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Abstract 

Declining coral cover on tropical coral reefs often results in a concomitant increase in 
macroalgae. When proliferation of macroalgae persists outside regular seasonal growth, it 
can shift the ecosystem dominance away from corals into a permanently altered system. 
Such an altered system is unlikely to recover naturally, despite ample supply of coral larvae, 
as coral settlement and survival is reduced by the presence of macroalgae. Physical removal 
of macroalgae has been proposed to overcome this biotic barrier to recovery, although 
empirical evidence demonstrating the effects of removal on phase-shifted reefs is lacking. 
Here, we manually removed macroalgae from twelve 25 m2 experimental plots (88.5  6.2 kg 
wet weight per plot; 90% benthic cover decrease) on a degraded reef prior to coral mass 
spawning across 2 years and recorded the number of coral recruits to settlement tiles and 
natural substrata. Four months after each spawning event, we found a threefold increase in 
coral recruits to tiles in plots where macroalgae had been removed (n = 12 plots; February 
2019: mean 45.9  12.7 recruits per tile; February 2020: mean 53.9  5.9 recruits per tile) 
compared to control plots where macroalgae remained (n = 12 plots; February 2019 mean: 
13.6  2.8 recruits per tile; February 2020 mean: 17.5  3.5 recruits per tile). These results 
suggest that, at small scales, macroalgae removal may be a useful intervention to boost 
recruitment on degraded reefs. Longer-term monitoring is needed to document if coral 
survivorship, growth, and subsequent reef recovery occurs.  

Key words: citizen science, coral recruitment, Great Barrier Reef, macroalgae removal, 
phase shift, reef restoration  

Implications for Practice  

• Degraded coral reefs with high macroalgal abundance are unlikely to recover 
without intervention due to feedback loops reinforcing macroalgal cover and 
reducing coral fitness.  

• Removal of macroalgae results in increased coral settlement and survival, and may 
reduce a biotic barrier to reef recovery.  

• Macroalgae removal is an accessible, cost-effective reef management method, which 
can be transferred to reef practitioners, public community, or citizen science 
programs.  

•  

Introduction  

Coral reefs have become emblematic of global declines in ecosystem health brought about 
by anthropogenic influence. Increasing sea temperatures, decreasing pH, eutrophication, 
disease, coastal development, and overfishing combine synergistically leading to a severe 
loss of live corals on reefs worldwide (Eyre et al. 2018). The deterioration of coral cover and 
community health often coincides with a rise in macroalgae, which once established, can 
out-compete corals and lead to a shift in community structure and function (Hughes 1994; 
Ceccarelli et al. 2020). Biological, chemical, and physical feedback mechanisms reinforce the 
establishment and maintenance of this community shift (Johns et al. 2018), with macroalgae 
able to quickly gain dominance of reef ecosystems (Hughes 1994; Roff et al. 2015). A shift in 



the dominant reef-building species from coral to macroalgae has been demonstrated on 
coral reefs in the Caribbean (Hughes 1994; Lapointe et al. 1997). For example, nutrient 
enrichment, repeated hurricanes, and coral bleaching, combined with the near-complete 
loss of the keystone seaweed- grazing urchins, Diadema antillarum, resulted in a 90% loss of 
coral cover and a concurrent rise in macroalgae on Jamaican reefs through the 1970s and 
1980s (Hughes 1994; Lapointe et al. 1997). Although this example is presumed to typify a 
widespread ecological pattern, on Australia’s Great Barrier Reef (GBR), large-scale shifts 
such as those seen in the Caribbean have yet to be realized. However, macroalgae have 
shown increasing dominance at the expense of corals in recent decades at smaller scales on 
the GBR, particularly on inshore fringing reefs (Done et al. 2007; De’ath et al. 2012; 
Ceccarelli et al. 2020), and such community shifts are predicted to become more common 
as anthropogenic impacts increase (Bellwood et al. 2004; Graham et al. 2015).  

Macroalgae, particularly of the genus Sargassum, are aggressive competitors with reef-
building scleractinian corals. Competitive interactions between coral and macroalgae have a 
range of negative outcomes for corals, including reduced coral fecundity (Foster et al. 2008; 
Monteil et al. 2020), settlement and recruitment inhibition (Diaz-Pulido et al. 2010; Webster 
et al. 2015), suppression of metamorphosis (Baird & Morse 2004), reduced juvenile growth 
and survival (Chong-Seng et al. 2014; Webster et al. 2015), and effects on colony health and 
fitness (Tanner 1995; van Woesik et al. 2018). Negative effects result from direct 
interactions (e.g. shading, space pre-emption, abrasion, pathogen transfer) as well as 
indirect mechanisms such as allelopathy (Morrow et al. 2011; Rasher et al. 2011), 
microbialization (Haas et al. 2016), or herbivory-related processes (Evensen et al. 2021). 
Combined, these impacts may serve as an effective barrier to coral recruitment, such that 
natural recovery is unlikely to occur even in systems with ample supply of coral larvae.  

Despite these negative effects, macroalgae are an important component of tropical coral 
reefs, and provide positive services for corals and other reef biota (Fulton et al. 2019). For 
example, macroalgae can shade corals from harmful solar irradiance (Jompa & McCook 
1998), provide food and shelter for diverse reef fishes (Fulton et al. 2020) and invertebrates 
(Tano et al. 2016), and serve as a sink for ocean carbon (Ortega et al. 2019). However, when 
in high abundance, macroalgae are generally regarded as a symptom of a degraded reef, 
particularly when their abundance persists outside of natural seasonal peaks (Morand & 
Briand 1996; McCook et al. 1997).  

As a result of the combination of global and local threats, many coral reefs globally have 
degraded past the point of natural recovery, prompting active restoration attempts 
worldwide (Boström-Einarsson et al. 2020). Although the focus of most restoration 
initiatives to date has been on growing coral fragments in nurseries and “out-planting” them 
onto reefs, a toolbox of multiple interventions combined with strong action on reducing 
global greenhouse gas emissions and improved local management will be required to bring 
about ecologically relevant reef alterations (Anthony et al. 2017; Knowlton et al. 2021). 
Unfortunately, effective reef restoration techniques are still in the early stages of 
development, with a recent review highlighting a lack of scientific rigor and insufficient 
monitoring (in terms of metrics and longevity) for many rehabilitation activities (Boström-
Einarsson et al. 2020). On the GBR, multiple recent mass bleaching events and impacts from 
cyclones and crown of thorns outbreaks have caused wide-scale reduction in live coral cover 



(De’ath et al. 2012; Hughes et al. 2017), prompting investment in the research and 
development of strategies to mitigate reef degradation (Hardisty et al. 2019). Cutting-edge 
technologies are being harnessed to develop strategies to promote coral adaptation, 
protect reefs from further damage, and repair reefs where damage has already occurred 
(van Oppen et al. 2017; Bay et al. 2019). However, there is also value in harnessing low-cost, 
low-technology reef interventions, particularly those which can be transferred to 
community and industry action through citizen science programs, as these can effectively 
scale interventions to wider geographic areas (Hesley et al. 2017; Vardi et al. 2021).  

