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Abstract. Plant identity and cover in coastal wetlands is changing in worldwide, and many subtropical
salt marshes dominated by low-stature herbaceous species are becoming woody mangroves. Yet, how
changes affect coastal soil biogeochemical processes and belowground biomass before and after storms is
uncertain. We experimentally manipulated the percent mangrove cover (Avicennia germinans) in 3 X 3 m
cells embedded in 10 plots (24 X 42 m) comprising a gradient of marsh (e.g., Spartina alterniflora, Batis mar-
itima) and mangrove cover in Texas, USA. Hurricane Harvey made direct landfall over our site on 25
August 2017, providing a unique opportunity to test how plant composition mitigates hurricane effects on
surface sediment accretion, soil chemistry (carbon, C; nitrogen, N; phosphorus, P; and sulfur, S), and root
biomass. Data were collected before (2013 and 2016), one-month after (2017), and one-year after (2018)
Hurricane Harvey crossed the area, allowing us to measure stocks before and after the hurricane. The
accretion depth was higher in fringe compared with interior cells of plots, more variable in cells dominated
by marsh than mangrove, and declined with increasing plot-scale mangrove cover. The concentrations of P
and &S in storm-driven accreted surface sediments, and the concentrations of N, P, S, and §*S in underly-
ing soils (0-30 cm), decreased post-hurricane, whereas the C concentrations in both compartments were
unchanged. Root biomass in both marsh and mangrove cells was reduced by 80% in 2017 compared with
previous dates and remained reduced in 2018. Post-hurricane loss of root biomass in plots correlated with
enhanced nutrient limitation. Total sulfide accumulation as indicated by 8343, increased nutrient limitation,
and decreased root biomass of both marshes and mangroves after hurricanes may affect ecosystem func-
tion and increase vulnerability in coastal wetlands to subsequent disturbances. Understanding how
changes in plant composition in coastal ecosystems affects responses to hurricane disturbances is needed
to assess coastal vulnerability.
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INTRODUCTION

A fundamental challenge in ecology is to
understand how disturbance pulses (Junk et al.
1989, Odum et al. 1995, Polis et al. 1997, Yang
et al. 2008, 2010) and subsidy-stress gradients
drive ecosystem structure and function (Odum
et al. 1979, Wilson et al. 2019). At the same time,
climate change is driving global redistribution of
species and altering emergent properties of
ecosystem structure and function (Walther et al.
2002, Chen et al. 2011, Lenoir and Svenning
2014). In coastal landscapes, climate and land-
use changes are transforming species composi-
tion in coastal landscapes (Day et al. 2008, Cover-
dale et al. 2013), as many species are expanding
their ranges poleward, creating novel ecotones of
communities in transition (Chen et al. 2011,
Alexander et al. 2015). Mangroves, for example,
are encroaching into marshes through range
expansion along the temperate-tropical ecotone
(Cavanaugh et al. 2014, Yando et al. 2016, Kelle-
way et al. 2017). In some regions, mangrove lati-
tudinal expansion and contraction is strongly
influenced by the frequency and intensity of
extreme cold events (Osland et al. 2013, Saintilan
et al. 2014, Coldren et al. 2019). In these transi-
tional regions, small temperature changes can
spur nonlinear expansion or contraction of man-
grove forest area (Osland et al. 2017, Saintilan
et al. 2018). Increased minimum temperature
drives mangrove expansion, whereas freeze
events cause a dieback and reduction in man-
grove cover (Perry and Mendelssohn 2009, Ross
et al. 2009, Cavanaugh et al. 2014).

Mangrove expansion into herbaceous marshes
can alter above- and belowground soil organic
and inorganic matter concentrations. Mangroves
increase sediment retention and accretion, reduce
erosion, attenuate waves, and increase carbon
and nutrient storage (Friess et al. 2011, Comeaux
et al. 2012, Kelleway et al. 2017, Chen et al. 2018,
Charles et al. 2020, Pennings et al. 2021). Man-
grove roots stabilize the soil substrate and
increase elevation, and the prevention of vertical
erosion and accumulation of slower-decaying
organic matter increase soil carbon content in
mangroves (Gedan et al. 2011, Charles et al.
2020). At the landscape level, increases in man-
grove cover and stand height can both attenuate
and increase retention of allochthonous subsidies
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(Doughty et al. 2017, Charles et al. 2020).
Increased mangrove cover enhances wetland car-
bon storage through higher above- and below-
ground biomass, accumulation of more
recalcitrant organic matter, and reduced surface
organic matter breakdown compared with
marshes (Charles et al. 2020).

Although coastal wetlands attenuate wind and
wave energy associated with storms (Danielsen
et al. 2005, Gedan et al. 2011, Zhang et al. 2012),
it is unclear how high-energy storms impact soil
processes in wetlands of varying marsh and
mangrove cover (Alongi 2008, Doughty et al.
2017). Hurricanes are large-scale pulsing events
driving structural and functional changes in
coastal ecosystems (Michener et al. 1997, Lugo
2008). In the marsh-mangrove ecotone, man-
groves generally prevent more soil erosion and
are prone to more physical damage from hurri-
canes than marsh vegetation, which may limit
longer-term shoreline erosion protection (Armi-
tage et al. 2020). Black mangrove aboveground
regrowth can occur immediately following a hur-
ricane (Armitage et al. 2020), but the impacts of
hurricane-related stress on soil chemical concen-
trations and belowground processes are uncer-
tain. In particular, delayed mortality has been
observed in mangroves following hurricanes
(Radabaugh et al. 2020), suggesting that hurri-
canes create long-lasting legacies in soils or plant
physiology.

Here, we tested how plant species identity and
cover in coastal wetlands at the marsh-man-
grove ecotone affected surface sediment accre-
tion and chemistry, soil chemistry, and root
biomass before (Charles et al. 2020) and after
Hurricane Harvey crossed directly over the
marsh. We expected a high-magnitude hurricane
such as Hurricane Harvey to transport large sedi-
ment loads into coastal wetlands (Tweel and
Turner 2012). Our analyses were guided by the
following predictions: (1) The quantity of storm
sediment deposited during the hurricane would
decrease along a gradient of mangrove cover
because mangroves can attenuate allochthonous
matter during events (Charles et al. 2020); (2)
sediments transported by the storm would have
higher carbon and nutrient (nitrogen [N], phos-
phorus [P], and sulfur [S]) concentrations than
pre-storm accreted sediments, as has been
observed with marine wrack deposition and
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other storms in the Gulf of Mexico (Castafieda-
Moya et al. 2010, Castafieda-Moya et al. 2020,
Charles et al. 2020); (3) marshes would have
greater chemical changes to soils than man-
groves; and (4) higher total sulfide accumulation
in soils as indicated by 8°*S would occur where
plant stress and sedimentation were highest,
reflecting reduced soil conditions (Holmer and
Hasler-Sheetal 2014). We also anticipated (5)
lower root biomass where storm-driven soil
nutrients increased (i.e., fringe > interior) because
allochthonous subsidies may enhance above-
ground and reduce belowground growth (Poor-
ter and Nagel 2000, Deegan et al. 2012). One year
following the hurricane, we predicted that (6) the
lowest root biomass in plots would be where
there was the greatest vegetation cover damage
(Armitage et al. 2020), because plant energy
would be allocated to recovery aboveground.

