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Introduction

Calculation of Vegetation Water Content
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Figure 1: (left) SMAP (2015-2018) soil water content (%SWC) that excludes Longitude LongLe iIn an area. The DBF region showed more sensitivity to average stand
data where VWG > 5 kg m-2, and (right) SMAP SWC (%) for all retrievals. Figure 3: Seasonal variability of the Normalized Difference Vegetation Index height than the ENF region. This suggests that methods for
JJA DJF (NDVI) between 2015 and 2018. Boxed areas indicate regions analyzed for calculating vegetation water content could be revised in order to better
B vegetation water content calculations. embody how much water is within different trees and plants.
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