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Site-level and Regional Comparisons
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Atmospheric CO, concentration observations help evaluate
several biogenic CO, flux models — both growing season net
uptake and cold season respiration.
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ABOVE and ABoVE-affiliated projects: Explore the biogenic CO, flux model comparisons!

McKain (TE 2016), Munger (CARBON 2016), Anderson (NSF 2018), Natali (TE 2014), Watts (NIP 2017) atmoscomp.ldeo.columbia.edu/tvprm
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“Paint-by-Number”

Simple approach reproduces well atmospheric methane observations

Initial Take-aways

Global wetland models capture magnitude and timing of biogenic methane for inundated
and non-inundated boreal forest — but not Arctic tundra

Still investigating reasons:
Inundation not appropriate metric for wet land? Wetland methane # ecosystem biogenic methane?
Soll type/subsurface processes/veg type instead? Large contribution from lakes/ponds?

Next Steps
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Explore CH, (and CO,) fluxes along wetness gradients

This work I1s done as part of an ABoVE Carbon Dynamics Working Group synthesis project. Thank you to
observational data and model providers cited throughout the poster for your essential contributions.
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