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Tradeoffs in habitat value to maximize natural resource
benefits from coastal restoration in a rapidly eroding
wetland: is monitoring land area sufficient?
Tim J. B. Carruthers1,2 , Erin P. Kiskaddon1, Melissa M. Baustian1 , Kelly M. Darnell1,3,
Leland C. Moss1,4, Carey L. Perry5,6, Camille Stagg7

Louisiana contains nearly 40% of estuarine herbaceous wetlands in the contiguous United States, supporting valuable ecosys-
tem services and providing significant economic benefits to the state and the entire United States. However, coastal Louisiana is
a hotspot for rapid land loss from factors including hurricanes, land use change, and high subsidence rates contributing to high
relative sea-level rise. The Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) was established after major hurricanes in
2005 to coordinate coastal restoration in Louisiana and develop the Louisiana Coastal Master Plan. The LA Coastal Master
Plan uses numerical modeling of multiple scenarios to select a suite of restoration projects based onmaximum land area created
and flood reduction (as proxies for ecosystem value). Using potential value to aquatic, terrestrial, and social resources, our work
compared habitat value of shallow open water areas to emergent wetland.While potential resource benefits varied by emergent
wetland salinity type and emergent wetland versus water, they were similar, suggesting that restoration planning based primar-
ily on wetland land area may not achieve the maximum possible ecosystem benefits. After nearly 20 years of integrated resto-
ration planning in coastal Louisiana, a reassessment of restoration planning decision drivers may be beneficial to ensure
maximum benefits from coastal restoration. As a result of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, settlement funds will be a major sup-
port to coastal restoration in Louisiana for many years. Assessing potential habitat value to multiple natural and social
resources in Louisiana has potential to maximize synergy with large northern Gulf of Mexico restoration programs.
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Implications for Practice

• After nearly 20 years, a reassessment of restoration plan-
ning decision drivers may be beneficial to ensure maxi-
mum benefits from coastal restoration in Louisiana.

• Loss of coastal wetlands initially creates shallow open
water that still has high potential habitat value for many
natural resources.

• Loss of ecosystem benefits due to land loss will be over-
estimated without accounting for the potential value of
shallow open water habitat.

• Demonstrating multiple natural and social resource bene-
fits from coastal restoration has potential to increase link-
ages to large Gulf of Mexico restoration programs.

Introduction

Coastal Louisiana contains approximately 37% of all estuarine
herbaceous wetlands in the contiguous United States, which
provide valuable ecosystem services including fisheries produc-
tion, mammal and alligator production, carbon sequestration,
recreation, wave attenuation, and storm surge reduction
(Couvillion et al. 2011; Visser et al. 2012; Batker et al. 2014).
Louisiana’s fresh, intermediate, brackish, and saline emergent

wetlands, as well as the associated shallow submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV), provide vital nursery habitat for fish (Beck
et al. 2001; Minello & Rozas 2002; Minello et al. 2003). How-
ever, coastal Louisiana is a hotspot for habitat change and rapid
land loss (42.9 km2 per year; 1985–2010 mean) resulting from
multiple factors including hurricane disturbance, significant
land use change, and high subsidence rates contributing to high
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relative sea-level rise (Day et al. 2000; Yuill et al. 2009; Newton
et al. 2012; Couvillion et al. 2013; Bailey et al. 2014).

Since 1990, with the establishment of the Coastal Wetlands
Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA), coastal
restoration decisions in Louisiana have primarily focused on
maintenance of emergent wetland area. The Coastal Protection
and Restoration Authority (CPRA) was established as a result
of major hurricanes in 2005 to coordinate coastal restoration in
the state with the goals of increasing flood protection, natural
processes, and coastal habitats, protecting cultural heritage,
and supporting a working coast (Peyronnin et al. 2013;
CPRA 2017; The Water Institute of the Gulf 2020). CPRA’s
Louisiana (LA) Coastal Master Plan is an integrated coastwide
plan for restoration planning and implementation that was initi-
ated in 2007 and updated in 2012 and 2017 (CPRA 2012;
CPRA 2017). A fundamental component of the LA Coastal
Master Plan uses numerically modeled future land area under
different scenarios of coastal restoration to prioritize restoration
activity (Meselhe et al. 2013; Peyronnin et al. 2013; Visser
et al. 2013). After assessing decision drivers including carbon
storage, habitat suitability, and multiple-criteria decision analy-
sis, projected area of emergent wetland over a 20- and 50-year
period was selected as the primary decision driver to select
between habitat restoration project implementation scenarios
(CPRA 2012; Groves & Sharon 2013; Peyronnin et al. 2013).
Using a proxy metric as the decision driver supplemented
with outputs for a range of additional decision criteria was deter-
mined to be effective for stakeholder engagement (CPRA 2012;
Groves & Sharon 2013; Peyronnin et al. 2013). Recognizing the
broad goals of CPRA, a focus on the proxy metric of emergent
wetland area assumes that retaining area of emergent wetland
will support fundamental ecosystems, associated ecosystem
functions, and social benefits; in other words, that delivery of
ecosystem functions will be directly related to emergent wetland
area (Carruthers et al. 2020).

