)
Developing 24 89 ,269 (377, 104) 8 162 ,455 (328, 537) 28 9,216 (60,726) 8 19 ,510 

(48 ,309)
Seagrass Overall 64 106 ,782 (399 ,532) 22 383 ,672 (699, 525)

Developed 64 106 ,782 (399 ,532) 22 383, 672 (699 ,525) 48 144 ,981  
(444, 604)

22 419 ,646 
(725, 326)

Developing … … … … … … …
Mangroves Overall 109 8,961 (62 ,689) 29 2,508 (15, 017)

Developed 59 38 ,982 (108 ,828) 5 52 ,006 (45, 311) 46 37, 568  
(93, 281)

5 52 ,006 
(42, 801)

Developing 50 1,191 (8,245) 24 1,771 (8,706) 44 172 (2,163) 25 230 (1,413)
Saltmarshes Overall 73 67, 128 (1 ,804, 779) 40 151, 129 (1 ,042, 116)

Developed 73 67 ,128 (1, 804 ,779) 40 151 ,129 
(1 ,042 ,116)

67 75 ,362  
(1 ,567 ,614)

35 213 ,690 
(1, 182 ,457)

Developing … … … … … … … …
Oyster reefs Overall 23 66 ,821 (386 ,783) 5 189 ,665 (859, 080)

Developed 23 66 ,821 (386, 783) 5 189 ,665 (859, 080) 23 66 ,821  
(386 ,783)

5 189, 665 
(859 ,080)

Developing … … … … … … … …

Notes: Cost data are represented in 2010 U.S. dollars per ha accounting for inflation [consumer price index (CPI)] and in 2010 
Int$ per ha taking into account the gross domestic product as estimated by the purchasing power parity (GDP; PPP). Total restora-
tion cost includes only observations in which both capital and operating cost were reported. Data are represented as overall observa-
tions as well as projects in countries with developed and developing economies. The number of observations is indicated by N, while 
ellipses imply that no observations were available.
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where all required data were available. Cost-effectiveness 
analysis measures a least-cost way in achieving an objec-
tive for our case restoration, where the restoration cost 
per unit area and respective survival rate of restored 
organisms, is compared to the relative costs and outcomes 
of two or more alternatives (see Appendix S1 for more 
details; Wilson et al. 2012).

Results

The cost of marine coastal restoration

Out of  a total of  954 observations from restoration 
projects, 33% reported on cost and 28% described what 
these costs included. From all observations reporting 
on cost, only 30% contained components of  both capital 
and operating costs. Monitoring costs were specifically 
indicated for only 18% of all cost observations, while 
29% included construction cost (Appendix S1: Table S1).

Overall cost for restoration varied considerably within 
and between ecosystems (Table 1). The median and average 
of restoration cost for all ecosystems was around US$80 000/
ha and US$1 600 000/ha, respectively. Total project costs, 
calculated for projects that included both capital and oper-
ating costs, for restoring seagrass, saltmarshes, and oyster 
reefs were two to four times higher than the median 
(US$150 000–400 000/ha, 2010; Table 1). Median total res-
toration costs for coral reefs were close to the overall cost 
value (Table 1). For mangroves, total restoration costs were 
3.6 times lower than the median of overall costs.

The range of restoration cost, project area, project 
duration, and survival of restored organisms is shown for 

all ecosystems in Fig. 1. Compared with other ecosystems, 
mangrove restoration was the least expensive and targeted 
the largest areas (Fig.  1A, B). For coral reefs, seagrass, 
saltmarshes, and oyster reefs, only small-scale restoration 
efforts of <1  ha have been documented (Fig.  1B). The 
median project duration of restoration efforts ranged from 
1 yr for coral reefs, seagrass, and mangroves to 2 yr for 
saltmarshes and oyster reefs (Fig. 1C). Of all observations 
on survival, 47% of the projects were assessed for ≤1 yr, 
21% for between 1 and 2  yr, and 21% for longer than 
2 yr, while 11% provided no information on project dura-
tion (Appendix S1: Table S1). Among all marine coastal 
ecosystems, the lowest survival was reported for seagrass 
with a median survival of 38.0% (Fig. 1D).

Restoration projects were described from around the 
world in both developed and developing countries. Most 
projects occurred in Australia, Europe and USA 
(Appendix S1: Fig. S1). Only coral reefs and mangrove 
restoration projects were reported from both developed 
and developing countries. Studies on the restoration of 
seagrass, saltmarshes, and oyster reefs were only docu-
mented in developed countries. Reported restoration 
costs were significantly lower (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA; 
p < 0.01) for projects in developing countries compared 
to developed countries (Fig.  2). Total restoration costs 
for projects in developing countries were almost half  as 
expensive for coral reefs and 30 times less for mangroves 
compared to costs in developed countries when account-
ing for economic conversion based on the countries’ 
inflation. When taking into account the local value of 
U.S. dollars in developing countries by adjusting to GDP 

Fig.  1.  Range of (A) cost, (B) project area, (C) project duration, and (D) survival for marine coastal restoration projects 
represented as box and whisker plots with minimum, quartiles, median, maximum, and outliers, for corals reefs, seagrass, mangroves, 
saltmarshes, and oyster reefs. Median values are indicated by numbers. Restoration cost (US$ 2010/ha) and project area (ha) are 
represented on a logarithmic scale.



ELISA BAYRAKTAROV ET AL. Ecological Applications 
Vol. 26, No. 4

1060

(PPP), total restoration costs were 11 and 226 times lower 
in developing countries compared to developed countries 
for corals reefs and mangroves, respectively (Table 1).

An evaluation of the information provided in the 
Acknowledgements section of primary literature studies 
suggested that most funding for restoration was  pro-
vided by government, mostly financing small-scale 
research projects. The next most abundant projects were 
financed partly by government and a non-governmental 
organization (NGO; Appendix S1: Table S6).

The feasibility of marine coastal restoration

Of all observations on marine coastal restoration, 61% 
provided information on survival of restored organisms as 
an item-based success indicator (Appendix S1: Table S1). 
Median survival was 64.5% for coral reefs, 38.0% for sea-
grass, 51.3% for mangroves, 64.8% for saltmarshes, and 
56.2% for oyster reefs (Table 2). A frequency distribution 
of the number of observations and survival of restored 
organisms showed that while the number of studies report-
ing on successful coral reef restoration was high (tendency 
towards high survival > 70%), the observations of seagrass 
restoration had highest frequency at 0–5% survival (Fig. 3). 
For mangroves, saltmarsh, and oyster reefs the frequency 
distribution of survival rates had no clear peaks, with a 
range of survival rates observed (Fig. 3).

Cost-survival and effectiveness analyses

There was no significant relationship between percent 
organism survival and overall project cost per unit area 

for all ecosystems combined, or for coral reefs, seagrass, 
saltmarsh, or mangroves individually (Fig. 4). An analysis 
could not be performed for oyster reefs because only one 
single observation provided data on both cost and survival 

Fig. 2.  Comparison between restoration of coral reefs and mangroves reported for countries with developed and developing 
economy. Costs for coral reefs restoration are shown as (A) CPI-converted and (B) GDP (PPP)-converted values; and for mangroves 
(C) and (D), respectively.

Table  2.  Success of restoration projects for coral reefs, 
seagrass, mangroves, saltmarshes, and oyster reefs. 

Ecosystem Economy N Success (% survival)

Coral reefs Overall 293 64.5
Developed 110 56.8
Developing 112 68.3

Seagrass Overall 141 38.0
Developed 114 41.3
Developing 27 11.0

Mangroves Overall 106 51.3
Developed 38 56.3
Developing 68 44.7

Saltmarshes Overall 28 64.8
Developed 28 64.8
Developing … …

Oyster reefs Overall 64 56.2
Developed 64 56.2
Developing … …

Notes: Restoration success is represented by (%) survival of 
restored organisms. Data are shown as overall observations as 
well as projects in countries with developed and developing 
economies. The number of observations is indicated by N, while 
ellipses imply that no observations were available. For coral 
reefs, overall survival included 17 observations for which no 
project location or type of economy were indicated.
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(Fig. 4). Likewise, there was no relationship between per-
cent survival and project duration (Appendix S1: Fig. S3).

Analysis on cost-effectiveness was only possible for 
11% of  all observations: those which provided informa-
tion on cost, area, and survival, and these can be found 
in Appendix S1: Table  S8. Analysis was not possible 
for oyster reefs because of  insufficient data. The most 
cost-effective coral reef  restoration projects were those 
where coral reef  fragments were transplanted from 
donor colonies to a degraded reef, estimated at 
US$11 717/ha in a developing country. In contrast, the 
least cost-effective approach for coral reef  restoration 
used a combination of  stabilizing substrate and trans-
plantation of  fragments (estimated at US$2 879 773/ha 
in a developing country). The most cost-effective sea-
grass restoration project was the transplantation of 
seagrass cores or plugs (US$29 749/ha in a developed 

country), while the least cost-effective project used 
mechanical transplantation of  seagrass (US$1 196 896/
ha in a developed country). For mangroves, the most 
cost-effective project was planting of  seeds, seedlings, 
or propagules (US$786/ha in a developing country), 
while the least cost-effective project used a combina-
tion of  planting and construction (estimated at 
$US749 215/ha in a developed country). Overall, res-
toration of  saltmarshes was the least cost-effective 
among investigated ecosystems. The most cost-effective 
saltmarsh restoration project was estimated at 
US$1 036 956/ha for construction, clearing of  exotic 
vegetation, and planting saltmarsh plants. The least 
cost-effective saltmarsh restoration project, estimated 
at US$112 695 652/ha, used hydrological restoration 
and planting of  saltmarsh plants (Appendix S1: 
Table S8).

