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Figure 7. An illustration of the field study systems: shallow, coastal lagoons subject to
eutrophication from nutrient laden groundwater input.
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Figure 5.3. Average N,O fluxes at high tide across all sampling dates (+ SE).
Emissions were significantly greater (P < 0.05) in the dark than light, and
emissions significantly increased (P = 0.0251) with increasing eelgrass density.
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Figure 1.2. Eelgrass density treatments (1-6; bare — Figure 1.3. Table describing the six Figure 4. A floating chamber is used to measure greenhouse gas fluxes at the Figure 6. Net radiative balance calculated across all eelgrass treatments vs Figure 8. An increase in eelgrass stem density increases colonization by epiphytes and
high). High and low tide indicated by the red and different eelgrass density treatments. water-atmosphere interface. The incubation time for each measurement was bare sand across all dates for 20Y and 100Y horizons, respectively. There was epifauna resulting in increased community respiration and rapid organic matter
blue line, respectively. (Only reporting high tide six minutes. (Dimensions: 30 cm diameter, 20 cm h) no significant difference across density treatments or between light and dark. mineralization. Increased GHG emissions may offset the climate benefit (blue carbon
data) All treatments were net sources of GHG emissions. storage) of eelgrass systems.
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