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Abstract
There is great interest in the restoration and conservation of coastal habitats for protection
from flooding and erosion. This is evidenced by the growing number of analyses and
reviews of the effectiveness of habitats as natural defences and increasing funding worldwide for nature-based defences–i.e. restoration projects aimed at coastal protection; yet,
there is no synthetic information on what kinds of projects are effective and cost effective for
this purpose. This paper addresses two issues critical for designing restoration projects for
coastal protection: (i) a synthesis of the costs and benefits of projects designed for coastal
protection (nature-based defences) and (ii) analyses of the effectiveness of coastal habitats
(natural defences) in reducing wave heights and the biophysical parameters that influence
this effectiveness. We (i) analyse data from sixty-nine field measurements in coastal habitats globally and examine measures of effectiveness of mangroves, salt-marshes, coral
reefs and seagrass/kelp beds for wave height reduction; (ii) synthesise the costs and
coastal protection benefits of fifty-two nature-based defence projects and; (iii) estimate the
benefits of each restoration project by combining information on restoration costs with data
from nearby field measurements. The analyses of field measurements show that coastal
habitats have significant potential for reducing wave heights that varies by habitat and site.
In general, coral reefs and salt-marshes have the highest overall potential. Habitat effectiveness is influenced by: a) the ratios of wave height-to-water depth and habitat width-to-wavelength in coral reefs; and b) the ratio of vegetation height-to-water depth in salt-marshes.
The comparison of costs of nature-based defence projects and engineering structures
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show that salt-marshes and mangroves can be two to five times cheaper than a submerged
breakwater for wave heights up to half a metre and, within their limits, become more cost
effective at greater depths. Nature-based defence projects also report benefits ranging from
reductions in storm damage to reductions in coastal structure costs.

Introduction
Tens of millions of people world-wide will be affected in the next few decades by coastal flooding due to sea-level rise and associated increases in wave action and surges [1,2]. In addition,
coastal habitats are facing increasing risks world-wide as a result of human activity. These habitats provide a number of ecosystem services, or benefits, including coastal protection, fish production, recreation and other economic and cultural values [3]. In many instances the
degradation of coastal habitats can result in a decrease in coastal protection and increase risk of
coastal flooding [4,5]. Observations of extreme events like the Indian Ocean tsunami, Hurricanes Sandy and Katrina in the Atlantic and Typhoon Haiyan in the Pacific suggest that coastal
habitats can help protect coastlines during such events [6,7,8,9]. There is hence great interest in
identifying effective, and cost effective solutions that help conserve habitats and protect coastlines [10,11].
While there is important interest in the conservation of habitats for the natural defence they
provide, there is a particularly strong interest in investments in restoring coastal habitats for
nature-based defences. In this paper, natural defences refer to existing coastal habitats within
which wave reduction has been measured. Nature-based defences refer to restoration projects
that specifically include coastal protection as an objective (definitions adapted from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers report on Natural and Nature-based Features [12]). A number of restoration projects world-wide are being implemented specifically for coastal protection [13].
These are increasingly driven by global conventions and their funding mechanisms, including
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the green
Adaptation Fund (AF), as well as the United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Risk
Reduction (UNISDR) and lending from the World Bank. They are also being driven by interest
from national and multi-national agencies [10,12,14,15]. But critical questions remain about
when these projects can be used effectively for coastal protection, for example about the costs
of a habitat restoration project relative to other, more conventional alternatives.
The contribution of habitats to coastal protection is increasingly addressed in science, policy
and practice [16,17,18]. There is also a growing interest in developing guidance about habitat
restoration for nature-based defences but this has largely been identified based more on case
studies than syntheses [12,18,19]. Insights on the success or failure of projects, and comparisons with hard structures that perform similarly, under the same conditions, are difficult to
obtain [20]. While there are a number of studies analysing the physical aspects of coastal protection by coastal habitats, there is very little information to date that combines this knowledge
with information on restoration projects, to assess the performance and viability of these projects. This can hinder decision-making with regard to future investments in restoration projects
for coastal protection.
Widespread consideration and use of habitats for coastal protection still face significant
challenges including: a) uncertainty around the effectiveness of habitats under different hydrodynamic and ecological conditions; b) a lack of synthetic information about the costs and effectiveness of projects that restore or manage habitats for coastal protection; and c) a paucity of
studies that integrate and synthesise engineering and ecological knowledge to provide site-
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specific comparisons of the costs and effectiveness of nature-based defences versus hard structures. This paper integrates analyses of (a) natural defences with information from (b) naturebased defence projects, to address these gaps and improve understanding of how and where
coastal habitats may be viable for coastal protection.
This is done by: a) analysing field measurements of wave reduction within coastal habitats
and the parameters that may drive variability in this function; and b) mapping and combining
information from these field measurements with information on nearby nature-based defence
projects, to compare their costs with hard structures that will provide the same level of wave
reduction. First we extend previous syntheses of wave reduction field measurements in coastal
habitats [21,22,23] to include more measurements and improve understanding of the variability across habitats in reducing wave heights, focusing in particular on engineering parameters
that will be critical in assessing and designing restoration projects. In their re-analyses of field
data, Pinsky et al., [23] show high variability in wave reduction between habitats and investigate the influence of biophysical parameters on this variability–namely, the local flow conditions (Reynold’s number) and the resistance to flow provided by the habitat (the bulk drag
coefficient). In our study, data from field measurements are used to directly investigate the
influence of biophysical parameters on this variability (Fig 1). The field measurements are then
mapped and, based on their location and habitat type, are combined with details of nearby
nature-based defence projects. These nature-based defence projects are first analysed for their
costs and benefits for coastal protection. Based on information from nearby field measurements, wave reduction extents are estimated for some of these projects and their costs compared to the costs of submerged breakwaters that will provide the same wave height reduction
under the same conditions. These results provide insights on where and how coastal habitats
and nature-based defence projects may be viable and cost effective, and also, on the key parameters that should be assessed when designing these projects.