Fig. 3.  Frequency distribution of restoration success (in % survival of restored organism) for (A) coral reefs, (B) seagrass, (C) 
mangroves, (D) saltmarshes, and (E) oyster reefs. Median values and observations are indicated by numbers.
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Cost-area analyses, economies of scale

Total restoration cost (including capital and operat-
ing cost) per unit area remained constant for coral reefs 
and seagrass as the size of the project increased, indi-
cating that economies of scale did not occur (Fig  5). 
However, project size tended to be small (<1  ha for 
coral reefs and <10  ha for seagrass; Fig  3), and it is 
possible that this relationship would change if larger 
project areas were examined. For mangroves, salt-
marshes, and oyster reefs, restoration cost per unit area 
had a non-significant linear regression with increasing 
project area (Fig. 5). There were fewer studies for oyster 
reefs than for mangroves and saltmarshes (Fig.  5). 
Large-scale restoration efforts of more than 10 ha were 
documented for mangroves with areas of up to 
120 000 ha (e.g., Erftemeijer and Lewis 1999). For salt-
marshes, most restoration projects had a target area 
between one and 10 000 ha.

The most successful ecological restoration projects

There were only 13 restoration projects (2% of all 
observations reporting on survival) with a duration of 
≥5 yr and ≥85% survival of restored organisms that were 
classified as highly successful (sensu Roebig et al. 2012). 
The 27 most successful restoration projects achieving 
≥85% irrespective of project duration are summarized 
in Table 3.

For coral reefs, restoration projects achieving sur-
vival of ≥85% irrespective of project duration were 
those that used coral gardening or coral farming tech-
niques (43% of all observations reporting on survival), 
transplantation of coral colonies or fragments from 
donor colonies (53% of all observations reporting on 
survival), and those that cultured corals or used coral 
“seeding”, i.e., out-planting of juvenile corals to the 
reefs (4%). Only one coral restoration project could be 

considered as highly successful (Table 3). This project 
was conducted in the Philippines and used coral gar-
dening (Table 3).

For seagrass, the restoration projects reporting highest 
survival used a range of techniques, including transplan-
tation of seagrass seedlings, sprigs, shoots, or rhizomes 
(57% of all observations on survival), transplantation of 
aquacultured seagrass (11% of all observations on sur-
vival), deployment of Hessian bags (11% of all observa-
tions on survival), and transplanting seagrass cores or 
plugs (10% of all observations on survival). Only two 
highly successful studies were reported, and these used 
manual transplantation of Posidonia australis shoots in 
a sheltered bay in southern Western Australia (Table 3).

Techniques in mangrove restoration that achieved 
survival rates of  more than 85% were those where the 
facilitation of natural mangrove recovery was achieved 
through planting of seeds, seedlings, or propagules (72% 
of observation on survival), planting of saplings or small 
trees (11% of observation on survival), reconversion of 
aquaculture ponds to mangrove habitat (9% of observa-
tion on survival), and hydrological restoration (5% of 
observation on survival). Only two studies were highly 
successful (Table 3). One of the studies monitored man-
groves planted after hydrological restoration, whereas 
the other facilitated natural recovery of mangroves by 
clearing invasive plants, removing dredged material, re-
contouring the site to intertidal elevations favourable for 
mangroves, excavating tidal creek systems to enhance 
flushing, and planting of smooth cord grass to trap 
mangrove seeds at high tide from adjacent forests in 
Florida (Table 3).

The most successful saltmarsh restoration projects 
used construction and planting of  saltmarsh plants 
(39% of  observations on survival), as well as planting 
saltmarsh seeds, seedlings, or sods (56% of  observations 
on survival). Three studies reported highly successful 
saltmarsh restoration (Table  3). Two of  these projects 
involved construction, excavation of  the restoration 
site, and subsequent backfilling with clean soil, as well 
as planting of  saltmarsh plugs, and the other project 
monitored differences between restored and reference 
sites (Table 3).

For oyster reefs the establishment of no-harvest 
sanctuaries for oysters created by natural or artificial 
substrate (30% of all observations reported on survival) 
and transplanting juvenile oysters obtained from hatch-
ery to the reefs (18% of all observations reported on 
survival) achieved ≥85% survival of restored oysters 
(Table  3). The only highly successful oyster reef study 
described the establishment of several oyster reef sites 
in no-harvest sanctuaries in North Carolina (Table 3).

Challenges and failures of marine coastal restoration

Restoration project failure (≤10% survival of restored 
organisms) occurred for a number of reasons which 
varied among the different ecosystems (Table 4).

Fig.  4.  Cost–survival relationship for the restoration of 
coral reefs, seagrass, mangroves, saltmarshes, and oyster reefs. 
Restoration costs (US$ 2010/ha) are displayed on a logarithmic 
scale.
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For coral reefs, low survivorship was related mainly 
to inadequate site selection (e.g., sites with high sedi-
mentation rates or strong currents), unsuitable substrate 
for transplantation (e.g., sand or bamboo), or stochastic 
events (e.g., warm- or cold-water anomalies; Table  4). 
High mortality was reported for approaches that used 
culturing and seeding of coral spat or transplanting juve-
nile corals to degraded reefs. Project duration also influ-
enced project failure, with a few studies reporting low 
transplant survival after 10 years (Table 4).

For seagrass, poor site selection was a very important 
factor influencing restoration failure. Restoration efforts 
often failed due to planting of seagrass shoots at high 
wave energy locations without anchoring, inappropriate 
anchoring, or planting at sites with high levels of sedi-
ment movement and erosion (Table  4). The type of 
transplant also influenced failure rates, with transplanta-
tion of seeds often leading to incomplete germination. 
In some cases, failure was caused by stochastic events 
(e.g., flood damage or severe storms). Further reasons 
for failure were illegal trawling activities, marine con-
tamination, and poor water quality. Inadequate seed 
storage procedures were identified as detrimental in one 
study. Areas impacted by several anthropogenic factors, 
such as thermal stress due to a power plant, cement 
tailings, oil contamination, discharge from saline ponds, 
or impacts associated with close proximity to a river 
mouth, were described as unsuitable for seagrass restora-
tion (Table 4).

Mangrove restoration often failed when planting of 
collected seeds, seedlings, propagules, or saplings occurred 
within habitats which would not support their natural 

recruitment (e.g., mudflats or abandoned shrimp ponds 
where the tidal regime is unsuitable). Additionally, 
planted mangroves were typically damaged by barnacles, 
filamentous algae, and sedimentation. A lack of commu-
nity involvement also led to failure of mangrove 
restoration efforts as people damaged restoration sites 
(e.g., trampling by local fishermen; Table 4).

In saltmarshes, rates of survivorship were strongly 
dependent on the species used and whether locally col-
lected native or imported saltmarsh plants were planted. 
Locally collected species typically had higher transplant 
survival. Planted saltmarsh seedlings were particularly 
sensitive to multiple stressors including high salinity, 
sediment deposition, algal smothering, and animal 
activity (e.g., grazing; Table 4).

There were only few studies explicitly reporting on 
the failures or lessons learned from oyster reef restora-
tion. Failure was documented where sites were unsuit-
able such as sites with sandy-bottoms which resulted in 
burial of oyster shells, or sites with high-energy flow 
regimes. Often, buried oysters were reported as over-
grown by tunicates, bryozoans, barnacles, and small 
mussels (Table 4).

Discussion

Restoration of marine coastal ecosystems is required 
for social, economic, and ecological purposes. This study 
provides the first comprehensive review of cost and fea-
sibility of marine coastal restoration projects for five 
important ecosystem: coral reefs, seagrass, mangroves, 
saltmarsh, and oyster reefs. We identified a wide range 

Fig.  5.  Relationship between total cost per unit area and area restored for the restoration of (A) coral reefs, (B) seagrass, 
(C) mangroves, (D) saltmarshes, and (E) oyster reefs. Cost data, classified as total restoration cost per unit area in log (US$ 2010/ha), 
are displayed as function of area restored in log (ha). Results of linear regression analysis are displayed in the upper right corner of 
each diagram.
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of costs and success rates for marine coastal restoration 
projects, which depended on the ecosystem type, geo-
graphic location, and approach used.

Cost of restoration

Our review shows that the cost for marine coastal 
restoration projects depends on the ecosystem restored, 
the economy of country where the restoration projects 
were carried out, and on the restoration technique 
applied. While the overall reported median and average 
costs for restoration of one hectare marine coastal habi-
tat were around US$80 000 (2010) and US$1 600 000 
(2010) respectively, the real total costs are likely to be 
two to four times higher if both capital and operating 
costs are included, increasing costs (median) to 
US$150 000–400 000/ha (2010).