Since theDeepwater Horizon (DWH) oil spill in 2010 and the
subsequent environmental settlement for USD$20.8 billion in
2016, settlement funds have been the major source of funding
for coastal restoration in the northern Gulf of Mexico and will
continue to be for at least the next decade (Henkel & Daus-
man 2020). In Louisiana, through the Natural Resource Damage
Assessment (NRDA) alone,USD$5 billionwas authorized to restore
and conserve habitat and to restore damaged natural resources. A pri-
mary high-level goal of NRDA is to replenish and protect living
coastal and marine resources, with requirements for Louisiana to
report on progress in restoring a range of defined natural resources
(Deepwater Horizon Natural Resource Damage Assessment
Trustees 2016). Therefore, implementation of restoration projects
in the state’s LA Coastal Master Plan using NRDA funds requires
understanding potential benefits to multiple natural resources.

This paper investigates three questions:

(1) Do emergent wetland salinity types vary in benefits to com-
ponents of the values for aquatic and terrestrial habitat and
societal well-being?

(2) What are relative habitat values of emergent wetland and
shallow open water?

(3) Over a period of six decades of land loss, does inclusion of
habitat value for land that eroded to shallow open water
change the calculated rate of loss of habitat value?

Methods

Habitat Suitability Indices (HSIs)

Ten faunal HSIs and four related to societal wellbeing (hereafter
referred as social indices) were selected from the 14 available spe-
cies modeled for the 2012 Coastal Master Plan (Supplements S1
and S2). The 10 faunal HSIs used were largemouth bass (Micro-
pterus salmoides), spotted seatrout (juvenile, Cynoscion nebulo-
sus), brown shrimp (juvenile, Farfantepenaeus aztecus), white
shrimp (juvenile, Litopenaeus setiferus), crayfish (wild caught,
Procambarus clarkia), American alligator (Alligator mississip-
piensis), Gadwall (Anas strepera), Green-winged Teal (Anas
crecca), Mottled Duck (Anas fulvigula), and Roseate Spoonbill
(Platalea ajaja). These were divided into terrestrial and aquatic
HSIs. The social indices were based on the potential to: (1) attenu-
ate storm surge/waves, (2) support nature-based tourism, (3) pro-
vide freshwater for urban use, and (4) support agriculture/
aquaculture. The social indices included factors related to salinity,
flood depth, distance from population centers, and distance from
places of interest (Supplement S1).

Quantifying and Integrating HSIs Across Coastal Louisiana

The spatial model developed as part of the 2012 Coastal Mas-
ter Plan covered 342,233 cells (500 � 500 m2 each) across
coastal Louisiana with coastal land cover modeled for the
subsequent 50 years (Fig. 1) (Meselhe et al. 2012). Since
physical data input to calculate HSIs was taken from every
grid cell, this avoided one common criticism of HSIs that they
do not fully account for input data variability (Roloff & Ker-
nohan 1999). Land cover classification from simulation year
10 was used to provide the best estimate for comparative hab-
itat classifications and to calculate HSI scores. Vegetation
classifications were based on the habitat definitions outlined
by Sasser et al. (2014). Cells classified as “swamp,” “other,”
and those not classified as either an emergent marsh (wetland)
type or water were omitted. A total of 51,754 of the
500 � 500 m2 model output cells had data to run all HSI
models and were used for further analysis.

Individual species HSI scores were summarized for each emer-
gent wetland type and open water areas to examine the variability
in HSI scores by species. Then, integrated HSI scores were devel-
oped by taking an unweighted mean of all HSI scores by group
(terrestrial, aquatic, and social) for each salinity habitat (fresh,
intermediate, brackish, and saline) for both emergent wetland
and open water areas. Comparisons within group between habitat
types (open water and emergent wetland considered separately)
were conducted using non-parametric Kruskal–Wallace tests; sub-
sequent pairwise comparisons were evaluated using the Wilcoxon
rank sum tests with Bonferroni p-value adjustment.

To examine the contemporary differences in integrated HSI
scores between emergent wetland and open water habitats, across
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salinity, the integrated HSI values of each group, as well as of all
groups combined, were assessed using Mann–Whitney U-tests.
All statistical analyses were completed using the R statistical soft-
ware programing environment (v3.4.3, The R Foundation for Sta-
tistical Computing, Vienna, Austria).