Results and Discussion
This paper analyses sixty-nine field measurements to show that habitats have a significant
influence on wave reduction, demonstrates the influence of specific engineering parameters on
wave reduction effectiveness, reviews the costs and benefits of fifty-two nature-based defence

Fig 1. Schematic of wave height reduction across coastal habitats. Schematic showing general mechanics of wave height reduction through habitats,
using the examples of coral reefs, seagrass beds and mangroves.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735.g001
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Fig 2. Global map of a) wave height reduction in natural defences (n = 69) and b) Coastal protection benefits from restoration projects (n = 52).
Panel (a) maps wave height reduction measurements in coral reefs, salt marshes, mangroves, seagrass beds, kelp beds; Panel (b) maps restoration projects
reporting coastal protection benefits reviewed for coral reefs, salt marshes and mangroves (the literature search did not find information on oyster reef
projects that observe coastal protection benefits). Colours indicate habitat groups in both panels. Circle sizes in (a) indicate the % wave height reduction
measured at each site; shapes in (b) indicate type of coastal protection benefit reported (erosion control, flood control, or protection to structures) (see
Table 1). Basemap image is the intellectual property of Esri and is reprinted from Esri under a CC BY license with permission from Esri and its licensors, all
rights reserved. Credits: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, NGA, USGS | Esri, HERE, DeLorme.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735.g002

projects (Fig 2), and demonstrates the cost-effectiveness of some of these projects relative to
structures that provide the same wave reduction.

Natural defences and wave reduction
Meta-analyses of sixty-nine studies, among five habitats world-wide (coral reefs, mangroves,
salt-marshes, seagrass/kelp beds), show that these habitats reduce wave heights significantly
(see Methods) and this reduction varies with the habitat and the site. This is in line with findings from [21] and [23]. On average, coastal habitats reduce wave heights between 35% and
71%. Coral reefs reduce wave heights by 70% (95% CI: 54–81%), salt-marshes by 72% (95%CI:
62–79%), mangroves by 31% (95% CI: 25–37%) and seagrass/kelp beds by 36% (95% CI: 25–
45%). Across all habitats, coral reefs emerge as having the greatest potential for coastal protection: they are highly effective at reducing wave heights and are also exposed to higher, more
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powerful waves. Salt-marshes are almost as effective in terms of wave reduction but occur in
more sheltered environments. Mangroves and seagrass / kelp beds are about half as effective,
with mangroves occurring in the most sheltered environments (see S1 Table). The high reduction by coral reefs agrees with the results of [21], and the ordering of the other habitats is generally in agreement with the review by [23] which considered similar parameters in their reanalyses of field evidence for these habitats. There is also a strong positive, linear correlation
between the extent of reductions in wave height, and the wave height before the habitat, in the
order coral reefs > salt-marshes ~ mangroves > seagrass / kelp beds (see S1 Fig).
The influence of design parameters commonly used in engineering such as habitat width,
the ratio of habitat width to the wavelength, and the ratio of habitat height to the water level
(see Introduction, Fig 1) were also examined. Wave reduction in each habitat is influenced by
different parameters. In coral reefs, wave reduction is influenced by a) reef width (S2 Fig); b)
reef depth relative to the wave height and; c) reef width relative to the average wavelength (S3
Fig). The most effective reefs are at least twice as wide as the wave-length, and located at depths
that are at most, half the incoming wave height. There is limited data in salt-marshes that suggests that wave reduction is linearly correlated with the relative height of the marsh, i.e. the
submergence of the vegetation relative to the water level (S4 Fig). Wave reduction in saltmarshes is highest when the canopy is close to the water surface. This suggests that designs of
‘greenbelts’ for coastal protection, rather than only relying on width-based criteria [24,25],
should also account for the relationships between habitat and hydrodynamic variables at each
site. is also emphasised by Koch et al., [26] who demonstrate spatial and temporal variations in
wave reduction capacities across habitats. These analyses were performed only for coral reef
and salt-marsh habitats. Mangroves and seagrass/kelp beds are not discussed due to the lack of
comparable data on design parameters for these habitats.

Nature-based defence projects: costs, benefits and cost effectiveness
for coastal protection
Table 1 summarises the costs, coastal protection benefits, objectives and exposure of fifty-two
nature-based defence projects in coral reef, oyster reef, mangrove, and salt-marsh habitats. A
Table 1. Costs and Coastal Protection Benefits of Restoration Projects.
Habitat

Reported Restoration
Project Costs^ as US $ Per
m2: Median (Range)

Estimated Replacement
Cost Ratios*: Average
(95% CI)

% of Projects
implemented for
coastal protection

% of Projects in
High Exposure
Regions #

% of Projects
reporting coastal
protection beneﬁts✞

Coral Reefs
(n = 19)

115.62 (2–7490)

NA

5

80

ER– 5; FL– 5

Oyster Reefs
(n = 4)

135.63 (107–316)

NA

75

50

NA

Salt-Marshes
(n = 17)

1.11 (0.01–33)

2 (0.95–3.01)

69

77

ER– 6; FL– 41; ST–
18; BC– 6

Mangroves
(n = 12)

0.1 (0.05–6.43)

5 (3.1–6.9)

