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Abstract
Although position within the estuarine landscape is known to influence structural characteristics and ecological functioning 
of many habitats, the influence of position on subtidal oyster reef characteristics and functioning is relatively understudied. 
This study assessed habitat provision by oysters and benthic macrofauna on subtidal bar and patch oyster reefs within the 
northwestern Gulf of Mexico estuary. Bar reefs had greater and more variable oyster density, biomass, and volume, as well 
as dead shell material, compared to patch reefs. Benthic macrofaunal community composition differed between reef types, 
with bar reefs hosting 11× and 30× higher biomass of Porcellanidae and Ampithoidae crustaceans, and patch reefs support-
ing 34× and 47× higher biomass of Eunicidae annelids and Leptocheliidae crustaceans. The environmental variables most 
highly correlated with macrofaunal communities on both bar and patch reefs were sediment chlorophyll-a, volume of dead 
oyster shells, and depth. Despite differences in structural characteristics and position within the estuarine landscape, subtidal 
oyster reefs are often managed as a single habitat type. Our findings emphasize the importance of considering location in 
oyster reef conservation and restoration efforts to better predict and optimize faunal provision outcomes.
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 Introduction

The distribution and abundance of ecological functions 
within ecosystems often correlate with the location and 
position of biogenic habitats within the landscape (Boström 
et al. 2011; Pulliam and Danielson 1991). In terrestrial sys-
tems, advances in understanding the influence of habitat 
location within the broader landscape have helped inform 
conservation strategies (Liu and Taylor 2002). However, 
these principles have not been applied extensively to coastal 
ecosystems, and studies of how habitat position within the 
estuarine landscape affects faunal communities have focused 

primarily on seagrass and salt marsh (Micheli and Peterson 
1999; Boström et al. 2018). An increased awareness of large 
historic loss of estuarine habitats has expanded the number 
of conservation and restoration efforts seeking to stimulate 
recovery (Lotze et al. 2006; Elliott et al. 2007; Lotze 2010; 
Mazor et al. 2021). Although substantial advances have 
been made toward identifying the stressors responsible for 
degradation of coastal habitats, additional work is needed 
to define and predict successful ecological conditions to 
be achieved after management actions (Palmer 2009). An 
improved understanding of how ecosystem functions dif-
fer by location within the diverse estuarine landscape can 
help inform ecosystem-based management and restoration 
strategies.

Oysters are foundational species that support myriad 
ecosystem functions in estuaries. Structurally complex 
oyster reefs increase habitat heterogeneity (Humphries 
et al. 2011; Karp et al. 2018), provide complex substrate 
for refugia (Soniat et al. 2004), increase local biodiversity 
(Godbold et al. 2011; Blomberg et al. 2018a; De Santiago 
et al. 2019), and alter water flows and delivery of suspended 
organic matter to the sediments (Lenihan 1999; Grabowski 
and Powers 2004). Extensive losses of oyster reefs driven 

 Communicated by Eric N. Powell

 *	 Jennifer Beseres Pollack 
	 Jennifer.Pollack@tamucc.edu

1	 Harte Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies , 
Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi, 6300 Ocean Drive, 
Corpus Christi, TX 78412, USA

2	 UMR Littoral, Environment et Societies, CNRS ‑ University 
of La Rochelle, Institut du Littoral et de l’Environnement, 
La Rochelle 17000, France

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s12237-024-01375-2&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2995-4006


1346	 Estuaries and Coasts (2024) 47:1345–1358

by both human activities and a changing climate over the 
past century (Kirby 2004; Jackson 2008; Zu Ermgassen 
et al. 2012) have stimulated conservation efforts (Blomberg 
et al. 2018b; Duarte et al. 2020) and legislative protections 
(Council Directive 92/43/EEC1992; 31 Tex. Admin. Code 
§ 58.211996; European Commission, Directorate-General 
for Environment 2019; MD Annotated Code 4§-1009.1 
2023) to conserve enduring reef habitats and rebuild lost 
ecosystem benefits.

Ecological processes and functions on oyster reefs can be 
influenced both directly and indirectly by location within the 
estuarine landscape, through effects on physical structure, 
orientation, and prevailing local conditions (Bahr and Lanier 
1981; Hosack et al. 2006; Byers et al. 2015; Smyth et al. 
2015). Current understanding of the influence of landscape 
setting on ecosystem service provision comes predominantly 
from studies of intertidal oyster reefs (Grabowski et al. 2005; 
Harwell et al. 2011; Ziegler et al. 2017), and it is not clear 
whether similar landscape-based effects apply to subtidal 
reef systems. To improve predictions of how subtidal reef 
fauna may respond to management actions, direct in situ 
measurements are needed to evaluate differences at reefs 
located in different positions across the estuarine landscape. 
The findings of such measurements can improve the ability 
of resource managers to define success criteria for habitat 
provision following management intervention and increase 

return on investment from restoration efforts (Simenstad 
et al. 2006).

This study investigated whether habitat provision and bio-
diversity of resident macrofauna vary by position within the 
estuarine landscape for natural subtidal Crassostrea virgi-
nica oyster reefs. We conducted measurements of (1) oyster 
population (e.g., oyster density, biomass) and (2) resident 
macrofauna (e.g., density, biomass, community composi-
tion) on subtidal oyster reefs that differ in shape, hydrology, 
and proximity to the nearby shore. Given the economic and 
political challenges associated with natural resource man-
agement decisions, determining how differences in ecologi-
cal functioning of oyster reefs may vary by position within 
the estuarine landscape can provide an important data basis 
to support future conservation and restoration actions.

Materials and Methods

Study Area

This study was conducted in the eastern arm of Matagorda 
Bay, a large (1013 km2), shallow (~2 m) bay within the 
Lavaca-Colorado Estuary, Texas, USA, in the northwest-
ern Gulf of Mexico (Fig. 1; Armstrong 1987). Oyster reefs 
sampled in this study comprise two common subtidal reef 

Fig. 1    Map of sampling sites within A Texas, USA; B  the Lavaca-Colorado Estuary; and C  the eastern arm of Matagorda Bay. Approximate 
locations of oyster reefs are from NOAA electronic navigation charts (NOAA 2018)
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types characterized by their shape and position relative to 
the nearby shore (Stenzel 1971; Kennedy and Sanford 1999). 
Bar reefs (also called string reefs) extend perpendicular from 
shore across the currents into deeper water, with narrow 
crests of dead shells that may be exposed at low tide and live 
oysters on the sloping shoulders (Moore 1907; Hedgepeth 
1953; Stenzel 1971; Dellapenna and Simons 2010). Patch 
reefs run parallel to shorelines and have a flat, compact form 
that does not extend much above the surrounding bottom 
and contains limited extensive shell deposits (Moore 1907; 
Kennedy and Sanford 1999; Online Resource 1).

Sample Collection

Two bar reefs (Bar 1, Bar 2) and two patch reefs (Patch 1, 
Patch 2) were sampled seasonally in winter (24 January), 
spring (5 May), summer (17 August), fall (19 November) 
2020, and winter (21 January) 2021. Samples were col-
lected from subtidal areas (10–50-cm water depth) along 
the shoreline edge of each reef that were not subject to har-
vest. During each sampling event, discrete measurements of 
water temperature (°C), salinity, and dissolved oxygen (DO) 
concentration (mg l−1) were collected approximately 0.1 m 
above the sediment surface at each reef using a YSI Pro 
DSS multiparameter Instrument (YSI ProDSS User Manual 
2014). Bottom water was collected from above each reef 
using replicate 1-L amber bottles for measurement of water 
chlorophyll a (Chl a). Sediments were collected from each 
reef using replicate benthic cores (2 cm deep, 38.5 cm2 area) 
for measurement of sediment Chl a. Live oysters and dead 
oyster shells (> 25 mm) were collected by hand from three 
replicate 0.25 or 0.07 m2 quadrats (depending on oyster 
densities) on the surface of each reef. Within each replicate 
sample, shell heights (mm) of all live oysters were measured, 
all live oysters and dead oyster shells were counted, and the 
volume of live oysters and dead oyster shells was quantified 
by water displacement (L). Resident macrofauna were col-
lected by hand from three replicate 0.25 or 0.07 m2 quadrats 
excavated to a depth of 0.1 m and thoroughly rinsed over 
a 500-μm mesh. Water, sediment, and live oyster samples 
were placed on ice in coolers, and macrofauna were placed 
into jars with 10% buffered formalin, and transported to the 
laboratory for further processing.