Given the range of known negative effects of macroalgae on corals, it has been proposed 
that manual removal of algae may be one intervention to boost reef resilience (Ceccarelli et 
al. 2018). By increasing space for the growth of existing coral colonies and enhancing 
available benthic space for coral recruitment, removal of macroalgae has the potential to 
remove a biotic barrier to natural reef recovery. The method may be particularly relevant 
for reefs where management efforts are currently focused on improving the abiotic 
conditions (i.e. water quality) which may have led to the initial establishment of algal 
dominance (Waltham et al. 2021). Despite its potential, as well as some case studies 
showing evidence of positive effects following removal (human or herbivore mediated; 
reviewed in Ceccarelli et al. 2018), the removal of macroalgae has rarely been investigated 
as a reef intervention tactic. Indeed, most studies utilizing the technique have been short 
term, have not quantified the removal effort (i.e. used removal of macroalgae as a 
maintenance regime for coral transplantation), have targeted invasive rather than naturally 
occurring algal species, or have not been in the context of reef restoration (Ceccarelli et al. 
2018). In this study, we assess the effects of removing macroalgae from a degraded inshore 
reef of the GBR on coral larval settlement and recruitment. Larval settlement and 
subsequent recruitment are primary drivers of recovery, and hence are key metrics to 
understand if macroalgae removal is a viable technique for reef restoration on similar reefs 
worldwide.  

Methods 
Study Site, Experimental Design, and Removal of Algae  

Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) is situated in the central inshore region of the GBR (Fig. 1). The 
fringing reefs of Magnetic Island have endured repeated acute and chronic disturbances, 
leading to a demonstrated persistent shift in the dominant benthic community from corals 
to macroalgae (Ceccarelli et al. 2020). As such, these degraded reefs are considered an ideal 
location to examine the effects of manual removal of macroalgae on coral larval dynamics.  

In October 2018, six 25 m2 (5  5 m) experimental plots were established on the fringing reef 
of Florence Bay at Magnetic Island (Fig. 1). Visual surveys were conducted to ensure general 
topographic consistency between plots, avoiding large features such as sand patches and 
bommies. The six plots were randomly designated as “control” or “removal” plots, and 
initial surveys were conducted to characterize the baseline benthic composition (see below). 
Following initial surveys, snorkelers and SCUBA divers removed macroalgae by hand from 
the three removal plots prior to the predicted mass coral spawning event in October 2018. 
Removal of macroalgae was assisted by citizen science volunteers from Earthwatch 
Institute, and particular effort was focused on removing the algal holdfasts. The removed 



macroalgae were retained in catch bags and the wet biomass was weighed per plot. 
Removal of macroalgae was repeated in July and October 2019 to maintain low algal 
biomass in treatment plots. In July 2019, the number of experimental plots was doubled, 
resulting in six replicate plots in each of the control and removal treatments.  

 

Figure 1. Study site and locations of experimental plots (note that 5 x 5 experimental plot 
icons are not to scale).  

 

Benthic Ecological Surveys  

Baseline benthic composition of the experimental plots was assessed using photo-quadrats. 
Each 25-m2 plot was divided into twenty-five 1 m2 and each grid-square was photographed 
at an angle parallel to the benthos, including the 1-m2 boundary. Post- processing of the 
images was completed in the software CPCe (Kohler & Gill 2006), with 50 random points 
placed onto each image and benthic taxa identified to genus level where possible, and 
abiotic substrata identified as dead coral or grouped as rock, rubble, and sand. Community 
composition was calculated as the percent cover of each group. This process was repeated 
before and after algae removal for the removal plots. Because the number of plots was 
doubled in July 2019, and a difference in algal biomass is expected due to annual growth 
cycles with peak biomass in late summer prior to winter senescence (Vuki & Price 1994), the 
starting benthic composition of the original six plots and the six new plots were analyzed 
separately. In July 2019, post- removal photography could not be completed due to adverse 
weather, so benthic data are missing for this timepoint.  

Within each 25 m2 grid, three 1 m2 grid-squares were haphazardly selected for SCUBA 
diver-conducted algae surveys. In each of the 3 replicate 1 m2 quadrats, the total number of 
Sargassum holdfasts were counted (density), and 10 haphazardly selected thalli were 



measured (to the nearest cm). These data were used to calculate biomass per plot using a 
length–weight relationship for Sargassum polycystum from Orpheus Island (Hoey 2010) (wet 
weight [g/m2] = 0.5637 [g/cm]  height [cm]  density [num/m2]).  

Algal surveys were repeated periodically after the initial removal of macroalgae (Table S1). 
Surveys were repeated before and after removal of algal biomass in July and October 2019 
to assess algal regrowth in the preceding period as well as the effectiveness of the removal 
technique. Surveys were not conducted in April 2020 upon completion of the experiment 
due to field restrictions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic (exemption was received 
for one field day, allowing enough time for the collection of settlement tiles only; see 
below).  

Recruitment to Settlement Tiles  

To assess the effect of macroalgae removal on recruitment success, we quantified the 
abundance of newly settled corals on experimental settlement tiles. Unglazed clay tiles (11 
cm x 11 cm x 1 cm) were attached to the reef by a threaded metal rod hammered into the 
substratum with a locking nut above and below the tile. Tiles were attached horizontally, 
allowing approximately 5 cm space between the bottom of the tile and the seafloor. In 
2018, five tiles per plot (n = 30 tiles) were installed after an initial 2-week conditioning 
period in unfiltered seawater at the Marine and Aquaculture Research Facilities Unit at 
James Cook University. The tiles were installed prior to the first spawning event of the year, 
which took place on 28 October 2018. The tiles were retrieved in two lots to examine short-
term patterns in post-settlement mortality, with the first being removed 16 weeks after 
spawning (n = 3 tiles per plot), and the second being removed 21 weeks after spawning (n = 
2 tiles per plot; Table S2).  

The same process was repeated prior to the 2019 coral spawning event with some 
modifications. First, the number of tiles was doubled to n = 10 tiles per plot to buffer against 
loss or breakage of tiles, which was experienced in the first year of the experiment (Table 
S2). Second, the conditioning period was completed in situ, with tiles installed 
approximately 8 weeks prior to the initial predicted coral spawning period. The tiles were 
again retrieved in two lots with four tiles per plot retrieved approximately 20 weeks after 
the first spawning, and the remainder collected at approximately 24 weeks post-spawning 
(Table S2).  

Retrieved tiles were soaked in a weak solution of sodium hypochlorite (bleach) to remove 
algae and soft-bodied invertebrates, leaving behind the calcium carbonate skeleton of coral 
recruits. All coral skeletons were counted and measured (in mm) under a Nikon SMX745T 
dissecting photomicroscope using the software Capture v2.1 (Nikon, Japan). The tile surface 
where the recruit settled was also recorded (i.e. top, bottom, and side of tile). Observers 
were “blind” to which tile came from which treatment to reduce bias in searching behavior.  

In assessing coral recruitment between treatments and to account for unequal sample sizes 
between time points and plots (i.e. all tiles were not recovered at each time point, and the 
number of plots and tiles were doubled prior to the 2019 spawning), we report the number 
of recruits counted per tile, rather than using the tile as a pseudoreplicate and reporting per 



plot. Previous studies have reported per-tile counts and hence this method is consistent to 
compare our data to historic recruitment studies (Mundy 2000; Baird et al. 2012; Hughes et 
al. 2019). For clarity, we refer to each recruitment census by the date of tile retrieval rather 
than the date of deployment or date of spawning (e.g. February 2020 rather than October 
2019).  

