Concurrent CO, and COS fluxes across major biomes in Europe
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Results:
During night time the soil acted as a small sink for COS at all field sites. The flux turned into |
emission on grass dominated ecosystems during daytime. .
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We observed COS uptake at ecosystem level at all sites during day and night. The COS |
fluxes showed a diurnal pattern with stronger COS uptake during midday at all sites. ol
The ERU/ CRU rates were only stable during high light conditions and increased in low light 1
reflecting increasing impairment of photosynthesis. 0
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Conclusion:
Soil fluxes were small compared to canopy fluxes, but can't be neglected at sites with

. sparse canopies, where more light was reaching the soil surface. To calculate the gross
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primary production at ecosystem level soil fluxes have to be accounted for.
Flux COS Although the COS and CO, uptake follow the same pattern at ecosystem level during
Concentration COS daytime, the relative uptake differed quite strong between the sites.
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