Laboratory Procedures

 In the laboratory, water samples were sieved on a 250-μm 
mesh screen to remove large zooplankton and detritus and 
filtered through pre-combusted (4 h, 450 °C) glass fiber 
filters (Whatman GF/F, 0.7 μm porosity), and then, the 
filters were freeze-dried for 24 h (Labconco Freezone). 
Sediment was sieved over 500-µm mesh screen to elimi-
nate macrofauna, large detrital particles, and shell hash, 

then freeze-dried for 24–72 h, and ground using a mortar 
and pestle. Chl a was extracted from filters and sediments 
overnight using a non-acidification technique and measured 
using a Turner Trilogy fluorometer (µg l−1; Turner Designs, 
Sunnyvale, USA) (Welschmeyer 1994; EPA method 445.0).

Dry weight biomass measurements of oyster soft tis-
sues were obtained after drying at 60 °C for 24 h. Resident 
macrofauna were identified to the lowest practical taxo-
nomic level using a stereo microscope and enumerated. Dry 
weight biomass measurements of resident macrofauna were 
obtained after drying for 24 h at 60 °C. Mollusk shells were 
removed with 1 mol L−1 HCl prior to drying and weighing.

Statistical Analysis

Two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were used to 
test for the effects of date and reef on live oyster density, 
size (shell height), biomass, and volume; dead oyster shell 
density and volume; and macrofaunal density, biomass, and 
diversity (Hill’s N1 per 0.25 m2 area). Levene and Shapiro-
Wilk tests were used to test for homoscedasticity and nor-
mality of the data. Data were loge- (live and dead oyster den-
sity, macrofauna density, and biomass), or fourth root- (live 
oyster biomass and volume, live: dead oyster density and 
volume) transformed to improve ANOVA normality assump-
tions. When assumptions of normality could not be met, the 
non-parametric Scheirer-Ray Hare test was used. Statisti-
cally significant interactions (α = 0.05) were examined using 
simple main effects analyses. Post-hoc comparisons were 
performed using Tukey’s HSD test in multcomp package 
(Hothorn et al. 2008) where applicable. All univariate data 
management and analyses were performed using R Studio 
4.0.0 (R Core Team 2021). Dead oyster shell density and 
volume and live oyster tissue biomass were mistakenly not 
measured in winter 2020. A linear relationship between bio-
mass and density for bar and patch reef types (R2 = 0.721, 
R2 = 0.839) was used to estimate live oyster tissue biomass 
for winter 2020 (Online Resource 2).

Differences in reef structure (i.e., volume and density 
of live oysters and dead shells) and water quality among 
reefs were compared using principal component analysis 
(PCA). Data were log-transformed and standardized prior 
to analysis (Clarke and Gorley 2014). Differences in bio-
mass-based community composition of reef macrofauna 
were described using non-metric multidimensional scaling 
(nMDS; Clarke and Warwick 1994) plots superimposed 
with groupings from group-average cluster analysis. Both 
nMDS and cluster analysis used loge-transformed biomass 
data in a Bray-Curtis similarity matrix. Significant clusters 
(α = 0.05) were determined using similarity profile analysis 
(SIMPROF). Species with the greatest contributions to dis-
similarity between clusters were determined using similar-
ity percentage analysis (SIMPER). The biotic-environmental 
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(BIO-ENV) procedure was used to correlate macrofaunal 
community composition with combinations of abiotic (water 
quality and reef structure) variables using weighted Spear-
man rank correlations (Clarke and Ainsworth 1993; Clarke 
et al. 2008). All multivariate analyses were conducted using 
PRIMER v7.0 (Clarke and Gorley 2014).

Results

Water and Sediment Characteristics

Water temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen displayed 
expected seasonal fluctuations and were similar among reefs 
(Online Resource 3). Temperature and salinity ranged from 
16.4 ± 0.8 °C and 17.3 ± 3.4 (mean ± standard deviation) in 
winter 2020 to 30.4 ± 0.9 °C and 24.7 ± 3.0, respectively, 
in summer 2020. Dissolved oxygen concentrations were 
inversely related to temperature, ranging from 6.2 ± 1.2 mg 
L−1 in summer 2020 to 11.2 ± 2.4 mg L−1 in winter 2020. 
Concentration of water chlorophyll a (water chl a) and sedi-
ment chlorophyll a (sediment chl a) also varied seasonally 
at all reefs, with water chl a ranging from 6.8 ± 3.3 µg L−1 in 
winter 2020 to 21.3 ± 11.3 µg L−1 in spring 2020, and sedi-
ment chl a ranging from 42.8 ± 38.9 mg m−2 in fall 2020 to 
121.0 ± 82.9 mg m−2 in winter 2020.

The first and second principal components (PC1 and 
PC2) for water quality metrics accounted for 47.8% and 
25.4% of the variability within the data set (73.2% total, 
Fig. 2). Positive PC1 scores corresponded with high depth, 
temperature, and salinity values, while negative PC1 scores 
corresponded with high sediment chl a and dissolved oxygen 
concentrations. Most reefs had positive PC1 and PC2 values 
in spring and summer 2020. The water and sediment quality 
of patch reefs was more similar to each other than to that 
of the bar reefs in all sampling seasons except for in winter 
2021. However, differences in water quality among seasons 
were greater than differences among sites.

Oyster Characteristics

Differences in live oyster density were observed among reefs 
(p < 0.001) and among seasons (p = 0.009) (Table 1). Oyster 
densities were higher at Bar 2 reef (245 ± 153 ind. m−2) than 
Bar 1 (31 ± 29 ind. m−2), Patch 1 (26 ± 31 ind. m−2), and 
Patch 2 reef (19 ± 16 ind. m−2) (Fig. 3).

There were no consistent differences in live oyster 
height among reefs or among seasons (Season × Reef inter-
action p = 0.047, Table 1). However, differences among 
reef-season combinations occurred. Oyster heights were 
lower in fall 2020 at Bar 1 reef (38.5 ± 12.3 mm) than at 
Bar 2 reef in winter 2020 (87.0 ± 22.9 mm), spring 2020 

(92.5 ± 23.7 mm), and summer 2020 (82.1 ± 23.7 mm), but 
not winter 2021 (72.1 ± 25.8 mm) (Fig. 3).

Live oyster biomass differed among reefs (p < 0.001) and 
among seasons (p = 0.009) (Table 1). Live oyster biomass 
was higher at Bar 2 reef (296.4 ± 235.3 g m−2) than at Bar 
1 (21.2 ± 25.5 g DW m−2), Patch 1 (44.2 ± 54.4 g m−2), and 
Patch 2 reefs (35.4 ± 31.6 g m−2)) (Fig. 3).

Live oyster volume differed among reefs (p < 0.001) but 
not among seasons (p = 0.09) (Table 1). Live oyster volume 
was higher at Bar 2 reef (21.9 ± 14.7 L m−2) than at Bar 1 

Fig. 2   Principal component analysis of water quality variables for bar 
and patch reefs sampled. PCA vectors include sediment chlorophyll a 
(SChla), water chlorophyll a (WChla), temperature (Temp), salinity, 
depth, and dissolved oxygen (DO)
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(1.5 ± 2.0 L m−2), Patch 1 (3.4 ± 4.3 L m−2), and Patch 2 
reefs (2.4 ± 2.1 L m−2) (Fig. 3). There was greater variability 
in live oyster density, biomass, and volume at Bar 2 reef than 
at all other reefs.

There were no consistent differences in dead oyster shell 
density among reefs or among seasons (Season × Reef inter-
action p < 0.0001) (Table 2). Dead oyster shell density was 
higher in summer 2020 at Bar 2 reef (2024 ± 1352 ind. m−2) 
than Patch 1 and Patch 2 in summer 2020 (173 ± 9 ind. m−2, 
239 ± 48 ind. m−2), fall 2020 (111 ± 60 ind. m−2, 127 ± 91 
ind. m−2), and winter 2021 (153 ± 85 ind. m−2, 108 ± 63 ind. 

m−2), respectively (Fig. 4). Dead oyster shell volume dif-
fered among reefs (p < 0.001) and among seasons (p = 0.03). 
Dead shell volume was smaller in fall 2020 (6.8 ± 6.2 L m−2) 
than in spring 2020 (12 0.0 ± 9.2 L m−2), summer 2020 
(12.0 ± 15.3 L m−2), and winter 2021 (10.3 ± 11.4 L m−2), 
although no differences among seasons were detected using 
Tukey’s post-hoc comparisons tests.