METHODS

Study site and experimental plots

This research was conducted in the microtidal
saline wetlands of Harbor Island, Port Aransas,
Texas, USA (27.86° N, 97.06° W). Mangroves
have been there since at least the 1930s (Mon-
tagna et al. 2011). Mangrove expansion and con-
traction since the mid-1900s resulted in reversals
in dominance at the marsh-mangrove ecotone
(Comeaux et al. 2012, Osland et al. 2017). The
most recent mangrove expansion followed freeze
events from 1980 to 1989 that caused widespread
mangrove contraction (Armitage et al. 2015). In
2012, the wetlands were predominately occupied
by black mangroves (Avicennia germinans);
approximately 10% of total plant cover then was
marsh species (mostly Spartina alterniflora, Batis
maritima, Salicornia, and Sarcocornia spp.; Guo
et al 2017).

We assessed the outcome from different sce-
narios of mangrove expansion and contraction
by removing mangroves to create a gradient of
marsh and mangrove cover (Fig. 1). We estab-
lished 10 large coastal plots in 2012 (24 m paral-
lel to the coastline and extending 42 m inland) in
wetlands of similar geomorphology located
along the Lydia Ann Shipping Channel (Guo
et al. 2017). We created 112 cells that were
3 X 3 m within each of the 10 plots. We then
removed enough of the aboveground biomass in
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randomly selected cells within the 10 plots to cre-
ate 10 different amounts of plant cover for the
whole plot: 0%, 11%, 22%, 33%, 44%, 55%, 66%,
77%, 88%, and 100%. Marsh vegetation naturally
recolonized in cells where mangroves had been
removed (Guo et al. 2017, Charles et al. 2020).
Some interior marsh (n =8) and fringe man-
grove cells (n = 3) did not revegetate or appar-
ently eroded after the hurricane. We refer to all
cells where mangroves were removed as marsh
cells and all cells where mangroves were left
intact as mangrove cells hereafter. In each plot,
we randomly sampled from four 3 x 3 m cells
along the coastal fringe (cells in the front third of
each plot, 3-9 m from the channel) and from four
3 x 3 m cells within the plot interior (cells in the
remaining two thirds of each plot). Replicate cells
were all marsh (in the 0% mangrove plot), all
mangrove (in the 100% mangrove plot), or half
marsh and half mangrove (in mixed plots), that
is, two marsh and two mangrove cells in both
fringe and interior zones. We sampled a total of
n = 80 cells.

Hurricane Harvey: hydrology and storm surge
Hurricane Harvey made landfall on 25 August
2017 directly on our site as a Category 4 hurri-
cane (Fig. 1) with sustained hurricane-force wind
speeds exceeding 119 kph (gusts up to 225 kph)
for approximately 6 h (Blake and Zelinsky 2018).
A tide gauge at Port Aransas, ~3.5 km from the
experimental plots, recorded a storm surge of
1.6 m above MLLW (NOAA 2019), and estimates
of storm surge based on debris deposition and
other flood evidence indicated a storm surge of
up to 2.4 m (USGS 2019). Major flooding (0.8 m
above MLLW) persisted for approximately 6 h.
All methods and analyses in this study refer to
three sampling periods: pre-hurricane (2013-
2016; Charles et al. 2020), immediately post-
hurricane (October 2017), and after one year of
recovery post-hurricane (November 2018).

Surface sediment accretion

In 2013, four years before Hurricane Harvey, we
randomly installed feldspar marker horizons
(0.5 m% Cahoon and Turner 1989) in each plot
(n = 4 marsh cells and n = 4 mangrove cells per
plot, n = 80 in total). We measured accretion depth
(cm) onto feldspar marker horizons following
Cahoon and Turner (1989) in 2015 (pre-hurricane,
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Fig. 1. Aerial imagery of coastal experimental plots (indicated by white outlines) on Harbor Island, Port Ara-
nsas, Texas, USA. The percent values indicate the maintained mangrove cover of each 24 x 42 m plot (n = 10)
comprised of 3 X 3 m® monospecific marsh or mangrove cells (7 = 112 cells/plot). The red line on the map of
Texas denotes the relative path of Hurricane Harvey, which made direct landfall on our sites on 25 August 2017
as a Category 4 hurricane. Due to space limitations, graphic image of cells in each plot in the bottom panels of
the figure represents half of the actual 3 x 3 m” cells in plots.

22 months post-installation, n =47) and 2017
(immediately ~post-hurricane, 52-months post-
installation, n = 19). Feldspar marker horizons
could no longer be identified in 2018.

Accreted surface sediment and soil chemistry

In 2015, 2017, and 2018, we collected soil cores
(5 cm diameter X 30 cm depth) in each of the
same randomized cells where feldspar marker
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horizons were established (1 =8 per plot) to
measure chemistry in the accreted surface sedi-
ments and soils. We separated the accreted sur-
face sediments from lower soil layers if feldspar
marker horizons were present. If not present,
then the entire core was treated as a soil sample
(assuming no accreted surface sediments). We
removed roots from the accreted surface sedi-
ments and soils, and cores were homogenized
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and subsampled for chemical analyses. Subsam-
ples were dried at 60°C to a constant dry mass.
We ground and homogenized portions with an
8000-D ball mill (Spex SamplePrep, Metuchen,
New Jersey, USA). We measured the percent-
age of carbon (C) and percentage of nitrogen
(N) using a CHN Analyzer (PerkinElmer 2400,
Waltham, Massachusetts, USA). We determined
the percentage of phosphorus (P) using acid
hydrolysis followed by spectrophotometric
analysis to estimate phosphate concentration of
the extract (Fourqurean et al. 1992). A Thermo-
Electron Delta V Mass Spectrometer via ConFlo
I Interface (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Waltham,
Massachusetts, USA) was used to measure the
%S and stable isotopes. The ratios of heavy to
light stable isotopes are expressed as & to indi-
cate relative depletion (—) or the enrichment
(+) of the heavy isotope compared with the
lighter isotope relative to a standard, according
to the formula: 6X (%0) = ([Rsample/Rstandard] - 1)
x 10°, where X is 'S and R is 3*S:%2S. Results
are presented as deviations from a standard
(Canyon Diablo troilites for S). Repeatability
was 8°*S £ 0.3%.

Marsh and mangrove root biomass

We collected a second set of soil cores (5 cm
diameter X 30 cm depth) to measure root bio-
mass. Pre-hurricane (2013), we measured root
biomass in four fringe and four interior cells of
each of six of the ten plots (0%, 22%, 33%, 55%,
66%, and 100% mangrove; n = 48 cells; Charles
et al. 2020). Post-hurricane (2017 and 2018), we
quantified marsh and mangrove root biomass in
four fringe and four interior cells in all 10 plots
(n = 80 cells). We separated live roots (1-20 mm
diameter) using a 1-mm mesh sieve, identified
them as living or dead based on color, turgidity,
and buoyancy, and collected them for root bio-
mass measurements. We sorted live roots into
two size classes: fine (1-6 mm diameter) and
coarse roots (>6 mm diameter). Living roots
have been empirically identified using these
physical attributes in both marsh (Connor and
Chmura 2000) and mangrove (Komiyama et al.
1987) vegetation. We determined the organic
content of live roots by calculating ash-free dry
mass (loss on ignition in a muffle furnace at
500°C for 5 h). We calculated belowground bio-
mass using the equation from Karam (1993):
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root biomass (gC/m?) =
root dry mass (g) x C content (%)
core area (m?2)

@™

Data analyses

Although a lack of spatial replication of our
plot-scale mangrove cover treatments violates
assumptions of inferential statistics (Hurlbert
1984), the multiple treatment cells and plots of
our experiment and inclusion of measurements
from pre- and post-hurricane years were neces-
sary to capture integrated ecosystem-scale
responses to vegetation type and cover, and hur-
ricane impacts.