Unfortunately, not all studies provided cost data in a 
comprehensive manner. It was often not possible to split 
the available cost information into capital and operating 
costs, or to account for the different components of res-
toration (planning, purchasing, land acquisition, con-
struction, financing, maintenance, monitoring, and 
equipment repair/replacement). Despite the incomplete 
nature of cost data, our values are similar to the cost 
reported by 13 studies on restoration of coastal ecosys-
tems with a range of US$250 000–500 000/ha (in 2007), 
which were compiled by a recent review examining the 
benefits of restoration (De Groot et al. 2013). However, 
where their study examines data for several systems com-
bined, the present study distinguishes between the dif-
ferent types of marine coastal ecosystems, providing a 
more comprehensive synthesis based on a higher number 
of restoration studies.

The restoration of mangroves was a special case for 
which the least amount of funding was spent. Our 
median total restoration costs for mangroves of 
US$3000/ha (2010) are below the range estimated for 
the restoration of coastal wetlands of US$11 000–530 000/
ha (2007) based on seven studies (De Groot et al. 2013). 
The relatively low cost of mangrove restoration is likely 
to be related to the high number of community- and 
volunteer-based projects, the high availability of man-
grove seeds, seedlings, and propagules, and also possibly 
due to the relative accessibility of mangrove restoration 
sites (Adame et al. 2015).

Restoration of marine coastal ecosystems is more 
expensive than for other ecosystems. The total (median) 
cost estimates for marine coastal restoration presented 
here are 10–400 times higher than the maximum cost 
reported for the restoration of inland wetlands (US$40 000/
ha, 2007), freshwater systems (US$16 000/ha, 2007), 
tropical (US$7000/ha, 2007) and temperate forest 
(US$3000/ha, 2007), woodlands (US$1000/ha, 2007), and 
grasslands (US$1500/ha, 2007; De Groot et  al. 2013). 
The upper range of total cost reported for marine 
coastal  restoration in the present study are up to eight 
times higher than the maximum costs estimated by 

conservation organizations for acquisition and manage-
ment of terrestrial protected areas of US$10 000–50 000/
ha (2012; Armsworth 2014). Thus, compared to terres-
trial ecosystems marine coastal ecosystems, particularly 
coral reefs, seagrass, and oyster reefs, are more expensive 
to restore.

The feasibility of marine coastal restoration

Surprisingly, survival of restored organisms was not 
related to cost. Rather, restoration success (defined as 
survival) varied for the different ecosystems (e.g., resto-
ration success of seagrass was low, while for coral reefs 
and saltmarshes it was higher) and restoration tech-
niques (e.g., transplanting of adult colonies was more 
successful than out-planting of coral larvae or juveniles). 
Causes of restoration failure, which was likely under-
reported (Hobbs 2009, Knight 2009, Suding 2011), were 
mainly linked to inadequate site selection, stochastic 
events, or human disturbance. In general, unsuitable 
sites were characterized by altered hydrological condi-
tions, high wave and flow energy, and inadequate sub-
strate. Historical reports on the presence of ecosystem 
may provide guidance on whether the site is suitable for 
restoration (Precht and Robbart 2006, van Katwijk et al. 
2009). Before starting any restoration action, the abiotic 
conditions, and whether these could support the marine 
coastal ecosystem must be known and well understood 
(Laegdsgaard 2006, Precht and Robbart 2006). In con-
trast to marine coastal ecosystems, restoration success 
in the terrestrial environment was positively correlated 
with investment (Ruiz-Jaen and Aide 2005). In terrestrial 
ecosystems, restoration techniques are sufficiently 
advanced such that high levels of investment are 
rewarded (Ruiz-Jaen and Aide 2005). Currently this 
appears not to be the case in marine coastal ecosystems, 
although as restoration science in marine systems 
matures larger investments may achieve relatively larger 
gains. Both the dynamic nature of marine coastal eco-
systems, which are inundated by seawater and often 
experience large fluctuation in wave energy and other 
environmental conditions, and the nature of the organ-
isms (e.g., corals are invertebrates with limited environ-
mental tolerances) contribute to the challenges of 
restoration in marine coastal habitats.

Success in restoration of marine coastal ecosystems 
was assessed as short-term survival rates, while success 
in terrestrial ecosystems was mainly assessed by meas-
urement of the diversity, vegetation structure, or ecologi-
cal processes (Ruiz-Jaen and Aide 2005). The focus on 
survival indicates that restoration science in marine 
coastal ecosystems is still in an early phase. Clearly, 
restoration of marine coastal ecosystems is feasible, 
although expensive, with room for improvement in res-
toration techniques and in the monitoring of the effec-
tiveness/success of projects. We observed a large range 
in survival rates indicative for success which mainly dif-
fered based on ecosystem with higher success rates for 
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coral reefs and saltmarshes, and lowest for seagrass. This 
is in agreement with previous studies reporting on the 
challenges related to seagrass restoration (Fonseca 2006, 
2011, Ganassin and Gibbs 2008, van Katwijk et al. 2009, 
Cunha et al. 2012).

How much and where to restore

One of the primary aims of marine coastal restoration 
efforts is the delivery of ecological goods and services 
(SER 2004, Grabowski and Peterson 2007, Rey Benayas 
et  al. 2009, Barbier et  al. 2011, De Groot et  al. 2013). 
To achieve this goal consistently, the costs and feasibility 
of restoration projects over relevant spatial scales must 
be reliably estimated. For most marine coastal ecosystems, 
only small-scale restoration projects have been reported 
of a few hectares or less while the scales of anthropogenic 
degradation are in the order of 10–1 000 000 ha (Edwards 
and Gomez 2007). In 2006, a study reported that restora-
tion research on coral reefs had been focused on the 
development of techniques (Zimmer 2006) rather than 
on assessing the application of established methodologies 
in large-scale restoration projects. Our review indicates 
that little has changed since 2006 and many studies are 
still small scale and experimental. However, to achieve 
no net loss of coastal habitats (e.g., biodiversity offset 
policies (Maron et  al. 2012, Bull et  al. 2013, Bell et  al. 
2014, and Bell et al. 2014) the scale of restoration of 
coastal marine ecosystems should at least match the scale 
of degradation. To date, only restoration of mangroves 
in marine coastal systems has been reported for larger 
areas of up to 120 000  ha. But these projects are not 
always successful. Efforts over 20 years at a cost of over 
US$17.6 million in the Philippines were used to restore 
44 000  ha of mangrove forest, which largely failed with 
only 10% gain in mangrove habitat (Samson and Rollon 
2008, Lewis 2009). No doubt large scale restoration pro-
jects are urgently needed to achieve socioeconomic ben-
efits of ecosystem services delivery (De Groot et al. 2013).

Restoration of coral reefs and mangroves was signifi-
cantly less expensive (up to 30 times) in countries with 
developing compared to developed economies. However, 
we assume that we could not account for all restoration 
projects in developed countries due to a lower incentive 
to publish and report eventually leading to a reporting 
bias with a strong impact on restoration costs. Sharma 
et al. (2010) presented a correlation between the level of 
development and the level of disclosure and reporting of 
restoration projects. When accounting for the local values 
of U.S. dollar in developing countries, the costs for res-
toration would be up to 200 times less than in developed 
countries. If  projects involve a consensus and integration 
of local communities and stakeholders, (e.g., Brown et al. 
2014), marine coastal restoration can be most cost-
effective in countries with developing economies. Many 
developing countries have some of the largest extents of 
the marine coastal habitats assessed in this study, high 
levels of diversity and endemism (e.g., Indonesia), and 

large populations reliant on delivery of goods and 
services from marine systems. Thus investment in restora-
tion in developing countries is likely to be beneficial for 
both the environment and society. However, despite 
potentially low cost-effectiveness of restoration in devel-
oping countries, corruption and fraud often afflicts 
restoration projects in those countries, and there is an 
urgent need to reform financial governance to foster 
investor’s confidence in conservation efforts and help 
alleviate poverty among local communities (Barr and 
Sayer 2012).

Project duration

Most restoration projects in our database had a dura-
tion of no more than one to two  years corresponding 
to the lifetime of development projects, research grants, 
or academic theses. The short project duration of marine 
coastal restoration projects have been criticized as being 
unsuitable to assess recovery of ecosystem function 
(Kaly and Jones 1998) and that the outcome of restora-
tion (success or failure) is directly related to the period 
of observation (e.g., for seagrass restoration; Bell et al. 
2014). Depending on the degree of disturbance and 
nature of the ecosystem, full recovery may take decades 
to centuries (Clewell and Aronson 2007). For example, 
mangroves require at least 20–25 years to reach maturity 
(Lugo and Snedaker 1974, Odum 1975) with natural 
succession occurring over periods of 15–30  years if 
hydrology has not been disrupted and supply of natural 
propagules is provided (Field 1998, Lewis 2005). 
Research and monitoring of restored sites over longer 
time periods is necessary to assess the long-term success 
of restoration projects and should be embraced by inves-
tors in marine coastal restoration.

Conclusions and lessons learned

The present literature synthesis showed that there are 
four main criteria for marine ecosystem restoration pro-
jects to achieve success: (1) understanding of ecosystem 
function (e.g., physical and biological conditions required 
for the ecosystem to thrive), (2) removal of the anthro-
pogenic stressors that impede natural regeneration (e.g., 
pollution, eutrophication, altered hydrology, physical 
damage), (3) clearly defined criteria for the measurement 
of restoration success, and (4) long term monitoring of 
15–20 years rather than <5 years. Further, highly effec-
tive marine coastal restoration projects typically involved 
the community in the restoration actions, transferred 
knowledge among scientists, practitioners, community 
members, and administrative organisations (including 
lessons learnt from failures), and included a broad range 
of stakeholders in the decision-making process (Bernhardt 
et al. 2007, Suding 2011, Brown et al. 2014).