76

35

FL– 50; ST– 34; BC–
41

n = total no. of projects for each habitat type. CI = conﬁdence interval.
^: Project costs not scaled; areas for which costs are reported vary across studies (see S3 Table).
*: Replacement cost ratio = submerged breakwater cost / nature-based defence cost (see Methods).
#: High exposure regions deﬁned as regions with > 10 J/m2 average annual wave energy based on global deep-water wave climate dataset in [44].
✞: Coastal protection beneﬁt types = ER–savings in erosion damage costs; FL–savings in damages costs from storms; ST–savings in costs of adjacent
coastal structures; BC–project beneﬁt / cost ratio > 1.
Note: some projects report multiple beneﬁts (see S3 Table).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735.t001
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sizeable proportion of salt-marsh and mangrove projects state that such habitats provide
improved protection from storm events (41% in salt-marshes and 50% in mangroves; see
Table 1). Other coastal protection benefits include savings in damages during storm events,
reductions in erosion and reductions in the costs of engineering for coastal protection,
reflected, in a few cases, by positive benefit-cost ratios (e.g. also see [20]). Restoration objectives
vary across habitat types, with most mangrove and marsh habitats reporting coastal protection
as a primary objective. Among the coral reefs a majority of projects are targeted primarily at
habitat restoration and only a small number for coastal protection, even though many of these
reefs are situated in highly exposed regions. Unit restoration costs are lowest for marshes and
mangroves, and coral and oyster reefs show higher, and more variable, costs (Table 1).
Analyses of the costs and wave reduction of thirteen nature-based defence projects (see
Methods, S4 Table) in mangroves and salt-marshes show that these projects can be several
times cheaper than alternative submerged breakwaters (Fig 3) for the same level of protection.
Together with their ability to keep pace with sea-level rise [27] this suggests that nature-based
defences can become increasingly viable on sheltered coastlines. Depending on the water
depth, mangrove projects in Vietnam can be three to five times cheaper than a breakwater, and
salt-marsh projects across Europe and the USA vary from being just as expensive, to around
three times cheaper (Table 1, Fig 3). Fig 3 plots the total restoration costs of mangrove and
marsh projects along with breakwater construction costs at these sites for a range of depths and
wave height reduction values. The cross-shore width of habitat and the degree of wave height
reduction are also indicated for each project. Water depth is a crucial factor, with both habitats
showing an increase in cost effectiveness at higher depths, due to the relatively steep increase in
breakwater construction costs. Habitat width is found not to be a sufficient indicator of cost
effectiveness. Also, these nature-based defences are limited to wave heights less than half a
metre and are not always cost effective.
Based on existing literature it was assumed that breakwater construction costs are uniform
across the sites in Europe/USA and ten times lower for the sites in Vietnam [28]. Such regional
differences are also reflected in the reported habitat restoration costs in these countries. While
accurate estimates of construction costs require detailed information on structure profile,
material and labour costs, etc., water depth is often a critical driver of construction costs [29]
and therefore the main influence on cost effectiveness. Only total project costs and habitat
extents were used, given the high variability in the relationship between restoration project
costs and sizes (see Methods). The study does not explicitly account for increases in restoration
costs due to adverse ecological or geomorphic site conditions which can significantly increase
these values [30].
In the cost comparisons we look for structures that are equivalent to marshes and mangroves in function–i.e. wave reduction, as well as location–i.e. within the near-shore zone, and
choose submerged breakwaters as the best alternative. Submerged breakwaters provide wave
reduction to varying degrees, similar to coastal habitats and can be located within the nearshore zone. Though seawalls are a common substitute for mangrove and marsh habitats
[20,31], these are often located at the shoreline and, in addition to blocking waves, also protect
against flooding from high water levels. While there are some indications that mangroves and
marshes can offer protection from high water levels (Table 1), we do not find enough evidence
on this for a comparison of effectiveness, and as such, focus on their wave reduction function.
While coral reefs are also very similar to breakwaters in structure and wave reduction function,
we do not find enough information on reef restoration projects for a direct cost comparison. It
is important to note that coastal habitats are usually one of several structural, nature-based and
non-structural measures for coastal protection [32].
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Fig 3. Costs versus water depth and wave height reduction extents of Nature-based Defence (NbD) projects and alternative breakwaters. Costs
of NbDs and cost curves of alternative breakwater structures plotted versus water depth are plotted for a) mangroves (n = 7) and breakwaters in Vietnam
and; b) salt-marshes (n = 6) and breakwaters in Europe/USA. Circles represent NbDs and lines represent submerged breakwaters cost-curves in both
panels. NbDs that fall below breakwater cost curves are cost effective in comparison. Breakwater cost curves are for an incident wave height Hsi of 0.2 m.
All costs are represented on a per-metre coastline length basis (see Methods). Fig only shows mangroves and marshes as these were the only habitat
types and locations for which project information was found in close proximity to field measurements.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735.g003

This study focuses on coastal protection by wave reduction, though habitats often provide
other ecosystem services such as biodiversity, fish production, recreation and many other
social, economic and cultural values [33]. The addition of these benefits, over and above their
coastal protection value should make these natural approaches more appealing to coastal managers and decision-makers [34]. Also, the loss of existing coastal habitats and their replacement
by man-made structures can result in loss of these ecosystem services [35]. In any case, policy
decisions on where and how to conserve or restore habitats, rather than focusing on a single
service, should consider multiple objectives for best allocation of available resources [36,37].
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The data for the wave reduction analyses are all obtained from field observations of wave
heights and hydrological variables. The datasets used in this study vary in terms of the type of
data available for analysis, and these are described in S2 and S3 Tables. The wave reduction
data are all field observations of wave heights through habitats (S2 Table). Almost all the studies provide information on habitat width, and most measurements in reefs also provide information on reef depth. Only a few studies–all in marshes, provide information on vegetation
heights. The restoration project data are a mix of primary–i.e. observed and secondary–i.e. estimated costs and benefits (S3 Table). The coastal setting and exposure data for each project
location are derived from other sources (see S1 Methods). Cost reporting by projects is highly
variable (see Methods). All costs are reported on a per-m2 basis, and use total project costs for
the cost comparison analyses. Ideally, in future, cost reporting in projects should be consistent
and report both unit and total restoration costs. More such comparisons with hard alternatives,
along with detailed and consistent data on the extents, costs and coastal protection benefits of
existing restoration projects, are needed to inform the design and implementation of future
nature-based defences.
We are interested in general conclusions about the parameters that influence wave reduction across multiple habitats and physical conditions. Therefore, the study uses average values
of vegetation height and water depth for the parameter analyses. It is worth emphasising that
the measurements of waves in the analysed studies are all under ‘normal’ conditions of low
waves. Mean wave height values are used for the meta-analyses. Variations in wave height measurements at each site are accounted for within the analyses (see S1 Methods). However, when
analysing extreme value measurements, it will be necessary to include analyses of variances to
assess the effect on wave reduction. Also, site-specific variations in all these parameters will
need to be considered when designing a nature-based defence project. For instance, the slope
of a coral reef can influence variations in wave reduction over that reef [38] and hence, its effectiveness as a nature-based defence. Wave height is the response variable for the meta-analyses,
following a number of the reviewed studies that report reductions in terms of wave heights.
Field measurements and analyses of wave energy, rather than wave height, may provide a better
picture of the processes that drive wave reduction at each site [21].
Field evidence of the protection offered by habitats is generally difficult to obtain. However,
clear differentiation of measured parameters–i.e. physical reduction of wave heights or storm
surges, versus economic savings in damage costs during extreme events–is essential to understand the extents to which, and conditions under which, different habitats offer protection. For
instance, the review of nature-based defence projects suggests that mangroves are effective protection measures against flooding from storms (Table 1, S3 Table). The meta-analyses of wave
heights however show that wave height measurements in mangroves have so far been limited
to lower waves than in salt-marshes (Table 1, S1 Table).
Future studies of effectiveness and cost-effectiveness would also be strengthened by paired
measurements of wave height reduction with and without habitat [39] accompanied by information on habitat parameters such as height, density and roughness [40,41,42]. A small but
growing number of field observations, laboratory experiments and numerical models suggest
that reefs and wetlands can act as buffers against extreme waves and water levels
[8,43,44,45,46], though the observed data for extreme events is scant. It will also be critical to
get similar field measurements of wave and water level reductions by habitats during extreme
events [47]. When evaluating restoration projects for coastal protection, it would be useful to
follow monitoring and evaluation procedures set out within established coastal engineering
frameworks. These could usefully include demonstrations of projects implemented in different
physical settings [20], theoretical design frameworks [48,49], or even, evaluations of naturebased defences within national accounts [37]. Such evaluation typically involves a before-after
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comparison of the coastal hazard at the site. However, a restoration project can typically have
multiple objectives, the evaluation of which will require monitoring of outcomes at multiple
impact and reference sites.