The ratio of live:dead oyster shell density differed 
among reefs (p = 0.005) and among seasons (p < 0.001) 
(Table 2). Live:dead oyster shell density was highest at 
Bar 2 reef (0.3 ± 0.2) compared to Bar 1 (0.04 ± 0.06), 

Table 1    Results of two-way ANOVA tests of differences in live oys-
ter density, height, and biomass among seasons and reefs. When an 
interaction was present, a simple main effects test among Season-

Reef combinations was conducted. The type of transformation used is 
noted and p values < 0.05 are shown in bold

Oyster density Oyster height Oyster biomass Oyster volume

DF F value p value DF F value p value DF F value p value DF F value p value

Season 4 3.88 0.009 4 14.15 < 0.001 4 3.9 0.009 4 2.17 0.09
Reef 3 15.32 < 0.001 3 13.07 < 0.001 3 17.54 < 0.001 3 16.04 < 0.001
Season × Reef 12 0.87 0.58 12 1.79 0.047 12 1.36 0.23 12 0.99 0.47
Season-Reef 19 6.18 < 0.001
Transformation Loge None 4th root 4th root

Fig. 3   Oyster density, height, biomass, and volume (mean ± standard deviations) of live oysters at bar and patch reefs in Matagorda Bay. Bio-
mass data were estimated for winter 2020
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Patch 1 (0.2 ± 0.2), and Patch 2 reefs (0.2 ± 0.2) (Fig. 4). 
Live:dead oyster shell volume was not consistently different 
among reefs or among seasons (Season × Reef interaction 
p < 0.046).

The first and second principal components (PC1 and 
PC2) of the reef structure PCA accounted for 70.6% and 
25.9% (96.4% total) of the variability within the data set 
(Fig. 5). Reef structure at Bar 2 was characterized by high 
live oyster density, biomass, and volume (high PC1 scores). 
Oysters on patch reefs usually had larger oyster heights (high 
PC2 scores).

Resident Macrofauna Characteristics

A total of 76 different reef-associated macrofaunal taxa 
(excluding oysters) were identified over the course of the 

study (Online Resource 4). Thirty-nine and 37 taxa occurred 
at Bar 1 and 2 reef sites, while 48 and 53 taxa occurred at 
Patch 1 and 2 reef sites. The most abundant taxa at both Bar 
1 and Bar 2 reefs were Ampithoidae (Amphipoda, 883 ± 915 
ind. m−2 and 1016 ± 965 ind. m−2) and Oligochaeta 
(548 ± 900 ind. m−2 and 1054 ± 1537 ind. m−2). At, the most 
abundant taxa at the Patch 1 and Patch 2 sites were Corophii-
dae (Amphipoda, 6246 ± 8254 ind. m−2 and 761 ± 686 ind. 
m−2) and Leptocheliidae (Tanaidacea, 2243 ± 1567 ind. m−2 
and 1237 ± 1212 ind. m−2).

Macrofaunal density differed among reef sites(p < 0.001) 
and among seasons (p = 0.001) (Table 3). Macrofaunal den-
sity was higher at Patch 1 (10,217 ± 10,044 ind. m−2) than 
at Patch 2 (3610 ± 1705 ind. m−2), Bar 1 (3015 ± 2259 ind. 
m−2), and Bar 2 sites (4423 ± 4336 ind. m−2) (Fig. 6). Mac-
rofaunal densities were lower in fall 2020 (2186 ± 1648 ind. 

Table 2   Results of two-way ANOVA tests of differences in dead oys-
ter shell density and volume, and live:dead oyster shell density and 
volume ratios among seasons and reefs. When an interaction was pre-

sent, a simple main effects test among Season-Reef combinations was 
conducted. The type of transformation used is noted and p values < 
0.05 are shown in bold

Dead shell density Dead shell volume Live:dead density Live:dead volume

DF F value p value DF F value p value DF F value p value DF F value p value

Season 3 8.86 < 0.001 3 3.51 0.03 3 7.73 < 0.001 3 3.43 0.03
Reef 3 26.11 < 0.001 3 24.56 < 0.001 3 5.16 0.005 3 3.99 0.016
Season × Reef 9 3.06 < 0.001 9 1.93 0.08 9 1.6 0.16 9 2.23 0.046
Season-Reef 15 3.56 0.001 15 1.48 0.17
Transformation Loge Loge 4th root 4th root

Fig. 4   Density and volume (mean ± standard deviations) of dead oyster shell and Live: Dead ratios at bar and patch reefs in Matagorda Bay. Data 
are unavailable for winter 2020
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m−2) than in spring 2020 (7345 ± 7045 ind. m−2) and sum-
mer 2020 (7742 ± 9543 ind. m−2).

There were inconsistent differences in macrofaunal bio-
mass and diversity among sites and seasons for macrofaunal 

biomass and N1 diversity (both Season × Reef interaction 
p < 0.001) (Table 3). Macrofaunal biomass was higher at 
Bar 2 in winter 2020 (467.2 ± 143.7 g m−2) and spring 2020 
(351.0 ± 186.1 g m−2) than at Bar 1, Patch 1, and Patch 2 in 

Fig. 5   Principal component analysis of live oyster characteristics for bar and patch reefs sampled in winter 2020 (W20), spring 2020 (Sp20), 
summer 2020 (Su20), fall 2020 (F20), and winter 2021 (W21)

Fig. 6   Density, biomass and 
diversity of reef macrofauna 
(mean ± standard deviation; 
excluding oysters) at bar and 
patch reefs in Matagorda Bay
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winter 2020 (28.1 ± 14.3 g m−2, 16.7 ± 5.6 g m−2, 7.9 ± 2.1 g 
m−2) and winter 2021 (32.1 ± 11.0 g m−2, 8.3 ± 1.0 g m−2, 
11.7 ± 1.5 g m−2), respectively (Fig. 6). Mean macrofaunal 
N1 diversity was 6.1 ± 1.7 ind. 0.25 m−2 in Bar 1 reef sam-
ples, 5.7 ± 1.3 ind. 0.25 m−2 at Bar 2, 4.1 ± 2.2 ind. 0.25 m−2 
at Patch 1 and 7.2 ± 2.3 ind. 0.25 m−2 at Patch 2. N1 diver-
sity at patch reefs was more variable between reefs in win-
ter 2020 and spring 2020, while diversity at bar reefs was 
similar among reefs and seasons.

Panopeidae (Decapoda) dominated macrofaunal biomass 
at both bar (80% of total biomass, 267.5 g m−2) and patch 
(67% of total biomass, 100.4 g m−2) reefs. Biomass-based 
macrofaunal communities were different between bar and 
patch reefs; however, all site-season combinations were 59% 
similar within bar reefs and 60% similar within patch reefs 
(Fig. 7). Differences in macrofaunal community composition 

between reefs were largely attributed to higher biomass of 
Porcellanidae (Decapoda) and Ampithoidae (Amphipoda) 
in bar reefs (13.98 ± 23.88 g m−2, 0.90 ± 1.06 g m−2) than in 
patch reefs (1.25 ± 4.56 g m−2, 0.03 ± 0.08 g m−2) and higher 
biomass of Corophiidae (Amphipoda) and Leptocheliidae 
(Tanaidacea) in patch reefs (1.93 ± 3.27 g m−2, 0.93 ± 0.94 g 
m−2) than bar reefs (0.08 ± 0.218 g m−2, 0.02 ± 0.05 g m−2). 
The structural and abiotic variables most highly correlated 
with macrofaunal community composition are the combina-
tions of sediment chl a, water chl a, and dead shell volume 
(r = 0.430, Online Resource 5). The single abiotic variables 
most highly correlated with macrofaunal community compo-
sition are sediment chl a (r = 0.326), followed by dead shell 
volume (r = 0.177). Sediment chl a and dead shell volume 
are both in the 10 combinations of variables that are most 
highly correlated with community composition.

Table 3   Outputs from two-way ANOVA for differences in macro-
fauna density, biomass, and diversity by season, reef, and season: 
reef interaction. When an interaction was present, simple main effects 

(season_reef) analysis was used. Type of transformation used is noted 
and significant values (< 0.05) are shown in bold

Fauna density Fauna biomass Fauna diversity

DF F value p value DF F value p value DF F value p value

Season 4 5.51 0.001 4 2.27 0.08 4 4.62 0.004
Reef 3 6.97 < 0.001 3 12.27 < 0.001 3 15.64 < 0.001
Season × Reef 12 1.15 0.35 12 2.33 0.02 12 6.08 < 0.001
Season-Reef 19 3.89 < 0.001 19 7.28 < 0.001
Transformation Log Log None

Fig. 7   Non-metric multidimen-
sional scaling analysis with a 
Bray-Curtis similarity matrix 
of reef macrofauna biomass 
data from bar and patch reefs 
sampled in winter 2020 (W20), 
spring 2020 (Sp20), summer 
2020 (Su20), fall 2020 (F20), 
and winter 2021 (W21)
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Discussion

The current understanding of differences in habitat provision 
for macrofauna as a function of oyster reef location within 
the estuarine landscape has predominantly been built from 
a limited set of reef types. For example, most field stud-
ies on the influence of habitat position within the estuarine 
landscape on macrofaunal assemblages of natural or restored 
oyster reefs have been conducted on intertidal reefs, or in 
regions dominated by intertidal reef habitats (Grabowski 
et al. 2005; Carroll et al. 2015; Ziegler et al. 2017; Bost et al. 
2021). In this current study, we evaluated habitat provision 
by oysters and macrofauna on subtidal bar and patch oyster 
reefs. Bar reefs had higher quantities and greater variabil-
ity in oyster density, biomass, and volume, as well as the 
amount of shell material compared to patch reefs. Macro-
faunal community composition was different between reef 
types, with bar reefs characterized by having more motile 
nekton, and patch reefs being characterized by having more 
infauna. The presence of salt marsh and more sheltered con-
ditions corresponded with an increased the amount of fresh 
organic matter (as measured by sediment Chl a) available 
to oysters and macrofauna on patch reefs. These findings 
indicate that the effects of reef restoration on habitat provi-
sion by oysters and macrofauna may be modified by the 
position in the estuarine landscape in which the reefs are 
restored. While this study focused only on the macrofauna 
of natural reefs, results indicate that it might be possible to 
better anticipate or even enhance habitat provision benefits 
of restored subtidal oyster reefs through optimized site selec-
tion within the estuarine landscape.