The following points summarize what we have learned 
from data synthesis of available literature and suggest the 
direction for future research in marine coastal restoration.
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(1)	 Most marine and coastal restoration projects have 
focused on developed countries and in particular 
Australia, Europe, and USA. Data from developing 
countries are urgently needed, in particular for sea-
grass, saltmarsh, and oyster reefs, given that large 
numbers of people rely directly on the goods and 
services provided by these systems.

(2)	 Investment in restoration projects in developing 
countries can achieve up to 30 times more unit area 
of habitat in developing countries compared to 
developed countries. When accounting for the local 
value of the U.S. dollar in developing nations cost 
incurred for restoration is lower by up to 200 times. 
Given a fixed cost of investment, projects in devel-
oping countries will result in the greatest area of 
habitat.

(3)	 Mangroves were the least expensive ecosystem to 
restore, whereas corals were the most expensive. 
Reasons for the low-cost nature of restoration of 
mangroves are likely related to the high numbers 
of community- or volunteer-based projects, the 
availability of wild mangrove seeds, seedlings, or 
propagules, and relatively easier access to restora-
tion sites. Given a fixed cost of investment, man-
grove restoration will yield the largest area of 
restored habitat among the five ecosystems assessed.

(4)	 The majority of funding for published marine 
coastal restoration projects has been financed by 
governmental or non-governmental organisations 
(NGO). This was reflected by typically small-scale 
experimental research projects rather than large-
scale restoration projects. Partnerships among gov-
ernment and other private, community, or NGO 
entities and development of markets for ecosystem 
services may provide opportunities for enhanced 
investment (Murtough et al. 2002).

(5)	 The majority of studies reported item-based success 
in terms of survival and lacked clearly defined and 
measurable success. Where criteria for success were 
stated explicitly, they typically aimed for simple met-
rics, such as a particular level of biomass or cover-
age, and rarely focused on the recovery of ecosystem 
function or services. Granted, the latter is a much 
more challenging task, but where possible should 
be the ultimate aim of ecological restoration.

(6)	 Restoration projects in saltmarshes and coral reefs 
reported the highest survival rates of around 65%, 
while seagrass restoration projects had lowest sur-
vival rate of 38%. Survival rates of restored organ-
isms varied considerably within and among all 
ecosystems and projects, and complete failures were 
common. Often inadequate site selection caused 
project failure despite the restoration technique 
being effective elsewhere. We cannot rule out the 
possibility that most published literature is likely 
to be biased towards successes rather than failures 
and many of the lessons learned have been undocu-
mented. Therefore, we suggest that all projects 

report on cost, success, and habitat area, including 
those projects that fail completely. The database of 
this manuscript can serve as a specific template on 
how to report cost and feasibility of marine coastal 
restoration projects.

(7)	 Project duration was generally limited to only one 
to two years, which is not sufficient to allow for 
evaluation of full recovery. Projects should be 
longer (15–20  years) and specifically measure 
parameters that describe ecological recovery of the 
ecosystem (including vegetation structure and 
diversity) as well as the associated functions (includ-
ing ecological processes) and services (see point 5).

(8)	 The largest restoration project areas were observed 
for mangroves, while coral reef and seagrass resto-
ration projects were focused only on small-scale, 
experimental restoration research. For restoration 
in marine systems to be used as a tool for conserva-
tion, restoration projects will need to be conducted 
and to succeed over larger spatial scales to match 
the scale of anthropogenic degradation of ecosys-
tems (10–1 000 000 ha).

(9)	 There was no clear relationship between the costs 
spent and success of marine coastal restoration 
projects. We suggest this reflects a necessity of 
maturation in the science of restoration in marine 
coastal ecosystems compared to terrestrial ecosys-
tems, likely influenced by the relatively high logisti-
cal challenges involved in working in marine 
environments. At present, the data suggest that 
increasing the amount of investment in a project 
will not necessarily improve its likelihood of suc-
cess. Instead, careful consideration of site selection 
and restoration technique are likely to be the most 
important factors determining success.

(10)	 There was no evidence for economies of scale in 
studies reporting on total restoration costs. This 
suggests that restoration techniques are not yet 
sufficiently robust to such that larger investments 
lower cost per unit effort. Further studies will 
be  required to achieve a transition from small-
scale to large-scale restoration of marine coastal 
ecosystems.

This study synthesizes knowledge to data on the cost 
and feasibility of ecological restoration in marine coastal 
ecosystems and identifies a number of gaps in current 
knowledge. Critically, best practice protocols should be 
developed that include criteria for reporting on monitor-
ing activities to identify the most cost-efficient restora-
tion techniques and avoid project failure. As restoration 
is increasingly used to offset the impacts of development 
and industrial activity, it is important to close knowledge 
gaps of restoration cost and success, and to improve the 
reporting on current projects. Optimal conservation out-
comes in the future will require both protection and 
restoration (Possingham et al. 2015), depending on their 
relative costs, the rate at which habitat is being lost, and 



ELISA BAYRAKTAROV ET AL. Ecological Applications 
Vol. 26, No. 4

1070

the time required between restoring a habitat and recov-
ery of its ecosystem services. The societal benefits 
achieved by restoring habitat can be high. Given that 
extinction and biodiversity loss rates are increasing 
(Worm et al. 2006) and that natural ecological recovery 
is often limited to non-existent, restoration may be a 
critical tool used to secure a sustainable future in coastal 
marine ecosystems.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank Baruch Rinkevich, Seth Blitch, Tyler 
Ortego, and Shawn Stokes for providing unpublished coral and 
oyster reef restoration data. This study was financed by funds 
of the Australian Sea Level Rise Partnership to M. I. Saunders 
and the Healthy Oceans Program of the Global Change 
Institute. We acknowledge the positive feedback of the editor 
Richard Aronson and the two anonymous reviewers for further 
improving this manuscript.

Literature Cited

Adame, M. F., V. Hermoso, K. Perhans, C. E. Lovelock, and 
J. A. Herrera-Silveira. 2015. Selecting cost-effective areas for 
restoration of ecosystem services. Conservation Biology 
29:493–502.

Ainodion, M. J., C. R. Robnett, and T. I. Ajose. 2002. 
Mangrove restoration by an operating company in the Niger 
Delta. Pages 1001–1014 in SPE International Conference on 
Health, Safety and Environment in Oil and Gas Exploration 
and Production, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.

Alongi, D. M. 2002. Present state and future of the world’s 
mangrove forests. Environmental Conservation 29:331–349.

Ammar, M. S. A., E. M. Amin, D. Gundacker, and W. E. G. 
Mueller. 2000. One rational strategy for restoration of coral 
reefs: application of molecular biological tools to select sites 
for rehabilitation by asexual recruits. Marine Pollution 
Bulletin 40:618–627.

Anastasiou, C. J., and J. R. Brooks. 2003. Effects of soil pH, 
redox potential, and elevation on survival of Spartina patens 
planted at a west central Florida salt marsh restoration site. 
Wetlands 23:845–859.

Armitage, A. R., K. E. Boyer, R. R. Vance, and R. F. Ambrose. 
2006. Restoring assemblages of salt marsh halophytes in the 
presence of a rapidly colonizing dominant species. Wetlands 
26:667–676.

Armsworth, P. R. 2014. Inclusion of costs in conservation plan-
ning depends on limited datasets and hopeful assumptions. 
Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 1322:61–76.

Balestri, E., and C. Lardicci. 2012. Nursery-propagated plants 
from seed: a novel tool to improve the effectiveness and sus-
tainability of seagrass restoration. Journal of Applied Ecology 
49:1426–1435.

Balestri, E., and C. Lardicci. 2014. Effects of sediment fertiliza-
tion and burial on  Cymodocea nodosa transplants; implica-
tions for  seagrass restoration under a changing climate. 
Restoration Ecology 22:240–247.

Barbier, E. B., S. D. Hacker, C. Kennedy, E. W. Koch, A. C. Stier, 
and B. R. Silliman. 2011. The value of estuarine and coastal 
ecosystem services. Ecological Monographs 81:169–193.

Barr, C. M., and J. A. Sayer. 2012. The political economy of 
reforestation and forest restoration in Asia–Pacific: critical 
issues for REDD+. Biological Conservation 154:9–19.

Bastyan, G. R., and M. L. Cambridge. 2008. Transplantation 
as a method for restoring the seagrass Posidonia australis. 
Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 79:289–299.

Beck, J., and D. J. Gustafson. 2012. Plant source influence on 
Spartina alterniflora survival and growth in restored South 
Carolina salt marshes. Southeastern Naturalist 11:747–754.

Beck, M. W., et al. 2011. Oyster reefs at risk and recommenda-
tions for conservation, restoration, and management. 
BioScience 61:107–116.

Bell, J., M. I. Saunders, C. E. Lovelock, and H. P. Possingham. 
2014. Legal frameworks for unique ecosystems: How can the 
EPBC Act offsets policy address the impact of development on 
seagrass? Environmental and Planning Law Journal 31:34–46.