In Situ Recruitment  

In addition to the settlement tiles, coral recruits were counted on natural substrata. Within 
each 25-m2 plot, three 1-m2 quadrats were haphazardly placed and all visible coral juveniles 
<4 cm were counted, measured, and classified as branching or other morphology. Recruit 
surveys were completed periodically beginning in October 2019 and continued until July 
2021 (Table S1). To ensure only those recruits that resulted from the 2018 and 2019 
spawning were included in each census, only branching recruits were used for analysis as 
these are easily identifiable, have well-known growth rates, and most branching species 
participate in mass spawning events. For these reasons, branching recruits <4 cm can be 
confidently assigned as having arisen during the project period. Juvenile corals of massive 
and other morphologies often have slow growth rates or year-round reproduction (Babcock 
1985; Dela Cruz et al. 2015), hence even a 1-cm massive morphology recruit cannot be 
confidently assigned as having recruited within the specified project period and were 
excluded from the analysis.  

Statistical Analysis  

To ensure differences in recruitment were not a result of benthic composition, differences 
in community composition between treatments at the start of the experiment were 
assessed. A Bray–Curtis matrix was calculated based on Wisconsin- standardized benthic 
cover data, which was then used to test for differences between treatments (i.e. control vs. 
pre-removal) using permutational multivariate analysis of variance (PERMANOVA) with 
9,999 permutations and blocked by plot.  

Differences in total recruitment (to natural substrata and to settlement tiles) between 
control and removal plots were assessed using generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs). 
Both models incorporated the interaction of treatment (control vs. removal) and tile 
removal date (February 2019, March 2019, February 2020, and April 2020) or in situ survey 
date (Table S1) as fixed factors, with plot and tile replicates as nested random factors. For 
the tiles, the response (number of recruits) was modeled according to a Poisson distribution 
with a log-link. For in situ recruits, to maintain the original data structure and account for 
pseudoreplication, the number of recruits for the three replicate quadrats was pooled, 
providing a total count of recruits across 3 m2. A Poisson model was over-dispersed; hence, 
a negative binomial distribution (log-link) was used with all other model parameters the 
same. Model fit and assumptions were evaluated using simulated residual plots and tests of 
dispersion, which were satisfactory in all cases. Post hoc pairwise comparisons were made 
between treatments and time points based on estimated marginal means, and p values 
were significance adjusted using the Tukey method.  



Spatial patterns in recruitment to tiles were similarly examined using a GLMM; however, the 
response (number of recruits) was calculated per cm2 to account for differences in the size 
of each tile face (top/bottom = 121 cm2, side = 11 cm2). As such, a Poisson distribution was 
inappropriate, as the area- standardized data were not integers. Instead, a Tweedie 
distribution with a log-link was used. The model selection process using Akaike’s 
information criterion (AIC) indicated that time point (i.e., February, March 2019; February, 
and April 2020) did not improve the model, so all timepoints were pooled and the final 
model included only the additive effect of tile surface (bottom, top, and sides) and 
treatment (control, removal) with plot identity included as a random factor. Post hoc 
pairwise comparisons were made between tile surfaces and treatments based on estimated 
marginal means, and p values were significance adjusted using the Tukey method.  

The size of coral recruits on tiles, measured as the longest diameter (mm), was compared 
between treatments and time points using a GLMM using a Gamma distribution and log- 
link. Post hoc pairwise comparisons were made between treatments within time points 
based on estimated marginal means, and p values were significance adjusted using the 
Tukey method.  

Algal biomass in control and removal plots was compared at the post-removal survey time 
points closest to the mass coral spawning events in 2018 (closest survey December 2018) 
and 2019 (closest survey October 2019). Shapiro–Wilk tests and F tests were used to ensure 
data met assumptions of normality and equal variance. The 2018 data met these 
assumptions, and hence differences in biomass were tested via a two-sample t test. The 
2019 data had unequal variance between treatments, thus differences in biomass were 
tested via a Welch’s t test.  

To investigate the relationship between algal biomass and recruitment, a GLMM was used 
to compare the number of recruits observed at each census (i.e., February, March 2019, 
February, and April 2020) to the biomass present at the relevant mass spawning event 
(December 2018 and October 2019 surveys, respectively). Model selection through AIC 
indicated that the best model included only biomass as a fixed factor, plot as a random 
factor, and did not include treatment nor census date. The number of recruits was modeled 
according to a negative binomial distribution with a log-link.  

Results 
Site Characteristics and Removal of Biomass  

Prior to removing algae, 13 genera of corals and 9 genera of macroalgae were recorded in 
photo-quadrats across all plots and time points, in addition to crustose coralline algae, 
sponges, and turf algae (Table S3). There were no significant differences in the starting 
benthic composition between the six original control and removal plots (PERMANOVA, F = 
0.12, degrees of freedom [df] = 1, p > 0.05), with macroalgae representing 89.1% (± 6.45 
standard error [SE]) and 86.8% (± 4.2 SE) of mean benthic cover in control and removal 
plots, respectively (Fig. 2). Sand, rock, and rubble represented the second most abundant 
benthic category, representing 8.2 ± 3.0% of mean cover in control plots and 10.2 ± 3.4% of 
mean benthic cover in removal plots. Hard corals were detected in low abundance in both 
control (1.2 ± 0.7%) and removal plots (2.5 ± 0.8%; Fig. 2). The six additional plots that were 



added in 2019 also showed no significant differences in starting benthic composition 
between control and removal plots (PERMANOVA, F = 0.54, df = 1, p > 0.05). Macroalgae 
were less abundant in July 2019 compared to the plots established in October 2018 due to 
seasonal senescence, though were still the benthic group with highest cover, representing 
49.3% (± 4.2 SE) and 39.5% (± 3.7) of mean benthic cover in control and removal plots, 
respectively. Sand, rock, and rubble remained the second most abundant benthic category, 
covering 31.6% (±5.4) and 41.3% (±4.6) of the benthos in control and removal plots. 
Scleractinian corals occupied 10.0% (± 1.8) of mean cover of control plots, and 13.5% of 
removal plots. Initial removal of macroalgae from the experimental plots resulted in 88.5 kg 
(± 6.19) wet weight of algae per plot in October 2018 (n = 3 plots). Repeat removal yielded 
39.8 kg (± 7.8) per plot and 15.4 kg (± 2.4) per plot in July and October 2019, respectively (n 
= 6 plots).  

In 2018, manual removal achieved a 90% decrease in macroalgae, dropping to 8.8% (±2.2%) 
mean cover in removal plots (Fig. 2). Immediately after the removal of the macroalgal 
canopy, other benthic groups rose in apparent percent cover: sand, rock, and rubble 
increased 6-fold (61 ± 4.9% cover), turf increased 46-fold (to 18.4 ± 3.2% cover) and hard 
coral quadrupled in cover, rising to 10.6% (± 1.1%) benthic cover in removal plots (Fig. 2).  