To test whether hurricane storm effects on
accreted sediments varied along a gradient of
mangrove cover in marsh and mangrove cells
(predictions 1, 2), we fit linear models of accre-
tion depth and chemistry collected from feldspar
marker horizons to cell-scale vegetation type
(marsh, mangrove) nested within continuous
effects of plot-scale mangrove cover (0-100%)
pre- and post-hurricane. We used adjusted R* to
assess goodness of fit of linear models. Variance
in post-hurricane accretion depth in marsh and
mangrove cells was compared using Welch’s
two-sample ¢ test.

To test hurricane storm effects on the chem-
istry of soils (predictions 3, 4) and root biomass
(predictions 5, 6) along a gradient of mangrove
cover in marsh and mangrove cells, we built hier-
archical linear mixed-effects (LME) models using
the Ime4 package in R (Bates et al. 2015). Specifi-
cally, we assessed nested factors (cell-scale vege-
tation type [marsh, mangrove] and cell location
within plot [fringe, interior], and continuous
effects of plot-scale mangrove cover [0-100%]),
categorical effects of hurricane (pre, post), and
random effects of year. Mixed-effects models are
appropriate statistical tools for analyzing data
collected across multiple spatial and temporal
scales (Zuur et al. 2009). We included fixed and
random factors in models to allow us to assess
independent variables and to account for hierar-
chical structure (spatial nestedness; Zuur et al.
2009). We used conditional R? to assess goodness
of fit for mixed-effects models (includes variance
of fixed effects and random effects; Nakagawa
and Schielzeth 2013). Due to the large number
of variance—covariance parameters in these
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complex mixed-effects models, there were some
instances of singular fits for random but not fixed
factors. Data files and model code are provided
for further information (Data S1: Harvey RAPID
Sediment Soils Roots).

All response variables were logyo-transformed
where necessary to reduce heteroskedasticity of
variances, and all transformed data were stan-
dardized to z-scores to center the data and
enhance interpretation among continuous pre-
dictors (Gelman and Hill 2006). All statistical
analyses were performed using RStudio
v.1.3.1093 (R Core Team 2020).

REsuLTs

Surface sediment accretion

The surface sediment accretion depth (cm) was
highest after the hurricane compared with before
the hurricane and was lower in mangrove cells
(Table 1). Accretion depth was 2.3x greater in
marsh cells than mangrove cells after the hurri-
cane (Table 1, Fig. 2A). The accretion depth
decreased in mangrove cells with plot-scale man-
grove cover before and after the hurricane
(Table 1, Fig. 2A). Post-hurricane cell-scale accre-
tion depth was more variable in marsh (CV =
72%) than mangrove cells (CV = 17%; t = 2.44,
df = 8.87, P = 0.04; Table 1, Fig. 2A).

Accreted surface sediment and soil chemistry

The concentrations of S (%) in the accreted sur-
face sediments were similar in fringe and in inte-
rior marsh and mangrove cells of all plots before
and after the hurricane (Table 1, Fig. 2B). The iso-
topic sulfur (6%'S) (%o) values in accreted surface
sediments were reduced in marsh and mangrove
cells in all plots post-hurricane compared with
before the hurricane (Table 1, Fig. 2C). The con-
centrations (%) of C and N in accreted surface
sediments were greater in mangrove cells at
higher plot-scale mangrove cover both pre- and
post-hurricane (Table 1, Fig. 2D, E). Concentra-
tions of P (%) in accreted surface sediments were
reduced by nearly 50% post-hurricane (Table 1,
Fig. 2F).

The chemical concentrations of soils (0-30 cm
below the marker horizons) were variable rela-
tive to cell- and plot-scale vegetation composi-
tion and generally decreased post-hurricane. The
soil %C was similar among interior and fringe
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marsh and mangrove cells in all plots pre- and
post-hurricane (Table 2; Appendix S1: Fig. S1).
The soil N (%) decreased slightly post-hurricane
(Table 2, Fig. 3). The soil %P decreased dramati-
cally post-hurricane in all plots, especially in
fringe mangrove cells and interior marsh cells
plots in plots with lower mangrove cover
(Table 2, Fig. 4). The soil S (%) decreased post-
hurricane and was highly variable among inte-
rior and fringe marsh and mangrove cells in all
plots (Table 2; Appendix S1: Fig. S2).

Despite reduction in isotopic sulfur (8°*S; %)
concentrations in some soils post-hurricane, soil
%S remained oxidized in fringe and interior
mangrove cells of plots (Table 2, Fig. 5B). More
depleted 'S values were observed in coastal
(fringe) marsh cells one month after the hurri-
cane (2017), and by one year post-hurricane
(2018), 5>*S values were further depleted in both
marsh and mangrove fringe soils (Fig. 5A, B).

Marsh and mangrove root biomass

Pre-hurricane, total (coarse and fine) live root
biomass (0-30 cm; g C/m?) was higher in interior
and fringe mangrove cells of plots than in fringe
marsh cells, and increased with plot-scale man-
grove cover (Fig. 6). Biomass was 1.9 higher in
mangrove than in marsh cells and 3.7x higher in
interior than in fringe cells (Fig. 6). Coarse and
fine root biomass decreased post-hurricane in
both marsh and mangrove cells and in fringe and
interior cells of plots (Table 2, Fig. 6).

DiscussioN

Our results indicate that although plant com-
position influenced physical processes during the
hurricane, the chemistry accreted sediments and
soils in marshes and mangroves were largely
reduced and homogenized by Hurricane Harvey.
Storm surges often bring pulses of sediments that
are attenuated and filtered by coastal wetlands.
We expected that the storm surge from Hurri-
cane Harvey transported large sediment loads
into coastal wetlands as has been observed with
other storms (Castafieda-Moya et al. 2010, Tweel
and Turner 2012, Castafieda-Moya et al. 2020).
We predicted that the aerial roots and branching
stems of mangrove trees would promote more
deposition than in marsh vegetation and that the
quantity of storm sediment deposited during the
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Table 1. Linear model results of cell-scale vegetation type (marsh, mangrove) nested within continuous effects of
plot-scale mangrove cover (0-100%) from surface sediment accretion depth and accreted surface sediment

chemistry responses to Hurricane Harvey.

Model
Variable Factor Estimate SE t P Adj. R? P
Accretion depth (cm) Intercept 0.476 0.252 1.89 0.06 0.13 <0.01
Hurricane —0.303 0.132 -2.30 0.03
Cover:Mangrove -0.009 0.004 -2.37 0.02
Cover:Marsh —0.002 0.005 -0.38 0.71
%C Intercept -0.279 0.249 -1.12 0.27 0.15 <0.01
Hurricane -0.134 0.130 -1.03 0.31
Cover:Mangrove 0.011 0.004 2.79 0.01
Cover:Marsh —0.001 0.005 -0.28 0.78
%N Intercept —0.355 0.259 -1.37 0.18 0.08 0.04
Hurricane 0.038 0.136 0.28 0.78
Cover:Mangrove 0.001 0.004 2.42 0.02
Cover:Marsh 0.001 0.006 0.11 0.91
%P Intercept -0.533 0.220 —2.43 0.02 0.34 <0.001
Hurricane 0.666 0.115 5.79 <0.001
Cover:Mangrove 0.005 0.003 1.57 0.12
Cover:Marsh 0.004 0.005 0.84 0.41
%S Intercept -0.105 0.260 -0.41 0.69 0.07 0.05
Hurricane —0.078 0.136 -0.57 0.57
Cover:Mangrove 0.006 0.004 1.65 0.11
Cover:Marsh —0.005 0.006 -0.85 0.40
534S (%o) Intercept —0.386 0.194 -1.99 0.05 0.49 <0.001
Hurricane 0.765 0.102 7.54 <0.001
Cover:Mangrove 0.002 0.003 0.77 0.45
Cover:Marsh —0.001 0.004 -0.22 0.83

Notes: Bolded values denote si%niﬁcance of P < 0.05 using o = 0.05.