Bell, S. S., M. O. Hall, and M. L. Middlebrooks. 2014. The 
value of long-term assessment of restoration: support from 
a seagrass investigation. Restoration Ecology 22:304–310.

Bergen, A., C. Alderson, R. Bergfors, C. Aquila, and M. A. 
Matsil. 2000. Restoration of a Spartina alterniflora salt marsh 
following a fuel oil spill, New York City, NY. Wetlands 
Ecology and Management 8:185–195.

Bernhardt, E. S., et  al. 2007. Restoring rivers one reach at a 
time: results from a survey of U.S. river restoration practi-
tioners. Restoration Ecology 15:482–493.

Bird, K. T., J. Jewett-Smith, and M. S. Fonseca. 1994. Use of 
in-vitro propagated Ruppia maritima for seagrass meadow 
restoration. Journal of Coastal Research 10:732–737.

Blignaut, J., K. J. Esler, M. P. de Wit, D. Le Maitre,  
S. J. Milton, and J. Aronson. 2013. Establishing the links 
between economic development and the restoration of natu-
ral capital. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 
5:94–101.

Bologna, P. A. X., and M. S. Sinnema. 2012. Restoration of 
seagrass habitat in New Jersey, United States. Journal of 
Coastal Research 278:99–104.

Bongiorni, L., D. Giovanelli, B. Rinkevich, A. Pusceddu, L. 
M. Chou, and R. Danovaro. 2011. First step in the restora-
tion of a highly degraded coral reef (Singapore) by in situ 
coral intensive farming. Aquaculture 322:191–200.

Borell, E. M., S. B. C. Romatzki, and S. C. A. Ferse. 2009. 
Differential physiological responses of two congeneric scler-
actinian corals to mineral accretion and an electric field. 
Coral Reefs 29:191–200.

Bowden-Kerby, A. 2001. Low-tech coral reef restoration meth-
ods modeled after natural fragmentation processes. Bulletin 
of Marine Science 69:915–931.

Bowden-Kerby, A., and L. Carne. 2012. Thermal tolerance as 
a factor in Caribbean Acropora restoration. in 12th 
International Coral Reef Symposium, Cairns, Australia. 20A 
Restoration of coral reefs

Bromberg-Gedan, K., B. R. Silliman, and M. D. Bertness. 2009. 
Centuries of human-driven change in salt marsh ecosystems. 
Annual Review of Marine Science 1:117–141.

Brown, B., R. Fadillah, Y. Nurdin, I. Soulsby, and R. Ahmad. 
2014. Case study: community based ecological mangrove reha-
bilitation (CBEMR) in Indonesia from small (12–33  ha) to 
medium scales (400 ha) with pathways for adoption at larger 
scales (> 5000 ha). Sapiens 7: http://sapiens.revues.org/1589.

Bull, J. W., K. B. Suttle, A. Gordon, N. J. Singh, and E. J. 
Milner-Gulland. 2013. Biodiversity offsets in theory and 
practice. Oryx 47:369–380.

Burchett, M. D., C. Allen, A. Pulkownik, and G. MacFarlane. 
1998. Rehabilitation of saline wetland, Olympics 2000 site, 
Sydney (Australia). II: saltmarsh transplantation trials and 
application. Marine Pollution Bulletin 37:526–534.

Burke, L., and M. Spalding. 2011. Reefs at risk. World 
Resources Institute, Washington, D.C., USA.

Cairns, J. 1994. Rehabilitating damaged ecosystems. CRC 
Press, Boca Raton, Florida, USA.

Calderon, E. N., C. Zilberberg, and C. B. Castro. 2015. 
Farming of the fire-coral Millepora alcicornis for reef 

http://sapiens.revues.org/1589


COST AND FEASIBILITY OF RESTORATIONJune 2016 1071

restoration purposes: the influence of inclination on growth. 
Aquaculture Research. 46 (8):2034–2036

Castillo, J. M., and E. Figueroa. 2009. Restoring salt marshes 
using small cordgrass, Spartina maritima. Restoration Ecology 
17:324–326.

Chen, L. Z., W. Q. Wang, Y. H. Zhang, and G. H. Lin. 2009. 
Recent progresses in mangrove conservation, restoration and 
research in China. Journal of Plant Ecology 2:45–54.

Christensen, P., E. Díaz Almela, and O. Diekmann. 2004. Can 
transplanting accelerate the recovery of seagrasses? Pages 
77–82 in J. Borum, C. Duarte, and D. Krause-Jensen, editors. 
European seagrasses: an introduction to monitoring and 
management. M&MS Project, Copenhagen.

Clewell, A. F., and J. Aronson. 2007. Ecological restoration: 
principles, values, and structures of an emerging profession. 
Island Press, Washington, D.C., USA.

Collings, G. 2008. Seagrass  rehabilitation  in  metropolitan  
Adelaide  V.  Large scale recruitment trial.  Prepared for  
the  Coastal  Protection  Branch,  Department  for  
Environment  and  Heritage.  South  Australian  Research  
and Development Institute (Aquatic Sciences), Adelaide, 
32pp. SARDI Publication No. F2008/000077. http://pir.
sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/231675/No_275_
Seagrass_Rehabilitation_in_Adelaide_V._Large_Scale_
Recruitment_Report_Final3.pdf

Collings, G., S. Venema, R. Wear, and J. Tanner. 2007. Seagrass  
rehabilitation  in  metropolitan Adelaide IV. Geographic  and  
interannual  variability  of recruitment  facilitation. Prepared  
for  the  Coastal Protection Branch, Department for Environment 
and Heritage. SARDI Aquatic Sciences Publication No. 
F2007/000268-1 SARDI Aquatic Sciences, Adelaide. http://pir.
sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/231609/No_211_Seagrass_
rehabilitation_in_Adel_Metro_IV_Geographic_and_
Interannual.pdf

Cooper, W. T., D. Lirman, M. P. VanGroningen, J. E. Parkinson, 
J. Herlan, and J. W. McManus. 2014. Assessing techniques 
to enhance early post-settlement survival of corals in situ for 
reef restoration. Bulletin of Marine Science 90:651–664.

Costanza, R., R. de Groot, P. Sutton, S. van der Ploeg, S. J. 
Anderson, I. Kubiszewski, S. Farber, and R. K. Turner. 2014. 
Changes in the global value of ecosystem services. Global 
Environmental Change 26:152–158.

Cunha, A. H., N. N. Marbá, M. M. van Katwijk, C. Pickerell, 
M. Henriques, G. Bernard, M. A. Ferreira, S. Garcia, J. M. 
Garmendia, and P. Manent. 2012. Changing paradigms in 
seagrass restoration. Restoration Ecology 20:427–430.

Dahl, T. E., and S. M. Stedman. 2013. Status and trends of 
wetlands in the coastal watersheds of the Conterminous 
United States 2004 to 2009. U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Fish and Wildlife Service and National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 46 p.

Dawe, N., G. Bradfield, W. Boyd, D. Trethewey, and A. 
Zolbrod. 2000. Marsh creation in a northern Pacific estuary: 
Is thirteen years of monitoring vegetation dynamics enough? 
Conservation Ecology 4(2): 12.

Day, S., W. J. Streever, and J. J. Watts. 1999. An experimental 
assessment of slag as a substrate for mangrove rehabilitation. 
Restoration Ecology 7:139–144.

De Groot, R. S., J. Blignaut, S. Van Der Ploeg, J. Aronson, 
T. Elmqvist, and J. Farley. 2013. Benefits of investing 
in  ecosystem restoration. Conservation Biology 27:1286– 
1293.

Deegan, L. A., D. S. Johnson, R. S. Warren, B. J. Peterson, 
J. W. Fleeger, S. Fagherazzi, and W. M. Wollheim. 2012. 
Coastal eutrophication as a driver of salt marsh loss. Nature 
490:388.

Duarte, C. M., I. J. Losada, I. E. Hendriks, I. Mazarrasa, and 
N. Marba. 2013. The role of coastal plant communities for 
climate change mitigation and adaptation. Nature Climate 
Change 3:961–968.

Duke, N. C., et al. 2007. A world without mangroves? Science 
317:41–42.

Edwards, A. 2010. Reef rehabilitation manual. Coral Reef 
Targeted Research & Capacity Building for Management 
Program, St Lucia, Australia.

Edwards, A. J., and S. Clark. 1999. Coral transplantation: a 
useful management tool or misguided meddling? Marine 
Pollution Bulletin 37:474–487.

Edwards, A., and E. D. Gomez. 2007. Reef restoration concepts 
and guidelines: making sensible management choices in the 
face of uncertainty. Coral Reef Targeted Research & 
Capacity Building for Management Programme, St Lucia, 
Australia.

Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Evaluating the cost 
effectiveness of restoration. United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, Washington, D.C., USA.

Epstein, N., R. P. M. Bak, and B. Rinkevich. 2001. Strategies 
for gardening denuded coral reef areas: the applicability of 
using different types of coral material for reef restoration. 
Restoration Ecology 9:432–442.

Erftemeijer, P., and R. R. Lewis. 1999. Planting mangroves on 
intertidal mudflats: habitat restoration or habitat conver-
sion? Pages 23–28 in ECOTONE VIII seminar enhancing 
coastal ecosystems restoration for the 21st century, Ranong, 
Thailand.

