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Traditional approaches to coastal defence often struggle to reduce the risks of

accelerated climate change. Incorporating nature-based components into
coastal defences may enhance adaptation to climate change with added
benefits, but we need to compare their performance against conventional hard
measures. We conduct a meta-analysis that compares the performances of
hard, hybrid, soft and natural measures for coastal defence across different
functions of risk reduction, climate change mitigation, and cost-effectiveness.
Hybrid and soft measures offer higher risk reduction and climate change
mitigation benefits than unvegetated natural systems, while performing on par
with natural measures. Soft and hybrid measures are more cost-effective than
hard measures, while hybrid measures provide the highest hazard reduction
among all measures. All coastal defence measures have a positive economic
return over a 20-year period. Mindful of risk context, our results provide
strong an evidence-base for integrating and upscaling nature-based compo-
nents into coastal defences in lower risk areas.

M Check for updates

Coastal areas contain about 40% of the world’s population and three-
quarters of the large cities'. Climate change-induced disasters from
sea-level rise, increased climate variability, and more frequent/intense
droughts, floods, and storms, significantly threaten coastal commu-
nities globally**. The high-end risk scenario of the Intergovernmental
Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) estimates increases in the magnitude
and frequency of tropical cyclones and a 2-m sea-level rise by 2100".
This suggests a strong need for effective coastal defence in order to
keep pace with accelerated climate change’.

Traditional approaches to coastal defence include hard engi-
neering measures such as breakwaters, dikes, dams, groins, and levees

(called hard measures for the remainder of the paper)®. However, their
maintenance costs could be extremelly high under future climate
change scenarios when considering needs for continuous upgrades/
repairs’. The annual cost globally for dikes alone could be USD 12-71
billion by 21008,

Coastal defence options that contain natural components have
received attention as more sustainable and cost-effective mea-
sures compared to conventional hard measures’. These encompass
very diverse natural, soft and hybrid measures that are collectively
called “Nature-based solutions” (NbS). Natural measures include
coastal ecosystems such as mangroves, seagrass beds, coral reefs, or
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tidal marshes situated between coastal communities and the lowest
tides, which protect against hazards such as sea level rise and coastal
flooding from storm surges and high waves'. Soft measures utilise
natural ecosystems and the environment to reduce coastal risks and
achieve coastal defence and adaptation', and can entail the restora-
tion, rehabilitation, reforestation, and plantation of such marine eco-
systems and/or beach nourishment and sand dune planting. Hybrid
measures combine hard engineering structures and soft measures (e.g.
breakwaters in front of saltmarshes or mangroves), essentially offering
hybrid engineering-natural solutions for coastal protection and
adaptation®.

It has been argued that, by virtue of their ability to self-adapt as
living systems, NbS (whether natural, soft, or hybrid measures) can be
more cost-effective alternatives to hard measures for coastal defence
under a changing climate". Furthermore, adopting NbS for coastal
defence can conserve and restore natural habitats that provide mul-
tiple ecosystem services, including food and carbon sequestration',
Beyond climate change adaptation, some NbS for coastal defence can
contribute to climate change mitigation and human wellbeing. How-
ever, their wider adoption is still limited, and not often advocated as a
standard approach to coastal defence".

Optimum approaches to coastal defence and adaptation depend
on local context-specific factors. Importantly, optimum approacher
are arguably unlikely to rely exclusively on hard, hybrid, soft, or natural
approaches””, but will likely consist of rather diverse portfolios of
options that carefully consider risk urgency, risk intensity, and the
local context®. Robust global comparisons about the performance of
hard, hybrid, soft, and natural measures for coastal defence and cli-
mate change adaptation (and the influencing factors) are particularly
needed. Such comparative knowledge can inform decision-making for
coastal infrastructures, facilitate the sharing of best practices, and
provide guidelines for building sustainable and resilient coastal
communities’.

The current global evidence about the comparative performance
of natural, soft, hybrid, and hard measures for coastal defence and
adaptation in the English language literature is rather fragmented.
First, to date, most research comparing their performance is usually
restricted to specific study areas, functions (e.g. wave attenuation®,
shoreline stabilisation”) and/or the underlying costs/benefits'®. Sec-
ond, there is generally clear evidence about the effectiveness of hard
measures for coastal defence’®”°, but less so for NbS. Third, the rapid
loss globally of natural habitats with adaptation potential creates
opportunities for ecosystem restoration via hybrid and soft
measures”?, but there are knowledge gaps about the performance of
restored habitats as part of soft and hybrid measures for risk reduction
and climate change mitigation. Systematic syntheses of the perfor-
mance of soft and hybrid measures for coastal defence is limited, as is
the evidence of how such measures perform compared to natural
habitats and conventional hard measures. Most previous systematic
reviews of coastal defence options relied on the narrative-based meta-
synthesis of empirical studies'®” Though valuable, such studies are
also limited by their inability to deal with the statistical variation in
outcomes between studies”. Conversely, quantitative meta-analyses
can be informative and robust when comparing outcomes from mul-
tiple studies®.

Here, we present a global multi-dimensional meta-analysis that
compares the performance of four coastal defence options (hard,
hybrid, soft, and natural measures) for coastal adaptation. It utilises
insights mainly from the peer-reviewed literature and secondarily from
grey literature. We focus on three performance dimensions, namely
risk reduction, climate change mitigation, and cost-effectiveness. First,
we compare the risk reduction and mitigation performances of coastal
defences that entail human interventions (i.e. hard, hybrid, soft mea-
sures) with two comparative bases (natural measures and unvegetated
natural systems) Second, we compare the performance between

hybrid, soft, and hard measures Third, we examine the effect of dif-
ferent ecosystem types and baseline level of risks on the performance
of NbS; Fourth, we quantify the costs and benefits associated with
these coastal defence measures over a 20-year period. Our results
provide an evidence base to guide decision-making for coastal defence
and climate change adaptation, with important implications for policy,
practice and future research.

Results

General literature patterns

We identified 304 studies assessing the effectiveness and performance
of coastal defence options, with 39% (N =119) reporting risk reduction,
24.7% (N =75) reporting climate change mitigation, and 36.3 % (N =110)
reporting costs/benefits. Supplementary Fig. 7 (Supplementary Mate-
rials) shows the geographical distribution of the reviewed studies. The
studies span 55 countries and territories, in North America (36.6%),
Asia (35.5%), Europe (13.4%), Oceania (10.7%), Africa (2.3%) and Central/
South America (1.5%). Collectively, the studies contain 875 observa-
tions about the effectiveness of coastal defence options, including 585
observations (66.9%) on soft measures, 187 observations (21.4%) on
hybrid measures, and 103 observations (11.8%) on hard measures (see
Supplementary Data 1).

Group performance meta-analysis

The meta-analysis compared the performance of coastal defence
options that entail human interventions (i.e soft, hybrid, hard mea-
sures) with two comparative bases that lack conscious human effort
towards adaptation (i.e. natural measures, unvegetated natural sys-
tems). We compared physical performance across two dimensions,
namely risk reduction and climate change mitigation. Risk reduction
encompasses the functions of wave attenuation (at high and low wave
energy level), shoreline stabilisation, accretion change, elevation
change, and sediment accumulation, while climate change mitigation
functions include carbon storage and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
(see Methods).

Compared to natural measures (e.g. natural saltmarshes, man-
groves, coral reefs, seagrass beds), soft, hybrid, and hard measures
have similar overall performance, although several notable differences
were observed for individual functions. When comparing “soft vs.
natural”, 236 observations from 72 studies (Fig. 1a) suggest that soft
measures are on aggregate much more effective in risk reduction
(Standard Mean Difference SMD =1.73, 95% Confidence Intervals 95%
Cls = 0.13-3.34, number of observation n = 61), particularly for accre-
tion (SMD=2.21, 95% Cls=0.17-4.25, n=26) and elevation change
(SMD =2.53, 95%Cls=0.31-4.74, n=19). Regarding climate change
mitigation, the levels of carbon storage (SMD=-0.13, 95%
Cls=-0.89-0.63, n=100) and GHG emissions (SMD=-0.03, 95%
Cls =-0.94-0.89, n=74) do not differ substantially between soft and
natural measures.

When comparing “hybrid vs. natural”’, 38 observations from 18
studies (Fig. 1b) indicate that hybrid measures exhibit similar overall
performance compared to natural measures for risk reduction func-
tions (SMD =1.22, 95%Cls =-1.07-3.51, n=29). There were no major
differences for wave attenuation at low wave energy conditions
(SMD =5.43, 95%Cls =-4.92-15.42, n=35), elevation change (SMD =
-0.15, 95%Cls=-3.84-3.55, n=13), sediment accumulation (SMD =
3.34, 95%Cls = -1.13-7.81, n=10). However, hybrid measures are much
less effective for carbon storage than natural habitats (SMD =-1.51,
95%Cls =-3.00-0.02, n=9) (see Supplementary Data).

When comparing “hard vs. natural” (Fig. 1.c), these defence
options exhibit similar performances in terms of overall risk reduction
(SMD =-2.26, 95%Cis=-6.43-1.91, n=12) and overall shoreline
response (SMD=-0.03, 95%Cis =-6.43-1.91, n=6). Hard measures
perform worse when compared to natural measures for wave
attenuation in low wave energy conditions (SMD =-0.97, 95% Cls =
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-1.84 - -0.09, n=5). However, considering the limited number of
observations and studies, the findings of our meta-analysis for these
group comparisons should be interpreted with caution. Climate
change mitigation functions are not available for hard measures (see
Methods).

Compared to unvegetated natural systems (e.g. tidal flats, bare
land), hard, hybrid, and soft measures have on aggregate, a much
better performance for adaptation. In total, 126 observations from
47 studies compare the performance of “soft vs. unvegetated natural
systems”. For risk reduction functions, soft measures perform better
for elevation change (SMD=3.70, 95% Cls=1.05-6.34, n=12), sedi-
ment accumulation (SMD =1.68, 95%Cls = 0.08-3.27, n=8), and wave

attenuation (overall SMD = 6.02, 95%Cls = 0.76-11.29, n=25) at both
high and low wave energy levels. Regarding climate change mitigation,
restored habitats from soft measures are much more effective in car-
bon storage (SMD =5.98, 95%Cls =0.50-11.47, n=38) but emit sig-
nificantly higher amounts of GHGs (SMD =-1.47, 95%Cls=-2.21 to
-0.72, n=10) than unvegetated natural systems.

To compare “hybrid vs. unvegetated natural systems”, the
results indicate on aggregate the much better performance of hybrid
measures (SMD =5.89, 95%Cls =2.50-9.27, n=62) (Fig. le). These
patterns are also visible for individual risk reduction functions such
as sediment accumulation (SMD =1.68, 95%Cls = 0.08-3.27,n = 8) and
elevation change (SMD = 0.54 95%Cls = 0.33-0.75, n=24). For wave

a Soft vs. natural b Hybrid vs. natural c Hard vs. natural
Accretion (26,12) E (1,1) Lo (0,0) !
Elevation change (19,10) : (13,4) : (6,2) >
Sedimentation accumulation (14,5) E (10,4) E (0,0) :
Overall shoreline response (59,21) - (24,9) - o— (6,2) —
- Wave attenuation/low energy (0, 0) , (5, 4) (5, 1)
-% Wave attenuation/high energy (2, 1) d # (0, 0) i (1, 1) # |
5 Overall wave attenuation (2,1) Lo # (5,4) . o 6,2) e :
Risk reduction (61,21) —0— (29,12) —— (12,4) ——
Carbon storage (100,37) L 2 (9,6) -0 N/A
GHG emission (74,12) A 4 (0,0) ; N/A
Mitigation (175,52) L] (9,6) - N/A
Overall (236,72) D (38,18) —0— (12,4) ———
-10 -5 0 5 -5 0 5 10 15 -10 -5 0
SMD (with 95% C.1.) SMD (with 95% C.1.) SMD (with 95% C.1.)
d Soft vs. unvegetated e Hybrid vs. unvegetated f Hard vs. unvegetated
Accretion (24,11)| — 1)) o # (14,4) :
Elevation change (12,5) i (24,3)| ! (4,4) :
Sedimentation accumulation (8,4) i (3,1 o # (4,2) E
Overall shoreline response (44,16) + (29,5) EO (22,10) E.
_ Wave attenuation/low energy (19, 14) (31,13) (15,7)
% Wave attenuation/high energy (6, 4) ! (1,1)| @ # (5,2) +
é Overall wave attenuation (25,16) —_— (32,14) — (20,9) —@—
Risk reduction (69,31) —— (60,18)| : —— (41,17) =
Carbon storage (38,11) — 1,1 e# N/A
GHG emission (10,6) | @- ! 0,0)| N/A
Mitigation (57,16) —o— (11| @ # N/A
Overall (126,47) *— (62,19)| . —— (41,17) | &
0 5 10 0 5 10 0 10 20 30
SMD (with 95% C.1.) SMD (with 95% C.1.) SMD (with 95% C.1.)
9 Hybrid vs. Soft h Hybrid vs. Hard
Accretion '
Elevation change
Sedimentation accumulation ] l
Overall shoreline response —— , .
c Wave attenuation/low energy '
-% Wave attenuation/high energy i :
u§_, Overall wave attenuation —— ®
Risk reduction —o— ®
Carbon storage
GHG emission
Mitigation ‘
Overall outcome — 0 o
-2 -1 0 1 -15 10 -5 0

SMD (with 95% C.1.)