SE, standard error. Adjusted R

was used to assess goodness of fit for models for each parameter. Samples were collected

from 0.5-m? feldspar marker horizons that were established in 2013 in marsh and mangrove cells in plots (1 = 10) that span a
gradient in percent mangrove cover (0%, 11%, 22%, 33%, 44%, 55%, 66%, 77%, 88%, and 100%). Data from pre-hurricane were
collected in 2015 (n = 47 total; see Charles et al. 2020). Data from post-hurricane were collected in 2017 (1 = 19). Feldspar mark-

ers could not be located in 2018.

hurricane would increase along a gradient of
plot-scale mangrove cover. However, these pre-
dictions were not fully supported. Instead, storm
surge sediment accretion was highest and most
variable in marsh cells and decreased in man-
grove cells with plot-scale mangrove cover
(Table 1). Relative to the marsh cells, mangrove
cells likely promoted autochthonous sediment
retention and may have inhibited storm-driven
sediment deposition and erosion (Armitage et al.
2020, Charles et al. 2020, Pennings et al. 2021).
Our observations suggest that mangroves trap
debris at the very front of plots and of mangrove
cells and that this likely inhibited the transport of
allochthonous sediments into and through areas
with high mangrove cover (Guo et al. 2017). Our
predictions that (1) storm-driven sediment accre-
tion would have higher carbon and nutrient
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[nitrogen (N), phosphorus (P), and sulfur (S)]
content than pre-storm accreted sediments (Cas-
tafieda-Moya et al. 2010) and (2) marshes would
have greater chemical changes to accreted sur-
face sediments and soils than mangroves were
partially supported. We measured reduced nutri-
ent, but not carbon concentrations, in accreted
surface sediments and soils, and these persisted
one year after the hurricane. We anticipated a
high sulfide (6°*S) accumulation, as indicated
from depleted 7S content in accreted surface
sediments and soils, where plant stress and sedi-
mentation reduced soil conditions (Holmer and
Hasler-Sheetal 2014), which we observed in
marsh cells across plot-scale mangrove cover,
especially in the eroded fringes of plots (Armi-
tage et al. 2020, Pennings et al. 2021). We pre-
dicted lowest root biomass in treatments of
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Fig. 2. Measured surface sediment accretion (cm; A) and its chemical concentrations (%S, B; 8%, %o, C; %C,
D; %N, E; and %P, F) from coastal wetland plots in Port Aransas, Texas, USA, from dates pre- (2013) and post-
Hurricane Harvey (2017). Symbols correspond to wetland cells (3 X 3 m) of different vegetation types (marsh,
open; mangrove, filled) along a gradient in plot-level percent mangrove cover.

greatest vegetation cover damage (Armitage
et al. 2020), but there was a coincidental wide-
spread depletion in §°*S and lower root biomass
across both marsh and mangrove cells in all
plots.

Sediment deposition by hurricanes into coastal
wetlands is well documented (Nyman et al. 1995,
Cahoon et al. 1996) and may enhance surface ele-
vation and carbon burial relative to eustatic sea
level rise (McKee and Cherry 2009, Smoak et al.
2013, Baustian and Mendelssohn 2015). Sediment
deposition may bury mangrove and marsh roots
(Ellison 1999, Macreadie et al. 2013) depending
on geomorphic setting, hurricane path, and type
of sediment deposited (Smith et al. 2009). How-
ever, in our study, mangrove cells inhibited sur-
face sediment accretion post-hurricane. Results
from other studies in these same wetlands found
that mangrove cover enhanced shoreline reten-
tion by reducing vertical and fringe erosion,
which is likely attributed to greater soil strength
in mangrove cells (Armitage et al. 2020, Pennings
et al. 2021). Coastal vegetation species
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differentially modify soil strength through
organic detritus input, and greater root biomass
and organic content in these mangrove cells
(Charles et al. 2020), and may lower soil bulk
density and increase sediment stability (Feagin
et al. 2009). Our research suggests that man-
groves function as critical biophysical filters on
multiple spatial scales despite storm-driven
changes in sediment biogeochemistry, retaining
accreted sediments along coastal fringe margins
(Charles et al. 2020) and reducing sediment even
at low plot-scale mangrove cover (Pennings et al.
2021). Increases in mangrove cover in coastal
wetlands may therefore enhance physical shore-
line retention and reduce storm sediment and
wrack deposition (Armitage et al. 2020, Pennings
et al. 2021).

Although mangroves provided shoreline pro-
tection through reduced erosion, hurricane storm
surge increased nutrient limitation and stress in
both marshes and mangroves. Soils in this region
are primarily inorganic and sand-rich (7% C con-
tent) with higher organic content in mangrove
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Table 2. Hierarchical linear fixed-effects model outputs comparing nested factors (cell-scale vegetation type
[marsh, mangrove] and cell location within plot [fringe, interior], and continuous effects of plot-scale man-
grove cover [0-100%]), categorical effects of hurricane (pre, post), and random effects of year from soil (0-
30 cm) chemistry and total live root biomass responses to Hurricane Harvey.

Variable Factor Estimate SE df t P Model conditional R*
Soil %C Intercept -0.032 0225 5.06 -0.14 0.89 0.12
Hurricane 0.100 0.194 278 0.52 0.64

Cover:Fringe:Mangrove 0.004 0.003 18297 1.32 0.19
Cover:Interior:Mangrove 0.003 0.003 18292 0.99 0.32

Cover:Fringe:Marsh -0.001 0.004 18334 -032 0.75
Cover:Interior:Marsh —-0.003 0.004 182.87 -0.95 0.35

Soil %N Intercept 0.022 0.143 506 —0.14 0.89 0.13
Hurricane 0.329 0.088 2.06 3.75 0.06

Cover:Fringe:Mangrove 0.003 0.003 182.70 1.24 0.22
Cover:Interior:Mangrove  0.001 0.003 18240 042 0.68

Cover:Fringe:Marsh —-0.001 0.004 18420 -022 0.83
Cover:Interior:Marsh -0.004 0.004 18220 -1.05 0.30
Soil %P Intercept 0.157 0.082 186.00 1.91 0.06 0.69
Hurricane 0.800 0.043 186.00 18.78 <0.001

Cover:Fringe:Mangrove 0.003 0.002 186.00 2.11 0.04
Cover:Interior:Mangrove ~ —0.003  0.002 186.00 -1.94  0.05

Cover:Fringe:Marsh 0.004  0.002 186.00 0.17 0.86
Cover:Interior:Marsh —-0.006 0.002 186.00 -2.52 0.01
Soil %S Intercept 0.273 0.136 186.00 2.01 0.05 0.09
Hurricane 0.266 0.070 186.00 3.78 <0.001

Cover:Fringe:Mangrove -0.004 0.003 186.00 -1.52 0.13
Cover:Interior:Mangrove ~ —0.004 0.003 186.00 -141 0.16

Cover:Fringe:Marsh -0.004 0.004 186.00 -122 0.23
Cover:Interior:Marsh -0.007 0.004 186.00 -1.93 0.06

Soil 84S (%) Intercept -0.330 0.137 186.00 -2.40  0.02 0.07
Hurricane —-0.003 0.071 186.00 —0.04 0.96

Cover:Fringe:Mangrove 0.009 0.003 186.00 3.26  0.001
Cover:Interior:Mangrove ~ 0.007  0.003 186.00 2.59 0.01

Cover:Fringe:Marsh 0.001 0.004 186.00 0.40 0.69
Cover:Interior:Marsh 0.006 0.004 186.00 1.73 0.09
Fine root biomass (g C/m?) Intercept 0.062 0.111  30.27 056 0.58 0.32
Hurricane 0.506 0.073  6.01 6.98  <0.001

Cover:Fringe:Mangrove 0.005 0.002 190.57 2.04 0.04
Cover:Interior:Mangrove  0.012 0.002 190.57 5.09 <0.001

Cover:Fringe:Marsh —0.008 0.003 190.64 -2.69 <0.01
Cover:Interior:Marsh 0.006 0.003 190.62 1.99 0.05
Coarse root biomass (g C/m?) Intercept 0.418 0.141 129.00 295 <0.01 0.51
Hurricane 0.837 0.077 129.00 10.85 <0.001

Cover:Fringe:Mangrove 0.003 0.002 129.00 1.02 0.31
Cover:Interior:Mangrove  0.002 0.002 129.00 1.09 0.28
Cover:Fringe:Marsh 0.001 0.004 129.00 0.38 0.70
Cover:Interior:Marsh —-0.005 0.004 129.00 -128 0.20

Notes: Bolded values denote 51gmﬁcance of P < 0.05 using o = 0.05.