Historical Trends in Land Cover and Integrated HSIs

To investigate differences between integrated HSI scores when
considering emergent wetland area alone (excluding open
water), a hindcasting approach was used to examine temporal
trends in integrated HSI based on historical emergent wetland
cover between 1949 and 2013.

Existing emergent wetland type data for the Louisiana coast were
derived for the following years: 1949 (O’Neil 1949), 1968
(Chabreck et al. 1968), 1978 (Chabreck & Linscombe 1978),
1988 (Chabreck 1988), 1997 (Chabreck & Linscombe 1997),
2001 (Linscombe & Chabreck 2001), 2007 (Sasser et al. 2008),
and 2013 (Sasser et al. 2014). Data on emergent wetland type were
collected using a surveymethodology that has been consistent since
1988 to classify emergent wetlands based on vegetation types; prior
to 1988, survey methodology varied. Based on vegetation commu-
nity identity at each timepoint, it was possible to generate emergent

wetland classifications based on salinity (fresh, intermediate, brack-
ish, and saline) (Supplement S3). The relative areal extent of each of
the four emergent wetland types in previous yearswasmultiplied by
the 2010 mean combined integrated HSI score for that emergent
wetland category. Cells classified as open water at each time point
were multiplied by the combined integrated HSI score for open
water (no distinctions could be made by salinity). Historical inte-
grated HSI values were modeled for each group separately (terres-
trial, aquatic, social) as well as for all groups combined.

Simple linear regression was used to assess temporal trends in
integrated HSI scores. For each dataset, HSI scores were ana-
lyzed first by excluding open water cells and then for combined
emergent wetland and open water. Regression slopes from
“emergent wetland” and “emergent wetland including open
water” were compared using an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA, α = 0.05).

Results

Integrating HSIs Across Coastal Louisiana

For emergent wetland habitat types, HSI scores calculated by
CPRA (2012) were assigned to a total of 9,293 fresh, 11,737

Figure 1. Classification of emergent wetland and water by salinity in coastal Louisiana (Sasser et al. 2014).
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intermediate, 13,178 brackish, and 10,121 saline emergent wet-
land type cells (Table S1). HSI scores were also available for
800 fresh, 1,308 intermediate, 613 brackish, and 4,704 saline
open water cells (Table S2). Overall, terrestrial species showed
relatively low HSI scores (mean HSI range 0.024–0.342) in
emergent wetland, generally declining with increasing salinity
(except alligators; higher suitability in intermediate emergent
wetland). Aquatic species spanned a greater range of HSI in
emergent wetland habitat (mean HSI range 0.037–0.806), gener-
ally higher (HSI > 0.3) in brackish emergent wetland. However,
moderately high habitat suitability scores in open water (mean
HSI range 0.017–0.695) indicated potential habitat value in
areas not directly associated with emergent wetlands. The social
indices of surge/wave attenuation and nature-based tourism
showed high suitability in emergent wetland and open water
habitat types, but agriculture/aquaculture and freshwater avail-
ability showed low suitability across all habitat types examined.

For all groups (aquatic, terrestrial, social), the mean inte-
grated HSI scores were significantly different by emergent wet-
land salinity (p < 0.01, Kruskal–Wallace and Wilcoxon rank

sum tests) (Fig. 2A). The highest integrated suitability was in
saline emergent wetlands for aquatic species (HSI = 0.522,
p < 0.01), a pattern driven by white and brown shrimp and spot-
ted trout (Table S1). Saline emergent wetlands had the lowest
integrated HSI scores for terrestrial species (HSI = 0.077,
p < 0.01). Differences in social indices indicated higher suitabil-
ity in fresh emergent wetland (HSI= 0.311, p < 0.01), no differ-
ence between intermediate and brackish emergent wetlands
(HSI= 0.272 for both, p= 0.320), and lower suitability in saline
emergent wetland (HSI = 0.244, p < 0.01).

