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VegetatiOn Table 1. Mean monthly temperature, CO; (carbon dioxide) flux, and CHs (methane) flux
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3 Compare a restored wetland to a natural reference
wetland:

V. Future Work

1. Pair chambeCO, and CH, fluxes and soil C 12 Compare chambarased CQand CH fluxes and soil C to quantitatively compare C
measurements in adjacent established and restored cycling function between restored and established wetlands.
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