Fig. 1| Mean effect size for different functions. a Soft vs. natural, b Hybrid vs.
natural, ¢ Hard vs. natural, d Soft vs. unvegetated natural systems, e Hybrid vs.
unvegetated natural systems, f Hard vs. unvegetated natural systems, g Hybrid vs.
soft, and h Hybrid vs. hard. Hedges’ g was used to estimate the standardised mean
difference (SMD) between two coastal defence options. If the bar falls into the
positive side of the plot, we interpreted that the coastal defence option on the left
of ‘vs.” provides the given function at a higher level than the option on the right of
‘vs.’. Conversely, if the bar falls into the negative side means the opposite. In a-f the
first numbers in parentheses indicate the number of observations and the second
numbers in parentheses indicate the number of studies included in each

SMD (with 95% C.I.)

calculation. Carbon storage and GHG emissions are not available for hard measures
and are noted by ‘N/A’. Ranges indicated with ‘# in a-f denote functions with small
number of observations that require cautious interpretation and generalisation.
Due to data limitations, we followed an indirect comparison between soft, hybrid,
and hard measures. In g, h, SMD was calculated based on sample size (number of
reviewed studies), mean (estimated SMD from the previous meta-data analysis),
and standard deviation between two paired groups: vs. “hybrid vs. unvegetated
natural systems” vs. “soft vs unvegetated natural systems” and “hybrid vs. unve-
getated natural systems” vs. “hard vs. unvegetated natural systems” (see Methods).
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attenuation, hybrid measures are much more effective in low wave
energy conditions (SMD =9.01, 95%Cls = 3.89-14.13, n=31) than in
high wave energy conditions (SMD = 0.63, n=1) (note that the latter
comparison is based on only one observation and should be inter-
preted cautiously). For climate change mitigation, we did not find any
relevant studies for comparing GHG emissions. For the carbon sto-
rage function, we found only one study that indicates that restored
habitats from hybrid measures have higher carbon sequestration
than unvegetated natural systems (SMD=0.96). Due to the low
number of observations, this finding should be interpreted with
caution.

We could only compare the performance of “hard vs. unvegetated
natural systems” for risk reduction functions but not climate change
mitigation functions (see Methods for explanation). Figure 1f suggests
that when compared to unvegetated natural systems from 41 obser-
vations of 17 studies, hard measures provide greater risk reduction
(SMD =3.40, 95%Cls =2.78-6.06, n = 41). Similarly, the performance of
hard measures is substantially better for most individual functions:
accretion change (SMD = 2.55, 95%Cls = 0.12-4.97, n=14), sedimenta-
tion accumulation (SMD =1.37, 95%Cls = 0.69-2.04, n=4), and overall
shoreline response (SMD=2.01, 95%Cls =0.82-3.20, n=22). These
results essentially confirm what we know, namely that the hard struc-
tures are designed very specifically for risk reduction and therefore
perform well for these functions despite the fact that they do not
perform well for other desired functions such as climate mitigation.
For the wave attenuation function, hard measures perform much
better in low wave energy conditions than unvegetated systems
(SMD =6.261, 95%Cls=2.10-10.42, n=15), but performance differ-
ences are significantly reduced in higher wave energy conditions
(SMD = 6.46, 95%Cls = -2.78-15.69, n=5). However, due to the small

number of observation’s these comparisons must be interpreted with
caution.

Overall, coastal defence options that entail human interventions
(soft, hybrid, and hard measures) perform substantially better in terms
of risk reduction than non-vegetated tidal flats, while they perform on-
par with natural measures. However, we should point that there is a
substantially higher number of pair-wise observations in low wave
energy and low-risk conditions (n=213) than medium-to-high wave
energy conditions (n=49). The results indicate that soft, hybrid, and
hard measures are generally much more effective in low-risk contexts
than high-risk contexts, when compared to both unvegetated systems
and natural measures. For climate change mitigation, soft and hybrid
measures in general perform worse than natural measures but much
better than unvegetated natural systems. The Cochran’s Q test reveals
significant heterogeneity across functions.

Subgroup analysis by ecosystem type

When compared to paired unvegetated natural systems, measures that
contain restored mangrove have the best performance compared to
measures containing other restored habitats (e.g. saltmarshes, coral/
oyster reefs, other wetlands) (Fig. 2a). For individual functions, hybrid
measures containing saltmarshes perform the best for wave attenua-
tion (SMD =7.18, 95%Cls =1.78-12.59), while soft measures containing
mangroves (SMD =4.06, 95%Cls=0.72-7.40) and beach and sand
dune nourishment (SMD =2.87, 95%Cls = 0.25-5.49) perform the best
for shoreline response. Soft measures containing saltmarshes perform
the best for carbon storage (SMD=14.07) and GHG emissions
(SMD =-0.75) compared to measures containing other habitats. For all
habitat types hybrid measures slightly outperform their respective soft
measures in almost all risk reduction functions (Fig. 2a). However, due

a Overall (vs. unvegetated) b  Wave attenuation C Shoreline response d Carbon storage e GHG emission
Soft-marsh (42,19) + (14,9) —o— (17,7) —0— 4.2) —o— (7.2) —0—
Hybrid-marsh (5,3)| +——e—— 42 | ——e—— (0,0) : (1,1) o# (0,0) :
Soft-mangrove (57,13) *I—k (0,0) l (16,2) I —e—| (31,7) *I—’* (10,4) —
Hybrid-mangrove (11,3) v—o— (11,3) ~—0— (0,0 (0,0) (0,0)
Soft-wetland (3,2) —:b—# 0,0 (0,0 (1,1) o # 1) —0—#§
Hybrid-wetland (3,2)| ——e———# | (1,1)| | o# @.1) -y ©0) | ©,0)
Softreef(1,1)| | e# an i ew (0,0 0o | (0,0)
Hybrid-reef (41,9)| | —o— (146) | —e— (27,4) . (0,0) : (0,0) :
Soft-beach & sand dune (14,8) ' —— 32) ' —o— # (11,7) '—0— N/A K N/A '
Hard (41,17) —- (20,9) — (22,10) + N/A N/A
0 5 10 0 5 10 4 0 4 8 -0 0 10 20 30 40 3 2 1 o0

SMD (with 95% C.1.)

SMD (with 95% C.1.)

SMD (with 95% C.1.)

SMD (with 95% C.1.)

SMD (with 95% C.1.)

f Overall (vs. Natural) g  Wave attenuation h Shoreline response i Carbon storage j GHG emission
Soft-marsh (80,25) o (0,0 ‘ (37,12) p (34,11) —0— 83| 407
Hybrid-marsh (19,11) - 1,1) ; o# (12,6) : (6,4)| ——o—— (0,0) | :
Soft-mangrove (52,20) 9 (0,0) ‘ (11,4) ;0 (34,14) —0;- (7,3) | ———9———
Hybrid-mangrove (2,1) 0§ # (0,0) i (0,0) i (21) —o—# E 0,0) | ‘
Soft-wetland (98,27) 6 (0,0 (84 + (31,13) + (59,14) | —6—
Hybrid-wetland (0,0) (0,0) 0,0) (0,0) ' 0,0 ‘
Soft-reef (0,0) (0,0 (0.0 (0,0 | 00| |
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Hard (12,4) + 6.2) —0—— 6.2) + N/A N/A | ‘1
40 20 0 40 0 10 40 30 20 -10 0 10 -4 0 2 EE R

SMD (with 95% C..) SMD (with 95% C..)

Fig. 2 | Subgroup analysis for different ecosystem types. Panel a-e compare
functions between soft, hybrid, and hard measures with unvegetated natural sys-
tems. Panel f-j compare functions between soft, hybrid, and hard measures with
natural measures. Hedges’ g was used to estimate effect sizes as the difference in
the means between the two groups. If the bar falls into the positive side of the plot,
we interpreted that soft or hybrid measures provide the given function at a higher
level than the reference base (i.e. natural measures). If the bar falls into the negative

2
SMD (with 95% C.I.) SMD (with 95% C.1.) SMD (with 95% C..)

side it means the opposite. The first numbers in parentheses indicate the number of
observations and the second numbers in parentheses indicate the number of stu-
dies included in each calculation. Carbon storage and GHG emissions are not
available for hard measures and are noted by ‘N/A’. Ranges indicated with ‘# denote
functions with small number of observations that require cautious interpretation
and generalization.
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to the limited number of studies in this subgroup, our analysis should
be interpreted with caution.

Performance comparison between soft, hybrid, and hard
measures

Due to lack of data availability, it is impossible to directly compare the
performance across soft, hybrid, and hard measures with the above
approach. However, we compared them indirectly by examining the
performance of soft, hybrid, and hard measures with unvegetated
natural systems, using the results of the meta-analysis (see Methods).

By using “unvegetated natural systems” as the third comparative
base, hybrid measures perform on aggregate slightly better than soft
measures (SMD=0.26, 95%Cls=-0.04-0.57) and hard measures
(SMD =0.18, 95%Cls = -0.23-0.59), although there are no major dif-
ferences between “soft vs unvegetated natural systems”, “hybrid vs.
unvegetated natural systems”, and “hard vs. unvegetated natural sys-
tems” for risk reduction, climate change mitigation, and overall
adaptation performance (Fig. 1g-h).

SMDs for “hybrid vs. unvegetated natural systems” and “soft vs
unvegetated natural systems” are mostly positive for risk reduction
functions and negative for climate change mitigation functions, indi-
cating that hybrid measures may perform slightly better for risk
reduction but slightly worse for climate change mitigation than soft
measures. When comparing “hybrid vs. unvegetated natural systems”
to “hard vs. unvegetated natural systems”, hard measures may perform
better for elevation change (SMD = -1.51, 95%Cls = -2.65 to —0.38) and
overall shoreline response (SMD =-1.01, 95%Cls = -1.65 to —0.38). At
high wave energy level, hard measures are significantly more effective
in wave attenuation (SMD = -11.41, 95%Cls = -18.21 to —4.60). However,
the overall risk reduction is slightly higher (although not much dif-
ferent) for hybrid measures compared to hard measures.

A series of tests, namely sensitivity analysis using Cook’s distance
for outliers, regression analysis for temporal change, and publication
bias analysis using the Egger test and funnel plots suggest that the
results of the meta-analysis are largely robust, with some minor
exceptions (see Supplementary Box 1 and Supplementary Fig. 5-7,
Supplementary Material).

Cost-benefit analysis

We calculated Benefit-Cost Ratios (BCRs) for 96 coastal defence pro-
jects that contain information on both total costs and total benefits.
Specifically, this includes 55 observations of soft measures, 19 obser-
vations of hybrid measures, and 24 observations of hard measures. The
costs of coastal defence measures vary significantly between different
types of measures and different habitats.

Overall, for all discount rates (-2%, 4.5%, and 8%), soft, hybrid, and
hard measures show considerable economic returns on investment
over a 20-year period (Fig. 3). The mean BCR was highest for soft
measures (mean BCRs for discount rate of -2%, 4%, 8% are 11.08, 6.40,
and 4.80, respectively), followed by hybrid measures (mean BCR: 7.18,
4.20, and 3.17 respectively), hard measures (mean BCR: 6.14, 4.11, and
3.40, respectively).