Fadli, N., S. J. Campbell, K. Ferguson, J. Keyse, E. Rudi,  
A. Riedel, and A. H. Baird. 2012. The role of habitat creation 
in coral reef conservation: a case study from Aceh, Indonesia. 
Oryx 46:501–507.

Ferse, S. C. A. 2010. Poor performance of corals transplanted 
onto substrates of short durability. Restoration Ecology 
18:399–407.

Ferse, S. C. A., and A. Kunzmann. 2009. Effects of concrete-
bamboo cages on coral fragments: evaluation of a low-tech 
method used in artisanal ocean-based coral farming. Journal 
of Applied Aquaculture 21:31–49.

Field, C. D. 1998. Rehabilitation of mangrove ecosystems: an 
overview. Marine Pollution Bulletin 37:383–392.

Fonseca, M. 2006. Wrap-up of the seagrass restoration: success, 
failure and lessons about the cost of both. Pages 169–175 in 
S. Treat, and R. R. Lewis, editors. Seagrass restoration: suc-
cess, failure, and the costs of both. Selected Papers presented 
at a workshop, Mote Marine Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida, 
March 11–12, 2003. Lewis Environmental Services, Valrico, 
Florida, USA.

Fonseca, M. 2011. Addy revisited: What has changed with 
seagrass restoration in 64  years? Ecological Restoration 
29:73–81.

Fox, H. E., P. J. Mous, J. S. Pet, A. H. Muljadi, and  
R. L. Caldwell. 2005. Experimental assessment of coral reef 
rehabilitation following blast fishing. Conservation Biology 
19:98–107.

Ganassin, C., and P. Gibbs. 2008. A review of seagrass planting 
as a means of habitat compensation following loss of seagrass 
meadow. NSW Department of Primary Industries, Cronulla 
Fisheries Research Centre of Excellence, Cronulla, Australia.

Garrison, V., and G. Ward. 2008. Storm-generated coral frag-
ments: a viable source of transplants for reef rehabilitation. 
Biological Conservation 141:3089–3100.

Garrison, V. H., and G. Ward. 2012. Transplantation of storm-
generated coral fragments to enhance Caribbean coral reefs: 
a successful method but not a solution. Revista De Biologia 
Tropical 60:59–70.

http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/231675/No_275_Seagrass_Rehabilitation_in_Adelaide_V._Large_Scale_Recruitment_Report_Final3.pdf
http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/231675/No_275_Seagrass_Rehabilitation_in_Adelaide_V._Large_Scale_Recruitment_Report_Final3.pdf
http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/231675/No_275_Seagrass_Rehabilitation_in_Adelaide_V._Large_Scale_Recruitment_Report_Final3.pdf
http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/231675/No_275_Seagrass_Rehabilitation_in_Adelaide_V._Large_Scale_Recruitment_Report_Final3.pdf
http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/231609/No_211_Seagrass_rehabilitation_in_Adel_Metro_IV_Geographic_and_Interannual.pdf
http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/231609/No_211_Seagrass_rehabilitation_in_Adel_Metro_IV_Geographic_and_Interannual.pdf
http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/231609/No_211_Seagrass_rehabilitation_in_Adel_Metro_IV_Geographic_and_Interannual.pdf
http://pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/231609/No_211_Seagrass_rehabilitation_in_Adel_Metro_IV_Geographic_and_Interannual.pdf


ELISA BAYRAKTAROV ET AL. Ecological Applications 
Vol. 26, No. 4

1072

Giri, C., E. Ochieng, L. L. Tieszen, Z. Zhu, A. Singh,  
T. Loveland, J. Masek, and N. Duke. 2011. Status and dis-
tribution of mangrove forests of the world using earth obser-
vation satellite data. Global Ecology and Biogeography 
20:154–159.

Gleason, D. F., D. A. Brazeau, and D. Munfus. 2001. Can 
self-fertilizing coral species be used to enhance restoration 
of Caribbean reefs? Bulletin of Marine Science 69:933–943.

Goforth, H. J., and J. Thomas. 1979. Plantings of red man-
groves (Rhizophora mangle L.) for stabilization of marl shore-
lines in the Florida Keys. Pages 207–230 in 6th Annual 
Conference on Wetlands Restoration and Creation, 
Hillsborough Community College, Tampa, Florida, USA.

Gomez, E. D., P. C. Cabaitan, H. T. Yap, and R. M. Dizon. 
2014. Can coral cover be restored in the absence of natu-
ral  recruitment and reef recovery? Restoration Ecology 
22:142–150.

Grabowski, J. H., and C. H. Peterson. 2007. Restoring oyster 
reefs to recover ecosystem services. Ecosystem Engineers: 
Plants to Protists 4:281–298.

Griffin, S., H. Spathias, T. Moore, I. Baums, and B. Griffin. 
2012. Scaling up Acropora nurseries in the Caribbean and 
improving techniques. Pages 1–5 in 12th International Coral 
Reef Symposium, Cairns, Australia.

de Groot, R., et  al. 2012. Global estimates of the value of 
ecosystems and their services in monetary units. Ecosystem 
Services 1:50–61.

Guest, J. R., M. V. Baria, E. D. Gomez, A. J. Heyward, and A. 
J. Edwards. 2014. Closing the circle: Is it feasible to rehabilitate 
reefs with sexually propagated corals? Coral Reefs 33:45–55.

Gutrich, J. J., and F. J. Hitzhusen. 2004. Assessing the substi-
tutability of mitigation wetlands for natural sites: estimating 
restoration lag costs of wetland mitigation. Ecological 
Economics 48:409–424.

Halpern, B. S., et al. 2008. A global map of human impact on 
marine ecosystems. Science 319:948–952.

Hashim, R., B. Kamali, N. M. Tamin, and R. Zakaria. 2010. 
An integrated approach to coastal rehabilitation: mangrove 
restoration in Sungai Haji Dorani, Malaysia. Estuarine 
Coastal and Shelf Science 86:118–124.

Heston, A., R. Summers, and B. Aten. 2012. Penn World Table 
Version 7.1. Centre for International Comparisons of 
Production, Income and Prices at the University of 
Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, USA .

Hobbs, R. J. 2009. Looking for the silver lining: making the 
most of failure. Restoration Ecology 17:1–3.

Hoegh-Guldberg, O., et al. 2007. Coral reefs under rapid climate 
change and ocean acidification. Science 318:1737–1742.

Irving, A. D., J. E. Tanner, S. Seddon, D. Miller, G. J. Collings, 
R. J. Wear, S. L. Hoare, and M. J. Theil. 2010. Testing 
alternate ecological approaches to seagrass rehabilitation: 
links to life-history traits. Journal of Applied Ecology 
47:1119–1127.

Johnson, M., C. Lustic, E. Bartels, I. Baums, D. Gilliam, L. 
Larson, D. Lirman, M. Miller, K. Nedimyer, and S. 
Schopmeyer. 2011. Caribbean Acropora restoration guide: 
best practices for propagation and population enhancement. 
Nature Conservancy, Arlington, Virginia, USA.

Kaly, U. L., and G. P. Jones. 1998. Mangrove restoration: a 
potential tool for coastal management in tropical developing 
countries. Ambio 27:656–661.

van Katwijk, M. M., A. R. Bos, V. N. de Jonge, L. S. A. M. 
Hanssen, D. C. R. Hermus, and D. J. de Jong. 2009. 
Guidelines for seagrass restoration: importance of habitat 
selection and donor population, spreading of risks, and eco-
system engineering effects. Marine Pollution Bulletin 
58:179–188.

Knight, A. T. 2009. Is conservation biology ready to fail? 
Conservation Biology 23:517.

Konisky, R. A., and D. M. Burdick. 2004. Effects of stressors 
on invasive and halophytic plants of New England salt 
marshes: a framework for predicting response to tidal resto-
ration. Wetlands 24:434–447.

Konisky, R., R. Grizzle, K. Ward, R. Eckerd, and K. McKeton. 
2013. Scaling-up: a fifth year of restoring oyster reefs in Great 
Bay Estuary. 2013 Annual Program Report on NH Oyster 
Restoration. Available online at: http://www.nature.org/
ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/newhamp-
shire/oceans-coasts/nh-2013-oyster-restoration-report-for-
web.pdf.

Kruskal, W. H., and W. A. Wallis. 1952. Use of ranks in one-
criterion variance analysis. Journal of the American Statistical 
Association 47:583–621.

La Peyre, M., J. Furlong, L. A. Brown, B. P. Piazza, and K. 
Brown. 2014. Oyster reef restoration in the northern Gulf of 
Mexico: extent, methods and outcomes. Ocean & Coastal 
Management 89:20–28.

Laegdsgaard, P. 2006. Ecology, disturbance and restoration of 
coastal saltmarsh in Australia: a review. Wetlands Ecology 
and Management 14:379–399.

Levrel, H., S. Pioch, and R. Spieler. 2012. Compensatory miti-
gation in marine ecosystems: Which indicators for assessing 
the “no net loss” goal of ecosystem services and ecological 
functions? Marine Policy 36:1202–1210.

Levy, G., L. Shaish, A. Haim, and B. Rinkevich. 2010. Mid-water 
rope nursery: testing design and performance of a novel reef 
restoration instrument. Ecological Engineering 36:560–569.

