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1. Problem statement

Greenhouse gas measurements from soil are typically derived from static chambers placed in several replicate field plots and in
multiple locations within a plot. Inherent variability in emissions is due to a number of known and unknown factors. Getting robust
emission estimates from numerous chambers should therefore minimize time of researchers in the field to avoid unnecessary diurnal

variations caused by long hours within the day in the field.
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4. Impact of calculating
endpoint minus ambient mean
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Assessing greenhouse gas emissions from field treatments could be more effective by

window and need for more labor.

5. Non-linear vs linear responses
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responses occurred
(co, = 13% and N,O = 10% of observations >|10%| different). Overall, linear responses
estimated with an endpoint value minus a few ambient samples would
be sufficient.
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In North Carolina,

CO, and N,O fluxes were linear through 60 minutes (mean of 45 chambers).

CEFS

reducing the number of samplings within a chamber and deploying more chambers. ——

www.cefs.ncsu.edu