Figure 2. Baseline benthic community composition, where point size represents mean 
percent cover. Data are missing for post-removal benthic cover for July 2019.  

 

Coral Recruitment Patterns on Settlement Tiles and to the Reef Benthos  

A combined total of 3,772 recruits were counted across all settlement tiles and time points 
in Florence Bay. Recruitment of juvenile corals on tiles was significantly higher in removal 
plots compared to control plots in all measured time points (Fig. 3A). The pattern was 



strongest on tiles from February 2019, when removal plots had over 3 times as many 
recruits per tile (45.9 ± 12.7 recruits, mean ± SE) compared to control plots (13.6 ± 2.8; t = 
10.7, df = 127, p < 0.001; Fig. 3A). In March 2019, removal plots had significantly more 
recruits than control plots (24 ± 7 and 22 ± 15.6, respectively; t = 3.1, df = 127, p = 0.048), 
but the mean number of recruits dropped by 52% in removal plots since the previous 
census. In February 2020, again the mean number of recruits was threefold higher in 
removal plots compared to control plots (53.9 ± 5.9 and 17.5 ± 3.5, respectively; t = 9.1, df = 
127, p < 0.001). There was a significant decrease (56%) in the number of recruits between 
February 2020 to April 2020 in removal plots, but the number of recruits was still 
significantly higher in removal (30.6 ± 4.8) compared to control plots (18 ± 7.2; t = 6.5, df = 
127, p < 0.001; Fig. 3A).  

Recruitment to all tile surfaces (bottom, sides, and tops) was, on average, 2.9 times higher 
in removal plots compared to control plots (z = 5.8, p < 0.001; Fig. 3B). Within treatments, 
there were no significant differences between recruitment to the top and bottom of 
settlement tiles in either control (top: 0.05 ± 0.01 recruits cm2, mean ± SE; bottom: 0.06 ± 
0.02; t = 0.98, df = 382, p = 0.93) or removal plots (top: 0.11 ± 0.02; bottom: 0.13 ± 0.02; t = 
0.98, df = 382, p = 0.93; Fig. 3B). However, there was a significant increase in recruitment to 
the sides of tiles across both treatments (z = 13.9, p < 0.001). Furthermore, recruitment to 
the sides of settlement tiles was significantly higher in removal compared to control plots 
(1.15 ± 0.16 and 0.41 ± 0.09 recruits, respectively; t = 5.8, df = 382, p < 0.001; Fig. 3B).  

The size of coral recruits was similar between treatments and time points, with a mean 
diameter of approximately 1 mm across all groups. A significant difference between the 
diameter of recruits in control plots (1.27 ± 0.08 mm) versus removal plots (0.82 ± 0.03 mm) 
was only observed in the March 2019 census (t = 6.60, df = 3,777, p < 0.001; Fig. S1). This 
difference was likely driven by few large individuals skewing the mean size of recruits in 
control plots, and a left-skewed size distribution of recruits in removal plots. There were no 
strong patterns in recruit sizes for each tile surface (Fig. S2).  



 

Figure 3. (A) Recruitment of corals to settlement tiles in experimental plots (i.e. sum of 
recruits per tile). Asterisks represent a significant difference in recruitment between 
treatments within time points. (B) Recruitment of corals to different tile surfaces in the two 
treatments (i.e. number of recruits per cm2). (C) Recruitment of corals to natural substrata 
in experimental plots (i.e. number of recruits per 3 m2). In all panels, transparent points are 
the raw data while opaque points are predictions based on the generalized linear mixed 
effects models. Bars represent 95% CI.  

A combined total of 256 branching recruits were counted on the natural substrata within all 
experimental plots across the 5 survey time points between October 2019 and July 2021 in 
Florence Bay. Removal plots consistently had a higher number of recruits than control plots 
across all survey time points, whereas this difference was statistically significant at only two 
time points (July and November 2020). In July 2020, there were fivefold more recruits 
identified on substrata in removal plots compared to controls (5.2 ± 1.1 and 1.2 ± 0.5 
recruits, respectively, mean ± SE; t = 3.03, p = 0.004; Fig. 3C). Similarly, in November 2020, 
there were threefold more recruits in removal compared to control plots (7.2 ± 1.9 and 2.5 ± 
0.7 recruits, respectively; t = 2.82, p = 0.007; Fig. 3C). Both control and removal plots 
demonstrated an increasing trend in the number of recruits through time (Fig. 3C).  

Recruitment Correlates with Macroalgae Biomass at Previous Spawning  

Algal biomass varied through time, and roughly followed the expected seasonal growth 
patterns (Vuki & Price 1994), noting that surveys were not conducted during the peak 
canopy period in the second year of the study (i.e. November 2019 to February 2020; Fig. 
S3). Immediately after each removal event, a considerable reduction in algal biomass was 
achieved relative to pre- removal biomass and control plot biomass (Fig. S3). Algal biomass 



at the time of each annual coral spawning was significantly lower in removal compared to 
control plots in both 2018 (control: 1,030 ± 25.8 g/m2; removal: 257 ± 26.1; t = 21.1, df = 4, 
p < 0.001) and 2019 (control: 464 ± 21.8 g/m2; removal: 79 ± 6.1; t = 17.0, df = 5.8, p < 
0.001; Fig. 4A). Increasing algal biomass at coral spawning had a clear and significant 
negative effect on coral recruitment to tiles (z = 4.57, p < 0.001; Fig. 4B).  

 

Figure 4. (A) Algal biomass was significantly higher in control plots compared to removal 
plots during both mass spawning events. (B) Algal biomass at spawning had a significant 
negative effect on coral recruitment patterns on tiles. Points represent raw data; the line 
represents predictions based on the generalized linear mixed model; ribbon is the 95% CI.  

Discussion  

Competitive interactions between coral and algae at early coral life stages can have critical 
flow-on effects on reef community structure, particularly following acute or chronic 
disturbance. By removing algae, the negative effects on coral survival can be diminished, 
and in this study, the effect of reduced benthic algae on recruitment was clear. A reduction 
in algal biomass (75 and 83% for each year) prior to the mass coral spawning event resulted 
in a threefold higher number of newly settled corals in manipulated plots in the February 
census across both years, suggesting that a major inhibitor to successful coral settlement 
had been removed. In the second census (approximately 4–5 months after spawning), the 
number of recruits dropped by approximately 50% in both years, a pattern consistent with 
the type III mortality curve characteristic of coral recruits (Hughes et al. 1992; Penin et al. 
2010) but the treatment effect remained, with more recruits being observed on tiles in 
removal plots. Recruitment to natural substrata was also higher in macroalgae removal plots 
compared to controls across all surveys. These results provide strong support that removal 
of macroalgae could be a viable management strategy to enhance coral settlement to 
degraded reefs.  