Conclusions
This paper is, as far as the authors are aware, the first attempt at synthesising evidence from
field measurements and restoration projects to provide an overview of the wave reduction by
natural defences, in combination with site-specific comparisons of the costs of nature-based
defences versus alternative structures. The paper also synthesises information on the benefits
of restoration projects for coastal protection. These analyses and syntheses demonstrate the following: a) coastal habitats–particularly coral reefs and salt-marshes–have significant potential
for reducing wave heights and providing protection at the shoreline; b) restoration projects for
which data are available–i.e., mangrove and marsh projects–can be cost-effective relative to
submerged breakwaters in attenuating low waves and become more cost-effective at higher
water depths; c) a number of nature-based defence projects, especially in mangroves and
marshes, have been observed to offer protection during storms. Variations in wave reduction
and cost effectiveness are dependent on multiple parameters including water depth and vegetation / reef height.
Examples of nature-based defence projects are growing rapidly in number, but much better
reporting of effectiveness and cost effectiveness is necessary, for better understanding of their viability. Data from post-project monitoring of the success or failure of restoration projects are not
easily available. As with any hard engineering structure, information on nature-based defence
project failures–i.e. the reasons why a particular project did not work can also be very valuable
when developing guidelines and methodologies for project design. This would include, for
instance, before and after observations of whether a restoration project designed for coastal protection has achieved its stated objectives. Ideally, project costs, site conditions and wave reduction
extents should be measured at the same location. This will allow better understanding of variations in project costs with variations in water levels, wave conditions and habitat characteristics.
This is particularly important for a future where variations in rates of sea-level rise and other
environmental factors can result in a spatial variability in wave heights [50,51]. Also, better estimates of maintenance costs and the additional services and benefits (including coastal access, fish
production, carbon sequestration) or lack thereof, for both artificial and nature-based defences
are required when evaluating the overall costs and benefits of a restoration project that includes
coastal protection as an objective. Finally, inclusion of dune and also beach habitats [52] would
vastly improve the richness of existing nature-based defence databases.

Methods
Overview
The analyses of wave reduction measurements and restoration projects were conducted using
two separate datasets with some overlap in habitat types. The wave reduction meta-analyses
were performed for observations of wave heights in coastal habitats that provided information
on wave heights with (before) and without (after) the habitat. In the meta-analyses, seagrass
and kelp beds were treated together due to similarities in location and the mechanism by which
they reduce wave heights (see Fig 1). The analyses of costs and benefits of nature-based defence
projects were done for fifty-two restoration projects in coral reefs, oyster reefs, salt-marshes
and mangroves, that were specifically targeted at coastal protection. Only studies that provided
some quantitative information (observed or estimated) on project extents, costs and/or benefits
were included in the analyses. The literature search did not find any projects within seagrass or
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kelp beds that met these criteria. Similarly, no wave reduction field measurements within oyster
reefs were found. The cost-comparisons to alternative breakwaters were limited to habitats for
which field measurement and project sites could be paired, which were only in mangroves and
salt-marshes (see Nature-based defence project costs benefits and cost-effectiveness in this
section).

Natural defences and wave reduction
Broadly, wave reduction in habitats occurs by two mechanisms–(i) wave-breaking due to
changes in water depth (i.e. in reefs) and; (ii) damping of wave energy and, hence, wave height
through friction (i.e. in wetland habitats like mangroves, marshes or seagrass beds). This reduction in wave height depends on habitat and site-specific ecological and geophysical parameters
that influence the dynamics of incoming waves (Fig 1). For instance, wave reduction in coral
reefs is mainly influenced by: (i) the relative wave height, i.e. the ratio H/h where h is the depth
of the reef and H the wave height; and (ii) the relative width, i.e. the ratio B/L, where B is the
width of the reef and L the length of the incoming wave [53,54]. In vegetated habitats, the
height, geometry and shoot/stem density of the habitat, have all been shown to affect wave
reduction in flume studies and models [55,56,57]. A key parameter in intertidal vegetated habitats such as mangroves and marshes is the relative height of the vegetation i.e. the ratio hv/h,
where hv is the height of the vegetation canopy and h the water depth. In addition, these habitats are known to trap sediments [57,58], raising the near-shore bathymetry and thereby
increasing their capacity to reduce waves. Wave heights within deeper vegetated habitats such
as seagrass beds are also affected by changes in bathymetry [53].
Meta-analyses of the effect of habitat on wave reduction were done for sixty-nine studies in
coral reefs, salt-marshes, mangroves, seagrass beds and kelp beds (Fig 2A), that provide measurements of wave height with /without coastal habitats. A literature search was performed in
English for studies that describe measurements of wave reduction in coastal habitats, using
Google Web, Google Scholar, Web of Science and other databases. Only studies that provide
information on observed wave heights before (or, in front of) and after (or, behind) the habitat
were included in the meta-analyses. The meta-analyses provide an aggregate assessment across
multiple studies, of the effect that each habitat has on wave reduction. The two sub-tidal vegetated habitats, seagrass and kelp beds were treated together due to their similarities in wave
reduction mechanisms (see Fig 1). For each habitat the effect of habitat presence on wave
height reduction was measured using a random effects statistical model [59]; see S1 Methods).
The response variable–namely, the reduction in wave height was expressed as a % of the
incoming wave height (see S2 Table):
R¼1