SE, standard error. Conditional R* was used to assess goodness of fit for linear mixed-effects models (includes variance of
fixed effects and random effects; Nakagawa and Schielzeth 2013). A total of n = 80 soil cores were collected and analyzed. Data
from pre-hurricane were collected in 2013 (see Charles et al. 2020) Data from post-hurricane were collected in 2017 and 2018.
We report the mean value from post-hurricane years, except for 8*'S which changed from 2017 to 2018. Model results include
significant (« = 0.05) terms and overall model fit (conditional R? values and P values). When one vegetation type (marsh, man-
grove) and/or cell location (fringe, interior) was significant, the category was specified in the table. Only vegetation type (marsh,
mangrove) and/or cell location (fringe, interior) was specified in the table when both types were significant.
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Fig. 3. Nitrogen (N) content (%) in soils (0-30 cm
below marker horizons) from coastal wetland plots in
Port Aransas, Texas, USA, from dates pre- (2013) and
post-Hurricane Harvey (2017, 2018). Boxplots corre-
spond to (A) wetland cells (3 x 3 m) of different vege-
tation type (marsh, gray; mangrove, black) along a
gradient in plot-level percent mangrove cover and (B)
fringe or interior locations of plots.

than in marsh cells (Charles et al. 2020). We pre-
dicted that suspended marine sediments deliv-
ered by storm surge would supply a nutrient
pulse (Nyman et al. 1995, Davis et al. 2004, Cas-
tafieda-Moya et al. 2010) in the accreted surface
sediment that could increase root growth (McKee
and Cherry 2009). Contrary to these hypotheses,
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Fig. 4. Phosphorus (P) content (%) in soils (0-30 cm
below the marker horizon) from coastal wetland plots
in Port Aransas, Texas, USA, from dates pre- (2013)
and post-Hurricane Harvey (2017, 2018). Boxplots cor-
respond to (A) wetland cells (3 x 3 m) of different veg-
etation types (marsh, gray; mangrove, black) along a
gradient in plot-level percent mangrove cover and (B)
fringe or interior locations of plots.

chemical concentrations in surface accreted sedi-
ments decreased (%P) or were similar (%N, %S)
from pre- to post-hurricane across vegetation
treatments. Our findings diverge from previous
studies in the Gulf of Mexico that have measured
increased sediment P concentrations in marine
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Fig. 5. 8>*S content (%o) in soils (0-30 cm below
marker horizons) from coastal wetland plots in Port
Aransas, Texas, USA, from dates pre- (2013) and post-
Hurricane Harvey (2017, 2018). Boxplots correspond
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sediment deposits from hurricane storm surge.
For example, storm surge from Hurricane Wilma
in the Florida Everglades increased sediment
accretion in tidal riverine mangrove forests by
17x compared with annual vertical accretion
rates, contributing to a net gain in surface
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elevation and sediment nutrient content (Cas-
tafieda-Moya et al. 2010, 2020). Prior to Hurricane
Harvey, C and nutrients in accreted sediments
were greater in mangrove than in marsh cells
(Charles et al. 2020), but post-hurricane reductions
in sediment nutrient concentrations and similarity
between mangroves and marshes suggest that
there was erosion of surficial sediment and soils
followed by storm surge deposition of organic-
and nutrient-poor sediments. In addition, the
source and nutrient content of sediments determi-
nes whether sediments deposited by storms repre-
sent a subsidy or stress (Smith et al. 2009,
Castafieda-Moya et al. 2010, Radabaugh et al.
2020). The reduction in %P and depletion in §>'S
in sediment and soil following Hurricane Harvey
could partially explain reductions in root biomass
in all wetlands. Our results indicate that storm
surge sediments that are low in organic matter
and nutrient content function more as a stress than
a subsidy to hurricane-impacted wetlands through
root burial and increased nutrient limitation.
Storm sedimentation is complex and drives
heterogeneous responses in coastal vegetation. For
example, sedimentation can interfere with gas
exchange and nutrient cycling in wetland roots
and soil (Lugo et al. 1981, Radabaugh et al. 2020),
and delayed mangrove responses to hurricanes
have been documented elsewhere along the Gulf
Coast. After the passage of a Category 4 hurricane
over the Florida Keys, mangrove island trees
(A. germinans and others) suffered delayed mortal-
ity after nine months, which was attributed to root
burial by storm surge deposits (Radabaugh et al.
2020). After the passage of Hurricane Wilma over
the Florida Everglades, mangrove mortality, root
loss, and soil substrate compaction were observed
for up to three years despite leaf regrowth (Barr
et al. 2012). Thus, although plants may recover
aboveground from hurricanes, belowground bur-
dens through reduced soil nutrients and root bio-
mass can impact holistic recovery of coastal
wetlands. However, long-term responses to
hurricane-induced sedimentation have shown dis-
tinct periods of elevation loss followed by eleva-
tion gain driven by surface and subsurface
processes (Feher et al. 2020). Further, the timing of
storm surge can influence whether it is detected as
a relative subsidy or stress. Recent evidence in
marsh—-mangrove ecotones, for example, illustrates
the importance of wrack in facilitating mangrove
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Fig. 6. Root biomass (g C/m? 0-30 cm below marker horizons) from coastal wetland plots in Port Aransas,
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propagule establishment into open marsh patches,
which can be inhibited if storm surge pushes
wrack out of critical and into marginal habitats
(Smith et al. 2020).

A comprehensive understanding of above-
and belowground recovery from hurricanes is
needed in order to assess coastal wetland vulner-
ability to disturbances. According to a concur-
rent study quantifying damage by Hurricane
Harvey to our experimental sites, black man-
grove canopy cover in our plots decreased >20%
from 2015 to 2017, presumably due to hurricane
wind effects, with greatest defoliation observed
in tall trees (>1.5 m) along the plot fringe (Armi-
tage et al. 2020) that were not submerged by the
storm surge and thereby protected from winds.
Mangrove recovery was observed within weeks
(Armitage et al. 2020), and reduction in root
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biomass stocks may partially reflect plant energy
reallocation to regrowth aboveground following
wind defoliation and cover damage (Radabaugh
et al. 2020). However, defoliation was only com-
mon in the front of the plots, whereas root bio-
mass loss occurred in both the fringe and interior
of plots, indicating that reallocation of energy
was not the only factor explaining decreases in
root biomass. Rather, our findings suggest that
nutrient limitation stress and sustained storm
surge inundation may collectively cause root bio-
mass loss in wetland plants lasting more than a
year post-hurricane. Results from our study are
most applicable to arid coastal wetlands of the
Western Gulf of Mexico, where succulent marsh
vegetation (e.g., Batis) dominates rather than
S. alterniflora (Osland et al. 2016, Yando et al.
2016). Grasses such as S. alterniflora have very
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different structural morphologies compared with
succulent plants such as Batis. Therefore, the
effects of storm surge sedimentation, as well as
enhanced nutrient limitation, following hurri-
canes may impact different marshes and marsh—
mangrove ecotones differently (McKee et al.
2020). For example, unlike in our current study,
Spartina marshes in Mississippi can capture more
storm surge sediment than A. germinans man-
groves (McKee et al. 2020). Globally, it is critical
to better understand how plant identity and
composition interact in areas of transitioning
coastal ecosystems to influence responses to hur-
ricanes.