For oyster larvae that depend on currents to reach 
suitable recruitment areas, effects of reef orientation on 
water flow can have a substantial impact through effects 
on hydrodynamics and particle deposition (Lenihan 1999; 
Kim et al. 2010; Haase et al. 2012; Puckett et al. 2014; 
Colden et al. 2016). Bar reefs, including those within the 
eastern arm of Matagorda Bay, extend perpendicularly 
away from the shoreline in areas with strong currents, 
whereas patch reefs are located in areas with low water 
flow (Grave 1903; Moore 1907; Gunter 1945; Hedgepeth 
1953; Kennedy and Sanford 1999). Within the eastern arm 
of Matagorda Bay, long-term net average circulation is in 
the counterclockwise direction (Opdyke et al. 2024). Phys-
ical transport of larvae via prevailing water currents may 
have promoted high density and biomass of live oysters 
on Bar 2 reef (7 to 14× greater, respectively) compared 
to other reefs. High densities of oysters may further influ-
ence larval settlement through changes to local currents 
or boundary layer flows that facilitate settlement onto the 
reef (Butman 1987), or by increasing chemical cues to 
larval conspecifics (Crisp 1967; Tamburri et al. 2008).

Proximity to marsh habitat may have influenced reef-
associated macrofaunal assemblages via differences in 
resource subsidies (Micheli and Peterson 1999; Cloern 2007; 
Conway-Cranos et al. 2015). Terrestrial inputs from salt 
marsh can enhance the availability of organic matter (Colijn 
and Dijkema 1981; Dias et al. 2016) and promote second-
ary production in adjacent habitats (Chanton and Lewis 
2002; Dias et al. 2014). Patch reefs in this study, located 
adjacent (< 30 m) to Spartina alterniflora-dominated salt 
marsh, were characterized by high sediment chlorophyll a 
concentrations, a proxy for fresh organic matter availability 
(Kromkamp et al. 2006; McTigue et al. 2015). Community 
composition on patch reefs was characterized by infaunal 
organisms, which supports previous work demonstrating 
the importance of sediment organic content on the distribu-
tion and abundance of infaunal organisms (Maninno and 
Montagna 1997; Ysebaert and Herman 2002). Oyster reef 
connections to nearby marshes have been shown to structure 
the abundance and diversity of macroinvertebrate communi-
ties on oyster reefs (Micheli and Peterson 1999; Gain et al. 
2016), and may have contributed to the high densities of 
macrofauna on Patch reef 1. Bioturbation by infauna, includ-
ing Corophiidae found in elevated numbers at patch reefs, 
can further promote sediment organic matter and benthic 
microalgal biomass (Weerman et al. 2011; Zhang and Wirtz 
2017; Fleeger et al. 2022) in a positive feedback process.

Water velocities in the study area increase as they move 
north and east, away from the Matagorda Peninsula and into 
the open bay (Opdyke et al. 2024), which may have posi-
tively influenced oyster performance on bar reefs through 
enhanced filtration rates or changes to fine-scale bottom 
hydrodynamics (Lenihan 1999). For oysters, increases in 
initial settlement and subsequent recruitment and decreases 
in post-settlement mortality have been demonstrated with 
increasing flow rates (Powers and Grabowski 2023). Per-
pendicular bar reefs can create conditions that facilitate reef 
sustainability and oyster performance through increased 
water flows and enhanced resuspension of reef-deposited 
sediments (Colden et al. 2016). Although not directly meas-
ured in this study, higher waves and current speeds have 
been measured on windward oyster reefs in nearby estuaries 
(Lunt et al. 2017). It is notable that oyster density and bio-
mass at Bar 1 reef were not consistently high, as observed at 
Bar 2 reef, instead being more similar to oyster populations 
on Patch reefs 1 and 2. Although the direct mechanism for 
this difference is unknown and warrants additional work, it 
is plausible that the location of Bar 1 reef—directly adja-
cent to the channelized outflow from the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway and the Colorado River—produces a different 
hydrodynamic regime with resulting effects on larval dis-
persal, retention, and population connectivity (McIntyre 
et al. 2021).
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Water flow may have also contributed to differences in 
macrofaunal community composition between reef types. 
Panopeidae and Porcellanidae crabs—dominant on bar 
reefs—both have a planktonic larval phase with limited 
swimming capability; physical transport depends upon re- 
suspension and advection through wind-wave action (Garrison  
1999; Roman and Boicourt 1999), with higher wind and 
water velocities aiding in recruitment (Nowell and Jumars 
1984). Older life stages of Panopeidae and Porcellanidae 
that utilize omnivorous and suspension feeding modes may 
also benefit from reduced energetic costs of foraging facili-
tated by higher water flow and greater mixing (Trager and 
Genin 1993). In contrast, sediment deposition is generally 
higher at oyster reefs experiencing lower flow velocities 
(Lenihan 1999), including reefs adjacent to salt marsh (Bost 
et al. 2021), facilitating development of the soft-sediment 
infaunal communities dominant on patch reefs. Life history 
traits of many infaunal organisms, e.g., reduced planktonic 
larval stages, smaller brood size, and higher brood protection 
(Thrush and Whitlatch 2001; Grantham et al. 2003), help 
promote small-scale dispersal (Wetzer et al. 1997; Lundquist 
et al. 2006; Cole et al. 2007) and make these organisms less 
reliant on hydrodynamics.

Shell material is a critical component of oyster popula-
tion expansion and reef growth (Waldbusser et al. 2013). 
Shell volume is naturally added through oyster mortality on 
the reef, which maintains reef structure (Powell and Klinck 
2007). In a positive feedback process, an increase in shell 
volume encourages settlement of calcifying organisms, 
whose eventual death increases the rate of shell addition 
(Kidwell and Jablonski 1983; Solinger et al. 2022). Dead 
shell density and volume in the current study were consist-
ently high on bar reefs compared to patch reefs. For Bar 
reef 2, having additional substrate in the form of dead shells 
may have helped enhance oyster recruitment and encour-
age population expansion (Mann and Powell 2007; Walles 
et al. 2015). Although the amount of shell material on Bar 
reef 1 was also high, a similar enhancement of the oyster 
population was not observed and warrants additional study. 
Patch reefs 1 and 2 did not have extensive shell deposits and 
consisted of scattered patches of clustered oysters lying on 
soft-mud, similar to previous descriptions of reefs in the 
Matagorda Bay system (Moore 1907).

Accumulation of shell material on oyster reefs also pro-
vides important habitat and foraging grounds for estuarine 
species (Lehnert and Allen 2002; Shervette and Gelwick 
2008) and may have contributed to differences in macrofauna 
community composition. On bar reefs, where shell material 
was greatest, the dominant taxa were Panopeidae and Por-
cellanidae crabs that depend on oyster shell substrates for 
shelter and refugia (Tolley and Volety 2005; Nevins et al. 
2014; George et al. 2015). In contrast, patch reef macrofauna 
were dominated by infauna that may have benefitted from 

lower oyster densities and shell volumes that can yield larger 
interstitial spaces (O’Beirn et al. 2000) and promote accu-
mulation of soft sediments and organic matter (Castel et al. 
1989; Blomberg et al. 2017; Rezek et al. 2017). Macrofauna 
in Patch 1 reef samples had high densities of Corophiidae, a 
small amphipod crustacean found in high densities in soft-
sediment habitats (Meadows and Reid 1966; Fleeger et al. 
2022). Access to soft sediment has been shown to augment 
survival of errant polychaetes and tanaids—both observed 
at higher densities in patch reefs—via enhanced feeding and 
predator refugia (Kneib 1992; Lejart and Hily 2011).

