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Abstract

This study uses the Generalized Likelihood Uncertainty Estimation (GLUE) method
to calibrate the DeNitrification-DeComposition (DNDC) model, simulating the yield and
greenhouse gas emissions of the second-cropping rice experiment conducted at the AnKang
Farm in 2023. Sensitivity analysis was employed to explore the relationship between pa-
rameters and the simulation values of interest, identifying the parameters that are sensitive
to the simulation outcomes, including crop parameters (e.g., maximum yield and growing
degree days) and soil parameters (e.g., organic carbon content and porosity).

The results demonstrate that the GLUE method not only improves the accuracy of
model simulations but also provides an automatic and systematic parameter calibration
process, which could be applied to optimize DNDC model parameters. Future studies
should incorporate different climate conditions and field data for calibration and adopt
Bayesian iterative methods to estimate parameters, thereby enhancing the model’s gener-
alizability and predictive capability.

Keywords: DNDC, sensitivity analysis, GLUE, calibration, rice, greenhouse gas
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48 5 5 ok

DNDC DeNitrification-DeComposition

DSSAT Decision Support System for Agrotechnology Transfer

LSA B ¥RazRe B 4 45 (Local Sensitivity Analysis)

GSA > AR B 4 15 (Global Sensitivity Analysis)

OAT - =& - %]+ ;% (One-At-a-Time)

AAT - = > 7]+ ;% (All-At-a-time)

GLUE B & PEH FE T % 35 (Generalized Likelihood Uncertainty Esti-
mation)

CF f# {7 /&% (Conventional Flooding)

AWD ¥ & /% /% (Alternate Wetting and Drying)

CODiS F iz BRI F M & 39 PRF% (Climate Observation Data Inquire Ser-
vice)
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FEEFEERG > ER2GF GOEFR o F R EDLIMAR e K eiE
frit s AT A r TR AR R G EA RN R
TE TR H A AR % AL AT E A EEAL € m,\%?\ﬁié 3o ”'Li'%’ﬁ st B (Lee
et al., 2023)
TR s BERAT 1992 & AT F L 9RAPN p By TR
% ¢ | (Earth Summit) - %37 "7 & W § 1 %@ % & 2 X | (The United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change » UNFCCC) » & # 1995 # 4= &% & 7. B
# %> € & (Conference of Parties » COP) k3= ¥t 5 Bz > H ¢ ¢
#£7 1997 &#e0 T 3 ¥k L3 (Kyoto Protocol) ~2015 & ch M= % % %_, (Paris
Agreement) 12 % #2021 & e T3 278 § iz 23 | (Glasgow Climate Pact) ° igut
PR S PR AT R D 2R R F MR > U2 F RS BRI
LA B A A AL g 2 7 g 2 (Earth Summit, 1992; United Nations,
1998; UNC Change, 2015; Ares, 2021)
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G 160% L HE AP AR EFMIIT%EF T F 133% B L KNP s

1 doi:10.6342/NTU202500704


http://dx.doi.org/10.6342/NTU202500704

FOUAEREAIRAEY Pt > WL 22F e § ARG R TR R
FOOLF oengoad > BEIE S P 2R E 144.96% £ 29.05% (FRBLIT F
FHEF,2024) 0 AP R EES  FU e ¢ 7 Bz e i g
F gl R REDPIRT o Tt SHRE I e R
o AFR WG P Rk bz -

FEK S B RUAET P TR ML A R A AR R LA
FILS ST gk B bl BRI (Mo BRI AR W
Bzt ¥ adFfsiva4 £ (Pandey et al., 2014; Setyanto et al., 2018) o R @ 3
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2019; Gaydon etal.,2017) > &% &t & 4 F % Fh > R ST Pp s+ 9% 3
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2 P G o B FRR A AL AT B iE 2T e 5 (Craver, 2006) ©

A0 POY - BB ] Blde s w R RCE] o IR iR g Aot R Y
oo METHCANE W BB R Sl 2 ARl T e R R
WGAFM R PR F e a BH A P EHEET 2 AR KT kAL ReniT
4] 0 & B 5~ P32 % (Cuddington et al., 2013) o Hi4r » AHHE 3 7 W%