Hst
Hsi

½1

where Hi is the signiﬁcant wave height (m) before the habitat (“incident”) and Hst is the signiﬁcant wave height (m) after the habitat (“transmitted”). The rate of wave reduction per metre
width of habitat was calculated as:
r¼

Hsi  Hst R  Hsi
¼
B
B

½2

where B is the cross-shore width of the habitat (m) (i.e. length of the habitat transect). The
average effect size was measured in terms of the log response ratio of wave height reduction
due to the habitat. The averages were considered to be statistically signiﬁcant if their 95% conﬁdence intervals do not overlap zero (S5 Fig).
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For studies that directly report incoming and transmitted wave heights (as opposed to studies that only report percentage reductions) we also showed the variation of absolute reduction
extents versus incoming wave heights (see S2 Fig). However, for the analyses of design parameters, percentage reductions in wave heights were used to avoid compounding influences from
other parameters. For this, average values of habitat widths, water depths and vegetation
heights were extracted from the data. The average values of wavelength were obtained at each
location from a global dataset of wave characteristics [60]. These were used to assess the
response of wave height reduction to specific non-dimensional parameters: i) relative wave
height Hi/h, where h is the average water depth across the habitat transect; ii) relative width B/
L, where L is the average annual deep-water wavelength at the habitat location and; iii) relative
vegetation height hv/h in intertidal habitats where hv is the average vegetation height across the
transect. The first two parameters—Hi/h and B/L are dependent on the incoming wave height.
Therefore, studies that only report wave reduction ratios–i.e. do not report incident wave
heights, were excluded for these parameters. The influence of bathymetry on wave height
reduction was not accounted for, except where the study reported measurements from adjacent
transects with and without the habitat. The extent to which bathymetry influences wave height
reduction varies between habitat types and, in most cases, bathymetry is either a direct function
of habitat presence (in reefs) or has a relatively minor influence on wave height reduction (in
mangroves and salt-marshes).

Nature-based defence projects: costs, benefits and cost-effectiveness
The analyses of costs and benefits of restoration projects were done for fifty-two projects in
coral reefs, salt-marshes, mangroves and oyster reefs. An initial systematic search was conducted for peer-reviewed literature and grey literature (e.g. reports, assessments, surveys, etc.)
on the coastal protection and risk reduction costs and benefits of projects involving restoration
and management of coastal habitats. The search was conducted in English on the Google Web
and Google Scholar databases. We only searched for projects that were targeted at coastal protection and reported sufficient information on costs and habitat characteristics for further analyses (see S1 Methods, S3 Table). Studies that did not deal with coastal protection as a stated
objective were excluded. Studies that did not report data on either costs or benefits were also
excluded. From the fifty-two projects, a subset was identified that also reported observed and
estimated coastal protection benefits of various types. Cost reporting in the project dataset is
highly variable: of the 52 projects, fourteen do not report any costs, seventeen report total restoration costs, nine report costs on a per-m2 basis, nine on a per-hectare basis, two as per-metre
coastline length and one as per-kilometre coastline length (S3 Table). All costs were summarised on a per m2 basis. All reported monetary values were standardised to 2014 US$ equivalents by inflating these from the project year to 2014 using appropriate Consumer Price Index
(CPI) inflator indices and converting the inflated costs to 2014 US $ [61,62].
To provide a direct comparison of restoration projects with engineering alternatives, the
costs of restoration projects were compared to the costs of structures that would achieve the
same wave reduction. We were unable to find projects that reported specific comparisons to
coastal structures or other measures of effectiveness (e.g., reduction of waves, erosion rates or
flood volumes). Ideally, in future, more demonstration and reference sites would be available at
multiple scales, to be able to compare the costs and effectiveness of nature-based defences versus artificial structures [27]. Submerged breakwaters were chosen for the cost comparisons
since these structures perform similarly with regard to reduction of wave heights at the coastline. It is recognised that restoration costs do not vary linearly with habitat size. Therefore,
information on restoration costs was combined with data from nearby measurements of wave
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heights to estimate the wave reduction benefits of each restoration project. The cost of breakwater needed to achieve the same wave reduction benefits in that location was then calculated.
All costs are presented on a per metre coastline length basis.
For pairing the project sites with field measurements, thirteen unique pairs were identified
that occur a) at close proximity; b) in similar coastal setting, e.g. habitat. Sites were paired if
they were within 50 km of each other. In some cases, a project site could be paired with multiple field measurements (see S4 Table). All criteria for pairing sites were visually inspected and
based on expert judgement (see S4 Table). For each pair of project and field measurement, the
per metre project cost (Cproj_per_m) and width (Bproj) were transferred to the field measurement
location and a nature-based defence (NbD) was defined with a unique combination of width
(BNbD), cost (CNbD), rate of wave height reduction (rNbD), incoming wave height (HNbD) and
water depth (hNbD):
CNbD ¼ Cproj

per m

BNbD ¼ Bproj

ðf rom projectÞ

½3

ðf rom projectÞ

½4

rNbD ¼ r

ðf rom f ield measurementÞ

½5

HNbD ¼ Hsi

ðf rom f ield measurementÞ

½6

hNbD ¼ h

ðf rom f ield measurementÞ

½7

Using the rate of reduction and project width the total wave reduction by each NbD was
estimated and expressed as a transmission coefficient, Kt–NbD. Using Eqs [1] and [2],
KtNbD ¼ ð

Hst
r  BNbD
Þ ¼ 1  NbD
Hsi NbD
Hi

½8

For each replacement breakwater the minimum crest-width, W and freeboard, F (i.e. crest
height relative to water surface) required to achieve the same transmission coefficient as the
NbD, Kt-nbD were calculated. The breakwater was assumed to have a trapezoidal section with a
representative slope, s of 1:1.5 (S6 Fig). Breakwater dimensions were computed per metre
coastline using standard coastal engineering formulae [53]; see S1 Methods: Eqs [SI 11]–[SI
13]). Using the estimated values of freeboard F, water depth, h, crest width W and slope, s the
volume of the breakwater was calculated as:
Vstruc ¼ 0:5  ðh þ FÞ  ðW þ W þ ðh þ FÞ=sÞ