Anthropogenic disturbances were not explicitly meas-
ured in this study, yet it is possible that differences exist 
between reef types that may have contributed to high vari-
ability among oyster populations. Although none of the 
sampling areas in this study were subject to commercial 
harvest, commercial harvest in Texas is allowed on oys-
ter reefs located > 91 m from shore (31 Tex. Admin. Code 
§ 58.211996), meaning that portions of bar reefs are acces-
sible for harvest while patch reefs are protected. Resuspen-
sion of sediments from nearby dredging, a gear designed to 
dislodge and excavate invertebrates from the bay bottom, 
can limit oyster recruitment (Benefield 1976; Powers et al. 
2009), and may have contributed to the variability in oys-
ter densities among bar reefs. Spatial differences in boating 
activity may have also contributed to the observed differ-
ences in oyster densities among and between reefs. Because 
water depths adjacent to bar reefs are deeper (> 1 m) than 
those near patch reefs (~0.3 m), any effects of boating activ-
ity are likely higher on bar reefs. For Bar reef 1, small vessel 
traffic may be higher due to its location directly adjacent to a 
cut in the land that allows connection to the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway. Vessel-generated waves disturb and displace sedi-
ments, erode shorelines, and increase suspended sediment 
concentrations (Parnell and Kofoed-Hansen 2001; Houser 
2010). Physical disturbances from boat wakes have been 
shown to disrupt oyster settlement and negatively impact 
reef growth (Grizzle et al. 2002; Bilkovic et al. 2019), and 
cause increases in disarticulated oyster shells (Grizzle et al. 
2002; Wall et al. 2005), with the latter observed anecdo-
tally on (unsampled) bar reef crests in the current study. On 
intertidal oyster reefs in Florida, effects of boating activ-
ity resulted in half as many shell clusters, a quarter of the 
number of live oysters, and significantly lower structural 
complexity compared to reference reefs (Stiner and Walters 
2008). In manipulative wave tank experiments, waves as 
small as 2 cm were able to move individuals and small clus-
ters of oysters and cause measurable increases in sediment 
erosion (Campbell 2015). Additional research is warranted 
to understand spatial gradients in disturbance that may have 
direct or indirect effects on subtidal oyster reefs.

Despite differences in structural characteristics and posi-
tion within the estuarine landscape, subtidal oyster reefs are 
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often considered one habitat and managed as such. Our 
results demonstrate that differences in habitat provision for 
oysters and macrofauna exist on reefs that differ by posi-
tion within the estuarine landscape. Findings can be used 
to efficiently reach conservation and restoration goals by 
strategically siting reef restoration projects and conservation 
areas, as well as improve predictions of habitat provision 
resulting from reefs at different positions in the estuarine 
landscape. Additional research is warranted to further eluci-
date the physical and biological influences structuring oyster 
populations and macrofaunal communities on subtidal reefs.
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 Acknowledgements  We would like to thank the Coastal Conservation 
Association as well as the Maggie Bains and Erin Caroline Donalson 
Memorial Endowed Scholarships for supporting this research. This 
research would not have been possible without the efforts of many 
individuals who assisted in the field and laboratory and provided manu-
script edits, especially Natasha Breaux, Hannah Bueltel, Mackenzie 
DeLosSantos, and Stacy Trackenberg from the Coastal Conservation 
and Restoration Ecology Group at the Harte Research Institute for Gulf 
of Mexico Studies.

Author Contribution  JBP obtained funding; AO, TP, and JBP con-
ceived and designed the research; AO performed the experiments and 
analyzed the data; TP assisted with the experiments and data analysis; 
AO wrote the original manuscript; BL, TP, and JBP edited and revised 
the manuscript.

 Funding  This publication was made possible in part by the Texas 
Comptroller (CMD No. 19-6799CS) and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, Office of Education Educational 
Partnership Program with Minority Serving Institutions awards 
(NA21SEC4810004 and NA16SEC4810009).

Declarations 

Disclaimer   The contents of this publication are solely the responsibil-
ity of the award recipient and do not necessarily represent the official 
views of the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

31. Tex. 1996. Admin. Code § 58.21.
Armstrong, N. E. 1987. The ecology of open-bay bottoms of Texas: 

a community profile. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Research and Development, National Wetlands 
Research Center.

Bahr, L. M., and W. P. Lanier. 1981. The ecology of intertidal oyster 
reefs of the South Atlantic Coast: a community profile. 81/15. 
FWS/OBS. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Benefield, R. L. 1976. Shell dredging sedimentations in Galveston and 
San Antonio Bays 1964–1969.

Bilkovic, D. M., M. M. Mitchell, J. Davis, J. Herman, E. Andrews, A. 
King, P. Mason, N. Tahvildari, J. Davis, and R. L. Dixon. 2019. 
Defining boat wake impacts on shoreline stability toward man-
agement and policy solutions. Ocean and Coastal Management 
182: 104945. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​oceco​aman.​2019.​104945.

Blomberg, B.N., J. Beseres Pollack, P.A. Montagna, and D.W. Yoskowitz. 
2018a. Evaluating the U.S. Estuary Restoration Act to inform 
restoration policy implementation: A case study focusing on oyster 
reef projects. Marine Policy 91: 161–166.

Blomberg, B.N., B. Lebreton, T.A. Palmer, G. Guillou, J.B. Pollack, 
and P.A. Montagna. 2017. Does reef structure affect oyster food 
resources? A stable isotope assessment. Marine Environmental 
Research 127: 32–40. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​maren​vres.​2017.​
03.​003.

Blomberg, B.N., T.A. Palmer, and P.A. Montagna. 2018b. Habitat 
assessment of a restored oyster reef in South Texas. Ecological 
Engineering 122: 48–61.

Bost, M. C., A. B. Rodriguez, J. T. Ridge, C. B. Miller, and S. R. 
Fegley. 2021. Natural intertidal oyster reef growth across two 
landscape settings and tidal ranges. Estuaries and Coasts 44: 
2118–2131. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12237-​021-​00925-2.

Boström, S., S. J. Pittman, and C. Simenstad. 2018. Ecological con-
sequences of seagrass and salt-marsh patterning on marine 
fauna. In Seascape ecology, ed. S. J. Pittman. 121–151. Hobo-
ken, NJ: Wiley Blackwell.

Boström, C., S.J. Pittman, C. Simenstad, and R.T. Kneib. 2011. Sea-
scape ecology of coastal biogenic habitats: Advances, gaps, 
and challenges. Marine Ecology Progress Series 427: 191–218.

Butman, C.A. 1987. Larval settlement of soft-sediment invertebrates: 
The spatial scales of pattern explained by active habitat selec-
tion and the emerging rôle of hydrodynamical processes. 25, 
113–165. Aberdeen: Aberdeen University Press.

Byers, J. E., J. H. Grabowski, M. F. Piehler, A. R. Hughes, H. W. 
Weiskel, J. C. Malek, and D. L. Kimbro. 2015. Geographic 
variation in intertidal oyster reef properties and the influence 
of tidal prism. Limnology and Oceanography 60: 1051–1063. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​lno.​10073.

Campbell, D. 2015. Quantifying the effects of boat wakes on inter-
tidal oyster reefs in a shallow estuary. University of Florida.

Carroll, J. M., J. P. Marion, and C. M. Finelli. 2015. A field test of 
the effects of mesopredators and landscape setting on juve-
nile oyster, Crassostrea virginica, consumption on intertidal 
reefs. Marine Biology 162: 993–1003. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s00227-​015-​2643-7.

Castel, J., P.-J. Labourg, V. Escaravage, I. Auby, and M. E. Garcia. 
1989. Influence of seagrass beds and oyster parks on the abun-
dance and biomass patterns of meio- and macrobenthos in tidal 
flats. Estuarine Coastal and Shelf Science 28: 71–85. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0272-​7714(89)​90042-5.

Chanton, J., F.G. Lewis, and U.S.A. Florida. 2002. Examination 
of coupling between primary and secondary production in a 
river-dominated estuary: Apalachicola Bay, Florida, U.S.A. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-024-01375-2
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.104945
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marenvres.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marenvres.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-021-00925-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/lno.10073
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-015-2643-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-015-2643-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-7714(89)90042-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-7714(89)90042-5


1356	 Estuaries and Coasts (2024) 47:1345–1358

Limnology and Oceanography 47: 683–697. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​4319/​lo.​2002.​47.3.​0683.

Clarke, K., and M. Ainsworth. 1993. A method of linking multivari-
ate community structure to environmental variables. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series 92: 205–219.

Clarke, K., and R. Gorley. 2014. PRIMER version 7: User manual/
tutorial. UK: Plymouth Marine Laboratory.

Clarke, K., P.J. Somerfield, and R.N. Gorley. 2008. Testing of null 
hypotheses in exploratory community analyses: Similarity pro-
files and biota-environment linkage. Journal of Experimental 
Marine Biology and Ecology 366: 56–69.