DRI T ] 3 Y e e B R o JTBA T 2 & b
PG o TR AT R RS % o

B AR RS 2 RS2 RS SR SRS N H S R B
4 (Randall et al., 2007) o G4r > e 2zkag i A=y @ > SBHHEAB Y KR F 2
A T R RS F MR ST REE LR PR Ry 0 8
AL ERS FFIF RS BHAARSHEREGRI Y R F R bl
CANDY, CENTURY, DAISY, DNDC, EPIC, RothC (Franko et al., 1995; Parton et al.,
1987, 1988; Hansen et al., 1991; Li et al., 1992b,a; Williams et al., 1989; Coleman and
Jenkinson, 1996) - d ** DNDC 3] 4F B T 4 i g 21 * 2 ZzE H £ 1 (Gilhespy

etal,2014) » Fl@m fr# < 3% DNDC #-7] kg -k fen BFE 3 § # o

1.3 DeNitrification-DeComposition

*h e ¢ AR * eni® 4 03] 5 DeNitrification-DeComposition (DNDC) #i- 3
(http://www.dndc.sr.unh.edu/) B> #4185 0 R 2 A FR F 0 2 3EY -
F bpter g (v 3§ ehgx (Lietal, 1992ba) > e L 2 A7 F ok Rk
AR GlAct FR Y R BR RS B T R 0% HE (Gilhespy et al,
2014) -

DNDC 7 7 = B+ 3 > » W EHHE7 B hREF 0 5 2 EF % (soil
climate) ~ & 4 # & (plant growth) -~ *% % (decomposition) ~ & i* (nitrification) - %t
% (denitrification) ~ % % (fermentation) °

2HF i IR hR F IR R g kR A
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14.1 AHFRHRESVREBHRELSH
ki 3Rag e B 4 #7 (Local Sensitivity Analysis, LSA) % g ¥| % #ic e ﬁ%] SR 4
FEEiTRe aﬁw«@] NERR DL o A 2B AR R A 17 (Global Sensitivity

Analysis, GSA) R &% jg & 1 5 Ay r BHZ R a2 P RE W E

RE L FEFRLUPF D (F P FRE) U2 REIFRE - EFAFRLT
X 5L SN

142 —(k—BHFEHE—-KE2HF*

- = = F]3 /2 (One-(factor)-At-a-Time, OAT) ¥ - = > F]+ ;2 (All-(factors)-At-
a-Time, AAT) & § chi b a3t et 2 > o F L sefd ¥ - B Sl iy
»E D BEH B Sl % »iE @ ?éiﬁ{f‘?ﬂ*?i%%’ﬁ m%ﬁﬁiz\ﬁ%}» m o F]p
GUEES HENEIT TSR T PN E S R

Attia etal. (2021) FERR B A 173 7 BB F]F ~ (T Sl F 4258

2K AE M2 DHEME LOP T T ye R & hF]SF > R TG s

ﬁ’

W E 2 FFengan o 518 £ %+ o Varella et al. (2012) ¢ * STICS #i=3|
SRR (TR s R F frd S 7 RCRE 0 15 18 GSA 4R 31 2 4 B BRI
BAF R F ~ FET R EE AR S ¥ o Myrgiotis et al. (2018a) 1 *

Variance-based a7 g & 4 47 #%¥:% Landscape-DNDC #-4| 7 € & ¢hF B2 S¥ic > %47

o

SR = SRR TR T I S NS = S et CRIRCR R

R

A2 ® % 2 aarg B AT FH A Sl B HN R B R

J‘i

L

CREY F R ST T TS SRS E S ST S IR N Y Y

F},

907 el 0 R AR G R 0 RS EACE R A JEPT T R 0

AR Rl DAl R A 0 IFL SRS R gl .
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1.5 RIiE
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(2) 7 7 yEian i R ST i G BIRY AR PR BRE B R
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S
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o

195 Mai (2023) &4 ciiidg > “rdk & ent 38 vk o A WG
(1) 1% SR R A7 5B R R A 1745 ISR B S Rl B ok
& oo
(2) 28T EIE g% TDelta * ;2 | 123 [Pie-share * j2 | @4 & sc N 4 & 12
EEP S I
() T | e mAp LR TR TR (D) v LR TS
BRI e % { & o
D EBEFTHE D RFTREE P B D REEKEA TR o
(5) St th Wog P HT EROREFEF REB R EF bl s B

(stratified sampling) 4= p # & i /% & ;# (automation calibration algorithm) * # & »%
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(7) i% #% P % 3 %k (objective function) : P &S fic & * cHfcF| 2 FTHF i & /2R >
FARDESS 2409 > T2 - T AFARE > T AP RSB GFE - PR K
TP g SR P Sl o

@ EHREFEZ A RFh 27 2R F > EHEF IR EDP o
wE R ] .