When considering habitat types, soft and hybrid measures with
restored mangroves offer the highest returns on investment for all
discount rates (mean BCR: 22.02, 12.90, and 9.71, respectively) (Fig. 3),
followed by seagrasses (mean BCR: 9.28, 5.40, and 4.09 respectively)
and salt marshes and other wetlands (mean BCR: 6.20, 3.70, and 2.10
respectively). For restored coral reefs we observe the greatest benefits
in terms of natural capital but also low BCRs due to the substantially
higher restoration costs (mean BCR: 3.22, 1.3, and 0.93 respectively).
Soft and hybrid measures have mean BCRs >1 for all types of habitats
and for all discount rates, with the exception of coral reef at 8% dis-
count rate (mean BCR=0.93).

For the soft and hard engineering measures, beach and sand
dune nourishments, in general, have lower initial investment costs

compared to other hard structures such as groynes, dikes, revetments,
breakwaters, and seawalls. However, over a 20-year period, the BCRs
suggest relatively similar return on investment between sand nour-
ishment (mean BCR: 2.93, 2.00, and 1.63 respectively) to other hard
structures such as dikes and breakwaters (mean BCR: 2.72, 1.90, and
1.50, respectively).

Discussion

Figure 4 summarises the main patterns for natural, soft, hybrid, and
hard measures for coastal defence. Soft, hybrid, and hard measures
perform substantially better than unvegetated natural systems in
terms of risk reduction and climate change mitigation functions. Per-
formance varies between options in terms of magnitude and direction.
According to Fig. 1d-f, compared to unvegetated tidal flats, soft,
hybrid, and hard measures much better: (a) attenuate wave energy/
height through friction and change in water depth®*, (b) reduce
coastal erosion/flooding'®**, (c) accumulate sediment”’*, and (d)
stabilise shorelines”>?’. This is consistent with previous studies*>?.
Our results also suggest that all soft, hybrid, and hard measures per-
form effectively risk reduction functions at low-energy or low risk
conditions, but their performances decline in high-energy and high-
risk conditions. In addition, soft and hybrid measures using restored
coastal habitats perform much better for carbon storage, but also have
substantially higher GHG emissions compared to unvegetated natural
systems. Overall, the restored coastal habitats used in most reviewed
NbS tend to be carbon sinks'*?, therefore contributing to climate
change mitigation.

Conversely, soft, hybrid, and hard measures perform similarly to
natural measures for risk reduction and overall adaptation outcomes,
but worse for climate change mitigation. The latter is influenced by
ecosystem stand age®®, meaning that restored and newly developed
coastal habitats may require substantial time before performing at the
same level for such functions compared to mature natural habitats (i.e.
natural measures)’**°. Soft and hybrid measures that contain some
engineered component tend to cause initial seaward shift and leverage
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“ |
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Fig. 3 | Benefit-Cost Ratios (BCRs) of coastal defence projects. Panel a illustrates
BCRs of soft, hybrid, and hard coastal defence projects at discount rates of —2%,
4.5%, and 8%. Panel b shows BCRs for different subgroups including mangrove,
marsh, seagrass, coral reef, unspecified wetland, beach, and sand dune at the dis-
count rate —2%. Plot boxes show the minimum, first quartile, median, third quartile
and maximum value. Outliers are removed in the boxes.

Nature Communications | (2024)15:2870



https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46970-w

Wave attenuation
Shoreline response
Carbon storage
GHG emissions

Overall performance

Wave attenuation
Shoreline response

Carbon storage

Soft vs. Natural

o (n=2)
ﬁ (n = 59)

%ﬁ (n =100)
\\x\ (n=74)

1 (n=236)

Soft vs. Unvegetated

/ (n = 25)

éﬁ (n =44)

l (n=38)

Hybrid vs. Natural
=9
 (n=24)

% (n=9)

(n=0)

f/ (n=38)

Hybrid vs. Unvegetated

-~ (n=32)
/ (n=29)

Hard vs. Natural

%& (n=6)
% (n=6)

— (=0)
— (=0)
A (n=12)

Hard vs. Unvegetated

M (n=20)
ﬁ (n=17)

GHG emissions

% (n=10)
= (n = 126)

Overall performance

Hybrid vs. soft
=
"

AN
=

Wave attenuation

Shoreline response
Carbon storage

Overall performance

Fig. 4 | Performance summary of the different coastal defence options. Panel
a compares performance between soft, hybrid, and hard measures with natural
measures. Panel b compares performance between soft, hybrid, and hard measures
with unvegetated natural systems. Panel ¢ compares performance of hybrid mea-
sures with soft and hard measures. Each arrow visually represents all observations
elicited from the literature for a given comparison and function, and analysed in
Fig. 1. The numbers in parentheses indicate the number of observations. The
upward and downward direction of the arrow denote respectively higher and lower
performance of the coastal defence option on the left of ‘vs.” compared to the
option on the right of ‘vs.” Colours denote the range of effect size. Green: small
effect (absolute value: 0-1), yellow: medium effect (absolute value: 1-3), orange:
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large effect (absolute value: 3-5), and red: very large effect (absolute value > 5).
The above colours indicate that the respective 95% Cls do not intersect with zero.
The white colour indicates there is no major difference between the two
respective coastal defence options (i.e. the respective 95% Cls intersect with zero).
The cross bar indicates no applicable data. Arrows indicated with ‘# denote
aggregate functions with a small number of observations that require cautious
interpretation and generalisation. Figure ideas are adapted from: Su, J., Friess, D. A.
& Gasparatos, A. A meta-analysis of the ecological and economic outcomes of
mangrove restoration. Nat. Commun. 12, (2021), which is licensed under a Creative
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License: https://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

ecogeomorphic feedbacks between vegetation, sediment accumula-
tion, and organic matter accretion, therefore immediately performing
better for shoreline stabilisation than natural measures®*%. Most stu-
dies report positive shoreline responses within relatively short periods
(0-3 years) post-implementation®**, but the elevation and accretion
differences between restored and natural habitats largely disappear
given enough sediment supply over time**,

Among defence options entailing human interventions, hybrid
measures have a slightly better performance for most functions than
soft and hard measures, although the differences are not always sub-
stantial. Hard and hybrid measures containing grey infrastructure
components perform slightly better for wave attenuation and shore-
line maintenance than soft and natural measures, but there is sub-
stantial variation in risk reduction outcomes for hard measures. For
elevation change, the SMD of “hard vs. unvegetated natural systems”
varies greatly (95%Cls =-8.1079 to 29.7024, reflecting that hard struc-
tures such as dikes and breakwaters are in most cases immediately
effective against coastal erosion®¢, but sometimes cause erosion
rather than accretion in the long-term due to the complex dynamics
with natural coastal processes®?®. Conversely, soft and hybrid mea-
sures perform better (and have lower variability in performance) for
maintaining shorelines: 95%Cls = 1.0522-6.3425 for soft measures; 95%

Cls = 0.3284-0.7536 for hybrid measures. The incorporation of green
components (e.g. wetlands) into coastal defence options can essen-
tially create “living shorelines” via the hydrological reconnection of
natural habitats to the sea and sediment deposition***° that could
protect coasts as much as hard measures, but with lower environ-
mental risks.

We must note that the climate change mitigation function is not
applicable to the analysis of the hard measures due to the lack of
literature reporting pairwise comparison of GHG emissions between
hard measures and other measures. This does not imply that hard
structures have zero GHG impacts, as hard coastal defence projects
emit significant amounts of GHGs in every phase spanning material
extraction, transport, construction, maintenance, and disposal (see
Supplementary Box 2, Supplementary Materials). On the other hand,
soft and hybrid measures that contain ecosystem components tend to
sequester carbon, with the mitigation benefits likely to increase during
the project timeline as these ecosystem components mature.

It was impossible to compare directly the performance of soft,
hybrid, and hard measures due to the lack of studies testing their
performance in the same locations under the same environmental
conditions. We identified only four papers comparing these options
under controlled conditions***, which were crosschecked with the
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indirect comparison, providing similar observations. This lack of stu-
dies reporting paired experiments between hard, soft and hybrid
measures is a significant gap in the literature. As environmental con-
ditions affect the performance of coastal defence measures, until there
are more studies directly comparing these options, it is not possible to
confidently conclude which measure performs the best.

Similarly, 106 out of the 108 reviewed studies report paired
experiments for risk reduction functions during periods not char-
acterised by extreme weather events/conditions (e.g. tropical
cyclones, storm surges) and non-climatic events (e.g. tsunamis). Three
papers conducted paired experiments during tropical cyclones,
reporting that hybrid options such as rock sills with living shorelines
performed better than traditional hard measures and natural marshes
(North Carolina, Hurricane Matthew)*, while natural habitats behind
the breakwaters also recovered faster than reference natural man-
grove without the breakwaters (Florida, Hurricane Irma)*, and mar-
shes (with or without sills) perform better for erosion reduction than
bulkheads during Category 1 hurricanes*. However, these site
experiments were not directly located exactly at the landfall point
(local conditions were at Category 1 and 3) and still can be considered
not high-risk contexts.

More importantly, our subgroup analysis contains a much larger
set of pairwise observations in low-energy conditions (213 observa-
tions) compared to medium-to-high energy conditions (49 observa-
tions). We also notice a context-specific variation in the baseline risk
level across different coastal defence measures. In particular, for soft
and hybrid measures related to marine ecosystems (i.e. mangroves,
marshes), site experiments mostly report relatively lower incident
wave energies and wave heights (i.e. <0.4 m). Conversely, site experi-
ments for coastal defence measures such as beaches, sand dunes and
hard infrastructure often report higher energy profile conditions
(> 0.4 m). Nevertheless, despite differences in the baseline risk levels
between different defence measures, the scientific literature seems to
be skewed towards experimental setups in low-energy conditions.

When looking critically the above we can infer that the current
peer-reviewed evidence is relatively sufficient to draw conclusions on
the performance of different coastal defence options for low-risk and
low-energy contexts rather than high-risk contexts where effective
coastal defence options are extremely critical for the safety of local
communities and economic activities. The key point here is that all
types of coastal defences have yet to be adequately tested through
paired experiments in circumstances of extreme events and high level
of risk urgency. This lack of literature is another significant knowledge
gap requiring urgent attention. Until there are many more robust
paired experiments in high-energy conditions and/or during extreme
weather events or geophysical events like tsunamis, we emphasise the
danger of any universal assumptions about the performance of coastal
defence options, whether natural, soft or hybrid measures.

Finally, we should point that due to the characteristics of the
underlying literature this review may be possibly biased towards the
assessment of soft and hybrid measures (NbS) in the scientific litera-
ture for reasons that are beyond the control of the authors. Although
hard structures are by far the most prominent coastal defence mea-
sures to date, there are fewer assessments of the performance of these
structures using paired experiments in the scientific literature: 103
observations of hard measures vs. 772 observations of soft and hybrid
measures in our reviewed papers. To reduce to the extent possible this
bias, we conducted an additional analysis of the performance of hard
structures in the grey literature and report the results in Supplemen-
tary Box 2 (see Methods). The results show that for wave attenuation
functions, the effect sizes are higher in the grey literature (SMD =19.52,
95%Cls = 6.16-33.44, n=26) compared to peer-reviewed/conference
papers (SMD = 6.28, 95%Cls =2.78-9.80, n=9). Despite these differ-
ences in the magnitude of effect sizes, the pool effect sizes have the
same direction of the sign (positive sign, 95%Cls do not intersect with

zero). This shows that although the effect sizes are lower in the peer-
reviewed literature, they reflect similar phenomena to what has been
reported in the grey literature. Nevertheless, we strongly encourage
the readers to interpret our findings keeping in mind with the probable
bias towards NbS due to the overwhelming focus of paired experi-
ments on these measures compared to hard measures.

All coastal defence measures entailing human interventions (soft,
hybrid, hard measures) have positive economic returns on investment
over a 20-year period (Fig. 3), pointing to the strong economic case for
investments in such options. Despite the large variation in BCRs
between different types of defence measures and ecosystem types due
to the equally large variation in reported project costs and benefits, in
general, soft measures are comparatively the most cost-effective, fol-
lowed by hybrid and hard measures. When considering coastal habi-
tats, NbS containing mangroves and saltmarshes have the highest
BCRs (Fig. 3), as well as the best performance for wave attenuation,
shoreline stabilisation and carbon storage (Fig. 2). Such cost-benefit
estimations are supported by several studies'®*>*4,

Additionally, most of the underlying studies have not considered
important benefits such as cultural ecosystem services and other
intangible benefits'®, which would make the benefit calculations
increase for soft and hybrid measures. Thus, the BCRs for NbS here
may underestimate the total welfare contribution of such coastal
defence options. Furthermore, the project lifetime of hard infra-
structure could be >30 years®*®, but here we used for the BCR com-
parisons a 20-year period, as it is a standard practice for ecosystem-
related projects following TEEB guidelines. Thus, the BCRs for hard
and hybrid measures could also underestimate some of the economic
return of these coastal defence options.

