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» To counter anthropogenic emissions, ecosystem Forest Wetland
restoration is essential

* A trade-off between forest and wetland carbon

» Wide variety of biomes may be considered for | seguestration:
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- Wetlands are less variable but have lower
rates of uptake
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size and color representing magnitude of Pearson considered in this study.
correlation coefficient when plotted against NEE.

USGS streamflow gages. From Bear River gage to
US-Los is ~4 km (left). Distance from gage at Cisco
Lake Outlet and US-Syv is ~8 km (top right). HWY M,
Sayner, and No. 3 gages are ~3.7 km, ~0.6 km, and
~0.24 km from US-ALQ respectively (bottom right).