The number of recruits recorded on tiles deployed in Florence Bay was comparable to 
previous studies, with the settlement patterns observed in removal plots aligning with 
settlement levels for “healthy” reefs. For example, a recent study of coral recruitment on 
GBR reefs before and after the back-to-back bleaching events of 2016 and 2017 found that 
prior to bleaching (i.e. from 1996 to 2016), an average of 43 recruits per tile were observed 
at healthy reefs (Hughes et al. 2019). The tiles from removal plots in this study averaged 38 
recruits per tile, suggesting that the reefs at Magnetic Island are connected to healthy larval 
source(s). Conversely, the number of recruits observed on tiles in control plots (average 17 
recruits per tile across time points) aligned more closely with previous studies on reefs that 
had experienced significant disturbance, albeit with varying mechanisms of disturbance (e.g. 
5 recruits per tile after 2016/2017 bleaching [Hughes et al. 2019], 15 recruits per tile after 
Cyclone Yasi [Lukoschek et al. 2013]). The difference between recruitment rates on tiles in 
control and removal plots suggests that larval supply may not be the key limiting factor to 
reef recovery at Magnetic Island. Instead, increased recruitment to removal plots indicates 
that competition for and availability of suitable substrate are driving forces in inshore coral 
recruitment dynamics. Algal biomass (holdfasts and canopy) appears to inhibit coral larvae, 
reducing successful settlement from the larval supply. Removal of macroalgae could 
alleviate one biological barrier to coral settlement, though high macroalgal abundance may 
still affect longer-term survival through physical abrasion (Manikandan et al. 2021), shading 
(Hauri et al. 2010), allelopathy (Rasher et al. 2011), or microbialization (Haas et al. 2016). 
Hence, management should continue to target factors enhancing macroalgal abundance, 
such as poor water quality.  

The higher density of coral recruits on the sides of settlement tiles has been recorded in 
some previous studies (Babcock & Mundy 1996; Cameron & Harrison 2016) and suggests 
that, in addition to space availability, sediment deposition and light quality represent 
important drivers of mortality throughout the early ontogeny of corals (Ricardo et al. 2017). 
Indeed, Magnetic Island reefs are known to be subjected to high levels of turbidity and 
sedimentation due to their proximity to areas of coastal development and river outflow 
(Whinney et al. 2017). Although recruits may be more protected from herbivory on the 
bottoms of tiles, light penetration is low and could be insufficient for photosynthesis, 
calcification, and growth. Particularly where an algal canopy is dense, light penetration can 
be reduced by 97% (Critchley et al. 1990; Hauri et al. 2010), potentially further reducing 
survivability of corals in shaded habitats. In contrast, upward-facing surfaces receive more 
light for photosynthesis but are vulnerable to smothering by sediment deposition. Although 
it is not yet known how algal canopies affect sediment processes, sediments are known to 
play a key role in survival of juvenile corals (reviewed in Tuttle et al. 2020). For example, 
results of an experimental field study linked increased sedimentation with a 30% lower 
larval settlement rate and 60% lower recruit survival after 8 months (Babcock & Smith 
2000). Overall, the higher recruitment to tile sides indicates a dynamic relationship of larval 
settlement interacting with substrate availability, light penetration, and sediment dynamics, 
and suggests that habitat complexity is likely important for recovery of Magnetic Island 
reefs. This information may be useful to inform the design of artificial reefs or coastal 
infrastructure to encourage coral recruitment and growth.  

Juvenile corals observed on the natural reef substrata (not on settlement tiles) showed a 
positive trend through time in both control and removal plots, further supporting the 



hypothesis that Magnetic Island is receiving larval supply, and that the Florence Bay reef is 
benefitting from a period of natural recovery (AIMS 2021). Although the difference was not 
statistically significant, recruits were consistently more abundant in removal plots compared 
to control plots. Importantly, however, the abundance of juveniles on natural substrata was 
a small fraction of the abundance observed on tiles. Although the artificial nature of 
settlement tiles may influence settlement patterns when compared to natural reef surfaces, 
the decline in numbers also reflects the type III mortality curve for corals (Penin et al. 2010; 
Doropoulos et al. 2016). The tile censuses took place approximately 4 months after 
spawning, with the in situ surveys commencing a full year after the 2018 spawning event. 
High levels of post-settlement mortality are experienced by coral juveniles across a range of 
environmental conditions and especially in high-sediment reefs (Gilmour 1999; Babcock & 
Smith 2000), so a significant decrease across the 8 months between the tile censuses and in 
situ surveys is expected. Longer-term monitoring is needed to determine if increased 
recruitment to removal plots is sustained, or if post-settlement mortality processes reduce 
or negate the positive effect seen during settlement phases (Edwards et al. 2015). 
Nevertheless, combined interventions to overcome post-settlement mortality bottlenecks, 
as well as improve long-term survival and health of corals could further boost the positive 
effects of macroalgae removal.  

Increased early coral settlement is critical for reef recovery and persistence (Mumby 2009). 
However, while removal of algae appears to benefit coral settlement, removal could 
positively or negatively impact corals in other ways and in different life stages. For example, 
a macroalgal canopy could provide shading and protection from harmful solar irradiation, 
with removal potentially leading to increased ultraviolet penetration and bleaching 
susceptibility (Jompa & McCook 1998). Indeed, wide-scale coral bleaching was observed in 
Florence Bay in March 2020 (GBRMPA 2020) and may have driven increased mortality of 
recruits in removal plots. Further research is required to disentangle the effect of algal 
canopies on bleaching susceptibility and mortality of juvenile and adult corals. Alternately, 
competition with algae may decrease the fitness of corals, with one recent study finding 
macroalgae as a major predictor of post-bleaching mortality (Donovan et al. 2021). 
Nevertheless, long-term monitoring of a variety of reef health metrics is essential to 
determine how algal removal may alter key biological and ecological processes across reef 
organisms.  

Changes in percent cover of dominant benthic organisms were not expected over the time 
span of this study, although the effects of macroalgae skewing estimates of benthic cover 
are interesting. Prior to macroalgae removal, photo-quadrats demonstrated 86–89% cover 
of macroalgae in the experimental plots. However, once the macroalgae canopy was 
removed, other benthic groups beneath the macroalgae increased in apparent cover, which 
is an artifact of the planar view employed by photographic techniques. Canopy effects have 
been discussed previously in the context of coral reefs, although most have centered on 
coral-dominated systems, highlighting how plating corals can obscure a more diverse 
benthos below (Goatley & Bellwood 2011). Limited discussion has focused on the potential 
for soft-bodied canopy-forming organisms (e.g. fleshy macroalgae) to affect survey 
outcomes. Although three- dimensional survey techniques are rapidly being adopted (e.g. 
photogrammetry) (Kornder et al. 2021), the suitability of these methods for algal-dominated 
reefs remains in question.  