When considering open water areas only, aquatic and terrestrial
species differed significantly inmean integratedHSI scores by salin-
ity (p < 0.01, Fig. 2B). Aquatic species in brackish water main-
tained higher HSI scores compared to fresh water (HSI = 0.473
and 0.282, respectively, p < 0.01). Terrestrial species, though they
differed significantly by salinity (p < 0.01), reflected overall low
mean HSI values (range from 0.009 in saline water to 0.039 in
brackish water). Social indices were similar between fresh and
brackish open water (HSI = 0.239, p = 1.000) and between inter-
mediate and saline (HSI = 0.210 and 0.194 respectively,

Figure 2. (A and B) Integrated HSI scores by species (aquatic, terrestrial, and social) and total combined for each salinity type in open water and emergent
wetland habitats based on 2013 land classification of coastal Louisiana. Bars represent mean + SD. Letters indicate significant differences between wetland types
for each group (Kruskal–Wallace rank sum test, pairwise Wilcox test, α = 0.05). Aquatic fauna include brown shrimp, crawfish, largemouth bass, spotted trout,
and white shrimp; terrestrial fauna include alligator, Gadwall, Green-winged Teal, Mottled Duck, and Spoonbill (see Supplements S1 and S2).
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p= 0.093), but for fresh and brackish open water were higher than
intermediate and saline (p < 0.01) (Table S2).

All groups were combined for emergent wetland and open
water areas by salinity (Fig. 2A & 2B, “Combined”). Signifi-
cant differences in combined integrated HSI scores were deter-
mined among all emergent wetland types (p < 0.01), with the
highest combined HSI score in brackish emergent wetland
areas (HSI= 0.307). The same pattern was found in open water
combined HSI scores with the highest HSI value for brackish
water (HSI= 0.251), but combined HSI values for fresh, inter-
mediate, and saline open water were not significantly different.

The differences in integrated HSI scores between emergent
wetland and open water areas (across all salinities) are shown
in Figure 3. Integrated HSI was lower in open water areas
(p < 0.01, Wilcoxon rank sum test) for each group separately
as well as when combined (Fig. 3).

Historical Trends in Land Cover and Integrated HSIs

Based on the relative area of the four emergent wetland types
(fresh, intermediate, brackish, saline) and total area of open
water between 1949 and 2013, combined habitat suitability
had negative slopes (p < 0.05, ANCOVA) (Fig. 4). The smaller
negative slope (i.e., rate of decline) in combined HSI scores cal-
culated for emergent wetland plus open water habitats indicates
a significant contribution of open water to HSI.

Both aquatic and social groups had a more rapid decline in
integrated HSI over time when considering emergent wetland
areas alone (Table S3). There was no significant difference in
rate of decline in integrated terrestrial HSI regardless of open
water inclusion.

Discussion

For dynamic ecosystems such as coastal Louisiana that have a
long history of anthropogenic intervention, management, and

societal use of ecosystem resources, novel and comprehensive
approaches are required to maximize ecosystem benefits from
large-scale restoration. Integrating ecological knowledge with
land management practices is essential for implementing realis-
tic conservation strategies (Store & Jokimäki 2003) and has
proven to be successful across a variety of habitat types and
geographies (Brown et al. 2000; Tikkanen et al. 2007). Non-
market valuation of ecosystem resources provides a way to be
more fully inclusive in assessing costs and benefits to stake-
holders, providing a more comprehensive range of potential
values, such as habitat value (Johnston et al. 2009; Schröter
et al. 2014). This work considered the implications of prioritiz-
ing restoration effort based upon assessment of emergent wet-
land area alone compared to including potential habitat value
of shallow water resulting from emergent wetland loss.

Habitat Value of Different Emergent Wetland Salinity Types

A trend of higher habitat suitability for aquatic species was
observed within more saline emergent wetland types, reflecting
higher suitability scores for juvenile spotted seatrout, brown
shrimp, and white shrimp. A stable sulfur isotope study in Lou-
isiana also suggested the importance of open water habitat
where two thirds of the juvenile brown shrimp production
depended on open bays versus the remaining one of three
depending on emergent wetlands (Fry 2008). Terrestrial species
exhibited a generalized decrease in habitat suitability with
increasing salinity reflecting a preference for shallow water
depths, fresh emergent wetland vegetation, and the presence of
SAV (Brooks & Dodge 1986). Observed social habitat suitabil-
ity was greatest in fresh emergent wetland habitats, similar
between brackish and intermediate emergent wetlands, and low-
est in saline wetlands. Freshwater availability for drinking water
and agriculture are critical drivers for high suitability scores for
these particular social indices (Zedler &Kercher 2005). Because
fresh emergent wetlands tend to have structural characteristics

Figure 3. Integrated HSI scores by species group in emergent wetland and openwater areas classified by the 2013 emergent wetland type classification for coastal
Louisiana. Bars represent mean + SD and letters indicate significant pair-wise differences between emergent wetland and open water habitat types
(Mann–Whitney U test, α = 0.05).
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such as higher topography, they can protect communities from
storm surge and emergent wetland vegetation can increase pro-
tection against waves even during high water and storm events
(Engle 2011; Möller et al. 2014). Coastal Louisiana has high
potential for nature-based tourism with birding, fishing, swamp
tours and the Cajun culture making all emergent wetland salinity
habitats potentially suitable in this regard (Luzar et al. 1995).