Clarke, K., and R. Warwick. 1994. A framework for studying changes 
in community structure. In Change in marine communities: An 
approach to statistical analysis and interpretation. UK: Plym-
outh Marine Laboratory.

Cloern, J.E. 2007. Habitat connectivity and ecosystem productivity: 
Implications from a simple model. American Naturalist 169: 
E21–E33.

Colden, A.M., K.A. Fall, G.M. Cartwright, and C.T. Friedrichs. 
2016. Sediment suspension and deposition across restored 
oyster reefs of varying orientation to flow: Implications for 
restoration. Estuaries and Coasts 39: 1435–1448. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s12237-​016-​0096-y.

Cole, V. J., M. G. Chapman, and A. J. Underwood. 2007. Land-
scapes and life-histories influence colonisation of polychaetes 
to intertidal biogenic habitats. Journal of Experimental Marine 
Biology and Ecology 348: 191–199. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
jembe.​2007.​05.​001.

Colijn, F., and K. S. Dijkema. 1981. Species composition of benthic 
diatoms and distribution of chlorophyll a on an intertidal flat in 
the Dutch Wadden Sea. Marine Ecology Progress Series 4: 9–21.

Conway-Cranos, L., P. Kiffney, N. Banas, M. Plummer, S. Naman, P. 
MacCready, J. Bucci, and M. Ruckelshaus. 2015. Stable isotopes 
and oceanographic modeling reveal spatial and trophic connec-
tivity among terrestrial, estuarine, and marine environments. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 533: 15–28. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
3354/​meps1​1318.

Council. 1992. Directive 92/43/EEC.
Crisp, D. J. 1967. Chemical factors inducing settlement in Crassostrea 

virginica (Gmelin). Journal of Animal Ecology 36: 329–335. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​2916.

Dellapenna, T. M., and J. Simons. 2010. Oyster reef and seabed map-
ping of Copano Bay. In Final report 11, Texas General Land 
Office - Coastal Management Program.

De Santiago, K., T.A. Palmer, M. Dumesnil, and J. Beseres Pollack. 
2019. Rapid development of restored oysters facilitates habitat 
provision for resident fauna. Restoration Ecology. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1111/​rec.​12921.

Dias, E., P. Morais, C. Antunes, and J.C. Hoffman. 2014. Linking ter-
restrial and benthic estuarine ecosystems: Organic matter sources 
supporting the high secondary production of a non-indigenous 
bivalve. Biological Invasions 16: 2163–2179. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s10530-​014-​0655-8.

Dias, E., P. Morais, A. M. Cotter, C. Antunes, and J. C. Hoffman. 
2016. Estuarine consumers utilize marine, estuarine and terres-
trial organic matter and provide connectivity among these food 
webs. Marine Ecology Progress Series 554: 21–34. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​3354/​meps1​1794.

Duarte, C. M., S. Agusti, E. Barbier, G. L. Britten, J. C. Castilla, J.-P. 
Gattuso, and R. W. Fulweiler et al. 2020. Rebuilding marine life. 
Nature 580: 39–51. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​s41586-​020-​2146-7.

European Commission, Directorate-General for Environment. 2019. 
Managing Natura 2000 sites: The provisions of Article 6 of the 
‘Habitats’ Directive 92/43/EEC. Publications Office of the Euro-
pean Union.

Elliott, M., D. Burdon, K.L. Hemingway, and S.E. Apitz. 2007. Estua-
rine, coastal and marine ecosystem restoration: Confusing man-
agement and science – A revision of concepts. Estuarine Coastal 
and Shelf Science 74: 349–366. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ecss.​
2007.​05.​034.

Fleeger, J. W., D. S. Johnson, S. A. Zengel, I. A. Mendelssohn, D. 
R. Deis, and S. A. Graham. 2022. A macroinfaunal ecosys-
tem engineer may facilitate recovery of benthic invertebrates 
and accompanying ecosystem services after an oil spill. 
Estuaries and Coasts 45: 582–591. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s12237-​021-​00978-3.

Gain, I.E., R.A. Brewton, M.M.R. Robillard, K.D. Johnson, D.L. 
Smee, and G.W. Stunz. 2016. Macrofauna using intertidal 
oyster reef varies in relation to position within the estuarine 
habitat mosaic. Marine Biology 164: 8. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s00227-​016-​3033-5.

Garrison, L. P. 1999. Vertical migration behavior and larval transport 
in brachyuran crabs. Marine Ecology Progress Series 176: 103–
113. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3354/​meps1​76103.

George, L.M., K. De Santiago, T.A. Palmer, and J.B. Pollack. 2015. 
Oyster reef restoration: Effect of alternative substrates on oyster 
recruitment and nekton habitat use. Journal of Coastal Conser-
vation 19: 13–22. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11852-​014-​0351-y.

Godbold, J.A., M.T. Bulling, and M. Solan. 2011. Habitat structure 
mediates biodiversity effects on ecosystem properties. Proceed-
ings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 278: 2510–2518. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1098/​rspb.​2010.​2414.

Grabowski, J. H., A. R. Hughes, D. L. Kimbro, and M. A. Dolan. 2005. 
How habitat setting influences restored oyster reef communities. 
Ecology 86: 1926–1935. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1890/​04-​0690.

Grabowski, J. H., and S. P. Powers. 2004. Habitat complexity mitigates 
trophic transfer on oyster reefs. Marine Ecology Progress Series 
277: 291–295. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3354/​meps2​77291.

Grantham, B.A., G.L. Eckert, and A.L. Shanks. 2003. Dispersal poten-
tial of marine invertebrates in diverse habitats. Ecological Appli-
cations 13: 108–116. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1890/​1051-​0761(2003)​
013[0108:​DPOMII]​2.0.​CO;2.

Grave, C. 1903. Investigations for the promotion of the oyster industry 
of North Carolina. Report of the United States Fisheries Com-
mission 29: 249–315.

Grizzle, R. E., J. R. Adams, and L. J. Walters. 2002. Historical changes 
in intertidal oyster (Crassostrea virginica) reefs in a Florida 
Lagoon potentially related to boating activities. Journal of Shell-
fish Research 21: 749–756.

Gunter, G. 1945. Studies on marine fishes of Texas. Publications of the 
Institute of Marine Science of the University of Texas 1: 1–190.

Haase, A. T., D. B. Eggleston, R. A. Luettich, R. J. Weaver, and B. J. 
Puckett. 2012. Estuarine circulation and predicted oyster larval 
dispersal among a network of reserves. Estuarine Coastal and 
Shelf Science 101: 33–43. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ecss.​2012.​
02.​011.

Harwell, H.D., M.H. Posey, and T.D. Alphin. 2011. Landscape aspects 
of oyster reefs: Effects of fragmentation on habitat utilization. 
Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 409: 30–41.

Hedgepeth, J.W. 1953. An introduction to the zoogeography of the 
Northwestern Gulf of Mexico with reference to the invertebrate 
Fauna. Institute of Marine Science of the University of Texas 3: 
107–224.

Hosack, G.R., B.R. Dumbauld, J.L. Ruesink, and D.A. Armstrong. 
2006. Habitat associations of estuarine species: Comparisons of 
intertidal mudflat, seagrass (Zostera marina), and oyster (Cras-
sostrea gigas) habitats. Estuaries and Coasts 29: 1150–1160. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​BF027​81816.

Hothorn, T., F. Bretz, and P. Westfall. 2008. Simultaneous inference 
in general parametric models. Biometrical Journal 50: 346–363.

https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2002.47.3.0683
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2002.47.3.0683
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-016-0096-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-016-0096-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2007.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2007.05.001
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11318
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11318
https://doi.org/10.2307/2916
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12921
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12921
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-014-0655-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-014-0655-8
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11794
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11794
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2146-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2007.05.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2007.05.034
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-021-00978-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-021-00978-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-016-3033-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-016-3033-5
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps176103
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11852-014-0351-y
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.2414
https://doi.org/10.1890/04-0690
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps277291
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2003)013[0108:DPOMII]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2003)013[0108:DPOMII]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2012.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2012.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02781816


1357Estuaries and Coasts (2024) 47:1345–1358	

Houser, C. 2010. Relative importance of vessel-generated and wind 
waves to salt marsh erosion in a restricted fetch environment. 
Journal of Coastal Research 26: 230–240.

Humphries, A. T., M. K. La Peyre, M. E. Kimball, and L. P. Rozas. 
2011. Testing the effect of habitat structure and complexity on 
nekton assemblages using experimental oyster reefs. Journal 
of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 409: 172–179. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jembe.​2011.​08.​017.

Jackson, J.B.C. 2008. Ecological extinction and evolution in the brave 
new ocean. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
105: 11458–11465. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​08028​12105.

