Living Shorelines for Coastal
Resilience: A Combined Oyster -
Eelgrass Restoration Approach
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Newport Bay Living Shorelines

Explored co-restoration of oysters and eelgrass using dead M. gigas shell as base for Olympia oyster restoration
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Objective:

Explore whether integrated oyster (Ostrea
lurida) and eelgrass (Zostera marina)
restoration enhances or harms the
performance of each species and the
ecosystem services they provide
compared to isolated restoration of each

species






Within-site Study Design

Oysters
Oysters only ~;; A t
(////—:j (_’ ( +— 20 m —— .1 8 m Control
L. > 1
Eelgrass Eelgrass only image b

N. Sadrp

_’ A P . o .
o i - " i e | l.l'?" : | ._.:. . - e

- S 11U IT O0U 1L -
> Y

* Eelgrass beds restored in 2016 — 8 years post-restoratlon data
* Oyster beds restored in 2017 — 6 years post—restoratlon data



Post-restoration: eelgrass density has ranged from

3 to 8 X greater than pre-restoration densities
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Eelgrass areal extint is 22 tlmes greater than targete
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Post-restoration oyster density up to 25 X greater than pre-restoration;

declined substantially in 2020 — 2 X greater in 2023
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Bed integrity and shell cover declined across sites and shell
migrated shoreward...




..except Shellmaker




Sites with lowest bed integrity (PCH and Westcliff) had

highest visitation and larger boat wakes
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* Overall good success with restoring target
species in terms of density, abundance and areal
extent but oyster beds degrade over time

e Remarkable site-to-site differences in bed

integrity and target species densities, likely due
to trampling and boat wake impacts — location is
everything!

* Future oyster restoration planning should
incorporate “maintenance costs”




Current and Future Work




THANK YOU!

Questions?

kaysha@coastkeeper.org
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