Understanding the complex set of interactions
among vegetation changes and episodic distur-
bances is critical for the long-term protection,
management, and persistence of coastal ecosys-
tems (Bracken et al. 2013, Duarte et al. 2015, Tully
et al. 2019). Coastal ecosystem managers must
understand and accommodate how disturbance
legacies affect the ability to restore threatened
and declining coastal ecosystems and their ser-
vices in order to maintain shoreline protection
services of coastal wetlands (Nicholls et al. 2007,
Sheaves 2009, Rivera-Monroy et al. 2011, Dahl
and Stedman 2013). Theoretical predictions of
ecosystem maintenance through disturbance
pulses (Junk et al. 1989, Odum et al. 1995, Polis
et al. 1997, Yang et al. 2008, 2010) can be useful to
help integrate subsidy-stress effects on net
ecosystem functions (Odum et al. 1979, Wilson
et al. 2019). Ecological theory can also help
inform how ecosystem restoration and manage-
ment are adaptively used to maintain ecosystem
services in a world of global changes.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Funding was provided by a Hurricane Harvey
RAPID Grant from the National Science Foundation
(DEB-1761444 to Kominoski, DEB-1761414 to Armitage,
DEB-1761428 to Pennings). Additional support was
provided by an Institutional Grant (NA100OAR4170099)
to the Texas Sea Grant College Program from the
National Sea Grant Office, National Oceanic and Atmo-
spheric Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce.
We thank the Proffitt Lab at Texas A&M University—
Corpus Christi for field assistance. This manuscript is
contribution number 1011 from the Southeast Environ-
mental Research Center in the Institute of Environment
at Florida International University.

ECOSPHERE % www.esajournals.org

KUHN ET AL.

LiteraTURE CITED

Alexander, J. M., J. M. Diez, and J. M. Levine. 2015.
Novel competitors shape species’ responses to cli-
mate change. Nature 525:515-518.

Alongi, D. M. 2008. Mangrove forests: resilience, pro-
tection from tsunamis, and responses to global cli-
mate change. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science
76:1-13.

Armitage, A. R, W. E. Highfield, S. D. Brody, and P.
Louchouarn. 2015. The contribution of mangrove
expansion to salt marsh loss on the Texas Gulf
Coast. PLOS ONE 10:1-17.

Armitage, A. R., C. A. Weaver, J. S. Kominoski, and S.
C. Pennings. 2020. Resistance to hurricane effects
varies among wetland vegetation types in the
marsh-mangrove ecotone. Estuaries and Coasts
43:960-970.

Barr, J. G., V. Engel, T. J. Smith, and J. D. Fuentes. 2012.
Hurricane disturbance and recovery of energy bal-
ance, CO, fluxes and canopy structure in a man-
grove forest of the Florida Everglades. Agricultural
and Forest Meteorology 153:54-66.

Bates, D., M. Maechler, B. Bolker, and S. Walker. 2015.
Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4.
Journal of Statistical Software 67:48.

Baustian, J. J., and I. A. Mendelssohn. 2015. Hurricane-
induced sedimentation improves marsh resilience
and vegetation vigor under high rates of relative
sea level rise. Wetlands 35:795-802.

Blake, E. S, and D. A. Zelinsky. 2018. Hurricane Har-
vey. Pages 1-76. Tropical Cyclone Report. National
Hurricane Center, Miami, Florida, USA.

Bracken, L. J., J. Wainwright, G. A. Ali, D. Tetzlaff, M.
W. Smith, S. M. Reaney, and A. G. Roy. 2013. Con-
cepts of hydrological connectivity: research
approaches, pathways and future agendas. Earth-
Science Reviews 119:17-34.

Cahoon, D. R, J. C. Lynch, and A. N. Powell. 1996.
Marsh vertical accretion in a Southern California
Estuary, U.S.A. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf
Science 43:19-32.

Cahoon, D., and R. E. Turner. 1989. Accretion and canal
impacts in a rapidly subsiding wetland II. Feldspar
marker horizon technique. Estuaries 12:260-268.

Castafieda-Moya, E., V. H. Rivera-Monroy, R. M.
Chambers, X. Zhao, L. Lamb-Wotton, A. Gorsky, E.
E. Gaiser, T. G. Troxler, J. S. Kominoski, and M.
Hiatt. 2020. Hurricanes fertilize mangrove forests
in the Gulf of Mexico (Florida Everglades, USA).
Proceedings of the National Academies of Sciences
USA 117:4831-4841.

Castafieda-Moya, E., R. R. Twilley, V. H. Rivera-
Monroy, K. Zhang, S. E. Davis, and M. Ross. 2010.
Sediment and nutrient deposition associated with

August 2021 ** Volume 12(8) ** Article e03674



Hurricane Wilma in mangroves of the Florida
coastal everglades. Estuaries and Coasts 33:45-58.

Cavanaugh, K. C,, J. R. Kellner, A. J. Forde, D. S. Gru-
ner, J. D. Parker, W. Rodriguez, and I. C. Feller.
2014. Poleward expansion of mangroves is a
threshold response to decreased frequency of
extreme cold events. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences USA 111:723-727.

Charles, S. P, J.S. Kominoski, A.R. Armitage, H. Guo, C. A.
Weaver, and S. C. Pennings. 2020. Quantifying how
changing mangrove cover affects ecosystem carbon
storage in coastal wetlands. Ecology 101:€02916.

Chen, I-C,, J. Hill, R. Ohlemtdiller, D. B. Roy, and C.
Thomas. 2011. Rapid range shifts of species associ-
ated with high levels of climate warming. Science
333:1024-1026.

Chen, Y., Y. Li, C. Thompson, X. Wang, T. Cai, and Y.
Chang. 2018. Differential sediment trapping abili-
ties of mangrove and saltmarsh vegetation in a
subtropical estuary. Geomorphology 318:270-282.

Coldren, G. A., J. A. Langley, I. C. Feller, and S. K.
Chapman. 2019. Warming accelerates mangrove
expansion and surface elevation gain in a subtropi-
cal wetland. Journal of Ecology 107:79-90.

Comeaux, R. S, M. A. Allison, and T. S. Bianchi. 2012.
Mangrove expansion in the Gulf of Mexico with
climate change: implications for wetland health
and resistance to rising sea levels. Estuarine,
Coastal and Shelf Science 96:81-95.

Connor, R. F, and G. L. Chmura. 2000. Dynamics of
above- and belowground organic matter in a high
latitude macrotidal saltmarsh. Marine Ecology-
Progress Series 204:101-110.

Coverdale, T. C,, N. C. Herrmann, A. H. Altieri, and
M. D. Bertness. 2013. Latent impacts: the role of
historical human activity in coastal habitat loss.
Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 11:69—
74. https://doi.org/10.1890/120130

Dahl, T. E., and S. M. Stedman. 2013. Status and trends
of wetlands in the coastal watersheds in the Con-
terminous United States 2004 to 2009. US Depart-
ment of the Interior, US Fish and Wildlife Service
and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, National Marine Fisheries Service, Wash-
ington, D.C., USA.