½9

Next the unit construction cost–i.e. construction cost per metre length of coastline–of 1
cubic metre of breakwater was estimated as:
Cstruc

unit

¼ Crep =Vrep

½10

where Vrep is the volume of the representative breakwater per metre coastline and Crep is the
total construction cost per metre coastline of this breakwater ([29]; see S1 Methods: Eqs [SI
15]–[SI 16]). The breakwaters were assumed to be constructing using rock or rubble-mound,
as this is the most commonly employed material world-wide. Breakwater construction cost
was assumed to be proportionate to the size of the structure [63,64], and using Eqs [9] and [10]
the cost per metre coastline length was estimated for each replacement breakwater,
Cstruc ¼ Vstruc  Cstruc
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where, Vstruc is the volume per metre coastline of the breakwater and Cstruc_unit the unit construction cost of one cubic metre of breakwater, per metre coastline. A replacement cost ratio
for each NbD based on the cost of the replacement breakwater, Cstruc and the cost of the NbD,
CNbD was then calculated:
RCratio ¼

Cstruc
CNbD

½12

Construction costs for breakwaters in Vietnam were assumed to be ten times less than in
Europe and the USA due to lower labour and material costs [28]. Since structure costs are critically dependent on water depth we also generated cost curves for breakwater construction at
different water depths for a fixed wave height of 0.2 m–the average wave height across all NbD
sites, and plotted these together with NbD costs (Fig 3). In estimating breakwater costs, a constant representative crest width, W of 2 m was assumed.

Supporting Information
S1 Fig. Absolute wave reduction versus wave heights. Absolute wave reduction extents are
plotted against incident wave height for a) coral reefs (n = 27); b) mangroves (n = 11); c) saltmarshes (n = 14); d) seagrass/kelp beds (n = 5). This plot excludes measurements that do not
report incoming wave heights.
(EPS)
S2 Fig. Percentage wave reduction versus habitat width. Field measurements of % wave
height reduction are plotted versus habitat width for a) coral reefs (n = 34); b) mangroves
(n = 14); c) salt-marshes (n = 15); d) seagrass/kelp beds (n = 6). Significant relationship found
only for coral reefs.
(EPS)
S3 Fig. Percentage wave height reduction versus a) relative wave height and b) relative
width in coral reefs. Field measurements of % wave height reduction are plotted versus nondimensional engineering parameters: (a) Hi/h in reefs (left, n = 27), red line indicates depthlimiting ratio for wave height, Hi/h = 0.78; (b) B/L in coral reefs (right, n = 34). Plot (b) shown
for the blue region in inset. Red circle indicates outlier points excluded in regression analyses
(see S1 Methods).
(TIF)
S4 Fig. Percentage wave height reduction versus relative height of salt-marshes. Field measurements of % wave height reduction versus non-dimensional parameter, hv/h in salt-marshes
(n = 8). Red line indicates relative vegetation height hv/h = 1, below which the vegetation is
fully submerged. One point (circled in red) with very low relative height and very high wave
attenuation was excluded as an outlier for the regression analysis (see S1 Methods). We do not
perform regression analyses for mangroves and seagrass/kelp beds due to insufficient information on engineering parameters for these habitats.
(TIF)
S5 Fig. Log response ratio of wave reduction effect size by habitat type. Average effect size as
log response ratio of the wave reduction, R due to each habitat type for coral reefs, saltmarshes, mangroves and seagrass/kelp beds. Dots represent average values and error bars represent 95% Confidence Intervals). The averages are considered significant (p<0.05) when the
error bars do not overlap zero (see S1 Methods). The number of independent studies analysed
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is indicated in brackets.
(EPS)
S6 Fig. Cross-section of a rubble-mound breakwater. Simplified submerged breakwater
cross-section for replacement cost estimates, showing parameters that affect wave transmission. Fig is adapted from van der Meer et al. (2005) and US Army Corps of Engineers (2015b).
(TIF)
S1 Methods. Supplementary Methods. See file “S1 Methods.”
(DOCX)
S1 Table. Wave reduction percentages, habitat and site properties for different habitat
types (see Fig 1 for parameter definitions). n = total number of field measurements for each
habitat. Values in brackets indicate 95% confidence intervals.
(TXT)
S2 Table. Wave height, habitat conditions and site condition measurements. Metadata
included within file.
(TXT)
S3 Table. Project data on habitat type, conditions, project extents, costs and benefits. Metadata included within file.
(TXT)
S4 Table. Project–Field Measurement Pairs for Replacement Cost Ratio Analyses. Metadata
included within file.
(TXT)

Acknowledgments
This research was primarily supported by the by SNAPP: Science for Nature and People Partnership, a collaboration of The Nature Conservancy, the Wildlife Conservation Society and the
National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS). The assistance and support of
Dr. Filippo Ferrario, Laval University, Québec is also gratefully acknowledged. We also gratefully acknowledge support from the Lyda Hill Foundation, a Pew Fellowship in Marine Conservation to MWB, and the World Bank WAVES program. The authors are very grateful to the
three anonymous reviewers for their constructive comments that helped strengthen this paper.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: SN MWB JCI. Performed the experiments: SN
MWB BGR. Analyzed the data: SN MWB BGR BvW IJL. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: SN MWB IJL JNS. Wrote the paper: SN MWB IJL BvW BGR NP JCI GML JNS KBC.

References
1.

Woodruff JD, Irish JL, Camargo SJ (2013) Coastal flooding by tropical cyclones and sea-level rise.
Nature 504: 44–52. doi: 10.1038/nature12855 PMID: 24305147

2.

McGranahan G, Balk D, Anderson B (2007) The rising tide: assessing the risks of climate change and
human settlements in low elevation coastal zones. Environment and Urbanization 19: 17–37.

3.

Millenium Ecosystem Assessment (2003) Guide to the Millenium Assessment Reports. UNEP.

4.

Spalding MD, McIvor AL, Beck MW, Koch EW, Möller I, Reed DJ, et al. (2014) Coastal Ecosystems: A
Critical Element of Risk Reduction. Conservation Letters 7: 293–301.

5.