Removing macroalgae is labor-intensive though requires minimal technical training. In this 
study, citizen scientist volunteers from Earthwatch Institute assisted in the process of algae 
removal using snorkel and SCUBA, providing proof of concept that the method is 
transferable to the general public. Previous studies have shown that excision of the holdfast 
is needed to fully retard algal growth (Loffler & Hoey 2018). The manual removal process in 
this study did not achieve full elimination of holdfasts; however, positive benefits of reduced 
macroalgal biomass on coral settlement were still observed, and hence complete removal of 
the algal thallus may not be required to achieve benefits. Although the plots in this study 
were small scale, the results are encouraging and provide the scientific underpinning for 
larger-scale trials in the future on the GBR and at algal- dominated reefs in other regions. At 
larger scales, it is possible that other complementary interventions could be used to more 
extensively reduce benthic algae, for example, by adding grazers into the system (e.g. 
herbivorous crabs, urchins, fish). Manual and biological manipulations have been 
implemented to positive effect on Hawaiian reefs where invasive macroalgae were removed 
by divers, followed by an addition of herbivorous urchins (Tripneustes gratilla) to further 
control biomass (Neilson et al. 2018). However, on the GBR, the current regulatory 
environment may be restrictive for introducing biological manipulations (Fidelman et al. 
2019), herbivore populations have complex links with the biocontrol of algae (Cheal et al. 
2010), and Sargassum is not an invasive alga. There are also opportunities to increase 
removal efficiency through technology. For example, underwater pumps to remove algae 
have been trialed in Hawaii and in Australia (Neilson et al. 2018; McLeod et al. 2020). 
Combined with the potential for citizen science involvement, mass removal of algae remains 
a possibility, but robust science, technological innovations, and feasibility trials are needed 
to guide the type and timing of such interventions.  

In summary, this study demonstrates that manual removal of macroalgae has positive 
effects on a degraded reef, with coral recruitment increased in areas where macroalgal 
biomass is reduced. These results have important implications for informing intervention 
approaches that may bolster reef resilience and rehabilitation. With many reefs around the 
world experiencing increased macroalgal abundance, this method is one that could be 
upscaled as part of conservation and restoration programs through harnessing the general 
populace. Longer-term monitoring is needed to determine if settlement patterns manifest 
as higher coral cover on the reef, and to examine if survival and other metrics of coral 
fitness (e.g. growth, fecundity) are affected. Although reversing anthropogenic damage 
across scales (i.e. global climate change and local impacts such as water quality) is the true 
solution to the reef crisis, the macroalgae removal approach has promising impacts for 
improving reef health.  

Acknowledgments  

D.G.B. and H.A.S. are funded through a partnership with Earthwatch Institute and Mitsubishi 
Corporation. H.A.S. was additionally funded through an Early Career Grant from National 
Geographic, and is supported through an Australian Government Research Training Program 
Scholarship. This study was conducted under permit G19/41693.1 granted to D.G.B. by the 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority. All authors are grateful for extensive help in the 
field from a number of JCU and Reef Ecologic staff, students, and volunteers. Earthwatch 
citizen scientists played a vital role in helping remove algae and collect data. We 



acknowledge that this research was undertaken on sea country of the Wulgurukaba 
traditional owners, and we pay our respects to their elders past, present, and emerging.  

LITERATURE CITED  

 

AIMS (2021) Reef in recovery window after decade of disturbances. Australian Institute of 
Marine Science 

Anthony KRN, Bay LK, Costanza R, Firn J, Gunn J, Harrison P, Heyward A, Lundgren P, Mead 
D, Moore T, Mumby PJ, van Oppen MJH, Robertson J, Runge MC, Suggett DJ, 
Schaffelke B, Wachenfeld D, Walshe T (2017) New interventions are needed to save 
coral reefs. Nature Ecology & Evolution 1:1420–1422 

Babcock R, Mundy C (1996) Coral recruitment: Consequences of settlement choice for early 
growth and survivorship in two scleractinians. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology 
and Ecology 206:179–201 

Babcock RC (1985) Growth and mortality in juvenile corals (Goniastrea, Platygyra and 
Acropora): The first year. Proceedings of the 5th International Coral Reef Congress, 
Tahiti, 27 May - 1 June 1985. 

Babcock RC, Smith L (2000) Effects of sedimentation on coral settlement and survivorship. 
Proceedings of the 9th International Coral Reef Symposium, Bali, 23-27 October 2000. 

Baird AH, Emslie MJ, Lewis AR (2012) Extended periods of coral recruitment on the Great 
Barrier Reef. Proceedings of the 12th International Coral Reef Symposium, Cairns, 9-13 
July 2012. 

Baird AH, Morse ANC (2004) Induction of metamorphosis in larvae of the brooding corals 
Acropora palifera and Stylophora pistillata. Marine and Freshwater Research 55:469 

Bay LK, Boström-Einarsson L, Babcock RC, Buerger P, Cleves P, Harrison D, Negri A, Quigley 
K, Randall CJ, van Oppen MJH, Webster N (2019) Reef Restoration and Adaptation 
Program: Intervention Technical Summary. A report provided to the Australian 
Government by the Reef Restoration and Adaptation Program. Australian Institute of 
Marine Science 

Bellwood DR, Hughes TP, Folke C, Nyström M (2004) Confronting the coral reef crisis. Nature 
429:827–833 

Boström-Einarsson L, Babcock RC, Bayraktarov E, Ceccarelli D, Cook N, Ferse SCA, Hancock B, 
Harrison P, Hein M, Shaver E, Smith A, Suggett D, Stewart-Sinclair PJ, Vardi T, McLeod 
IM (2020) Coral restoration – A systematic review of current methods, successes, 
failures and future directions. PLOS ONE 15:e0226631 

Cameron KA, Harrison PL (2016) Patterns of scleractinian coral recruitment at Lord Howe 
Island, an isolated subtropical reef off eastern Australia. Coral Reefs 35:555–564 

Ceccarelli DM, Evans RD, Logan M, Mantel P, Puotinen M, Petus C, Russ GR, Williamson DH 
(2020) Long‐term dynamics and drivers of coral and macroalgal cover on inshore reefs 
of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. Ecological Applications 30:e02008 

Ceccarelli DM, Loffler Z, Bourne DG, Al Moajil-Cole GS, Boström-Einarsson L, Evans-Illidge E, 
Fabricius K, Glasl B, Marshall P, McLeod I, Read M, Schaffelke B, Smith AK, Jorda GT, 
Williamson DH, Bay L (2018) Rehabilitation of coral reefs through removal of 
macroalgae: state of knowledge and considerations for management and 
implementation. Restoration Ecology 26:827–838 



Cheal AJ, MacNeil MA, Cripps E, Emslie MJ, Jonker M, Schaffelke B, Sweatman H (2010) 
Coral–macroalgal phase shifts or reef resilience: links with diversity and functional 
roles of herbivorous fishes on the Great Barrier Reef. Coral Reefs 29:1005–1015 

Chong-Seng KM, Graham NAJ, Pratchett MS (2014) Bottlenecks to coral recovery in the 
Seychelles. Coral Reefs 33:449–461 

Critchley AT, De Visscher PRM, Nienhuis PH (1990) Canopy characteristics of the brown alga 
Sargassum muticum (Fucales, Phaeophyta) in Lake Grevelingen, southwest 
Netherlands. Hydrobiologia 204–205:211–217 

dela Cruz DW, Rinkevich B, Gomez ED, Yap HT (2015) Assessing an abridged nursery phase 
for slow growing corals used in coral restoration. Ecological Engineering 84:408–415 

De’ath G, Fabricius KE, Sweatman H, Puotinen M (2012) The 27-year decline of coral cover 
on the Great Barrier Reef and its causes. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences 109:17995–17999 

Diaz-Pulido G, Harii S, McCook LJ, Hoegh-Guldberg O (2010) The impact of benthic algae on 
the settlement of a reef-building coral. Coral Reefs 29:203–208 

