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y are we doing this? \

Mussels can contribute greatly to the frltration of water In ) s N AL
local marshes and removal of nitrogen, but these etfects | Total Biodeposition by Mussels
could depend on if they are “scared” by predators. Looking
at the effects that a\predator has on the mussels flltratron
will indicate how the species W|II\behétve nits nat‘ur.al s
enwronment as restored commumtres maturer s '3
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will contribdite to demtrificati!oq’

as restor! marshes mature.