The identified differences in potential habitat value of fresh,
intermediate, brackish, and saline emergent wetlands for a range
of aquatic, terrestrial, and social ecosystem values can inform
restoration prioritization. Based upon the need for different eco-
system services, the relative proportions of each salinity emer-
gent wetland type could be used as a modifier in selecting
scenarios of potential restoration projects to maximize benefits
and ensure that multiple ecosystem resources are supported.

Assessing Ecosystem Value of Emergent Wetland and Water
Over Time

Shallow open water areas had lower integrated habitat suitabil-
ity; however for all aquatic and social metrics considered it
was similar to the emergent wetland value and none approached
zero (attributing no value to shallow open water). In addition,
variation in habitat suitability for aquatic, terrestrial, and social
metrics was different between emergent wetland and open water
areas. This suggests that restoration planning based primarily on
optimizing land area (Groves & Sharon 2013; Peyronnin
et al. 2013) may not be realizing the maximum possible ecosys-
tem benefits from that restoration.

Habitat suitability was found to have declined over the past
six decades, correlated to areal loss of emergent wetland. The
lower scores for the terrestrial and social groups in open water
areas compared to emergent wetland may help explain this
trend. However, when potential habitat suitability of open water
areas was included with habitat suitability of emergent wetland,

the rate of decline in habitat suitability was significantly less;
this is supported by observations in Barataria Bay, Louisiana,
where shallow non-vegetated bottom is increasingly being rec-
ognized as an undervalued habitat for some fish and shellfish
species (Rozas &Minello 2015). For large-scale restoration pro-
grams, such as NRDA (Deepwater Horizon Natural Resource
Damage Assessment Trustees 2016), that are required to report
on potential natural resource value at a programmatic scale
(100s km), using land area as the proxy metric of ecosystem
value would overestimate reduction in ecosystem value with
future land loss. Utilizing integrated habitat suitability can pro-
vide a clearer understanding of relative positive and negative
effects of a portfolio of restoration projects on a range of natural
resources. For coastal Louisiana, after almost 20 years of prior-
itizing restoration effort primarily based upon maximizing
emergent wetland area, a reassessment of decision criteria may
lead to increased benefits for multiple natural resources and
increase synergy with the large Gulf of Mexico restoration fund-
ing programs.

Conclusion

The importance of an integrated approach when assessing habi-
tat suitability in response to management actions, and of deliver-
ing effective and equitable resource management, is being
increasingly recognized (Jakeman & Letcher 2003). Coastal
Louisiana has some of the most rapid rates of emergent wetland
loss globally and relies on a funcioning ecosystem for a wide
range of economic resources. The current approach of prioritiz-
ing restoration effort primarily based upon maintenance of
emergent wetland area may not be delivering the greatest possi-
ble overall ecosystem value from that restoration. Also, due to
programmatic goals and reporting requirements of programs
funded through Deepwater Horizon settlement funds, including
a range of ecosystem values into Louisiana restoration

Figure 4. Area of habitat types (fresh, intermediate, brackish, saline emergent wetland, and total openwater) in coastal Louisiana from 1949 to 2013. Estimates of
integrated HSI scores (mean of all groups) over time for total emergent wetland habitat and emergent wetland habitat including open water are given with simple
linear regression lines plotted for each dataset.
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prioritization has potential to increase synergy with those large-
scale restoration programs. For the purposes of high-level resto-
ration planning at large spatial scales (100s km), integrating a
range of habitat suitability values into decision drivers has the
potential to improve ecosystem outcomes from large-scale
restoration.

Acknowledgments

This project was supported, in part, by the Coastal Protection
and Restoration Authority and the Baton Rouge Area Founda-
tion, both of Baton Rouge, Louisiana, United States, as a part
of The Water Institute’s Science and Engineering Plan, and the
U.S. Geological Survey Ecosystems Program. The authors
thank Courtney Hall for synthesizing the CRMS data per emer-
gent wetland type, as well as A. Hijuelos and H. Vu for their
assistance with aspects of this work. Any use of trade, firm, or
product names is for descriptive purposes only and does not
imply endorsement by the U.S. Government.