Additionally, although natural measures are not included in the
cost-benefit analysis, they tend to be more cost-effective than other
coastal defence options, as the costs of ecosystem protection are
generally lower than restoration costs, while the benefits are generally
higher. For instance, previous reviews of mangrove ecosystem service
valuation studies indicate higher economic benefits from natural over
restored mangroves?*°. Such comprehensive economic lenses should
be considered alongside the dimensions of risk reduction and climate
change mitigation, when establishing the economic case for choosing
the most appropriate coastal defence option in a given context.
However, in contexts where natural measures have been destroyed or
degraded, soft or hybrid options are the next best options.

Table 1-2 summarises the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities,
and Threats (SWOT) of these four coastal defence options. We find that
all natural, soft, hybrid, and hard measures provide risk reduction
functions and have high cost-effectiveness. Although hybrid measures
perform slightly better than natural, soft, and hard measures in redu-
cing risk, this is not significantly different in statistical terms (Fig. 1).
Thus, the choice of coastal defence option arguably depends on the
types of risks, their intensity, and the urgency for protection. Previous
studies have pointed that NbS (hybrid, soft, natural measures) require
substantial establishment periods, which makes them suitable only in
contexts characterised by low-to-medium risk urgency’. For example,
restored mangroves require 5-10 years™ and restored saltmarshes
around 6 years® to reach maturity, and thus provide the full extent of
their risk reduction and climate change mitigation functions. When
risk intensity is high, maintaining natural ecosystems might become
burdensome, given the time requirements of natural recovery pro-
cesses. At the same time, the growth of coastal habitats depends lar-
gely on the prevailing environmental conditions. These suggest that
planting new habitats via soft measures may not always be appropriate
in high-risk zones or in areas that cannot ecologically support these
habitats.

By contrast, hard measures can be built within a relatively short
timeframe and have immediate effects, particularly in contexts
characterised by high risks and/or extreme conditions, where other

Nature Communications | (2024)15:2870



Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46970-w

= 2 2
< T £ x i
25 ., 8 ¢ |g .2
< 0] = 5
=< L c c < .2 ﬂ)%
3 gm 5.0 e g0
@ g [7)
88 55 S5 |2 =g
o s 5 =z =
= . 22% Z|o gz
5] J2 = S o
88 £ 583 S|g 58
Ea 3= £E< E|® £
£Q Tcoo2xa g2 TS
8% £2588%7 =|3 ET
@ ;05 &
EQ ﬂ%‘ﬁm?-g gf‘ = I
@ = > el P
@ ¢ T PceETQ k=N e] £ 0
o%.-c283506 c|lg &3
5888%¥s5538 °|2.E¢°
c P c® S o0 5
58888 €238y
cOLPLOT > % | o= 3.2
£28255,88 2|8=8§
8E2-28co8vs o|lE®-IS
ETTEGS>c Ox EloSE g
30807::':-50)«;5 €200
LI02TET0 L3 22|55 ®
2 cc8<c20€3-25(3220
-— = = T =
8>50°ETgESSQ|E8Z s
ElECEE606xsS230|(c5E 0w
Te5no0gnlt0c2|(ac S5
22225 c25o0scs(2 083
§(028028g2e528(ESST
Eu_m'cn_o_ooycn:n_ Do n L
s = £ i
° .5 Z 3.-8
T w 1S o5 >
& 8§ 2 38 =
EE § o'g £
o £ =]
8 T3 2 = axQ
g of B < o228
= 2z < 3 58S 8w
o -_C—,g $ = S28¢
@ 508
o S < = s 20 0=
£ T co £ “E’ 505 co
jo £ 0 < o = = 0 C
& £L825¢ 2 T8 Cs
g 28358 ¢ 255
cC o208 ¢ 5 2o i
je) 883% c ‘“Egg.
w . 9x C g o o5 &
Do QWG = c P
O 5 o=02Q = =20 2
¢3 02285 2 £3>%
zZ8oG53e ¢ 8 <8
852co 8 o £ g2
T - E02>82 O =.c O
gm:%is g ‘5“&1—:.28
= = =
§28ES85 < 8830
SloEs6=22¢ 8 S0 0o
2|o>cE2g © 2565
SIS Cowaco O £82°
Q00595 -2 S8 EA
23 3
E535c 28y = 259 -
£|8385858E3 §3E2
2
80.9&0.9:1:-;0. S0
) §
© 2] =
T 85 2 =
S EE O g 6
L =35 Q9 B
© °cc o °
o c
% £2. 5 S £
T=c =
> 3255 5 3
£ 25%o e o
. 2 =g5g< o c
© j2) ()] ;
5 0 = el
c S %'cg-c - S .
o ] ee38x D5 0O
= e §Z99% a5 8
8 | 3,088 232¢
Q%Y O =D (OIS o]
o c 20T G5 £258
068 gc R
o 2Ze52q o= > 2
sE295 8 2%§sa
5] 0285528 >3 2c
c 9 8TcS5590 S90Q0a
O |5/8028w= 553 E
=
S EEQEE’CC gL L5
w O @ o
1) E= =i 5= £
88QOEmE [
T |Elg>5.28 JEEE
= [§ 22208 > >c 2@
[1] S %3>5c2E c a5
- 3|2 00 %F 5 oD Q9 S
[} 210~ o = Q 3 ®
© gn.,_mogz T om c
S G 5 : : :
[$) —
g9 ©
- - = =
c ¢ = 8 2 o
[ S = g ®©
B %é §~ . o £
3 = o . 3
cecg < = o
E 83506 = 8~ 98 =
= =29 2 = £ £
T §g.S tuds ges =
— £o32 C—"i"’?’ ‘EE o
[5) g5s Tegte So 9
» oy g%“%’ 22 .8
] sc£s BOEEL 5528
EC® §x_38 S 233
(7] S = [ R =] s 20
S Q S @ =
7] -To®& 929%%2 =22
Q c g © 5 3= S o358
c S®T £D2g§ S8 o%
X~ 586 °£3g 2% 8o
© 280 8356 E 8x&0
I gogs, 82723 22 ga
Tos05 000 8= 29
2 22583835 2E80
- | |g828gEse 5588
c mo,‘QoEw‘S'ﬁg %“"6)';
CS>SOSsE @ IS
[ 5 S c @ o
@© £ 20 FgwG Pco 2
5/c—-So 2 ES5Q =0, o
» 228 ccBaon§ 0 .= 5
L |8 82885549 02 g8
r=] £/ 0S8LTwg > )
<)) o@ QE QOGS ~xc25
TS| cQOBTEEX RS O Oa =
c S0 800 82w "
o £4<no.o_Ec._n_ ST cw
=]
3
- @ @
3 - 3
Q =) c
— c =
e} o S
© g s
- ] H

local communities) to design the best hybrid measure ina

given context™.

environment™.

- Insufficient for high-risk coastal zones’.

change mitigation, human wellbeing and biodiversity

conservation (BL).

- Lack of suitability for areas that cannot support

ecosystems'’.

- Significant space requirement for implementation,

- Negative environmental impacts of the grey infrastructure

component’.

which makes them possibly unsuitable for dense urban

areas'.

- Possibility of creating perceptions of false safety to local

communities'.

- Significant space requirement for implementation, which
makes them possibly unsuitable for dense urban areas'.

- Distinct human-nature interactions during

implementation®.

- High uncertainty over operational parameters and effec-

tiveness during implementation’.

- Distinct human-nature interactions during

implementation®®.

All statements are derived through expert judgement of the Authors and are based on different components of the systematic review. Statements derived from the meta-analysis are identified as (MA); Statements based on qualitative/quantitative findings or

discussion points reported in individual studies are cited with a study; Statements based on the authors’ critical understanding of the broader literature are indicated as (BL).

options are not feasible’". Our results indicate that hybrid options can
harness the strengths and overcome some of the limitations of natural,
soft and hard measures. These findings are also in line with the pre-
vious global studies’*>. Arguably, hybrid measures can be suitable in
contexts characterised by medium-to-high risk and high urgency’. For
example, in some hybrid options, hard components such as dikes and
breakwaters can provide immediate protection for an eroding coast,
while the establishment of natural or restored saltmarshes can deliver
long-term shoreline stabilisation with lower environmental damage*’.
Current technological and engineering advances can broaden con-
siderably the possible range of hybrid options and improve their fea-
sibility and suitability. Overall, our analysis suggests that natural and
soft measures work well in low-risk contexts, while hybrid and hard
measures are better options for medium-to-high risk contexts.

While it might have been previously enough to consider risk
reduction, cost-effectiveness and risk urgency when selecting coastal
defence options, the current reality of accelerated climate change
complicates further such decisions presently. A recent technical report
during the 27th Conference of the Parties of the United Nations Fra-
mework Convention on Climate Change Conference (UNFCCC-COP27)
positions nature-based solutions with their climate mitigation func-
tions perceived as “core” benefits, instead of “co-” or “additional”
benefits®*. Our results confirm that NbS (either hybrid, soft or natural
measures) with natural and restored coastal habitats are significant
carbon sinks and very effective in mitigating climate change (Fig. 1).
Thus, we argue that the ability to provide climate change mitigation
functions should become an integral criterion for selecting appro-
priate coastal defence options.

The findings have major implications for policy and practice,
particularly in view of the UNFCCC-COP26, which noted the centrality
of nature-based solutions for achieving the Paris Agreement. Inter-
preting our results at an aggregated level, there is a clear case for
investing in NbS for coastal defence and climate change adaptation
considering their substantial benefits for risk reduction and climate
change mitigation, as well as their cost-effectiveness. Hybrid measures
could theoretically reduce the weaknesses of natural, soft and hard
measures, thus holding high potential for innovation and application
to various contexts. However, it is crucial to generate appropriate
knowledge and guidance in designing and planning NbS that fit the
application contexts, particularly when considering the multiple
knowledge gaps and factors affecting their effectiveness. Pragmati-
cally, hard measures are inevitably necessary for coastal defence in
high-risk contexts, especially in the short-to-medium term before gaps
are filled and novel and context-relevant approaches to NbS develop-
ment and implementation are developed.

Additionally, the wide-scale implementation of hybrid and soft
measures for coastal defence is still challenging and not without cri-
tique. Despite the many successful trials reviewed here, there have also
been negative or mixed outcomes. Lessons learned include to avoid
introducing exotic species in vulnerable coastal systems on reclaimed
land to prevent environmental trade-offs™ or to ensure that degraded
land restoration does not affect communal agricultural/grazing land or
exacerbate pressure on surrounding areas. Notably, while most soft
and hybrid measures restoring existing habitats could be effective and
have low environmental risks, NbS that create entirely new ecosystems
are exercises in uncertainty’.

Unlike hard measures, the effectiveness of NbS via soft, hybrid
and natural measures is largely determined by the capacity of local
communities and their long-standing ways of engaging with nature”.
Arguably for highly exposed and vulnerable communities that have
limited financial resources and high levels of environmental inequity,
there is a higher risk of ineffectiveness of such measures (or even a
waste of financial resources or maladaptation)®. We identified a bias in
the literature towards information from the Global North and lower
risk areas. About 68% of the identified and analysed cases were in
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Europe, North America, and Australia, in regions facing low-to-medium
risks, where coastal communities are relatively less vulnerable. Bearing
in mind this critical knowledge gap and imperfect information, we
point out the risk of perceiving NbS as a “silver bullet” for coastal
adaptation and “normalise” their application in the Global South,
particularly in contexts characterised by high risks, vulnerability, and
poverty.

