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Our approach

COS plant flux models 2nd-order COS surface fluxes

" ¥

Regional transport model

v

Simulated regional [COS]

compare to

NOAA airborne [COS] observations

(big thanks to Steve Montzka, Colm Sweeney, Ben Miller, et al.)
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COS plant flux models

mechanistic Leaf-scale Relative Uptake
(LRU)

e.g. Montzka et al. (2007),

Berry etal. (2013) Stimler et al. (2010, 2011, 2012)
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COS plant flux models

GPP model

COS uptake model
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see also:
Hilton et al., Tellus B, 2015
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Results I: 2nd-order COS fluxes
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Prediction is very difficult, ecpeetaty about the Heeke.
even past

- some of us here in this room, among others

GPP was
Northerly/ No, GPP was southeasterly!

Midwestern!
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Soill COS fluxes

Kettle et al. (2002) Whelan et al. (2016)
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Anthropogenic COS fluxes

Kettle et al. (2002) Campbell et al. (2015)
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carbonyl sultide primer

photosynthesis respiration

CO, GPP

- large
- cannot measure

CO7 respiration
- large
- cannot measure

CO2 net ecosystem exchange
- small

- CAN measure




COS exchange models

GPP models

CASA-GFED3

COS Leaf flux models

mechanistic: Leaf relative uptake (LRU)-based:

Fplant = [COSa)] * [1.94/gsw + 1.56/gbw + 1.0/gcos] ', OCS]
Fpant = GPP x LRU %
[COq]

27



COS exchange models

GPP models

3 X

COS Leaf flux models
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