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Precipitation Evapotranspiration
(applied water) (water balance equation)

|

Soil water storage
(moisture sensors)

i

Percolation
(peristaltic pump)




Soil profile

In-ground lysimeter

Topsoill 0.20 m
Dredged sediment
+ peat moss 0.60 m
(6.5%)
Dredged sediment D/6OED
— 15m —]
Soil Sand % Silt % Clay % FC (cm3 cm) K, (cm sec?)
TS 72.33 14.67 13.0 0.20 8.9 X 104
DS + PM 45.33 40.0 14.67 0.35 1.6 X 103
DS 45.33 40.0 14.67 0.31 2.9 X104
Sand 100 0 0 0.10 4.8 X103




re vegetation: big bluestem, Canada goldenrod

1ature vegetation: big bluestem, black-eyed susan, india

tem, poverty grass, stiff goldenrod, switchgrass, tall boneset,
OW
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Mature #1

Evapotranspiration

Soil water storage
g Applied water

Percolation

Cumulative centimeters

Immature #1

Applied water

Soil water storage

Evapotranspiration

Percolation
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Applied water

Evapotranspiration

Percolation

Cumulative centimeters

Immature #2

Applied water
Soil water storage

Evapotranspiration

Percolation




Summary

Mature #1 Immature #1
62.72 63.05
58.70 48.39
1.07 1.30
0.00 3.08
0.00 6.77




Future work

itor ET covers through the 2010 S
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