Considering this context-specificity, the decision-making process
should be guided by the specific policy goals, priorities, local capacity,
and socioecological constraints. However, while the implementation
constraints of hard engineering structures are largely attributable to
technological limits, those of soft, hybrid and natural measures tend to
be socio-cultural and institutional (Table 2). In this sense, knowledge
asymmetry can be critical to the upscaling of NbS for coastal defence.
Practitioners on the ground do not normally obtain both the ecological
and technical knowledge for the effective design of the ecosystem-
based and hard engineering components respectively’. Furthermore,
they are not always engaged in the distinct social interactions across
project phases®. Arguably the design and implementation of NbS for
coastal defence and adaptation would require an interdisciplinary and
trans-disciplinary mindset, which would be rather distinct to that of
the design and implementation of hard measures. It might be
increasingly necessary to empower the people on the ground, equip
them with broader integrated knowledge of ecology and engineering,
promote public acceptance, and prepare for societal shifts for effec-
tive participation and collaboration in coastal NbS design, imple-
mentation, and management.

Methods

Research approach and key concepts

This paper conducts a meta-analysis of the academic literature to
systematically assess the performance of different types of coastal
defence options to climate change-related hazards. We focus on hard,
hybrid, soft, and natural measures, which depending on their type
they can be located inside the sea or between communities and low
tides, and provide protection against diverse climate-related natural
hazards.

Within the scope of this paper, hard engineering measures (called
hard measures hereafter) are defined as the coastal defence options
that utilise structures such as seawalls, dikes, breakwaters, and levees®.
Soft measures are defined as coastal defence options that utilise the
natural environment to reduce coastal risks. Soft measures include (a)
coastal defence options that rely on restored, rehabilitated, reforested,
planted, protected, and/or managed natural habitats such as man-
groves, salt marshes, coral reefs, seagrass and kelp beds or (b) coastal
defence options that utilise natural systems such as beach and sand
dune nourishment, dredging, and beach scraping’. Hybrid measures
are defined as the coastal defence options that utilise a combination of
hard engineering structures and soft measures, e.g. breakwaters in
front of salt marshes or rock sills with oyster reefs'.. In this category we
also include environmentally-friendly engineering solutions such as
vegetated grey structures. Natural measures are defined as the coastal
defence options that rely on undisturbed, naturally regenerated, or
degraded natural habitats'’. Hybrid, soft, and natural measures fall
under the umbrella term of Nature-based solutions (NbS). For com-
parative purposes we also consider unvegetated natural systems such
as unvegetated sand flats, mud flats, open beaches, bare lands, or
abandoned aquaculture ponds. Supplementary Table 3 provides more
detailed definitions.

Among these five types, the hard, hybrid, and soft measures entail
active human interventions for coastal defence. Natural measures and
unvegetated natural systems with (or without) autonomous or evolu-
tionary natural adaptation to climate change, were used as compara-
tive bases for our meta-analysis (i.e. controls). However, we need to
point out that unvegetated tidal areas can serve very different

functions compared to vegetated tidal areas (e.g. open beaches for
tourism). Although they may not perform well for risk reduction
functions as other defence measures, they are nevertheless important
landscape features.

Our systematic review compares the performance of these coastal
defence measures across three dimensions: (a) risk reduction, (b) cli-
mate change mitigation, and (c) cost-effectiveness. Risk reduction
refers to the ability of a coastal defence measure to reduce the inten-
sity, frequency, or severity of losses from climate change-induced
coastal disasters such as sea level rises, floods, typhoons, and erosion’.
The risk reduction functions that fall within the scope of this
review include wave attenuation (i.e. wave height reduction, wave
energy reduction at low and high wave energy conditions) and
shoreline response (i.e. accretion, erosion, elevation change, sedi-
mentation accumulation). Climate change mitigation refers to the
ability of the coastal defence measure to store carbon and reduce GHG
emissions. Cost-effectiveness refers to the analysis of the monetary
costs and benefits of the defence measires, and provides an economic
lens for understanding the investment needs and the potential returns,
valued in monetary terms.

The study dimensions and functions were selected based on the
following criteria: (a) the dimension/function is crucial, justifiable, and
appropriate in the context of coastal defence options and the types of
risks being analysed; (b) the dimension/function is suitable for all five
types of coastal defence options and can be assessed through con-
sistent and established methods; (c) the techniques used to assess
each dimension/function should be comparable among the compar-
ison groups; and (d) the available information and data can enable the
comparison of performance between the groups, and should be suf-
ficient to ensure the reliability and accuracy of the meta-data analysis.
The studied functions do not represent all possible risk reduction or
mitigation functions the study coastal defence options. Nevertheless,
the selected functions can offer a sound assessment that reflects well
the currently available evidence in the academic literature.

Literature identification and inclusion

We systematically searched the academic literature to identify quan-
titative studies that compared the effectiveness of different coastal
defence options on different functions. We used three categories of
keywords that reflected: (a) the coastal defence options (including NbS
and hard engineering solutions); (b) the coastal contexts; and (c) the
comparison functions (including wave attenuation, shoreline
response, carbon storage, GHG emissions, and economic costs and
benefits). The detailed keywords are provided in Supplementary
Table 4, and were selected to include a comprehensive set of coastal
defence measures in both peer-reviewed and non-reviewed studies
(see below).

We applied the PRISMA principles to ensure the quality of the
systematic review and meta-data analysis®®. After downloading and
removing the duplicates, we applied two filters for screening. First, the
first author scanned the titles and abstracts to remove the non-relevant
papers. Next, the remaining papers were read in full by the first author
to determine whether they met the pre-defined selection cri-
teria below:

(a) Studies had to be peer-reviewed or high-quality grey literature
that reports empirical field data or laboratory experiments. No
temporal limits were included;

For the meta-data analysis: studies that examined a given function
in a controlled or paired experiment between and within the two
groups: i.e. (i) options entailing human interventions (i.e. soft,
hybrid, and hard measures) and (ii) natural systems (i.e. natural
measures and unvegetated natural systems). For inclusion, the
studies must report sample size, mean, and standard variation for
both controlled and paired groups on wave attenuation capacity,
shoreline stabilisation, carbon storage, and GHG emissions;

(b)
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Table. 2 | Opportunities and threats for different coastal defence options

Hard measures

Natural measures

Soft measures

Hybrid measures

Opportunities - Availability of advanced engineering optionsto - Widespread coastal conservation efforts globally - Increased international visibility as 2021-2030is - Advanced engineering can inspire innovations in
modify and develop existing hard structures (BL). the United Nation Decade on ecosystem the design and improve the acceptability of
for different purposes with improved perfor- - High awareness of many local communities, restoration. hybrid measures (BL).
mance (BL). policy-makers and private sector in managing - Ongoing collective international efforts and - Potential to be globally accepted as a standard
- Good financial investment outlook in the near  and protecting natural habitats (BL). networks for restoring natural ecosystems to approach to coastal adaptation (BL).
future as hard measure are always a priority for - Ongoing collective international efforts and reverse ecosystem degradation®®. - Opportunities for creating synergies to achieve
coastal adaptation to climate change®. networks for protecting natural ecosystems to - Financial incentives to integrate NbS for coastal  climate resilience, enhance human wellbeing,
- High acceptability as it is the standard reverse ecosystem degradation®®. defence due to the high maintenance costs of and protect biodiversity (BL).
approach to coastal defence globally (BL). - Opportunities to create collaborations with indi-  hard structures (BL). - Alignment of policies with funding support (BL).
genous and local communities to improve - Opportunities for creating synergies to achieve - Potential of creating interdisciplinary and trans-
community-based resource management®’. climate resilience, enhance human wellbeing, disciplinary approaches to normalise the appli-
- Opportunities for creating synergies to achieve and protect biodiversity.* cation of hybrid measures’.
climate resilience, enhance human wellbeing,
and protect biodiversity®®.
- Alignment of policies with funding support (BL).
Threats - Technological limits of the built structures®.- - Social/cultural limits to resource management, - Social/cultural limits to resource management - Technological limits of the built structures’.

Possibility of massive failures of built structures
due to inappropriate design, construction,
maintenance and operation®.

- Financial constraints posed by funding
availability®®.

- Institutional limits linked to inadequate gov-
ernance, limited institutional capacity, lack of
political will, and existing laws and
procedures®.

low local capacity, and difficulty in engaging
different stakeholders, education, social beliefs,
and worldviews®.

- Institutional limits: inadequate governance, lim-
ited institutional capacity, lack of political will,
existing laws and procedures (BL).

- Biological limits: unsuitable environmental and
ecological conditions for ecosystem growth (BL).

limited local capacity, difficulty in integrating
different stakeholders, education, social beliefs,
and worldviews (BL).

- Institutional limits: inadequate governance,
limited institutional capacity, lack of political
wills, existing laws and procedures (BL).

- Biological limits: unsuitable environmental and
ecological conditions for ecosystem
growth (BL).

- Improper design, construction, maintenance and
operation can lead to massive failures of built
structures (BL).- Financial limits of funding (BL).

- Social/cultural limits to resource management
limited local capacity, difficulty in integrating
different stakeholders, education, social beliefs,
and worldviews (BL).

- Institutional limits: inadequate governance, lim-
ited institutional capacity, lack of political wills,
existing laws and procedures (BL).

- Biological limits: unsuitable environmental and
ecological conditions for ecosystem growth (BL).

All statements are derived through expert judgement of the Authors and are based on different components of the systematic review. Statements derived from the meta-analysis are identified as (MA); Statements based on qualitative/quantitative findings or
discussion points reported in individual studies are cited with a study; Statements based on the authors’ critical understanding of the broader literature are indicated as (BL).

a1y

M-0L69Y-7720-L9LYS/8E0L 0L/BI0"1op//:sdny



Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46970-w

(c) For the cost-benefit analysis: studies that reported the monetary
values with standard and established evaluation methods;

(d) Studies had to report active human intervention to coastal
defence and adaptation to climate change or natural disaster risk
reduction. Coastal interventions that were not associated with
climate change or did not entail human intervention were
excluded.

(e) Studies had to include current or recent empirical observations.
Historic or prehistoric observations were excluded.

The literature review covered studies published in the English
language up to July 2023 (search date 22 July 2023), without
restriction on publication date. We identified peer-reviewed litera-
ture in Elsevier Scopus and ISI Web of Science Core Collection using
the article’s title, abstract, and keywords to identify the relevant lit-
erature. We identified grey literature in the BASE database. To
ensure the high quality of the meta-analysis, we only included con-
ference proceedings and doctoral dissertations from non peer-
reviewed literature that met our critical appraisal criteria (see next
section). Data from consultancy reports, governmental reports, and
reports to funders were also extracted and analysed, but due to their
generally lower performance in the quality appraisal, we report this
data in the supplementary material and not the main paper. This way
it is possible to provide additional information of whether the effect
sizes differ between the peer-reviewed and non peer-reviewed
literature.

Overall, a total of 300 peer-reviewed studies and 4 non peer-
reviewed studies were included in the main analysis and 9 non peer-
reviewed studies were included in the Supplementary Materials. Sup-
plementary Material Fig. 1 reports in detail the literature selection and
screening process, and the number of excluded studies at each stage.
Supplementary Data 1 includes the list of the included studies’ title,
authors, and related information.

Critical appraisal of reviewed studies

Itis critical to assess and evaluate the reliability of evidence at the level
of the individual study to ensure the quality of the meta-analysis®.
Here, we followed appraisal guidelines for ecosystem services and
conservation studies and developed a checklist for internal validity
including research aims and objectives, data collection, data analysis,
results and conclusions, and design-specific aspects® (Supplementary
Table 2, Supplementary material). Each study was then assessed
against the checklist and categorised as having very strong evidence
(score: >75%), strong evidence (score: 50-74%), moderate evidence
(score: 25-48%), and weak evidence (score: <25%).

Overall, the critical quality appraisal indicated that 96% of the
peer-reviewed studies have very strong evidence, 3% strong evidence,
and only three studies had moderate and weak evidence. The average
quality score across all peer-reviewed studies was 85.9%.

To ensure the high quality of the meta-data analysis, we only
included peer and non peer-reviewed studies with very strong and
strong evidence. Thus, we removed the 3 studies with moderate and
weak evidence. The final database for data coding and extraction
includes 304 studies. The critical appraisal of all reviewed studies can
be found in the Supplementary Data 2.

Meta-data analysis: data extraction and analysis

The meta-data analysis was conducted for comparisons of coastal
defence options that entail human interventions (i.e. soft, hybrid, and
hard measures) with two comparative bases (natural measures and
unvegetated natural systems). This results in a total of six types of
paired comparisons, namely: (a) soft vs. natural, (b) hybrid vs. natural,
(c) hard vs. natural, (d) soft vs. unvegetated natural systems, (e) hybrid
vs. unvegetated natural systems, and (f) hard vs. unvegetated natural
systems.