LITERATURE CITED
Bailey C, Gramling R, Laska SB (2014) Complexities of resilience: adaptation

and change within human communities of coastal Louisiana. Pages 125–
140. In: Day JW, Kemp GP, Freeman AM, Muth DP (eds) Perspectives
on the restoration of the Mississippi Delta. Springer, Dordrecht

Batker D, de la Torre I, Costanza R, Day JW, Swedeen P, Boumans R, Bagstad K
(2014) The threats to the value of ecosystem goods and services of the Mis-
sissippi Delta. Pages 155–173. In: Perspectives on the restoration of the
Mississippi Delta: the once and future earth. Springer, Dordrecht

Beck MW, Heck KL, Able KW, Childers DL, Eggleston DB, Gillanders BM,
et al. (2001) The identification, conservation, and management of estuarine
and marine nurseries for fishes and invertebrates. Bioscience 51:633–641

Brooks RP, Dodge WE (1986) Estimation of habitat quality and summer popula-
tion density for muskrats on a watershed basis. The Journal of Wildlife
Management 50:269–273

Brown SK, Buja KR, Jury SH, Monaco ME, Banner A (2000) Habitat suitability
index models for eight fish and invertebrate species in Casco and Sheepscot
bays, Maine. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 20:
408–435

Carruthers TJB, Raynie R, Dausman A, Khalil S (2020) Strategies to improve
implementation of adaptive management practices for restoration in coastal
Louisiana. Shore and Beach 88:83–91

Chabreck RH (1988) Coastal marshes: ecology and wildlife management.
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Chabreck RH, Linscombe G (1978) Vegetative type map of the Louisiana coastal
marshes: Baton Rouge. Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana
https://lacoast.gov/crms_viewer2/html/ref_vegetation.htm

Chabreck RH, Linscombe G (1997) Vegetative type map of the Louisiana coastal
marshes: Baton Rouge. Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana
http://sabdata.cr.usgs.gov/priv/net_pub_products/DATA_SPA/2012-16-
0003.ZIP (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Chabreck RH, Palmisano Jr, AW, Joanen T (1968) Vegetative type map of the
Louisiana coastal marshes: Baton Rouge. Department of Wildlife and Fish-
eries, Louisiana http://sabdata.cr.usgs.gov/sabnet/priv/net_pub_products/
DATA_SPA/2012-16-0005.ZIP (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Couvillion BR, Barras JA, Steyer GD, Sleavin W, Fischer M, Beck H, Trahan N,
Griffin B&Heckman D (2011) Land area change in coastal Louisiana from
1932 to 2010 (scientific investigations map no. 3164). U.S. Geological Sur-
vey. https://pubs.usgs.gov/sim/3164/downloads/SIM3164_Pamphlet.pdf
(accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Couvillion BR, Steyer GD, Wang H, Beck HJ, Rybczyk JM (2013) Forecasting
the effects of coastal protection and restoration projects on wetland mor-
phology in coastal Louisiana under multiple environmental uncertainty sce-
narios. Journal of Coastal Research 67:29–50

CPRA (2012) Louisiana’s comprehensive master plan for a sustainable coast.
Coastal protection and restoration authority of Louisiana, Baton Rouge, Lou-
isiana. https://coastal.la.gov/2012-coastal-master-plan/ (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

CPRA (2017) Louisiana’s comprehensive master plan for a sustainable coast:
committed to our coast. Coastal protection and restoration authority, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana. http://coastal.la.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/
DRAFT-2017-Coastal-Master-Plan.pdf (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Day JW, Britsch LD, Hawes SR, Shaffer GP, Reed DJ, Cahoon D (2000) Pattern
and process of land loss in the Mississippi Delta: a spatial and temporal
analysis of wetland habitat change. Estuaries 23:425

Deepwater Horizon Natural Resource Damage Assessment Trustees (2016) Deep-
water Horizon oil spill final programmatic damage assessment and restoration
plan and final programmatic environmental impact statement. Chapter 8:
Trustee responses to public comments on the draft PDARP/PIES. Deepwater
Horizon Natural Resource Damage Assessment Trustees. https://www.
gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/Chapter-
8_Trustee-Responses-to-Public-Comments_508.pdf (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Engle VD (2011) Estimating the provision of ecosystem services by Gulf of
Mexico coastal wetlands. Wetlands 31:179–193

Fry B (2008) Open bays as nurseries for Louisiana Brown Shrimp. Estuaries and
Coasts 31:776–789

Groves DG, Sharon C (2013) Planning tool to support planning the future of
coastal Louisiana. Journal of Coastal Research 67:147–161

Henkel J, Dausman A (2020) A short history of funding and accomplishments
post-deepwater horizon. Shore and Beach 88:11–16

Jakeman A, Letcher R (2003) Integrated assessment and modelling: features,
principles and examples for catchment management. Environmental
Modelling and Software 18:491–501

Johnston CA, Zedler JB, Tulbure MG, Frieswyk CB, Bedford BL, Vaccaro L
(2009) A unifying approach for evaluating the condition of wetland plant com-
munities and identifing related stressors. Ecological Applications 19:1739–1757

Linscombe RG, Chabreck RH (2001) Coastwide aerial survey, brown marsh
2001 assessment: Salt marsh dieback in Louisiana - Brown marsh data
information management system.

