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Absolute value of NEE in the SRCs was about 65-80% higher =~ N0 fluxes were extremely low, ranging

: : e from -0.6 to +1 mg N,0*m2*day?. Also
than in the grassland, while the partitioning between GPP T 6 (T, o s Breaa -4 2
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Older poplar SRC (O_SR() " o % |l and R, shows that O_SRC had the higher rate of *m 2% day ! .
G land (GR _ eco 0.8 mg CH,*m“*day* were low: the
rassland (GR) SR RRERWERRE photosynthesis (25% higher than Y_SRC, and ca. 60% than = ecosystems acted sometimes as a little
Fig. 2 — Ombrothermic diagrams: 2012 and long-term averages grassland) Thus, Reco Wwas 33% hlgher |n O_SRC than Y_SRC, sink and sometimes as a small source.

Any clear seasonal trend couldn’t be

. :
Drought effects | and 40% than that grassland (Fig. 3, Tab. 1). observed for both the fluxes (Fig. 4).

Cumulative fluxes show a different response of the SRCs to the drought. We can analyse their behaviour in relation to water and light: 055 Sollrespiration
SR Semomalwends S e T Ues Efidensy [0 . _NEEVsPAR ol & _002:_ ;{ —vee|  When temperature V\{as not -Iimiting, soil rgspiration was driven
5 :/\\;\P/I\ 7 was generally higher for O SRC, : .Y_'SRCI o by water content (Fig. 5): it can be notl'ced that during the
_ g 7 especially in May (Fig. 6, _top). 18 %0_15 summer drought fluxes of CO, from the soil reached low values
: -\\./ : During the summer  drought, £ o (be'Fween O.QS and 0.1 gC*m'z*d.ay'l) close to the ones observed
o however, the reduction of WUE ) . N M: e W Ror Wy Jun I g Sen Gt v Dec during Ekhe zvimteg At the rewetting a peak was measured: 0.15 -
was less pronounced in  the e 0.32 gC*m™~*day.

" [—LUE-0SRC
LUE-Y SRC |

Fig. 5 — Soil Respiration in the three sites
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- . . . Fig. 7 — Daily means of NEE vs PAR for the poplar SRC
Jan Feb Mar Apr Mav Jun Jul Aua Sen Oct Nov Dec Wlth d Stronger reductlon dunng
N e the drought(Fig. 6, middle). Trend
of Gross Primary Production (GPP)

| /I\ shows that older short rotation accumulation rate in the same conditions of light for
: ] coppice entered earlier in a the younger plantation (Fig. 7). Every point shows the
* ] stronger drought stress than the average for the half hour indicated in the palette.
T e W A ey Jp A Se Oel Nev De younger one (Fig. 6, bottom). Note the hysteresis with higher NEE during the

Fig. 6 — Monthly averages of WUE, LUE and GPP afternoon — typical behaviour in drought events.
for the poplar SRCs
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Higher uptake of CO, in the SRCs than in the grassland.

Typical seasonal trend for soil respiration, while soil effluxes of
CH, and N,O were extremely low.

Effects of prolonged summer drought: reduction in cumulative
NEE trend; depression of soil respiration.

Comparison of daily averages of NEE vs PAR during
the summer drought (June-July) confirms a higher C

WORK IN PROGRESS

Different behaviour of SRCs: higher efficiency in the spring for the
older one; earlier drought stress.

Data from 2013 important to understand the weight of the
drought and to complete the GHG budget.