As outlined in the research approach, we conducted the com-
parisons across two dimensions: (a) risk reduction (wave attenuation,
shoreline stabilisation) and (b) climate change mitigation (carbon
storage, GHG emissions). We only extracted observations that were
paired both at the same site and in the same study. The extracted
variables for each function are explained below.

For the wave attenuation function, we assessed three response
variables, namely wave height reduction, wave energy reduction, and
wave transmission coefficient. These variables are functionally related.
The typical method used for estimating these variables in the field is to
measure the incoming wave energy or wave height at wave recording
stations along a shore transect encompassing a paired experiment
between adaptation and non-adaptation'®**. Considering the large
variation in the baseline level of risk across different studies, we
extracted information about the morphodynamic characteristics in
each study. Data on significant wave height, wave energy, and storm
conditions are used as indicators to classify the contextual condition
of all pair-wise observations into high wave energy and low wave
energy profiles. Wave attenuation analysis was then conducted for
comparing the performance of soft, hybrid, and hard measures in low
wave energy and high wave energy contexts. A significant wave height
of <1 m is used as the cut-off point for a low wave energy conditions®
and >1 m for high wave energy conditions. Acknowledging the lack of
commonly-agreed definitions and indicators of low/high wave energy
conditions in the current literature and the inherent limitations of
using wave height/wave energy as an indicator, this methodological
decision does not aim to provide a standardised metric of wave energy
profile beyond the context of this study.

For the shoreline stabilisation function, we assessed three
response variables, namely accretion change rate, elevation change
rate and sedimentation accumulation. We included vertical accretion
rate and soil surface elevation data which were measured in the
underlying studies through surface elevation tables and the feldspar-
marker horizons technique®. Sedimentation and deposition were
measured in the underlying studies using sediment traps, Petri dishes
and filter papers®’. When accretion, elevation, and sedimentation
accumulation rates were measured for multiple time frames, we cal-
culated the average annual rate across the experiment period.

For the carbon storage function, we assessed the capacity of the
coastal defence option to absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere
and accumulate it in biomass and the soil carbon pool'. We extracted
multiple response variables that represent carbon uptake such as
aboveground biomass, foliage pool, belowground biomass, fine root
pool, stump pool, soil carbon uptake, gross primary production, and
carbon sequestration rate. The carbon storage function was not
available for hard measures.

For GHG emissions, we assessed the levels of CO,, CH,, and N,O
emissions from the soil, belowground biomass, and soil-emergent
plant structures®, Coastal natural habitats have formed a dense carbon
pool, which means that they are potential GHG emission hotspots
when degraded. Along with the carbon storage functions of EbAs, it is
also important to consider GHG emissions to identify possible trade-
offs. For hard measures, GHG emissions could come from their con-
struction, maintenance and operation.*® However, following literature
screening we could not find any studies reporting a paired experiment
on the GHG emissions from hard/hybrid/soft engineering measures
and restored/natural measures. Hence, this function was not available
for comparisons containing soft engineering, hybrid and hard
measures.

For each reviewed paper included in the meta-data analysis, we
extracted the sample size, mean, and standard variation for both
controlled and paired groups on the abovementioned functions (see
Supplementary Data 3 - 9). Data were taken from the main text,
tables, and figures. We used WebPlotDigitizer (available at https://
automeris.io/WebPlotDigitizer/) to graphically extract data from
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plots and figures. We also extracted data on general coastal defence
characteristics including geographical location, longitude, latitude,
implementation scale, actors, coastal defence types, implementation
stage, ecosystem types, adaptation period, species name and species
age, tidal range, and related environmental factors. In total, we
identified 108 studies on risk reduction and 75 studies on climate
change mitigation, reporting 492 observations of comparisons
between study groups

We used standardised mean difference (SMD) Hedges’ g to cal-
culate for each function the effect size of coastal defence options
that entailed human intervention and the reference natural system
within the same study. The effect size is a statistical parameter used
in meta-data analysis to compare the results of different studies that
measure a common effect of interest, with adjustments for differ-
ences in scale among studies®. Hedges’ g has been the most common
measure of effect size in ecological meta-data analyses to estimate
the effect as the difference in the means between two groups®.
Hedges’ gincludes a correction factor for small sample size and is not
affected by unequal sampling variance between paired groups®’. We
inverted the sign of SMD for the GHG emissions, wave height,
wave energy, and wave transmission coefficient before combining
them with other response variables to estimate the overall effect size,
as the lower means of these variables are correlated with better
functions.

To estimate the overall effect and each type of function across all
studies, we used multivariate models which account for non-
independence within individual studies. As there are often multiple
response variables measured in individual studies (e.g. wave height
reduction while calculating accretion rate and sediment accumulation
in the same study), non-independence within individual studies is
ubiquitous®®. Thus it is not appropriate to use conventional models
such as fixed-effect models and random-effect models, which assume
independence between observed outcomes from studies”. We illu-
strated 95% confidence intervals (Cls) of the effect sizes in forest plots.
When the 95% Cls did not intersect with zero in the forest plots, we
interpreted that coastal defence options entailing human intervention
(soft, hybrid, or hard measures) has a clear positive or negative effect
on a given function compared to the reference base (natural unvege-
tated system or natural measures). If the bar fell into the positive side
of the forest plot, we interpreted that the coastal defence option
entailing human intervention provides the given function at a higher
level than the reference base. We interpreted the opposite if the bar fell
into the negative side. We do not use P-value or Cls as a conventional
description of “statistical significance”, as their misuse has been criti-
cised in many studies®”’°. Thus, in this study, 95% Cls denote the range
of probable effect size with 95% confidence”. We avoid using the term
“significant” when interpreting the results, and instead when the 95%
ClIs bar does not intersect with zero we interpret that the coastal
defence provides the given function at a clear-cut higher or lower level
than the reference system.

Cochran’s Q statistic (Qt) was used to identify whether there is
heterogeneity in the effect sizes across studies®. When the P-value is
less than 0.05 for the Qt, there is variation among effect sizes by
sampling error alone. We conducted subgroup analysis for ecosystem
types to identify possible factors causing heterogeneity across studies.
Effect sizes were calculated and compared for different ecosystem
type (e.g. mangrove, salt marsh, coral reef, seagrass bed, unspecified
wetland, and beach and sand dune) for different functions.

Due to data limitations, it was not possible to conduct the type of
meta-data analysis outlined above comparing directly soft, hybrid, and
hard measures. Due to the very limited number of studies reporting
paired experiments between these coastal defence options within the
same studies and sites, the extracted data was insufficient to conduct a
proper meta-analysis. Hence, we opted for an indirect analysis, com-
paring the performance of “soft vs unvegetated natural systems”,

“hybrid vs. unvegetated natural systems”, and “hard vs. unvegetated
natural systems” from the result of the meta-data analysis outlined
above. Using “unvegetated natural systems” as a reference third
comparative base, we estimated the difference in the performances of
soft, hybrid, and hard measures on a given functions compared to the
reference base as a proxy for indirect comparison between them.

We calculated SMD based on sample size (number of reviewed
studies), mean (estimated SMD from the previous meta-data analysis),
and standard deviation between two paired groups: vs. “hybrid vs.
unvegetated natural systems” vs. “soft vs unvegetated natural systems”
and “hybrid vs. unvegetated natural systems” vs. “hard vs. unvegetated
natural systems”. We used fixed-effects models to estimate the overall
effect and the effects for each type of function. Forest plots were used
to illustrate 95% Cls for the effect sizes, which were interpreted as
explained above. This indirect comparison is arguably appropriate to
some extent considering that all effect sizes from the different studies
were calculated adjusting for differences in scales in the previous
meta-data analysis. The extracted data on the direct comparisons
between these coastal defence options (i.e. paired data from the same
studies and at the same sites) were also used for simple descriptive
analysis provided in the discussion, and were crosschecked with the
results of the indirect analysis.

Meta-data analysis: sensitivity analysis, temporal trends in effect
sizes, and publication biases

To evaluate the robustness and reliability of the meta-data analysis, we
conducted a series of tests to: (a) identify the effects of outliers and
influential observations on the outcomes, (b) test the changes in the
magnitude and direction of research findings over time; and (c) detect
possible publication biases in the reviewed studies.

First, for the sensitivity analysis we used Cook’s distance to
identify outliers in the dataset that were worth checking for validity’
Possible outliers are indicated when a Cook’s D for that data point is
more than 4/n, where n is the number of observations for the given
functions™. After identifying the outliers, we excluded them and
recalculated the pool effect sizes. We compared the previous results
with the results that excluded the outliers to examine whether the
outliers had a significant effect on the results.

Second, changes in the magnitude of the directions of the effect
sizes over time have been repeatedly reported in ecological studies,
which may jeopardise the stability of the conclusions drawn from the
meta-analysis®. Such changes in the direction can be due to factors
such as extreme influence of a high impact study on later research,
tendency to prove a higher effect size than previous research, and
selectively publishing results that outperform previous results®. To
detect whether the temporal trends present in effect sizes, we con-
ducted meta-regressions to examine the relationship between effect
sizes and publication years.

Third, the possibility of publication biases was tested using funnel
plots and Egger’s regression’*. Publication bias is defined as “whenever
the dissemination of research is such that the effect sizes included in a
meta-analysis generate different conclusions than those obtained if
effect sizes for all the appropriate statistical tests that have been cor-
rectly conducted were included in the analysis™. We followed the
guidelines for testing publication biases proposed for biological meta-
analysis” using the “metafor” package in R version 4.2.2, which is
appropriate for small sample size bias corrected Hedges’ g’°.

After conducting these tests, we critically evaluated the reliability
and robustness of the results of the meta-data analysis. Rather than
treating individual studies as discoveries of wider global truth, meta-
data analysis synthesises the empirical information in the academic
landscape. Throughout the text, we noted which results to interpret
with careful consideration and the possible biases posed by the quality
of the reviewed studies, and reflected further on these issues by sug-
gesting directions for future empirical studies in the discussion.
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Cost-benefit analysis

We conducted a meta cost-benefit analysis for soft, hybrid, and hard
coastal defence projects globally. We elicited costs and benefits from
the peer-reviewed literature for 96 coastal defence projects, including
55 observations for soft measures, 19 observations for hybrid mea-
sures, and 24 observations for hard measures. Some studies reported
the total economic costs and benefits in the same sites for the same
project, while others only included individual categories of costs and
benefits subject to the thematic focus of each study. To ensure the
consistency and comprehensiveness of the cost-benefit analysis (and
avoid double counting), we used only the total economic costs and
total economic benefits in our BCR calculations.

Among the 96 projects, 50 projects reported pair-wise informa-
tion on the total costs and total benefits in the same sites within the
same projects, while 46 projects (all soft and hybrid projects) only
reported the costs. For the missing information of the total benefits of
these 46 projects, we used the value transfer approach to pair benefit
values with the cost values. For this value transfer exercise we find the
best match of the benefits through the Ecosystem Service Value
Database (ESVD), developed by The Economics of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity (TEEB) Foundation’. This database includes 9500 obser-
vations of monetary benefits of ecosystem services of restoration
projects from over 1100 publications over various case study locations.
We followed the standard value transfer approach’®’’, where the
benefit was identified in the ESVD database that best matches each
coastal restoration project site in terms of geographical and social
similarities, based on 4 criteria: (a) similarity in non-market commod-
ity, (b) similarity in the affected population, (c) similarity in property
rights, and (d) similarity in ecosystem types and coastal defence
measures. The benefits then were paired with the costs of the projects
for the BCR calculations.

All economic costs and benefits were standardised and converted
to 2021 USD values. To do so, first, we converted the monetary values
reported in each individual study to the official local currency for the
study year using the official exchange rates. We then used the official
gross domestic product (GDP) deflator to adjust these values to the
local currency values for the year 2021. Finally, all values were stan-
dardised to 2021 USD values, using the purchase power parity (PPP)
conversion factors. The official exchange rates, GDP deflators, and PPP
conversion factors were extracted from the World Bank’s database®.

The economic costs of coastal defence projects were calculated
as 2021 USD ha for soft and hybrid measures, and 2021 USD m.m™
shoreline for hard measures. From the first year following the
implementation of the adaptation measures, we accounted for
annual operating or project maintenance costs. These costs
amounted to 2.5% of the original financial capital costs for all adap-
tation options and for all habitats, with the exception of coral reefs
that are self-sustaining following restoration (i.e. maintenance cost
of 0%)".