Lewis, R. R. 2001. Mangrove restoration: costs and benefits of 
successful ecological restoration. Pages 1–18 in Mangrove 
Valuation Workshop, Universiti Sains Malaysia, Penang. 
Beijer International Institute of Ecological Economics, 
Stockholm, Sweden, Penang, Malaysia.

Lewis, R. R. 2005. Ecological engineering for successful man-
agement and restoration of mangrove forests. Ecological 
Engineering 24:403–418.

Lewis, R. R. 2009. Knowledge overload, wisdom underload. 
Ecological Engineering 35:341–342.

Lindig-Cisneros, R., and J. B. Zedler. 2002. Halophyte recruit-
ment in a salt marsh restoration site. Estuaries 25:1174–1183.

Liquete, C., C. Piroddi, E. G. Drakou, L. Gurney, S. 
Katsanevakis, A. Charef, and B. Egoh. 2013. Current status 
and future prospects for the assessment of marine and coastal 
ecosystem services: a systematic review. PLoS ONE 8:15.

Lirman, D., T. Thyberg, J. Herlan, C. Hill, C. Young-Lahiff,  
S. Schopmeyer, B. Huntington, R. Santos, and C. Drury. 
2010. Propagation of the threatened staghorn coral Acropora 
cervicornis: methods to minimize the impacts of fragment 
collection and maximize production. Coral Reefs 29: 
729–735.

Lugo, A. E., and S. C. Snedaker. 1974. The ecology of man-
groves. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 5:39– 
64.

Madsen, B., N. Carroll, and K. Moore Brands. 2010. State of 
biodiversity markets report: offset and compensation programs 
worldwide. Ecosystem Marketplace http://www.ecosystem-
marketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/sbdmr.pdf

Mann, R., and E. N. Powell. 2007. Why oyster restoration 
goals in the Chesapeake Bay are not and probably cannot 
be achieved. Journal of Shellfish Research 26:905–917.

Maron, M., R. J. Hobbs, A. Moilanen, J. W. Matthews,  
K. Christie, T. A. Gardner, D. A. Keith, D. B. Lindenmayer, 
and C. A. McAlpine. 2012. Faustian bargains? Restoration 
realities in the context of biodiversity offset policies. 
Biological Conservation 155:141–148.

http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/newhampshire/oceans-coasts/nh-2013-oyster-restoration-report-for-web.pdf.
http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/newhampshire/oceans-coasts/nh-2013-oyster-restoration-report-for-web.pdf.
http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/newhampshire/oceans-coasts/nh-2013-oyster-restoration-report-for-web.pdf.
http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/newhampshire/oceans-coasts/nh-2013-oyster-restoration-report-for-web.pdf.
http://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/sbdmr.pdf
http://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/sbdmr.pdf


COST AND FEASIBILITY OF RESTORATIONJune 2016 1073

McLeod, E., G. L. Chmura, S. Bouillon, R. Salm, M. Bjork, 
C. M. Duarte, C. E. Lovelock, W. H. Schlesinger, and  
B. R. Silliman. 2011. A blueprint for blue carbon: toward 
an improved understanding of the role of vegetated coastal 
habitats in sequestering CO2. Frontiers in Ecology and the 
Environment 9:552–560.

McNeese, P., C. Kruer, W. Kenworthy, A. Schwarzschild,  
P. Wells, and J. Hobbs. 2006. Topographic restoration of 
boat grounding damage at the Lignumvitae submerged land 
management area. Pages 131–146 in S. Treat, and R. R. 
Lewis, editors. Seagrass restoration: success, failure, and the 
costs of both. Selected Papers presented at a workshop, Mote 
Marine Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida, March 11–12, 2003. 
Lewis Environmental Services, Valrico, Florida, USA.

Meehan, A. J., and R. J. West. 2002. Experimental transplant-
ing of Posidonia australis seagrass in Port Hacking, Australia, 
to assess the feasibility of restoration. Marine Pollution 
Bulletin 44:25–31.

Motamedi, S., R. Hashim, R. Zakaria, K. I. Song, and  
B. Sofawi. 2014. Long-term assessment of an innovative 
mangrove rehabilitation project: case study on Carey Island, 
Malaysia. Scientific World Journal 2014:953830.

Murtough, G., B. Aretino, and A. Matysek. 2002. Creating 
markets for ecosystem services. AusInfo, Canberra, Australia.

Nakamura, R., W. Ando, H. Yamamoto, M. Kitano, A. Sato, 
M. Nakamura, H. Kayanne, and M. Omori. 2011. Corals 
mass-cultured from eggs and transplanted as juveniles to their 
native, remote coral reef. Marine Ecology Progress Series 
436:161–168.

Ng, C. S. L., and L. M. Chou. 2014. Rearing juvenile ‘corals 
of opportunity’ in in situ nurseries: a reef rehabilitation 
approach for sediment-impacted environments. Marine 
Biology Research 10:833–838.

Ngai, N. D., N. D. Cu, and D. A. Tuyet. 2013. Coral degrada-
tion and ability of rehabilitation of coral reefs in Co to 
Archipelago, Quang Ninh province, Vietnam. Deep-Sea 
Research Part II-Topical Studies in Oceanography 96:50–55.

O’Brien, E. L., and J. B. Zedler. 2006. Accelerating the restora-
tion of vegetation in a southern California salt marsh. 
Wetlands Ecology and Management 14:269–286.

Oceana. 2010. Restoration of seagrass meadows. Oceana – 
Protecting the World’s Oceans.

Odum, W. E. 1975. The response of mangroves to man-induced 
environmental stress. Pages 52–62 in R. E. Johannes, and  
E. J. F. Wood, editors. Tropical marine pollution. Elsevier, 
Amsterdam.

Omori, M. 2010. Degradation and restoration of coral reefs: expe-
rience in Okinawa, Japan. Marine Biology Research 7:3–12.

Omori, M., K. Iwao, and M. Tamura. 2007. Growth of trans-
planted Acropora tenuis 2 years after egg culture. Coral Reefs 
27:165.

Orth, R. J., et al. 2006. A global crisis for seagrass ecosystems. 
BioScience 56:987–996.

Oyamada, K., M. Okamoto, and I. Iwata. 2014. Development 
of restoration technology for coral reefs using “marine 
blockTM”. JFE Technical Report, available online at: http://
www.jfe-steel.co.jp/en/research/report/019/pdf/019-23.pdf.

Perrow, M. R., and A. J. Davy. 2002. Handbook of ecological 
restoration. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Pizarro, V., N. Charuvi, and C. Garcia-Llano. 2012. Growing 
corals in line and floating nurseries at Tayrona Park. Pages 
523–524 in 12th International Coral Reef Symposium, 
Cairns, Australia.

Possingham, H. P., M. Bode, and C. J. Klein. 2015. Optimal 
conservation outcomes require both restoration and protec-
tion. PLoS Biology 13(1): e1002052.doi: 10.1371/journal.
pbio.1002052

Powers, S. P., C. H. Peterson, J. H. Grabowski, and H. S. 
Lenihan. 2009. Success of constructed oyster reefs in no-
harvest sanctuaries: implications for restoration. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series 389:159–170.

Precht, W. F., and M. Robbart. 2006. Coral reef restoration: 
The rehabilitation of an ecosystem under siege. Pages 1–24 
in W. F. Precht, editor. Coral reef restoration handbook. 
CRC Press, Boca Raton.

Primavera, J. H., and J. M. A. Esteban. 2008. A review of 
mangrove rehabilitation in the Philippines: successes, failures 
and future prospects. Wetlands Ecology and Management 
16:345–358.

Proffitt, C. E., and D. J. Devlin. 2005. Long-term growth 
and  succession in restored and natural mangrove forests in 
southwestern Florida. Wetlands Ecology and Management 
13:531–551.

Putchim, L., N. Thongtham, A. Hewett, and H. Chansang. 
2008. Survival and growth of Acropora spp. in mid-water 
nursery and after transplantation at Phi Phi Islands, the 
Andaman Sea, Thailand. Pages 1258–1261 in 11th International 
Coral Reef Symposium, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida, USA.

Quétier, F., B. Regnery, and H. Levrel. 2014. No net loss of 
biodiversity or paper offsets? A critical review of the French 
no net loss policy. Environmental Science & Policy 
38:120–131.

Quinn, N. J., B. L. Kojis, and W. A. Bowden-Kerby. 2005. 
Assessing the potential for natural recovery and coral restora-
tion techniques for enhancing coral habitat in Jamaica. 
Oceans 2005 1-3:2752–2759.

Rey Benayas, J. M., A. C. Newton, A. Diaz, and J. M. Bullock. 
2009. Enhancement of biodiversity and ecosystem services by 
ecological restoration: a meta-analysis. Science 325:1121–1124.

Rinkevich, B. 2005. Conservation of coral reefs through active 
restoration measures: recent approaches and last decade pro-
gress. Environmental Science & Technology 39:4333–4342.

Roebig, J. H., J. K. McLaughlin, and M. J. Feller. 2012. 
Restoring a salt marsh in a highly urbanized environment of 
New York City: the alley park restoration project. Environ
mental Practice 14:68–78.