Done TJ, Turak E, Wakeford M, DeVantier L, McDonald A, Fisk D (2007) Decadal changes in 
turbid-water coral communities at Pandora Reef: loss of resilience or too soon to tell? 
Coral Reefs 26:789–805 

Donovan MK, Burkepile DE, Kratochwill C, Shlesinger T, Sully S, Oliver TA, Hodgson G, 
Freiwald J, van Woesik R (2021) Local conditions magnify coral loss after marine 
heatwaves. Science 372:977–980 

Doropoulos C, Roff G, Bozec Y, Zupan M, Werminghausen J, Mumby PJ (2016) Characterizing 
the ecological trade‐offs throughout the early ontogeny of coral recruitment. 
Ecological Monographs 86:20–44 

Edwards A, Guest J, Heyward A, Villanueva R, Baria M, Bollozos I, Golbuu Y (2015) Direct 
seeding of mass-cultured coral larvae is not an effective option for reef rehabilitation. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 525:105–116 

Evensen NR, Vanwonterghem I, Doropoulos C, Gouezo M, Botté ES, Webster NS, Mumby PJ 
(2021) Benthic micro‐ and macro‐community succession and coral recruitment under 
overfishing and nutrient enrichment. Ecology 102:e03536 

Eyre BD, Cyronak T, Drupp P, De Carlo EH, Sachs JP, Andersson AJ (2018) Coral reefs will 
transition to net dissolving before end of century. Science 359:908–911 

Fidelman P, McGrath C, Newlands M, Dobbs K, Jago B, Hussey K (2019) Regulatory 
implications of coral reef restoration and adaptation under a changing climate. 
Environmental Science & Policy 100:221–229 

Foster N, Box S, Mumby P (2008) Competitive effects of macroalgae on the fecundity of the 
reef-building coral Montastraea annularis. Marine Ecology Progress Series 367:143–
152 

Fulton CJ, Abesamis RA, Berkström C, Depczynski M, Graham NAJ, Holmes TH, Kulbicki M, 
Noble MM, Radford BT, Tano S, Tinkler P, Wernberg T, Wilson SK (2019) Form and 
function of tropical macroalgal reefs in the Anthropocene. Functional Ecology 33:989–
999 

Fulton CJ, Berkström C, Wilson SK, Abesamis RA, Bradley M, Åkerlund C, Barrett LT, Bucol 
AA, Chacin DH, Chong‐Seng KM, Coker DJ, Depczynski M, Eggertsen L, Eggertsen M, 
Ellis D, Evans RD, Graham NAJ, Hoey AS, Holmes TH, Kulbicki M, Leung PTY, Lam PKS, 
Lier J, Matis PA, Noble MM, Pérez‐Matus A, Piggott C, Radford BT, Tano S, Tinkler P 



(2020) Macroalgal meadow habitats support fish and fisheries in diverse tropical 
seascapes. Fish and Fisheries 21:700–717 

GBRMPA (2020) Statement: coral bleaching on the Great Barrier Reef. 
https://www.gbrmpa.gov.au/news-room/latest-news/latest-news/coral-
bleaching/2020/statement-coral-bleaching-on-the-great-barrier-reef (accessed 
December 2021) 

Gilmour J (1999) Experimental investigation into the effects of suspended sediment on 
fertilisation, larval survival and settlement in a scleractinian coral. Marine Biology 
135:451–462 

Goatley CHR, Bellwood DR (2011) The roles of dimensionality, canopies and complexity in 
ecosystem monitoring. PLoS ONE 6:e27307 

Graham NAJ, Jennings S, MacNeil MA, Mouillot D, Wilson SK (2015) Predicting climate-
driven regime shifts versus rebound potential in coral reefs. Nature 518:94–97 

Haas AF, Fairoz MFM, Kelly LW, Nelson CE, Dinsdale EA, Edwards RA, Giles S, Hatay M, 
Hisakawa N, Knowles B, Lim YW, Maughan H, Pantos O, Roach TNF, Sanchez SE, 
Silveira CB, Sandin S, Smith JE, Rohwer F (2016) Global microbialization of coral reefs. 
Nature Microbiology 1:16042 

Hardisty PE, Roth CH, Silvey P, Mead D, Anthony KRN (2019) Reef Restoration and 
Adaptation program - Investment Case. Australian Institute of Marine Science 

Hauri C, Fabricius KE, Schaffelke B, Humphrey C (2010) Chemical and physical environmental 
conditions underneath mat- and canopy-forming macroalgae, and their effects on 
understorey corals. PLoS ONE 5:e12685 

Hesley D, Burdeno D, Drury C, Schopmeyer S, Lirman D (2017) Citizen science benefits coral 
reef restoration activities. Journal for Nature Conservation 40:94–99 

Hoey A (2010) Size matters: macroalgal height influences the feeding response of coral reef 
herbivores. Marine Ecology Progress Series 411:299–302 

Hughes TP (1994) Catastrophes, phase shifts, and large-scale degradation of a Caribbean 
coral reef. Science 265:1547–1551 

Hughes TP, Ayre D, Connell JH (1992) The evolutionary ecology of corals. Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution 7:292–295 

Hughes TP, Kerry JT, Álvarez-Noriega M, Álvarez-Romero JG, Anderson KD, Baird AH, 
Babcock RC, Beger M, Bellwood DR, Berkelmans R, Bridge TC, Butler IR, Byrne M, 
Cantin NE, Comeau S, Connolly SR, Cumming GS, Dalton SJ, Diaz-Pulido G, Eakin CM, 
Figueira WF, Gilmour JP, Harrison HB, Heron SF, Hoey AS, Hobbs J-PA, Hoogenboom 
MO, Kennedy EV, Kuo C, Lough JM, Lowe RJ, Liu G, McCulloch MT, Malcolm HA, 
McWilliam MJ, Pandolfi JM, Pears RJ, Pratchett MS, Schoepf V, Simpson T, Skirving WJ, 
Sommer B, Torda G, Wachenfeld DR, Willis BL, Wilson SK (2017) Global warming and 
recurrent mass bleaching of corals. Nature 543:373–377 

Hughes TP, Kerry JT, Baird AH, Connolly SR, Chase TJ, Dietzel A, Hill T, Hoey AS, Hoogenboom 
MO, Jacobson M, Kerswell A, Madin JS, Mieog A, Paley AS, Pratchett MS, Torda G, 
Woods RM (2019) Global warming impairs stock–recruitment dynamics of corals. 
Nature 568:387–390 

Johns KA, Emslie MJ, Hoey AS, Osborne K, Jonker MJ, Cheal AJ (2018) Macroalgal feedbacks 
and substrate properties maintain a coral reef regime shift. Ecosphere 9:e02349 

Jompa J, McCook LJ (1998) Seaweeds save the reef?! Sargassum canopy decreases coral 
bleaching on inshore reefs. Reef Research 8 



Knowlton N, Corcoran E, Felis T, Ferse S, de Goeij J, Grottoli A, Harding S, Kleypas J, Mayfield 
A, Miller M, Obura D, Osuka K, Peixoto R, Randall C, Voolstra C, Wells S, Wild C (2021) 
Rebuilding coral reefs: A decadal grand challenge. International Coral Reef Society and 
Future Earth Coasts 

Kohler KE, Gill SM (2006) Coral Point Count with Excel extensions (CPCe): A visual basic 
program for the determination of coral and substrate coverage using random point 
count methodology. Computers & Geosciences 32:1259–1269 

Kornder NA, Cappelletto J, Mueller B, Zalm MJL, Martinez SJ, Vermeij MJA, Huisman J, de 
Goeij JM (2021) Implications of 2D versus 3D surveys to measure the abundance and 
composition of benthic coral reef communities. Coral Reefs 40:1137–1153 

Lapointe BE, Littler MM, Littler DS (1997) Macroalgal overgrowth of fringing coral reefs at 
Discovery Bay, Jamaica: Bottom-up versus top-down control. Proceedings of the 8th 
International Coral Reef Symposium, Panamá City, 24-29 June 1996. 