The economic benefits of coastal defence projects were con-
verted to 2021 USD ha yr* for soft and hybrid measures, and to 2021
USD m.m * shoreline yr! for hard measures. We calculated the total
benefit of coastal defence options for a period of 20 years at social
discount rates of —2%, 4.5%, and 8%'®. The negative rate —2% reflects the
scenario that ecological degradation and resource depletion will
deteriorate the future conditions, thus resulting in a greater value of
any additional wealth'®, The rate 8% reflects a scenario of slowing
economic development and rising energy prices, thus overestimating
the risk-adjusted opportunity costs'. The net present economic ben-
efit was calculated by summing the average annual values of the total
economic benefits provided by the individual coastal defence options.
For soft and hybrid options (excluding beach and sand dune nour-
ishment), the benefits were calculated from the fifth year following the
initial development to allow enough time for the restored/planted
mangroves, saltmarshes, and wetlands to reach a certain level of

maturity to provide benefits'. For beach nourishment and hard mea-
sures, benefits were calculated from the first year following the initial
development.

The benefit-cost ratios were then calculated for 20 years using
Eq. 1:

|PV[Benefits]| ST Broeat/ 1+ 1)

BCR= =
|P V[COStSH Ctotal + ZtT =1 Cmanagement/ (I+r )t

@

where PV is the present value; t is the year of calculation (t=1 when
calculating benefits for soft engineering and hard measures and t=>5
for soft and hybrid EbAs); B is the total economic benefits; C is the total
economic costs; and r is the discount rate. We calculated BCR for each
of the 96 coastal defence projects spanning soft, hybrid, hard mea-
sures for three discount rates -2%, 4.5%, and 8%. To ensure the
robustness of the results, we excluded from the analysis the outliers
(e.g. projects with abnormally high costs or benefits). For transpar-
ency, these outliers are highlighted in the database in Supplementary
Data 10.

Cost-benefit analysis has only been conducted for coastal defence
options that entail human interventions (i.e. hard, hybrid, soft mea-
sures) and not for natural measures or unvegetated natural systems,
given the lack of data for the investment costs of these options.

Synthesis of findings

We synthesised the findings of the systematic review using the
Strengths - Weaknesses — Opportunities — Threats (SWOT) approach.
The Strengths and Weaknesses refer to the internal characteristics of
the defence options themselves for coastal adaptation (e.g. perfor-
mance), while the Opportunities and Threats refer to the wider system
characteristics that support or hinder the design and implementation
of each defence option for coastal adaptation (e.g. institutional/tech-
nological/funding circumstances)®. For each coastal defence option,
we derive statements for each SWOT element from (a) results of the
meta-analysis, (b) qualitative/quantitative findings or discussion points
reported in individual studies, or (c) our critical understanding of the
broader literature. The entire synthesis approach relies on our expert
judgement and the source of each SWOT statement is indicated
accordingly.

Challenges and limitations

First, this study relies on the academic literature specifically peer-
reviewed papers and published conference papers. Data from grey
literature that did not meet quality criteria was extracted but analysed
in the Supplementary Box 2. We consciously decided to omit the grey
literature from the main analysis to ensure the reproducibility, relia-
bility and quality of the meta-analysis. Thus, while our meta-analysis
can indicate the current scientific evidence of the effectiveness of
different coastal defence options, it should not be considered as the
totality of the evidence.

Second, although our review used a broad range of possible
keywords related to coastal defences, these terms were confined to
reflect climate change adaptation and natural disaster risk reduction. It
was not possible to include all keywords related to coastal adaptation,
defences and protection against natural disasters. The reviewed
papers were published in English, but studies on coastal defences may
also be published in other languages such as Portuguese, French, or
Mandarin, among many others. Although we believe that the search
process has allowed for a very good identification of the relevant
international literature on this topic, keyword selection and language
restriction may introduce biases in geographical representation, and
possibly the direction and magnitude of mean effect sizes.

Third, findings for some individual and aggregate functions are
based on small numbers of observations (n < 3) due to the general lack
of literature on specific topics. For the benefits of the reader, these
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functions are indicated in asterisks in the respective figures. We strongly
encourage the cautious interpretation and generalisation of findings for
these comparisons. To ensure the robustness of the results, we re-
calculated all relevant aggregate functions omitting individual functions
with few observations (n < 3) (see Supplementary Table 8, Supplemen-
tary Materials). The differences in effect sizes before and after removing
the functions with few observations are rather minor in terms of the
direction of effect sizes, the magnitudes, and their 95% Cls. We there-
fore are confident that the results are robust.

Fourth, we are aware of the presence of publication biases in the
reviewed studies. The Funnel plot and Egger’s test are popular meth-
ods for detecting publication biases?’. However, none of the currently
available methods has the desirable statistical capacity to deal with
extreme heterogeneity in true effect sizes®. Both the funnel plot and
Egger’s test have inherent limitations®. Although we detected pub-
lication biases in some areas of our analysis, we did not conduct further
investigations to ascribe values to potentially ‘missing’ studies. As
publication biases are unavoidable in scientific research, we strongly
encourage the cautious interpretation and generalisation of our
findings.

Data availability

The data that support the findings of this study are available in Fig-
share with the identifier https:/doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.
22672450. The source data for plotting figures can also be found in
the above link. The study quality assessment table is also available in
the above link.

Code availability
The R code used in this study is available in Figshare with the identifier
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22672450.

References

1. UN. The Ocean conference: Factsheet People and Oceans. United
Nations (2017).

2. Young, I. R., Zieger, S. & Babanin, A. V. Global trends in wind speed
and wave height. Sci. (80-.) 322, 451-454 (2011).

3. IPCC. Climate change 2014: synthesis report. Contribution of
Working Groups |, Il and Ill to the Fifth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Geneva, Switzerland,
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. (2014).

4. |PCC. Climate Change 2021: Summary for Policymakers. In Climate
Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working
Group | to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change. 3-32 (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA, 2021).

5. Berrang-Ford, L. et al. A systematic global stocktake of evidence on
human adaptation to climate change. Nat. Clim. Chang. 11,
989-1000 (2021).

6. André, C., Boulet, D., Rey-Valette, H. & Rulleau, B. Protection by
hard defence structures or relocation of assets exposed to coastal
risks: contributions and drawbacks of cost-benefit analysis for long-
term adaptation choices to climate change. Ocean Coast. Manag
134, 173-182 (2016).

7.  Morris, R. L., Boxshall, A. & Swearer, S. E. Climate-resilient coasts
require diverse defence solutions. Nat. Clim. Chang. 10,

482-490 (2020).

8. Hinkel, J. et al. Coastal flood damage and adaptation costs under
21st century sea-level rise. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 111,
3292-3297 (2014).

9. Sudmeier-Rieux, K. et al. Scientific evidence for ecosystem-based
disaster risk reduction. Nat. Sustain. 4, 803-810 (2021).

10. Chausson, A. et al. Mapping the effectiveness of nature-based
solutions for climate change adaptation. Glob. Chang. Biol. 26,
6134-6155 (2020).

M.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Sutton-Grier, A. E., Wowk, K. & Bamford, H. Future of our coasts: the
potential for natural and hybrid infrastructure to enhance the resi-
lience of our coastal communities, economies and ecosystems.
Environ. Sci. Policy 51, 137-148 (2015).

Spalding, M. D. et al. Coastal ecosystems: a critical element of risk
reduction. Conserv. Lett. 7, 293-301 (2014).

Temmerman, S. et al. Ecosystem-based coastal defence in the face
of global change. Nature 504, 79-83 (2013).

Villa, J. A. & Bernal, B. Carbon sequestration in wetlands, from sci-
ence to practice: An overview of the biogeochemical process,
measurement methods, and policy framework. Ecol. Eng. 114,
115-128 (2018).

Reguero, B. G., Beck, M. W., Bresch, D. N., Calil, J. & Meliane, I.
Comparing the cost effectiveness of nature-based and coastal
adaptation: a case study from the Gulf Coast of the United States.
PLoS ONE 13, 1-24 (2018).

Ferrario, F. et al. The effectiveness of coral reefs for coastal hazard
risk reduction and adaptation. Nat. Commun. 5, 1-9 (2014).

Liu, Z., Fagherazzi, S. & Cui, B. Success of coastal wetlands
restoration is driven by sediment availability. Commun. Earth
Environ. 2, 1-9 (2021).

De Groot, R. S. et al. Benefits of investing in ecosystem restoration.
Conserv. Biol. 27, 1286-1293 (2013).

Vousdoukas, M. I. et al. Economic motivation for raising coastal
flood defenses in Europe. Nat. Commun. 1, 1-11 (2020).

Kron, W. & Miiller, O. Efficiency of flood protection measures:
Selected examples. Water Policy 21, 449-467 (2019).
Herbert-Read, J. E. et al. A global horizon scan of issues impacting
marine and coastal biodiversity conservation. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 6,
1262-1270 (2022).

Su, J., Friess, D. A. & Gasparatos, A. A meta-analysis of the ecolo-
gical and economic outcomes of mangrove restoration. Nat.
Commun. 12, 5050 (2021).

Koricheva, J., Gurevitch, J. & Mengersen, K. Handbook of Meta-
analysis in ecology and evolution Ch. 1, 3-13 (Princeton University
Press, 2013).

Narayan, S. et al. The effectiveness, costs and coastal protection
benefits of natural and nature-based defences. PLoS ONE 11,

1-17 (2016).

Morris, R. L., Konlechner, T. M., Ghisalberti, M. & Swearer, S. E. From
grey to green: efficacy of eco-engineering solutions for nature-
based coastal defence. Glob. Chang. Biol. 24, 1827-1842 (2018).
Heckbert, S., Costanza, R., Poloczanska, E. S. & Richardson, A. J.
Climate Regulation as a Service from Estuarine and Coastal
Ecosystems. Treatise on Estuarine and Coastal Science 12, 199-216
(Elsevier Inc., 2012).

Roebeling, P., d’Elia, E., Coelho, C. & Alves, T. Efficiency in the
design of coastal erosion adaptation strategies: An environmental-
economic modelling approach. Ocean Coast. Manag. 160,
175-184 (2018).

Sillanpaa, M., Vantellingen, J. & Friess, D. A. Vegetation regenera-
tion in a sustainably harvested mangrove forest in West Papua,
Indonesia. Ecol. Manag. 390, 137-146 (2017).

Meli, P., Benayas, J. M. R., Balvanera, P. & Ramos, M. M. Restoration
enhances wetland biodiversity and ecosystem service supply, but
results are context-dependent: a meta-analysis. PLoS ONE 9,
€93507 (2014).

Sasmito, S. D. et al. Effect of land-use and land-cover change on
mangrove blue carbon: a systematic review. Glob. Chang. Biol. 25,
4291-4302 (2019).

Anisfeld, S. C., Hill, T. D. & Cahoon, D. R. Elevation dynamics in a
restored versus a submerging salt marsh in Long Island Sound.
Estuar. Coast. Shelf Sci. 170, 145-154 (2016).

Baustian, J. J., Mendelssohn, I. A. & Hester, M. W. Vegetation’s
importance in regulating surface elevation in a coastal salt marsh

Nature Communications | (2024)15:2870

14


https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22672450
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22672450
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22672450

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46970-w

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

facing elevated rates of sea level rise. Glob. Chang. Biol. 18,
3377-3382 (2012).

Cahoon, D. R., French, J.R., Spencer, T., Reed, D. & Méller, I. Vertical
accretion versus elevational adjustment in UK saltmarshes: an
evaluation of alternative methodologies. Geol. Soc. Spec. Publ. 175,
223-238 (2000).

Spencer, T. et al. Surface elevation change in natural and re-created
intertidal habitats, eastern England, UK, with particular reference to
Freiston Shore. Wetl. Ecol. Manag. 20, 9-33 (2012).

El-Asmar, H. M., Taha, M. M. N. & El-Sorogy, A. S. Morphodynamic
changes as an impact of human intervention at the Ras El-Bar-
Damietta Harbor coast, NW Damietta Promontory, Nile Delta, Egypt.
J. Afr. Earth Sci. 124, 323-339 (2016).

Safak, I. et al. Coupling breakwalls with oyster restoration structures
enhances living shoreline performance along energetic shorelines.
Ecol. Eng. 158, 106071 (2020).