Danielsen, F., et al. 2005. The Asian Tsunami: a protec-
tive role for coastal vegetation. Science 310:643.

Davis, S. E., ]J. E. Cable, D. L. Childers, C. Coronado-
Molina, J. W. Day, C. D. Hittle, C. ]. Madden, E.
Reyes, D. T. Rudnick, and F. H. Sklar. 2004. Impor-
tance of storm events in controlling ecosystem
structure and function in a Florida Gulf Coast estu-
ary. Journal of Coastal Research 20:1198-1208.

Day, J. W., R. R. Christian, D. M. Boesch, A. Yafez-
Arancibia, ]. Morris, R. R. Twilley, L. Naylor, L.

ECOSPHERE ** www.esajournals.org

KUHN ET AL.

Schaffner, and C. Stevenson. 2008. Consequences
of climate change on the ecogeomorphology of
coastal wetlands. Estuaries and Coasts 31:477-491.

Deegan, L. A, D. S. Johnson, R. S. Warren, B. J. Peter-
son, J. W. Fleeger, S. Fagherazzi, and W. M. Woll-
heim. 2012. Coastal eutrophication as a driver of
salt marsh loss. Nature 490:388-392.

Doughty, C. L., K. C. Cavanaugh, C. R. Hall, I. C.
Feller, and S. K. Chapman. 2017. Impacts of man-
grove encroachment and mosquito impoundment
management on coastal protection services. Hydro-
biologia 803:105-120.

Duarte, C. M., A. Borja, J. Carstensen, M. Elliott, D.
Krause-Jensen, and N. Marba. 2015. Paradigms in
the recovery of estuarine and coastal ecosystems.
Estuaries and Coasts 38:1202-1212.

Ellison, J. C. 1999. Impacts of sediment burial on man-
groves. Marine Pollution Bulletin 37:420-426.

Feagin, R. A., S. M. Lozada-Bernard, T. M. Ravens, I.
Moller, K. M. Yeager, and A. H. Baird. 2009. Does
vegetation prevent wave erosion of salt marsh
edges? Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences USA 106:10109-10113.

Feher, L. C.,, M. J. Osland, G. H. Anderson, W. C. Ver-
vaeke, K. W. Krauss, K. R. T. Whelan, K. M. Balen-
tine, G. Tiling-Range, T. J. Smith, and D. R.
Cahoon. 2020. The long-term effects of Hurricanes
Wilma and Irma on soil elevation change in Ever-
glades mangrove forests. Ecosystems 23:917-931.

Fourqurean, J., J. C. Zieman, and G. V. N. Powell. 1992.
Phosphorus limitation of primary production in
Florida Bay: evidence from C:N:P ratios of the
dominant seagrass Thalassia testudinum. Limnology
and Oceanography 37:162-171.

Friess, D. A., K. W. Krauss, E. M. Horstman, T. Balke,
T. J. Bouma, D. Galli, and E. L. Webb. 2011. Are all
intertidal wetlands naturally created equal? Bottle-
necks, thresholds and knowledge gaps to man-
grove and saltmarsh ecosystems. Biological
Reviews 87:346-366.

Gedan, K. B., M. L. Kirwan, E. Wolanski, E. B. Barbier,
and B. R. Silliman. 2011. The present and future
role of coastal wetland vegetation in protecting
shorelines: answering recent challenges to the para-
digm. Climatic Change 106:7-29.

Gelman, A., and ]. Hill. 2006. Data analysis using
regression and multilevel/hierarchical models.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Guo, H., C. Weaver, S. P. Charles, A. Whitt, S. Dastidar,
P. D’Odorico, J. D. Fuentes, J. S. Kominoski, A. R.
Armitage, and S. C. Pennings. 2017. Coastal regime
shifts: rapid responses of coastal wetlands to
changes in mangrove cover. Ecology 98:762-772.

Holmer, M., and H. Hasler-Sheetal. 2014. Sulfide intru-
sion in seagrasses assessed by stable sulfur

August 2021 ** Volume 12(8) ** Article e03674


https://doi.org/10.1890/120130

isotopes—a synthesis of current results. Frontiers
in Marine Science 1:64.

Hurlbert, S. H. 1984. Pseudoreplication and the design
of ecological field experiments. Ecological Mono-
graphs 54:187-211.

Junk, W. J., P. B. Bayley, and R. E. Sparks. 1989. The
flood pulse concept in river-floodplain systems.
Canadian Special Publication of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences 106:110-127.

Karam, A. 1993. Chemical properties of organic soils.
Pages 459-471 in M. R. Carter, editor. Soil sampling
and methods of analysis. Lewis Publishing, Boca
Raton, Florida, USA.

Kelleway, J. J., K. Cavanaugh, K. Rogers, 1. C. Feller, E.
Ens, C. Doughty, and N. Saintilan. 2017. Review of
the ecosystem service implications of mangrove
encroachment into salt marshes. Global Change
Biology 23:3967-3983.

Komiyama, A., K. Ogino, S. Aksornkoae, and S. Sab-
hasri. 1987. Root biomass of a mangrove forest in
southern Thailand. 1. Estimation by the trench
method and the zonal structure of root biomass.
Journal of Tropical Ecology 3:97-108.

Lenoir, J., and J.-C. Svenning. 2014. Climate-related
range shifts — a global multidimensional synthe-
sis and new research directions. Ecography 38:15-
28.

Lugo, A. E. 2008. Visible and invisible effects of hurri-
canes on forest ecosystems: an international
review. Austral Ecology 33:368-398.

Lugo, A. E., G. Cintrén, and C. Goenaga. 1981. Man-
grove ecosystems under stress. Pages 129-154 in G.
W. Barrett and R. Rosenberg, editors. Stress effects
on natural ecosystems. John Wiley and Sons,
Chichester, UK.

Macreadie, P. 1., A. R. Hughes, and D. L. Kimbro. 2013.
Loss of “blue carbon” from coastal salt marshes fol-
lowing habitat disturbance. PLOS ONE 8:1-8.

McKee, K. L., and J. A. Cherry. 2009. Hurricane Katrina
sediment slowed elevation loss in subsiding brack-
ish marshes of the Mississippi River delta. Wet-
lands 29:2-15.

McKee, K. L., I. A. Mendelssohn, and M. W. Hester.
2020. Hurricane sedimentation in a subtropical salt
marsh-mangrove community is unaffected by veg-
etation type. Estuarine Coastal and Shelf Science
239:106733.

Michener, W. K., E. R. Blood, K. L. Bildstein, M. M.
Brinson, and L. R. Gardner. 1997. Climate change,
hurricanes and tropical storms, and rising sea level
in coastal wetlands. Ecological Applications 7:770-
801.

Montagna, P. A., ]. Brenner, J. C. Gibeaut, and S. More-
head. 2011. Coastal impacts. Pages 1-26 in J. Sch-
mandt, G. R. North, and J. Clarkson, editors. The

ECOSPHERE % www.esajournals.org

KUHN ET AL.

impact of global warming on Texas. University of
Texas Press, Austin, Texas, USA.

Nakagawa, S., and H. Schielzeth. 2013. A general and
simple methods for obtaining R* from generalized
linear mixed-effects models. Methods in Ecology
and Evolution 4:133-142.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA). 2019. National Weather Service: Major
Hurricane Harvey — August 25-29, 2017. https://
www.weather.gov/crp/hurricane_harvey

Nicholls, R., P. P. Wong, V. R. Burket, ]. O. Codignotto,
J. E. Hay, R. F. McLean, S. Ragoonaden, and C.
Woodroffe. 2007. Coastal systems and low-lying
areas. Pages 315-357 in M. L. Parry, et al., Climate
change 2007: impacts, adaptation, and vulnerabil-
ity. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Nyman, J. A., C. R. Crozier, and R. D. DeLaune. 1995.
Roles and patterns of hurricane sedimentation in
an estuarine marsh landscape. Estuarine, Coastal
and Shelf Science 40:665-679.