Luzar EJ, Diagne A, Gan C, Henning BR (1995) Evaluating nature-based tourism
using the new environmental paradigm. Journal of Agricultural and
Applied Economics 27:544–555

Meselhe E, McCorquodale JA, Shelden J, Dortch M, Brown TS, Elkan P,
Rodrigue MD, Schindler JK, Wang Z (2013) Ecohydrology component
of Louisiana’s 2012 coastal master plan: mass-balance compartment
model. Journal of Coastal Research 67:16–28

Meselhe EA, McCorquodale JA, Shelden J, Dortch MS, Brown S (2012) 2012
coastal master plan: appendix D-1: eco hydrology model technical report
(Techinal report). Coastal protection and restoration authority, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana. https://coastal.la.gov/our-plan/2012-coastal-
masterplan/cmp-appendices/ (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Minello TJ, Able KW, Weinstein MP, Hays CG (2003) Salt marshes as nurseries
for nekton: testing hypotheses on density, growth and survival through
meta-analysis. Marine Ecology Progress Series 246:39–59

Minello TJ, Rozas LP (2002) Nekton in Gulf Coast wetlands: fine-scale distribu-
tions, landscape patterns, and restoration implications. Ecological Applica-
tions 12:441–455

Möller I, Kudella M, Rupprecht F, Spencer T, Paul M, vanWesenbeeck BK, et al.
(2014) Wave attenuation over coastal salt marshes under storm surge con-
ditions: supplementary information. Nature Geoscience 7:727–731

Newton A, Carruthers TJB, Icely J (2012) The coastal syndromes and hotspots on
the coast. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 96:39–47

O’Neil T (1949) The muskrat in the Louisiana coastal marshes. Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana. https://erdc-library.erdc.dren.mil/jspui/
bitstream/11681/8939/1/Muskrat-in-the-Louisiana-coastal-marshes.pdf
(accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Restoration Ecology 7 of 8

Habitat value tradeoffs inform management

https://lacoast.gov/crms_viewer2/html/ref_vegetation.htm
http://sabdata.cr.usgs.gov/priv/net_pub_products/DATA_SPA/2012-16-0003.ZIP
http://sabdata.cr.usgs.gov/priv/net_pub_products/DATA_SPA/2012-16-0003.ZIP
http://sabdata.cr.usgs.gov/sabnet/priv/net_pub_products/DATA_SPA/2012-16-0005.ZIP
http://sabdata.cr.usgs.gov/sabnet/priv/net_pub_products/DATA_SPA/2012-16-0005.ZIP
https://pubs.usgs.gov/sim/3164/downloads/SIM3164_Pamphlet.pdf
https://coastal.la.gov/2012-coastal-master-plan/
http://coastal.la.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/DRAFT-2017-Coastal-Master-Plan.pdf
http://coastal.la.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/DRAFT-2017-Coastal-Master-Plan.pdf
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/Chapter-8_Trustee-Responses-to-Public-Comments_508.pdf
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/Chapter-8_Trustee-Responses-to-Public-Comments_508.pdf
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/Chapter-8_Trustee-Responses-to-Public-Comments_508.pdf
https://coastal.la.gov/our-plan/2012-coastal-masterplan/cmp-appendices/
https://coastal.la.gov/our-plan/2012-coastal-masterplan/cmp-appendices/
https://erdc-library.erdc.dren.mil/jspui/bitstream/11681/8939/1/Muskrat-in-the-Louisiana-coastal-marshes.pdf
https://erdc-library.erdc.dren.mil/jspui/bitstream/11681/8939/1/Muskrat-in-the-Louisiana-coastal-marshes.pdf


Peyronnin N, Green M, Richards CP, Owens A, Reed DJ, Chamberlain J,
Groves DG, Rhinehart WK, Belhadjali K (2013) Louisiana’s 2012 coastal
master plan: overview of a science-based and publicly informed decision-
making process. Journal of Coastal Research 67:1–15

Roloff G, Kernohan B (1999) Evaluating reliability of habitat suitability index
models. Wildlife Society Bulletin 27:973–985

Rozas LP, Minello TJ (2015) Small-scale nekton density and growth patterns
across a saltmarsh landscape in Barataria Bay, Louisiana. Estuaries and
Coasts 38:2000–2018

Sasser CE, Visser JM, Mouton E, Linscombe J, Hartley SB (2014) Vegetation
types in coastal Louisiana in 2013. Scientific InvestigationsMap. U.S. Geological
Survey, Lafayette, Louisiana. https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/53cd7b
05e4b0b2908510dddc (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Sasser CE, Visser JM, Mouton E, Linscombe J, Hartley SB (2008) Vegetation
types in coastal Louisiana in 2007. Scientific InvestigationsMap. U.S. Geo-
logical Survey, Lafayette, Louisiana.