Stauble, D. K. & Tabar, J. R. The use of submerged narrow-crested
breakwaters for shoreline erosion control. J. Coast. Res. 19,
684-722 (2003).

Dean, R. G., Chen, R. & Browder, A. E. Full scale monitoring study of
a submerged breakwater, Palm Beach, Florida, USA. Coast. Eng. 29,
291-315 (1997).

Chowdhury, M. S. N. et al. Oyster breakwater reefs promote adja-
cent mudflat stability and salt marsh growth in a monsoon domi-
nated subtropical coast. Sci. Rep. 9, 1-12 (2019).

Polk, M. A., Gittman, R. K., Smith, C. S. & Eulie, D. O. Coastal resi-
lience surges as living shorelines reduce lateral erosion of salt
marshes. Integr. Environ. Assess. Manag. 18, 82-98 (2022).

Dong, H., Qian, L., Yan, J. & Wang, L. Evaluation of the carbon
accumulation capability and carbon storage of different types of
wetlands in the Nanhui tidal flat of the Yangtze River estuary.
Environ. Monit. Assess. 192, 585 (2020).

Martin, S., Temple, N., Palino, G., Cebrian, J. & Sparks, E. The effects
of large-scale breakwaters on shoreline vegetation. Ecol. Eng. 169,
106319 (2021).

Smith, C. S., Puckett, B., Gittman, R. K. & Peterson, C. H. Living
shorelines enhanced the resilience of saltmarshes to Hurricane
Matthew. Ecol. Appl. 28, 871-877 (2018).

Gittman, R. K., Popowich, A. M., Bruno, J. F. & Peterson, C. H. Mar-
shes with and without sills protect estuarine shorelines from ero-
sion better than bulkheads during a Category 1 hurricane. Ocean
Coast. Manag 102, 94-102 (2014).

Spiering, D. W., Kibler, K. M., Kitsikoudis, V., Donnelly, M. J. & Wal-
ters, L. J. Detecting hydrodynamic changes after living shoreline
restoration and through an extreme event using a Before-After-
Control-Impact experiment. Ecol. Eng. 169, 106306 (2021).
Spurgeon, J. The socio-economic costs and benefits of coastal
habitat rehabilitation and creation. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 37,

373-382 (1999).

Haisfield, K. M., Fox, H. E., Yen, S., Mangubhai, S. & Mous, P. J. An
ounce of prevention: cost-effectiveness of coral reef rehabilitation
relative to enforcement. Conserv. Lett. 3, 243-250 (2010).

de Ruig, L. T. et al. An economic evaluation of adaptation pathways
in coastal mega cities: an illustration for Los Angeles. Sci. Total
Environ. 678, 647-659 (2019).

Himes-Cornell, A., Grose, S. O. & Pendleton, L. Mangrove ecosys-
tem service values and methodological approaches to valuation:
where do we stand? Front. Mar. Sci. 5, 1-15 (2018).

Salmo, S. G., Lovelock, C. & Duke, N. C. Vegetation and soil char-
acteristics as indicators of restoration trajectories in restored man-
groves. Hydrobiologia 720, 1-18 (2013).

Baumann, M. S. et al. Recovery of salt marsh invertebrates following
habitat restoration: implications for marsh restoration in the
Northern Gulf of Mexico. Estuaries Coasts 43, 1711-1721 (2020).

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

50.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

7.

72.

Morris, R., Konlechner, T., Ghisalberti, M. & Swearer, S. From grey to
green: efficacy of eco-engineering solutions for nature-based
coastal defence. Glob. Chang. Biol. 24, 1827-1842 (2018).
Almarshed, B., Figlus, J., Miller, J. & Verhagen, H. J. Innovative
coastal risk reduction through hybrid design: combining sand cover
and structural defenses. J. Coast. Res. 36, 174-188 (2020).
WBCSD. “Core Benefits” Standards and the impact of Natural
Climate Solutions (NCS) on sustainable development. 1-10 (2022).
Wan, S., Qin, P., Liu, J. & Zhou, H. The positive and negative effects
of exotic Spartina alterniflora in China. Ecol. Eng. 35,

444-452 (2009).

Mekuria, W. et al. Restoring aboveground carbon and biodiversity: a
case study from the Nile Basin, Ethiopia. Forest Sci. Technol. 11,
86-96 (2015).

Kabisch, N., Stadler, J., Korn, H. & Bonn, A. Nature-Based Solutions
for Societal Goals Under Climate Change in Urban Areas - Synthesis
and Ways Forward. In Nature-Based Solutions to Climate Change
Adaptation in Urban Areas. (eds Kabisch, N., Korn, H., Stadler, J. &
Bonn, A.) (Springer, Cham, 2017). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
319-56091-5_19.

Schipper, E. L. F. Maladaptation: when adaptation to climate
change goes very wrong. One Earth 3, 409-414 (2020).
Anderson, C. C. & Renaud, F. G. A review of public acceptance of
nature-based solutions: the ‘why’, ‘when’, and ‘how’ of success for
disaster risk reduction measures. Ambio 50, 1552-1573 (2021).
Liberati, A. et al. The PRISMA statement for reporting systematic
reviews and meta-analyses of studies that evaluate healthcare
interventions: explanation and elaboration. BMJ 339, b2700 (2009).
Mupepele, A. C., Walsh, J. C., Sutherland, W. J. & Dormann, C. F. An
evidence assessment tool for ecosystem services and conservation
studies. Ecol. Appl. 26, 1295-1301 (2016).

Ton, A. M., Vuik, V. & Aarninkhof, S. G. J. Sandy beaches in low-
energy, non-tidal environments: linking morphological develop-
ment to hydrodynamic forcing. Geomorphology 374,

107522 (2021).

Cahoon, D. R. et al. High precision measurements of wetland
sediment elevation: II. The rod surface elevation table. J. Sediment.
Res. 72, 734-739 (2002).

Reed, D. J. Patterns of sediment deposition in subsiding coastal salt
marshes, Terrebonne Bay, Louisiana: the role of winter storms.
Estuaries 12, 222-227 (1989).

Schultz, R. E. & Pett, L. Plant community effects on CH4 fluxes, root
surface area, and carbon storage in experimental wetlands. Ecol.
Eng. 114, 96-103 (2018).

Cassanaz, Sergio, Dufour, C. & Roy, A. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Quantification. Ministére De L'environnement, De La Lutte Contre
Les Changements Climatiques, De La Faune Et Des Parcs
(Melccfp) (2022).

Hedges, L. V. & Olkin, |. Statistical methods for meta-analysis. (CA:
Academic Press, 1985).

NOBLE, D. W. A., LAGISZ, M., O'DEA, R. E. & NAKAGAWA, S. Non-
independence and sensitivity analyses in ecological and evolu-
tionary meta-analyses.pdf. Mol. Ecol. 26, 2410-2425 (2017).
Greenland, S. et al. Statistical tests, P values, confidence intervals,
and power: a guide to misinterpretations. Eur. J. Epidemiol. 31,
337-350 (2016).

Hoekstra, R., Finch, S. & Johnson, A. Probability as certainty:
dichotomous thinking and the misuse of p values. Psychon. Bull.
Rev. 13, 1033-1037 (2006).

Nakagawa, S. & Cuthill, I. C. Effect size, confidence interval and
statistical significance: a practical guide for biologists. Biol. Rev. 82,
591-605 (2007).

Cook, R. D. & Weisberg, S. Residuals and Influence in Regression.
(Chapman and Hall, 1982).

Nature Communications | (2024)15:2870

15


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56091-5_19
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56091-5_19

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46970-w

73. Altman, N. & Krzywinski, M. Points of Significance: analyzing out-
liers: Influential or nuisance? Nat. Methods 13, 281-282 (2016).

74. Egger, M., Smith, G. D., Schneider, M. & Minder, C. Bias in meta-
analysis detected by a simple, graphical test. Br. Med. J. 315,
629-634 (1997).

75. Nakagawa, S., Noble, D. W. A., Senior, A. M. & Lagisz, M. Meta-
evaluation of meta-analysis: ten appraisal questions for biologists.
BMC Biol. 15, 1-14 (2017).

76. Viechtbauer, W. Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor. J.
Stat. Softw. 36, 1-48 (2010).

77. TEEB. Ecosystem Services Valuation Database (ESVD). https://www.
esvd.net/ (2021).

78. Stewart-Sinclair, P. J., Klein, C. J., Bateman, I. J. & Lovelock, C. E.
Spatial cost-benefit analysis of blue restoration and factors driving
net benefits globally. Conserv. Biol. 35, 1850-1860 (2021).

79. Richardson, L., Loomis, J., Kroeger, T. & Casey, F. The role of benefit
transfer in ecosystem service valuation. Ecol. Econ. 115,

51-58 (2015).

80. World Bank. PPP conversion factor, GDP. World Bank https://data.
worldbank.org/indicator/PA.NUS.PPP (2022).

81. Jarzebski, M. P. et al. Developing biodiversity-based solutions for
sustainable food systems through transdisciplinary Sustainable
Development Goals Labs (SDG-Labs). Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 7,
1-16 (2023).

82. van Aert, R. C. M., Wicherts, J. M. & van Assen, M. A. L. M. Con-
ducting meta-analyses based on p values: reservations and
recommendations for applying p-uniform and p-curve. Perspect.
Psychol. Sci. 11, 713-729 (2016).

83. Terrin, N., Schmid, C. H., Lau, J. & Olkin, I. Adjusting for publication
bias in the presence of heterogeneity. Stat. Med. 22, 2113-2126 (2003).

84. Galili, E. et al. A submerged 7000-year-old village and seawall
demonstrate earliest known coastal defence against sea-level rise.
PLoS One 14, 1-17 (2019).

85. Cao, A. et al. Future of Asian Deltaic Megacities under sea level rise
and land subsidence: current adaptation pathways for Tokyo,
Jakarta, Manila, and Ho Chi Minh City. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain.
50, 87-97 (2021).

86. Mace, G. M. et al. Aiming higher to bend the curve of biodiversity
loss. Nat. Sustain 1, 448-451 (2018).

87. Diaz, S. et al. Assessing nature’s contributions to people. Sci. (80-.)
359, 270-272 (2018).

88. Chaigneau, T. et al. Reconciling well-being and resilience for sus-
tainable development. Nat. Sustain. 5, 287-293 (2022).

89. Thomas, A. et al. Global evidence of constraints and limits to human
adaptation Global Adaptation Mapping Initiative Team. Reg.
Environ. Chang. 21, 1-15 (2021).

Acknowledgements
This study was funded partly by a Grant-in-Aid Research Fellowship for
Young Scientists offered by the Japan Society for the Promotion of

Science (23KJ0544) (L.H), a Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research A
offered by the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (22H00567)
(A.G.), and Singapore Ministry of Education Academic Research Fund
grants MOE2019-T3-1-004 and MOET32022-0006 (A.D.S), This work

is EOS contribution number 573 (A.D.S).

Author contributions

All authors contributed intellectual input and assistance to this study.
L.H. and A.G. designed the research. L.H. conducted the literature
search and data extraction. L.H., W.Q., and J.S. conducted data analysis
and visualization. L.H. wrote the first draft of the manuscript, and L.S.,
A.S., and A.G. contributed substantially to revisions.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information

Supplementary information The online version contains
supplementary material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46970-w.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Lam Thi Mai Huynh, Jie Su or Alexandros Gasparatos.

Peer review information Nature Communications thanks Siddharth
Narayan and Ariana Sutton-Grier for their contribution to the peer review
of this work. A peer review file is available.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

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

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, 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/.

© The Author(s) 2024

Nature Communications | (2024)15:2870

16


https://www.esvd.net/
https://www.esvd.net/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/PA.NUS.PPP
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/PA.NUS.PPP
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46970-w
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Meta-analysis indicates better climate adaptation and mitigation performance of hybrid engineering-natural coastal defence measures
	Results
	General literature patterns
	Group performance meta-analysis
	Subgroup analysis by ecosystem�type
	Performance comparison between soft, hybrid, and hard measures
	Cost-benefit analysis

	Discussion
	Methods
	Research approach and key concepts
	Literature identification and inclusion
	Critical appraisal of reviewed studies
	Meta-data analysis: data extraction and analysis
	Meta-data analysis: sensitivity analysis, temporal trends in effect sizes, and publication�biases
	Cost-benefit analysis
	Synthesis of findings
	Challenges and limitations

	Data availability
	Code availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information


