") Introduction

Historically, the San Francisco Estuary has been
considered a low primary productivity estuary, despite
having relatively high concentrations of nutrients.
The low primary production has been attributed to
the Estuary being light-limited due to high suspended
sediment concentrations and the high energy of
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4Significant decrease in dissolved nitrate concentrations.
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y Vs. y - : - . — = creasing nitrogen and phosphorous input from
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