Karp, M.A., R.D. Seitz, and M.C. Fabrizio. 2018. Faunal communi-
ties on restored oyster reefs: Effects of habitat complexity and 
environmental conditions. Marine Ecology Progress Series 590: 
35–51. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3354/​meps1​2470.

Kennedy, V.S., and L.P. Sanford. 1999. Characteristics of relatively 
unexploited beds of the eastern oyster, Crassostrea virginica, and 
early restoration programs. In Oyster reef habitat restoration: A 
synopsis and synthesis of approaches, ed. M.W. Luckenbach, R. 
Mann, and J.A. Wesson. Gloucester Point, VA: Virginia Institute 
of Marine Sciences, College of William and Mary.

Kidwell, S.M., and D.J. Jablonski. 1983. Taphonomic feedback: Eco-
logical consequences of shell accumulation. In Biotic interac-
tions in recent and fossil benthic communities, ed. M.J.S. Tevesz 
and P.L. McCall, 195–248. New York, New York, USA: Plennum 
Press.

Kim, C.-K., K. Park, S. P. Powers, W. M. Graham, and K. M. Bayha. 
2010. Oyster larval transport in coastal Alabama: dominance of 
physical transport over biological behavior in a shallow estuary. 
Journal of Geophysical Research Oceans 115.  https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1029/​2010J​C0061​15.

Kirby, M.X. 2004. Fishing down the coast: Historical expansion and 
collapse of oyster fisheries along continental margins. Proceed-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences 101: 13096–13099. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​04051​50101.

Kneib, R. T. 1992. Population dynamics of the tanaid Hargeria rapax 
(Crustacea: Peracarida) in a tidal marsh. Marine Biology 113: 
437–445. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​BF003​49169.

Kromkamp, J. C., E. P. Morris, R. M. Forster, C. Honeywill, S. 
Hagerthey, and D. M. Paterson. 2006. Relationship of intertidal 
surface sediment chlorophyll concentration to hyperspectral 
reflectance and chlorophyll fluorescence. Estuaries and Coasts 
29: 183–196.

Lehnert, R. L., and D. M. Allen. 2002. Nekton use of subtidal oys-
ter shell habitat in a Southeastern U.S. estuary. Estuaries 25: 
1015–1024. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​BF026​91348.

Lejart, M., and C. Hily. 2011. Differential response of benthic macro-
fauna to the formation of novel oyster reefs (Crassostrea gigas, 
Thunberg) on soft and rocky substrate in the intertidal of the Bay 
of Brest, France. Journal of Sea Research 65: 84–93. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​seares.​2010.​07.​004.

Lenihan, H.S. 1999. Physical-biological coupling on oyster reefs: How 
habitat structure influences individual performance. Ecological 
Monographs 69: 251–275. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​26571​57.

Liu, J., and W.W. Taylor. 2002. Integrating Landscape Ecology into 
Natural Resource Management, 480. Cambridge, UK: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Lotze, H.K. 2010. Historical reconstruction of human-induced changes 
in U.S. estuaries. In Oceanography and Marine Biology. Chap-
man and Hall/CRC.

Lotze, H.K., H.S. Lenihan, B.J. Bourque, R.H. Bradbury, R.G. Cooke, 
M.C. Kay, S.M. Kidwell, M.X. Kirby, C.H. Peterson, and J.B.C. 
Jackson. 2006. Depletion, degradation, and recovery potential of 
estuaries and coastal seas. Science 312: 1806–1809. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1126/​scien​ce.​11280​35.

Lundquist, C.J., S.F. Thrush, J.E. Hewitt, J. Halliday, I. MacDonald, 
and V.J. Cummings. 2006. Spatial variability in recolonisa-
tion potential: Influence of organism behaviour and hydrody-
namics on the distribution of macrofaunal colonists. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series 324: 67–81. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3354/ 
​meps3​24067.

Lunt, J., J. Reustle, and D. L. Smee. 2017. Wave energy and flow 
reduce the abundance and size of benthic species on oyster reefs. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 569: 25–36. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
3354/​meps1​2075.

MD Annotated Code 4§-1009.1. 2023.  https://​msa.​maryl​and.​gov/​
megaf​ile/​msa/​specc​ol/​sc5300/​sc5339/​000113/​002000/​002385/​
unres​trict​ed/​20063​556e.​html  . Accessed September 10, 2023.

Maninno, A., and P.A. Montagna. 1997. Small-scale spatial variation 
of macrobenthic community structure. Estuaries and Coasts 20: 
159–173. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​13527​29.

Mann, R., and E. Powell. 2007. Why oyster restoration goals in the 
Chesapeake Bay are not and probably cannot be achieved. 
Journal of Shellfish Research 26: 905–917.  https://doi.
org/10.2983/0730-8000(2007)26[905:WORGIT]2.0.CO;2   .

Mazor, T., D.A. Friess, P.A. Todd, D. Huang, N.T.H. Nguyen, M.I. 
Saunders, R.K. Runting, R.J. Lowe, P. Cartwright, J.P. Gilmour, 
and C.E. Lovelock. 2021. Large conservation opportunities exist 
in > 90% of tropic-subtropic coastal habitats adjacent to cities. 
One Earth 4: 1004–1015. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​oneear.​2021.​
06.​010.

McIntyre, B.A., E.E. McPhee-Shaw, M.B.A. Hatch, and S.M. Arellano. 
2021. Location matters: Passive and active factors affect the 
vertical distribution of Olympia oyster (Ostrea lurida) larvae. 
Estuaries and Coasts 44: 199–213. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s12237-​020-​00771-8.

McTigue, N.D., P. Bucolo, Z. Liu, and K.H. Dunton. 2015. Pelagic-
benthic coupling, food webs, and organic matter degradation in 
the Chukchi Sea: Insights from sedimentary pigments and stable 
carbon isotopes. Limnology and Oceanography 60: 429–445.

Meadows, P. S., and A. Reid. 1966. The behaviour of Corophium volu-
tator (Crustacea: Amphipoda). Journal of Zoology 150: 387–399. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1469-​7998.​1966.​tb030​13.x.

Micheli, F., and C. H. Peterson. 1999. Estuarine vegetated habitats 
as corridors for predator movements. Conservation Biology 13: 
869–881.

Moore, H. F. 1907. Survey of oyster bottoms in Matagorda Bay, Texas. 
Bureau of Fisheries Document No. 610. U.S. Government Print-
ing Office.

Nevins, J. A., J. B. Pollack, and G. W. Stunz. 2014. Characterizing 
nekton use of the largest unfished oyster reef in the United States 
compared with adjacent estuarine habitats. Journal of Shellfish 
Research 33: 227–238. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2983/​035.​033.​0122.

Nowell, A.R.M., and P.A. Jumars. 1984. Flow environments of aquatic 
benthos. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 15: 303–328 
Annual Reviews.

O’Beirn, F., M. Luckenbach, J.A. Nestlerode, and G.M. Coates. 2000. 
Toward design criteria in constructed oyster reefs: Oyster recruit-
ment as a function of substrate type and tidal height. Journal of 
Shellfish Research 19: 387–395.

Opdyke, D., J. Hoffman, J. Trungale, and P. Montagna. 2024. Hydrol-
ogy and salinity. In Freshwater inflows to Texas bays and estuar-
ies, ed. P. Montagna. R. Douglas. Springer.

Palmer, M. A. 2009. Reforming Watershed Restoration: Science in need 
of application and applications in need of Science. Estuaries and 
Coasts 32: 1–17. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12237-​008-​9129-5.

Parnell, K.E., and H. Kofoed-Hansen. 2001. Wakes from large high-
speed ferries in confined coastal waters: Management approaches 
with examples from New Zealand and Denmark. Coastal Man-
agement 29: 217–237.  https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​08920​75015​
21020​44   . Taylor & Francis.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2011.08.017
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0802812105
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps12470
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010JC006115
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010JC006115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0405150101
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00349169
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02691348
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.2307/2657157
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128035
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128035
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps324067
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps324067
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps12075
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps12075
https://www.msa.maryland.gov/megafile/msa/speccol/sc5300/sc5339/000113/002000/002385/unrestricted/20063556e.html
https://www.msa.maryland.gov/megafile/msa/speccol/sc5300/sc5339/000113/002000/002385/unrestricted/20063556e.html
https://www.msa.maryland.gov/megafile/msa/speccol/sc5300/sc5339/000113/002000/002385/unrestricted/20063556e.html
https://doi.org/10.2307/1352729
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2021.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2021.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-020-00771-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-020-00771-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1966.tb03013.x
https://doi.org/10.2983/035.033.0122
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-008-9129-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/08920750152102044
https://doi.org/10.1080/08920750152102044


1358	 Estuaries and Coasts (2024) 47:1345–1358

Powell, E. N., and J. M. Klinck. 2007. Is oyster shell a sustainable 
estuarine resource? Journal of Shellfish Research 26: 181–194.