Rogers, K., N. Saintilan, and H. Heijnis. 2005. Mangrove 
encroachment of salt marsh in Western Port Bay, Victoria: 
the role of sedimentation, subsidence, and sea level rise. 
Estuaries 28:551–559.

Ruiz-Jaen, M. C., and T. M. Aide. 2005. Restoration success: 
How is it being measured? Restoration Ecology 13:569– 
577.

Saintilan, N., N. C. Wilson, K. Rogers, A. Rajkaran, and  
K. W. Krauss. 2014. Mangrove expansion and salt marsh 
decline at mangrove poleward limits. Global Change Biology 
20:147–157.

Samson, M. S., and R. N. Rollon. 2008. Growth performance 
of planted mangroves in the Philippines: revisiting forest 
management strategies. Ambio 37:234–240.

Schopmeyer, S. A., et al. 2012. In situ coral nurseries serve as 
genetic repositories for coral reef restoration after an extreme 
cold-water event. Restoration Ecology 20:696–703.

SER. 2004. The SER primer on ecological restoration. Society 
for Ecological Restoration, Science & Policy Working 
Group, Tucson, Arizona, USA.

SER [Society for Ecological Restoration]. 2007a. Ecuador: 
mangrove restoration in Muisne. Society for Ecological 
Restoration, http://www.globalrestorationnetwork.org/data-
base/case-study/?id=50.

SER [Society for Ecological Restoration]. 2007b. USA: 
Maryland: Potomac River eelgrass restoration. Society for 
Ecological Restoration, http://www.globalrestorationnet-
work.org/database/case-study/?id=75.

http://www.jfe-steel.co.jp/en/research/report/019/pdf/019-23.pdf.
http://www.jfe-steel.co.jp/en/research/report/019/pdf/019-23.pdf.


ELISA BAYRAKTAROV ET AL. Ecological Applications 
Vol. 26, No. 4

1074

SER [Society for Ecological Restoration]. 2012. USA: New 
York: Bar Beach salt marsh restoration. Society for Ecological 
Restoration, Hempstead Harbor, New York, USA.

Shafir, S., J. Van Rijn, and B. Rinkevich. 2006. Steps in the con-
struction of underwater coral nursery, an essential component 
in reef restoration acts. Marine Biology 149:679–687.

Shaish, L., G. Levy, E. D. Gomez, and B. Rinkevich. 2008. 
Fixed and suspended coral nurseries in the Philippines: estab-
lishing the first step in the “gardening concept” of reef restora-
tion. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 
358:86–97.

Sharma, G. P., K. J. Esler, and J. N. Blignaut. 2010. 
Determining the relationship between invasive alien species 
density and a country’s socio-economic status. South African 
Journal of Science, 106:Art.113.

Sosnow, A. 1986. Mitigation for port dredging. Pages 172–179 
in 13th Annual Conference on Wetlands Restoration and 
Creation, http://images.library.wisc.edu/EcoNatRes/EFacs/
Wetlands/Wetlands13/reference/econatres.wetlands13.i0021.
pdf.

Staszak, L. A., and A. R. Armitage. 2013. Evaluating salt marsh 
restoration success with an index of ecosystem integrity. 
Journal of Coastal Research 287:410–418.

Stokes, S., S. Wunderink, M. Lowe, and G. Gereffi. 2012. 
Restoring Gulf oyster reefs: opportunities for innovation. 
Center on Globalization, Governance & Competitiveness, 
Duke University, Durham, North Carolina, USA.

Suding, K. N. 2011. Toward an era of restoration in ecology: 
successes, failures, and opportunities ahead. Pages 465–487 
in D. J. Futuyma, H. B. Shaffer, and D. Simberloff, editors. 
Annual review of ecology, evolution, and systematics. Volume 
42. Annual Reviews, Palo Alto, California, USA.

Tanner, J. E., A. D. Irving, M. Fernandes, D. Fotheringham, A. 
McArdle, and S. Murray-Jones. 2014. Seagrass rehabilitation off  
metropolitan Adelaide: a case study of loss, action, failure and 
success. Ecological Management & Restoration 15:168–179.

Teas, H. J. 1977. Ecology and restoration of mangrove shore-
lines in Florida. Environmental Conservation 4:51–58.

Teas, H. J., A. H. Lasday, L. E. Luque, R. A. Morales, M. E. 
De Diego, and J. M. Baker. 1989. Mangrove restoration after 
the 1986 Refineria Panama oil spill. in International oil spill 
conference. February 1989, 1989(1):433–437

The World Bank. 2014. World development indicators. The 
World Bank, Washington, D.C., USA.

Thorhaug, A. 1983. Habitat restoration after pipeline construc-
tion in a tropical estuary: seagrasses. Marine Pollution 
Bulletin 14:422–425.

Thorhaug, A. 1985. Large-scale seagrass restoration in a dam-
aged estuary. Marine Pollution Bulletin 16:55–62.

Thorhaug, A. 2001. Petroleum industry’s use of seagrass res-
toration as mitigation for construction and as a potential 
cleanup tool. International Oil Spill Conference Proceedings: 
March 2001, 2001(1):385–389.

Toledo, G., A. Rojas, and Y. Bashan. 2001. Monitoring of 
black mangrove restoration with nursery-reared seedlings on 
an arid coastal lagoon. Hydrobiologia 444:101–109.

Tortolero-Langarica, J. J. A., A. L. Cupul-Magana, and A. P. 
Rodriguez-Troncoso. 2014. Restoration of a degraded coral 
reef using a natural remediation process: a case study from 
a Central Mexican Pacific National Park. Ocean & Coastal 
Management 96:12–19.

UNEP. 2006. Marine and coastal ecosystems and human well-
being: a synthesis report based on the findings of the 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. http://www.unep.org/
pdf/Completev6_LR.pdf.

Valiela, I., J. L. Bowen, and J. K. York. 2001. Mangrove for-
ests: one of the world’s threatened major tropical environ-
ments. BioScience 51:807–815.

Villanueva, R. D., A. J. Edwards, and J. D. Bell. 2010. 
Enhancement of grazing gastropod populations as a coral 
reef restoration tool: predation effects and related applied 
implications. Restoration Ecology 18:803–809.

Waycott, M., et al. 2009. Accelerating loss of seagrasses across 
the globe threatens coastal ecosystems. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences USA 106:12377–12381.

Wear, R. J., J. E. Tanner, and S. L. Hoare. 2010. Facilitating 
recruitment of Amphibolis as a novel approach to seagrass 
rehabilitation in hydrodynamically active waters. Marine and 
Freshwater Research 61:1123–1133.

Wilkinson, C. 2008. Status of coral reefs of the world: 2008. 
Page 296, Townsville, Australia.

Williams, D. E., and M. W. Miller. 2010. Stabilization of frag-
ments to enhance asexual recruitment in Acropora palmata, a 
threatened Caribbean coral. Restoration Ecology 18:446– 
451.

Wilson, K. A., M. Lulow, J. Burger, and M. F. McBride. 2012. 
The economics of restoration. Pages 215–231 in J. Stanturf, 
D. Lamb, and P. Madsen, editors. Forest landscape restora-
tion. Springer, The Netherlands.

Worm, B., et  al. 2006. Impacts of biodiversity loss on ocean 
ecosystem services. Science 314:787–790.

Yeemin, T., M. Sutthacheep, and R. Pettongma. 2006. Coral 
reef restoration projects in Thailand. Ocean & Coastal 
Management 49:562–575.

Zarnoch, C. B., and M. P. Schreibman. 2012. Growth and 
reproduction of eastern oysters, Crassostrea virginica, in a 
New York City estuary: implications for restoration. Urban 
Habitats 7: http://www.urbanhabitats.org/v07n01/easter-
noysters_full.html.

Zarranz, M. E., N. González-Henríquez, P. García-Jiménez, 
and R. R. Robaina. 2010. Restoration of Cymodocea nodosa 
seagrass meadows through seed propagation: germination in 
vitro, seedling culture and field transplants. Botanica Marina 
53(2):173–181.

Zedler, J. B. 2007. Success: an unclear, subjective descriptor of 
restoration outcomes. Ecological Restoration 25:162–168.

Zedler, J. B., H. Morzaria-Luna, and K. Ward. 2003. The chal-
lenge of restoring vegetation on tidal, hypersaline substrates. 
Plant and Soil 253:259–273.

Zimmer, B. 2006. Coral reef restoration: an overview. Pages 
39–59 in W. F. Precht, editor. Coral reef restoration hand-
book. CRC Press, Boca Raton.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information may be found in the online version of this article at http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
doi/10.1002/eap.1294/suppinf

Data Availabilty

Data associated with this paper have been deposited in Dryad: http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.rc0jn

http://images.library.wisc.edu/EcoNatRes/EFacs/Wetlands/Wetlands13/reference/econatres.wetlands13.i0021.pdf
http://images.library.wisc.edu/EcoNatRes/EFacs/Wetlands/Wetlands13/reference/econatres.wetlands13.i0021.pdf
http://images.library.wisc.edu/EcoNatRes/EFacs/Wetlands/Wetlands13/reference/econatres.wetlands13.i0021.pdf
http://www.urbanhabitats.org/v07n01/easternoysters_full.html
http://www.urbanhabitats.org/v07n01/easternoysters_full.html
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1890/15-1077/suppinf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1890/15-1077/suppinf
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.rc0jn