Nicholls RJ (2004) Coastal flooding and wetland loss in the 21st century: changes under the SRES climate and socio-economic scenarios. Global Environmental Change 14: 69–86.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735 May 2, 2016

14 / 17

Effectiveness of Nature-Based Coastal Defences

6.

Holtz M (2013) Saved by the Mangroves? A Philippines town dodges Haiyan's storm surge. In: PRI, editor. Human Needs: PRI's The World.

7.

Arkema KK, Guannel G, Verutes G, Wood SA, Guerry A, Ruckelshaus M, et al. (2013) Coastal habitats
shield people and property from sea-level rise and storms. Nature Climate Change 3: 913–918.

8.

Yanagisawa H, Koshimura S, Goto K, Miyagi T, Imamura F, Ruangrassamee A, et al. (2009) The reduction effects of mangrove forest on a tsunami based on field surveys at Pakarang Cape, Thailand and
numerical analysis. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 81: 27–37.

9.

Lopez JA (2009) The multiple lines of defense strategy to sustain coastal Louisiana. Journal of Coastal
Research: 186–197.

10.

The White House (2015) Incorporating Natural Infrastructure and Ecosystem Services in Federal Decision-Making. The White House.

11.

Beck MW, Acosta-Morel M, Narayan S, Rittelmeyer P (2015) How Protective Services from Mangroves
& Coral Reefs Have Influenced Coastal Decisions in Policy and Practice. In: Beck MW, Lange G-M, editors. Guidelines for Coastal and Marine Ecosystem Accounting: Incorporating the Protective Services
of Coral Reefs and Mangroves in National Wealth Accounts. Washington D.C.: World Bank.

12.

Bridges T, Wagner PW, Burks-Copes KA, Bates ME, Collier ZA, Fischenich CJ, et al. (2015) Use of
Natural and Nature-Based Features (NNBF) for Coastal Resilience. Vicksburg, MS: US Army Corps of
Engineers: Engineer Research and Development Center.

13.

SNAPP Coastal Defenses Working Group (2014) Natural Defense Projects SNAP Coastal Defenses
Working Group.

14.

European Commission (2013) An EU-wide strategy on Green Infrastructure: Enhancing Europe's Natural Capital. Green Infrastructure: The European Commission.

15.

Committee on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Water Resources Science Engineering and Planning:
Coastal Risk Reduction, Water Science and Technology Board, Ocean Studies Board, Division on
Earth and Life Studies (2014) Reducing Coastal Risks on the East and Gulf Coasts; National Research
Council of the National Academy of Sciences, editor. Washington D.C.: National Academy of Sciences. 208 p.

16.

McIvor A, Möller I, Spencer T, Spalding M (2012) Reduction of wind and swell waves by mangroves.
Natural Coastal Protection Series: Report 1: 27.

17.

Cheong S-M, Silliman B, Wong PP, van Wesenbeeck B, Kim C-K, Guannel G (2013) Coastal adaptation with ecological engineering. Nature Climate Change 3: 787–791.

18.

van Slobbe E, de Vriend HJ, Aarninkhof S, Lulofs K, de Vries M, Dircke P (2013) Building with Nature:
in search of resilient storm surge protection strategies. Natural Hazards 66: 1461–1480.

19.

French PW (2006) Managed realignment–the developing story of a comparatively new approach to soft
engineering. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 67: 409–423.

20.

Pontee N, Narayan S, Beck MW, Hosking AH (2016) Nature-based solutions: lessons from around the
world. Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers—Maritime Engineering 169: 29–36.

21.

Ferrario F, Beck MW, Storlazzi CD, Micheli F, Shepard CC, Airoldi L (2014) The effectiveness of coral
reefs for coastal hazard risk reduction and adaptation. Nat Commun 5.

22.

Shepard CC, Crain CM, Beck MW (2011) The protective role of coastal marshes: a systematic review
and meta-analysis. PLoS ONE 6: e27374. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0027374 PMID: 22132099

23.

Pinsky ML, Guannel G, Arkema KK (2013) Quantifying wave attenuation to inform coastal habitat conservation. Ecosphere 4: art95.

24.

Othman M (1994) Value of mangroves in coastal protection. Hydrobiologia 285: 277–282.

25.

Saenger P (2011) Mangroves: Sustainable Management in Bangladesh. In: Günter S, Weber M, Stimm
B, Mosandl R, editors. Silviculture in the Tropics: Springer Berlin Heidelberg. pp. 339–347.

26.

Koch EW, Barbier EB, Silliman BR, Reed DJ, Perillo GME, Hacker SD, et al. (2009) Non-linearity in
ecosystem services: temporal and spatial variability in coastal protection. Frontiers in Ecology and the
Environment 7: 29–37.

27.

Temmerman S, Meire P, Bouma TJ, Herman PM, Ysebaert T, De Vriend HJ (2013) Ecosystem-based
coastal defence in the face of global change. Nature 504: 79–83. doi: 10.1038/nature12859 PMID:
24305151

28.

Hillen M, Jonkman S, Kanning W, Kok M, Geldenhuys M, Stive M (2010) Coastal defence cost estimates: Case study of the Netherlands, New Orleans and Vietnam. TU Delft, Department Hydraulic
Engineering. 0169–6548 0169–6548.

29.

US Army Corps of Engineers (2015) North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study Report: Appendix T
Coastal Storm Risk Management Measures. US Army Corps of Engineers North Atlantic Division.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735 May 2, 2016

15 / 17

Effectiveness of Nature-Based Coastal Defences

30.

Barbier EB (2013) Valuing Ecosystem Services for Coastal Wetland Protection and Restoration: Progress and Challenges. Resources 2: 213–230.

31.

Möller I, Spencer T, French J, Leggett D, Dixon M (2001) The Sea‐Defence Value of Salt Marshes:
Field Evidence From North Norfolk. Water and Environment Journal 15: 109–116.

32.

Reguero BG, Bresch DN, Beck M, Calil J, Meliane I (2014) Coastal risks, nature-based defenses and
the economics of adaptation: An application in the Gulf of Mexico, USA. Coastal Engineering Proceedings 1: 25.

33.

IFRC (International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies) (2011) Breaking the waves:
Impact analysis of coastal afforestation for disaster risk reduction in Vietnam. Geneva: IFRC. 51 p.