Powers, S. P., and J. H. Grabowski. 2023. Changes in water flow alter 
community dynamics in oyster reefs. Ecosphere 14: e4405. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ecs2.​4405.

Powers, S.P., C.H. Peterson, J.H. Grabowski, and H.S. Lenihan. 2009. 
Success of constructed oyster reefs in no-harvest sanctuaries: 
Implications for restoration. Marine Ecology Progress Series 
389: 159–170. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3354/​meps0​8164.

Puckett, B. J., D. B. Eggleston, P. C. Kerr, and R. A. Luettich Jr. 2014. 
Larval dispersal and population connectivity among a network of 
marine reserves. Fisheries Oceanography 23: 342–361. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/​fog.​12067.

Pulliam, H.R., and B.J. Danielson. 1991. Sources, sinks, and habi-
tat selection: A landscape perspective on population dynamics. 
American Naturalist 137: S50–S66.

R Core Team. 2021. A language and environment for statistical com-
puting. R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

Rezek, R., B. Lebreton, E. Roark, T. Palmer, and J. Pollack. 2017. 
How does a restored oyster reef develop? An assessment based 
on stable isotopes and community metrics. Marine Biology 164. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00227-​017-​3084-2.

Roman, M.R., and W.C. Boicourt. 1999. Dispersion and recruitment 
of crab larvae in the Chesapeake Bay plume: Physical and bio-
logical controls. Estuaries 22: 563–574. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​
13530​44.

Shervette, V. R., and F. Gelwick. 2008. Seasonal and spatial variations 
in fish and macroinvertebrate communities of oyster and adja-
cent habitats in a Mississippi estuary. Estuaries and Coasts 31: 
584–596. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12237-​008-​9049-4.

Simenstad, C., D. Reed, and M. Ford. 2006. When is restoration not? 
Incorporating lanscape-scale processes to restore self-sustaining 
ecosystems in coastal wetland restoration. Ecological Engineer-
ing 26: 27–39.

Smyth, A. R., M. F. Piehler, and J. H. Grabowski. 2015. Habitat context 
influences nitrogen removal by restored oyster reefs. Journal 
of Applied Ecology 52: 716–725. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1365-​
2664.​12435.

Solinger, L.K., K.A. Ashton-Alcox, E.N. Powell, K.M. Hemeon, S.M. 
Pace, T.M. Soniat, and L.M. Poussard. 2022. Oysters beget shell 
and vice versa: Generating management goals for live oysters and 
the associated reef to promote maximum sustainable yield of Cras-
sostrea virginica. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sci-
ences 79 (8): 1241–1254. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1139/​cjfas-​2021-​0277.

Soniat, T. M., C. M. Finelli, and J. T. Ruiz. 2004. Vertical structure and 
predator refuge mediate oyster reef development and community 
dynamics. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecol-
ogy 310: 163–182. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jembe.​2004.​04.​007.

Stenzel, H.B. 1971. Oysters. Pp. N953-Nl224 in: R.C. Moore (ed.) 
Treatise on invertebrate paleontology, Part N (Bivalvia). Geo-
logical Society of America 3: N953-Nl224.

Stiner, J.L., and L.J. Walters. 2008. Effects of recreational boating on 
oyster reef architecture and species interactions. Florida Scien-
tist. 71: 31–44 Temporary Publisher.

Tamburri, Mario N., M. W. Luckenbach, D. L. Breitburg, and S. M. 
Bonniwell. 2008. Settlement of Crassostrea ariakensis larvae: 
Effects of substrate, biofilms, sediment and adult chemical cues. 
Journal of Shellfish Research 27 National Shellfisheries Associa-
tion 601–608.  https://​doi.​org/​10.​2983/​0730-​8000(2008)​27[601:​
SOCALE]​2.0.​CO;2.

Thrush, S.F., and R.B. Whitlatch. 2001. Recovery dynamics in Benthic 
communities: Balancing detail with simplification. In Ecological 
comparisons of sedimentary shores, ed. K. Reise, 297–316. Berlin, 
Heidelberg: Springer. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-3-​642-​56557-1_​15.

Tolley, S.G., and A.K. Volety. 2005. The role of oysters in habitat 
use of oyster reefs by resident fishes and decapod crustaceans. 
Journal of Shellfish Research 24: 1007–1012. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
2983/​0730-​8000(2005)​24[1007:​TROOIH]​2.0.​CO;2. National 
Shellfisheries Association.

Trager, G., and A. Genin. 1993. Flow velocity induces a switch from 
active to passive suspension feeding in the porcelain crab 
Petrolisthes leptocheles (Heller). Biological Bulletin 185: 20–27. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​15421​27.

Waldbusser, G.G., E.N. Powell, and R. Mann. 2013. Ecosystem effects 
of shell aggregations and cycling in coastal waters: An example 
of Chesapeake Bay oyster reefs. Ecology 94: 895–903. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1890/​12-​1179.1.

Wall, L. M., L. Walters, R. Grizzle, and P. E. Sacks. 2005. Recreational 
boating activity and its impact on the recruitment and survival of 
the oyster Crassostrea virginica on intertidal reefs in Mosquito 
Lagoon, Florida. Journal of Shellfish Research 24: 965–973.

Walles, B., R. Mann, T. Ysebaert, K. Troost, P. M. J. Herman, and A. 
C. Smaal. 2015. Demography of the ecosystem engineer Crassos-
trea gigas, related to vertical reef accretion and reef persistence. 
Estuarine Coastal and Shelf Science 154: 224–233. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​ecss.​2015.​01.​006.

Weerman, E.J., P.M. Herman, and J. van de Koppel. 2011. Macroben-
thos abundance and distribution on a spatially patterned intertidal 
flat. Marine Ecology Progress Series 440: 95–103. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​3354/​meps0​9332.

Welschmeyer, N. A. 1994. Fluorometric analysis of chlorophyll a in 
the presence of chlorophyll b and pheopigments. Limnology and 
Oceanography 39: 1985–1992. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4319/​lo.​1994.​
39.8.​1985.

Wetzer, R., R. Brusca, and G. Wilson. 1997. Taxonomic atlas of the 
benthic fauna of the Santa Maria Basin and western Santa Bar-
bara Channel. In The Crustacea, Part 2. The Isopoda, Cuma-
cea, and Tanaidacea, vol. 11. Santa Barbara Museum of Natural 
History.

Ysebaert, T.J., and P.M.J. Herman. 2002. Spatial and temporal varia-
tion in benthic macrofauna and relationships with environmental 
variables in an estuarine, intertidal soft-sediment environment. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 244: 105–112. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​3354/​meps2​44105.

YSI ProDSS User Manual. 2014. Yellow Springs: YSI Incorporated.
Zhang, W., and K. Wirtz. 2017. Mutual dependence between sedi-

mentary organic carbon and infaunal macrobenthos resolved by 
mechanistic modeling. JGR Biogeosciences 122: 2509–2526. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​2017J​G0039​09.

Ziegler, S. L., J. H. Grabowski, C. J. Baillie, and F. J. Fodrie. 2017. 
Effects of landscape setting on oyster reef structure and function 
largely persist more than a decade post-restoration. Restoration 
Ecology 26: 933–942. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​rec.​12651.

Zu Ermgassen, P. S. E., M. D. Spalding, B. Blake, L. D. Coen, B. 
Dumbauld, S. Geiger, and J. H. Grabowski et al. 2012. Historical 
ecology with real numbers: Past and present extent and biomass 
of an imperilled estuarine habitat. Proceedings of the Royal 
Society B: Biological Sciences 279: Royal Society: 3393–3400.  
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1098/​rspb.​2012.​0313.

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.4405
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps08164
https://doi.org/10.1111/fog.12067
https://doi.org/10.1111/fog.12067
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-017-3084-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/1353044
https://doi.org/10.2307/1353044
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-008-9049-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12435
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12435
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2021-0277
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2004.04.007
https://doi.org/10.2983/0730-8000(2008)27[601:SOCALE]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.2983/0730-8000(2008)27[601:SOCALE]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-56557-1_15
https://doi.org/10.2983/0730-8000(2005)24[1007:TROOIH]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.2983/0730-8000(2005)24[1007:TROOIH]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.2307/1542127
https://doi.org/10.1890/12-1179.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/12-1179.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2015.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2015.01.006
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps09332
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps09332
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.1994.39.8.1985
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.1994.39.8.1985
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps244105
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps244105
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JG003909
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12651
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.0313

	Habitat Provision Differs Across Subtidal Reefs Varying in Location Within the Estuarine Landscape
	Abstract
	 Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Study Area
	Sample Collection
	Laboratory Procedures
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Water and Sediment Characteristics
	Oyster Characteristics
	Resident Macrofauna Characteristics

	Discussion
	 Acknowledgements 
	References