Schröter M, van der Zanden EH, van Oudenhoven APE, Remme RP, Serna-
Chavez HM, de Groot RS, Opdam P (2014) Ecosystem services as a con-
tested concept: a synthesis of critique and counter-arguments: ecosystem
services as a contested concept. Conservation Letters 7:514–523

Store R, Jokimäki J (2003) A GIS-based multi-scale approach to habitat suitabil-
ity modeling. Ecological Modelling 169:1–15

TheWater Institute of the Gulf (2020) Louisiana adaptive management status and
improvement report: Vision and recommendations (Technical Document
No. Task Order 50.2, Contract No. 2503-12-58). Prepared for the Coastal
Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) and the Louisiana Trustee
ImplementationGroup (LATIG), funded by the LATIG. BatonRouge, Lou-
isiana. https://thewaterinstitute.org/assets/docs/publications/Louisiana-Ada
ptive-Management-Report_2020.pdf (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Tikkanen O-P, Heinonen T, Kouki J, Matero J (2007) Habitat suitability models
of saproxylic red-listed boreal forest species in long-term matrix manage-
ment: cost-effective measures for multi-species conservation. Biological
Conservation 140:359–372

Visser JM, Duke-Sylvester S, Broussard W, Carter J (2012) Vegetation model
technical report (appendix D-4) (Techinal report). Coastal protection and
restoration authority, Baton Rouge, Louisiana. https://coastal.la.gov/our-
plan/2012-coastal-masterplan/cmp-appendices/ (accessed 28 Sep 2021)

Visser JM, Duke-Sylvester SM, Carter J, Broussard WP (2013) A computer
model to forecast wetland vegetation changes resulting from restoration
and protection in coastal Louisiana. Journal of Coastal Research 67:51–59

Yuill B, Lavoie D, Reed DJ (2009) Understanding subsidence processes in
coastal Louisiana. Journal of Coastal Research 54:23–36

Zedler JB, Kercher S (2005) Wetland resources: status, trends, ecosystem ser-
vices, and restorability. Annual Review of Environment and Resources 30:39–74

Supporting Information
The following information may be found in the online version of this article:

Table S1. Summary of habitat suitability index (HSI) scores (mean and variance) by
emergent wetland type for each species.
Table S2. Summary of habitat suitability index (HSI) scores (mean and variance) by
open water habitat type for each species.
Table S3. Hindcast historical trends (1949–2013) of potential ecosystem function.
Supplement S1. Habitat suitability indices.
Supplement S2.HSI variable inputs and formulae from the 2012 Coastal Master Plan
(CPRA 2012).
Supplement S3. Summarizing emergent wetland plant communities in Coastal
Louisiana.

Coordinating Editor: Gary Kendrick Received: 28 March, 2021; First decision: 14 June, 2021;
Revised: 15 September, 2021; Accepted: 16 September, 2021

Restoration Ecology8 of 8

Habitat value tradeoffs inform management

https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/53cd7b05e4b0b2908510dddcaccessed9/28/2021
https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/53cd7b05e4b0b2908510dddcaccessed9/28/2021
https://thewaterinstitute.org/assets/docs/publications/Louisiana-Adaptive-Management-Report_2020.pdf
https://thewaterinstitute.org/assets/docs/publications/Louisiana-Adaptive-Management-Report_2020.pdf
https://coastal.la.gov/our%2010plan/2012%2010coastal%2010masterplan/cmp%2010appendices/
https://coastal.la.gov/our%2010plan/2012%2010coastal%2010masterplan/cmp%2010appendices/

	Tradeoffs in habitat value to maximize natural resource benefits from coastal restoration in a rapidly eroding wetland: is ...
	Introduction
	Methods
	Habitat Suitability Indices (HSIs)
	Quantifying and Integrating HSIs Across Coastal Louisiana
	Historical Trends in Land Cover and Integrated HSIs

	Results
	Integrating HSIs Across Coastal Louisiana
	Historical Trends in Land Cover and Integrated HSIs

	Discussion
	Habitat Value of Different Emergent Wetland Salinity Types
	Assessing Ecosystem Value of Emergent Wetland and Water Over Time

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	LITERATURE CITED