Loffler Z, Hoey AS (2018) Canopy-forming macroalgal beds (Sargassum) on coral reefs are 
resilient to physical disturbance. Journal of Ecology 106:1156–1164 

Lukoschek V, Cross P, Torda G, Zimmerman R, Willis BL (2013) The importance of coral larval 
recruitment for the recovery of reefs impacted by Cyclone Yasi in the Central Great 
Barrier Reef. PLoS ONE 8:e65363 

Manikandan B, Padelkar AA, Ravindran J, Joseph S (2021) Histopathological investigation of 
the reef coral Goniastrea sp. affected by macroalgal abrasion. Marine Biology 168:44 

McCook LJ, Price IR, Klumpp DW (1997) Macroalgae on the GBR: causes or consequences, 
indicators or models of reef degradation? Proceedings of the 8th International Coral 
Reef Symposium, Panamá City, 24-29 June 1996. 

McLeod IM, Bourne DG, Ceccarelli DM, Boström-Einarsson L, Cook N, Fulton SE, Hancock B, 
Harrison P, Hein M, Le Port A, Paewai-Higgins R, Smith HA, Smith A (2020) Best 
practice coral restoration for the Great Barrier Reef: Synthesis of results. Reef and 
Rainforest Research Centre Limited, Cairns 

Monteil Y, Teo A, Fong J, Bauman AG, Todd PA (2020) Effects of macroalgae on coral 
fecundity in a degraded coral reef system. Marine Pollution Bulletin 151:110890 

Morand P, Briand X (1996) Excessive growth of macroalgae: A symptom of environmental 
disturbance. Botanica Marina 39:491-516 

Morrow KM, Paul VJ, Liles MR, Chadwick NE (2011) Allelochemicals produced by Caribbean 
macroalgae and cyanobacteria have species-specific effects on reef coral 
microorganisms. Coral Reefs 30:309–320 

Mumby PJ (2009) Phase shifts and the stability of macroalgal communities on Caribbean 
coral reefs. Coral Reefs 28:761–773 

Mundy CN (2000) An appraisal of methods used in coral recruitment studies. Coral Reefs 
19:124–131 

Neilson BJ, Wall CB, Mancini FT, Gewecke CA (2018) Herbivore biocontrol and manual 
removal successfully reduce invasive macroalgae on coral reefs. PeerJ 6:e5332 

van Oppen MJH, Gates RD, Blackall LL, Cantin N, Chakravarti LJ, Chan WY, Cormick C, Crean 
A, Damjanovic K, Epstein H, Harrison PL, Jones TA, Miller M, Pears RJ, Peplow LM, 
Raftos DA, Schaffelke B, Stewart K, Torda G, Wachenfeld D, Weeks AR, Putnam HM 
(2017) Shifting paradigms in restoration of the world’s coral reefs. Global Change 
Biology 23:3437–3448 



Ortega A, Geraldi NR, Alam I, Kamau AA, Acinas SG, Logares R, Gasol JM, Massana R, Krause-
Jensen D, Duarte CM (2019) Important contribution of macroalgae to oceanic carbon 
sequestration. Nature Geoscience 12:748–754 

Penin L, Michonneau F, Baird A, Connolly S, Pratchett M, Kayal M, Adjeroud M (2010) Early 
post-settlement mortality and the structure of coral assemblages. Marine Ecology 
Progress Series 408:55–64 

Rasher DB, Stout EP, Engel S, Kubanek J, Hay ME (2011) Macroalgal terpenes function as 
allelopathic agents against reef corals. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences 108:17726–17731 

Ricardo GF, Jones RJ, Nordborg M, Negri AP (2017) Settlement patterns of the coral 
Acropora millepora on sediment-laden surfaces. Science of The Total Environment 
609:277–288 

Roff G, Chollett I, Doropoulos C, Golbuu Y, Steneck RS, Isechal AL, van Woesik R, Mumby PJ 
(2015) Exposure-driven macroalgal phase shift following catastrophic disturbance on 
coral reefs. Coral Reefs 34:715–725 

Tanner JE (1995) Competition between scleractinian corals and macroalgae: An 
experimental investigation of coral growth, survival and reproduction. Journal of 
Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 190:151–168 

Tano S, Eggertsen M, Wikström SA, Berkström C, Buriyo AS, Halling C (2016) Tropical 
seaweed beds are important habitats for mobile invertebrate epifauna. Estuarine, 
Coastal and Shelf Science 183:1–12 

Tuttle LJ, Johnson C, Kolinski S, Minton D, Donahue MJ (2020) How does sediment exposure 
affect corals? A systematic review protocol. Environmental Evidence 9:17 

Vardi T, Hoot WC, Levy J, Shaver E, Winters RS, Banaszak AT, Baums IB, Chamberland VF, 
Cook N, Gulko D, Hein MY, Kaufman L, Loewe M, Lundgren P, Lustic C, MacGowan P, 
Matz MV, McGonigle M, McLeod I, Moore J, Moore T, Pivard S, Pollock FJ, Rinkevich B, 
Suggett DJ, Suleiman S, Viehman TS, Villalobos T, Weis VM, Wolke C, Montoya‐Maya 
PH (2021) Six priorities to advance the science and practice of coral reef restoration 
worldwide. Restoration Ecology 29:313498 

Vuki VC, Price IR (1994) Seasonal changes in the Sargassum populations on a fringing coral 
reef, Magnetic Island, Great barrier reef region, Australia. Aquatic Botany 48:153–166 

Waltham NJ, Wegscheidl C, Volders A, Smart JCR, Hasan S, Lédée E, Waterhouse J (2021) 
Land use conversion to improve water quality in high DIN risk, low-lying sugarcane 
areas of the Great Barrier Reef catchments. Marine Pollution Bulletin 167:112373 

Webster FJ, Babcock RC, Van Keulen M, Loneragan NR (2015) Macroalgae Inhibits larval 
settlement and increases recruit mortality at Ningaloo Reef, Western Australia. PLoS 
ONE 10:e0124162 

Whinney J, Jones R, Duckworth A, Ridd P (2017) Continuous in situ monitoring of sediment 
deposition in shallow benthic environments. Coral Reefs 36:521–533 

van Woesik R, Ripple K, Miller SL (2018) Macroalgae reduces survival of nursery-reared 
Acropora corals in the Florida reef tract. Restoration Ecology 26:563–569 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