Odum, E. P, J. T. Finn, and E. H. Franz. 1979. Perturba-
tion theory and the subsidy-stress gradient. BioS-
cience 29:349-352.

Odum, W. E,, E. P. Odum, and H. T. Odum. 1995. Nat-
ure’s pulsing paradigm. Estuaries 18:547-555.

Osland, M. ], R. H. Day, T. W. Doyle, and N. Enwright.
2013. Winter climate change and coastal wetland
foundation species: salt marshes vs. mangrove for-
ests in the southeastern United States. Global
Change Biology 19:1482-1494.

Osland, M. ], R. H. Day, C. T. Hall, M. D. Brumfield, J.
L. Dugas, and W. R. Jones. 2017. Mangrove expan-
sion and contraction at a poleward range limit: cli-
mate extremes and land-ocean temperature
gradients. Ecology 98:125-137.

Osland, M. J., N. M. Enwright, R. H. Day, C. A. Gabler,
C. L. Stagg, and J. B. Grace. 2016. Beyond just sea-
level rise: considering macroclimatic drivers within
coastal wetland vulnerability assessments to cli-
mate change. Global Change Biology 22:1-11.

Pennings, S. C., R. Glazner, Z. Hughes, J. S. Kominoski,
and A. R. Armitage. 2021. Effects of mangrove
cover on coastal erosion during a hurricane in Tex-
as, USA. Ecology 102:e03309.

Perry, C. L., and I. A. Mendelssohn. 2009. Ecosystem
effects of expanding populations of Avicennia ger-
minans in a Louisiana salt marsh. Wetlands 29:396—
406.

Polis, G. A., W. B. Anderson, and R. D. Holt. 1997.
Toward an integration of landscape and food web
ecology: the dynamics of spatially subsidized food
webs. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics
28:289-316.

Poorter, H.,and O. Nagel. 2000. The role of biomass allo-
cation in the growth response of plants to different

August 2021 ** Volume 12(8) ** Article e03674


https://www.weather.gov/crp/hurricane_harvey
https://www.weather.gov/crp/hurricane_harvey

levels of light, CO,, nutrients and water: a quanti-
tative review. Functional Plant Biology 27:1191.

R Core Team 2020. R: A language and environment for
statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical
Computing, Vienna, Austria. https://www.R-projec
t.org

Radabaugh, K. R., R. P. Moyer, A. R. Chappel, E. E. Don-
tis, C. E. Russo, K. M. Joyse, M. W. Bownik, A. H.
Goeckner, and N. S. Khan. 2020. Mangrove damage,
delayed mortality, and early recovery following
Hurricane Irma at two landfall sites in southwest
Florida, USA. Estuaries and Coasts 43:1104-1118.

Rivera-Monroy, V. H,, et al. 2011. The role of the ever-
glades mangrove ecotone region (EMER) in regu-
lating nutrient cycling and wetland productivity in
South Florida. Critical Reviews in Environmental
Science and Technology 41:633-669.

Ross, M. S, P. L. Ruigz, J. P. Sah, and E. J. Hanan. 2009.
Chilling damage in a changing climate in coastal
landscapes of the subtropical zone: a case study
from south Florida. Global Change Biology
15:1817-1832.

Saintilan, N., K. Rogers, J. J. Kelleway, E. Ens, and D. R.
Sloane. 2018. Climate change impacts on the coastal
wetlands of Australia. Wetlands 39:1145-1154.

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

Sheaves, M. 2009. Consequences of ecological connec-
tivity: the coastal ecosystem mosaic. Marine
Ecology-Progress Series 391:107-115.

Smith, T. ]., G. H. Anderson, K. Balentine, G. Tiling, G.
A. Ward, and K. R. T. Whelan. 2009. Cumulative
impacts of hurricanes on Florida mangrove ecosys-
tems: sediment deposition, storm surges and vege-
tation. Wetlands 29:24-34.

Smith, R. S., J. A. Blaze, and J. E. Byers. 2020. Negative
indirect effects of hurricanes on recruitment of
range-expanding mangroves. Marine Ecology Pro-
gress Series 644:65-74.

Smoak, J. M., J. L. Breithaupt, T. J. Smith, and C. J. San-
ders. 2013. Sediment accretion and organic carbon
burial relative to sea-level rise and storm events in

KUHN ET AL.

two mangrove forests in Everglades National Park.
Catena 104:58-66.

Tully, K., et al. 2019. The invisible flood: the chemistry,
ecology, and social implications of coastal saltwater
intrusion. BioScience 69:368-378.

Tweel, A. W,, and R. E. Turner. 2012. Landscape-scale
analysis of wetland sediment deposition from four
tropical cyclone events. PLOS ONE 7:50528.

USGS. 2019. United States Geological Survey Flood
Event Viewer. https://stn.wim.usgs.gov/fev/#Harve
yAug2017

Walther, G.-R., E. Post, P. Convey, A. Menzel, C.
Parmesan, T. ]J. C. Beebee, J.-M. Fromentin, O.
Hoegh-Guldberg, and F. Bairlein. 2002. Ecological
responses to recent climate change. Nature 416:389.

Wilson, B. ]., S. Servais, S. P. Charles, V. Mazzei, E. E.
Gaiser, J. S. Kominoski, J. H. Richards, and T. G.
Troxler. 2019. Phosphorus alleviation of salinity
stress: effects of saltwater intrusion on an Ever-
glades freshwater peat marsh. Ecology 100:e02672.

Yando, E. S., M. J. Osland, J. M. Willis, R. H. Day, K. W.
Krauss, and M. W. Hester. 2016. Salt marsh-
mangrove ecotones: using structural gradients to
investigate the effects of woody plant encroach-
ment on plant—soil interactions and ecosystem car-
bon pools. Journal of Ecology 104:1020-1031.

Yang, W., J. Chang, B. Xu, C. Peng, and Y. Ge. 2008.
Ecosystem service value assessment for con-
structed wetlands: a case study in Hangzhou,
China. Ecological Economics 68:116-125.

Yang, L. H., K. F. Edwards, J. E. Byrnes, J. L. Bastow,
A. N. Wright, and K. O. Spence. 2010. A meta-
analysis of resource pulse-consumer interactions.
Ecological Monographs 80:125-151.

Zhang, K., H. Liu, Y. Li, H. Xu, ]J. Shen, J. Rhome, and
T. J. Smith. 2012. The role of mangroves in attenu-
ating storm surges. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf
Science 102-103:11-23.

Zuur, A., E. N. Ieno, N. Walker, A. A. Saveliev, and G.
M. Smith. 2009. Mixed effects modeling for nested
data. Pages 101-142 in A. Zuur, E. N. Ieno, N.
Walker, A. A. Saveliev, and G. M. Smith, editors.
Mixed effects models and extensions in ecology
with R. Springer, Berlin, Germany.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional Supporting Information may be found online at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/d0i/10.1002/ecs2.

3674/full

ECOSPHERE ** www.esajournals.org

August 2021 ** Volume 12(8) ** Article e03674


https://www.R-project.org
https://www.R-project.org
https://stn.wim.usgs.gov/fev/#HarveyAug2017
https://stn.wim.usgs.gov/fev/#HarveyAug2017
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ecs2.3674/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ecs2.3674/full