34.

de Groot R, Brander L, van der Ploeg S, Costanza R, Bernard F, Braat L, et al. (2012) Global estimates
of the value of ecosystems and their services in monetary units. Ecosystem Services 1: 50–61.

35.

Martins GM, Amaral AF, Wallenstein FM, Neto AI (2009) Influence of a breakwater on nearby rocky
intertidal community structure. Marine Environmental Research 67: 237–245. doi: 10.1016/j.
marenvres.2009.03.002 PMID: 19342091

36.

Atkinson SC, Jupiter SD, Adams VM, Ingram CJ, Narayan S, Klein CJ, et al. (2016) Prioritising mangrove ecosystem services results in spatially variable management priorities. Accepted. PLoS ONE.

37.

Sanchirico J, Siikamaki J, Lange G-M, Riddle A (2015) Approaches for Valuing Coastal Protection Services in a Natural Capital Accounting Framework. In: Beck MW, Lange G-M, editors. Guidelines for
Coastal and Marine Ecosystem Accounting: Incorporating the Protective Services of Coral Reefs and
Mangroves in National Wealth Accounts. Washington D.C.: World Bank.

38.

Quataert E, Storlazzi C, Rooijen A, Cheriton O, Dongeren A (2015) The influence of coral reefs and climate change on wave‐driven flooding of tropical coastlines. Geophysical Research Letters 42: 6407–
6415.

39.

Möller I, Spencer T, French J, Leggett D, Dixon M (1999) Wave transformation over salt marshes: a
field and numerical modelling study from North Norfolk, England. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science
49: 411–426.

40.

Mazda Y, Magi M, Ikeda Y, Kurokawa T, Asano T (2006) Wave reduction in a mangrove forest dominated by Sonneratia sp. Wetlands Ecology and Management 14: 365–378.

41.

Paul M, Amos CL (2011) Spatial and seasonal variation in wave attenuation over Zostera noltii. Journal
of Geophysical Research: Oceans 116: C08019.

42.

Nunes V, Pawlak G (2008) Observations of bed roughness of a coral reef. Journal of Coastal Research
24: 39–50.

43.

Vuik V, Jonkman SN, Borsje BW, Suzuki T, Kratzer I, Bouma TJ (2015) Nature-based flood protection:
the efficiency of vegetated foreshores in reducing wave run-up. Proceedings of the 36th IAHR World
Congress 36: 1–7.

44.

Krauss KW, Doyle TW, Doyle TJ, Swarzenski CM, From AS, Day RH, et al. (2009) Water level observations in mangrove swamps during two hurricanes in Florida. Wetlands 29: 142–149.

45.

Moller I, Kudella M, Rupprecht F, Spencer T, Paul M, van Wesenbeeck BK, et al. (2014) Wave attenuation over coastal salt marshes under storm surge conditions. Nature Geosci 7: 727–731.

46.

Zhang K, Liu H, Li Y, Xu H, Shen J, Rhome J, et al. (2012) The role of mangroves in attenuating storm
surges. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 102: 11–23.

47.

Ferreira Research Group (2015) Hurricane Storm Surge Attenuation by Wetlands. George Mason
University.

48.

US Army Corps of Engineers (2002) Coastal Engineering Manual. (Available online at http://smos.ntou.
edu.tw/CEM.htm): USACE.

49.

de Vriend H, Van Koningsveld M (2012) Building with Nature. Thinking, acting and interacting differently
Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Ecoshape, Building with Nature.

50.

Wong PP, Losada IJ, Gattuso JP, Hinkel J, Khattabi A, McInnes KL, et al. (2014) Coastal systems and
low-lying areas. Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, USA. 361–409 p.

51.

Hemer MA, Fan Y, Mori N, Semedo A, Wang XL (2013) Projected changes in wave climate from a
multi-model ensemble. Nature Climate Change 3: 471–476.

52.

Feagin RA, Figlus J, Zinnert JC, Sigren J, Martínez ML, Silva R, et al. (2015) Going with the flow or
against the grain? The promise of vegetation for protecting beaches, dunes, and barrier islands from
erosion. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 13: 203–210.

53.

Duarte CM, Losada IJ, Hendriks IE, Mazarrasa I, Marbà N (2013) The role of coastal plant communities
for climate change mitigation and adaptation. Nature Climate Change 3: 961–968.

54.

Mendez FJ, Losada IJ (2004) An empirical model to estimate the propagation of random breaking and
nonbreaking waves over vegetation fields. Coastal Engineering 51: 103–118.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735 May 2, 2016

16 / 17

Effectiveness of Nature-Based Coastal Defences

55.

Guannel G, Ruggiero P, Faries J, Arkema K, Pinsky M, Gelfenbaum G, et al. (2015) Integrated modeling framework to quantify the coastal protection services supplied by vegetation. Journal of Geophysical Research: Oceans 120: 324–345.

56.

Suzuki T, Zijlema M, Burger B, Meijer MC, Narayan S (2012) Wave dissipation by vegetation with layer
schematization in SWAN. Coastal Engineering 59: 64–71.

57.

Borsje BW, van Wesenbeeck BK, Dekker F, Paalvast P, Bouma TJ, van Katwijk MM, et al. (2011) How
ecological engineering can serve in coastal protection. Ecological Engineering 37: 113–122.

58.

McIvor A, Spencer T, Möller I, Spalding M (2013) The response of mangrove soil surface elevation to
sea level rise. Natural Coastal Protection Series: Report 3.

59.

Borenstein M, Hedges L, Higgins J, Rothstein H (2005) Comprehensive meta-analysis version 2.
Englewood, NJ: Biostat 104.

60.

Reguero B, Losada I, Méndez F (2015) A global wave power resource and its seasonal, interannual
and long-term variability. Applied Energy 148: 366–380.

61.

XE (2014) XE Live Exchange Rates.

62.

FXTOP (2014) Inflation calculator and change of price between 2 dates.

63.

Piccoli C (2014) Economic optimization of breakwaters-Case study: Maintenance of Port of Constantza’s Northern Breakwater: TU Delft, Delft University of Technology.

64.

Hoozemans F, Marchand M, Pennekamp H (1993) Sea level rise: a global vulnerability assessment for
population, coastal wetlands and rice production on a global scale. Deltares.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154735 May 2, 2016

17 / 17