(9) % P % (multi-objective) & : F#EF ? BPEEFPFRE 7 UEHRY

(10) e % @ & &

9

Bl

g~ PRS2 TR E R AT ATE R

LREG Y ARKE o

van Oijen et al. (2011) 4 * b % %3t en= Z e AHAEFRE ~ W RicF
A AR A 4T 0 RPN ka2 B U2 Ak FU A F M P
(N2O 4o NO) gt ac ~ 3 3 = § it g (COy) ehgt 221 2 4 3 7 -k § - Bhattarai et al.
(2022) & 1 - p Bl F E 2 0 - DNDC #-3) ¢ PEST #c#8 % & » 1548 PEST
PR i B 2 DNDC B3P chdlicr %A 335 0 Z /80 & 18 K b3 50
4= ie%l Mk IR o

rEHT P @ HDNDC #A Hd 2 £ 24 L E B P o (Lietal,
1992b,a) » & & f]* £ RWenith g T 2 o TP o A e 4 A2 it
AERBIEE T A- TLALR o 50 BRI N A EERY (B FRRYER
AETHERE RFA R PR KA RFFL SRR B R R E
poeb s A DNDC #3] enfe 2 1 189 - b 5 A 3 4Rk sivehfem = 2 > et 4

Fp P itz - Bpdit® kit h DNDC AR T SR AT o
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AP R e 2 E o § %Y p Y - BiTH 03 Decision Support System
for Agrotechnology Transfer (DSSAT) § © ehfx it & ;N — B & FE 007 /& T G 3
(Generalized Likelihood Uncertainty Estimation, GLUE) ¥ - B & - 32 #3] ¢ * 52
F - B2 2 0 &% d Bevenand Binley (1992) #7441 » 5 7 A 3 k= #3]7
FER M TREBE DS E o Fladed o g3 o B b AP s > AHHEC
AP BB RE LA F 0 ¥ 5B E R B > #2123 ¥k (likelihood function) 12

B gt A T oo T L SBh R et 1] e
P(8]0) « P(6)P(0l0) (1.1)

He PO) L LA ® o PO|O) & $tcenis s A% > P(O|0) % #2005k
2 T A ET o BB o 4 DSSAT #:4) ¢ > GLUE = j#4: % »t & H

iE4 S RATE K Mt S E i * 3t DNDC $03 ehfe i 429 -

1.6 #wXEHRBAE

57 % DNDCH A g L B A £ 2 B34 WP % AEH> 2P oh
AR - P B R D SR o AT SRR A i Sl g
B E2Z Bl o T UAREN SR RS REREER TS R0 ke s S

AT LB RBREAE R A A BRE 2 a0 § 2 M it

2 GL

UE it %% > e RT3 HE5Y P42 A k77 a0
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PEL

2.1 BRI FH

NG 2Bk 5 2023 & - BT RfE BB BRENRE L FCFLEE LSS
lechefis § 2 1475 BfEEG 495 07 208 » FHREES 25 224 x 30 =
Ao REREET S AT B A 3V & %] L 7/ 7% (Conventional Flooding, CF)
£ [ 8¢ g /% (Alternate Wetting and Drying, AWD) » # % & 2 A& F ~ o v &7
T gt BE L RJT 0 e Table2.1 -

T F PR AK A F i BB F A A 39 JRF% (Climate Observation Data Inquire
Service, CODiS) #7a* B % (121.5200, 24.9593, altitude: 24.06m) B~ {¥ 22023 & F
Hoe g E PR FREEENE (CC) A g (mm) ~ b iE (ms!) ~ FHE M
m2day!) ~ ApHIBR (%) c HH%KY R F TR e FEEEREE ¢
7 %8 % A (Bulk density, BD; ¥ i~ : Mgm™®) ~ fidk & (pH) ~ &7 % £ (Total
organic carbon, TOC; ¥ i : gkg ')~ 4 3 F 4 (#  Sand ~ & F Silt £ 4 F Clay
W Hix %) E s RRE S 4 Table 2.2 - 5278 AWD &2 CF & v % & Blend 3E
BEvid AR LAFTOEXARLY BFLRT BT F MRtk
T BT RN FEE pdRPF 3 45 (Liang Automated Chamber System,
Liangber) (Liang etal., 2003) #o3x >t e B trl 2 tr6 - X 20 B4 5 > % B 3 4 B ¥
B P FRALELAT  FEARPZFHERSFR T D AN FFEP
BHP I EI AT - ZFHER F - FEAITZ A 5 By gL
e E p g B - F Cpler e P g end =L kgC/ha/day » ¥ 1 I §
g H i L gN/ha/day o & F %5 Jc B DBy o0 et BA R TS 2

BT o AFHRBRIZ TR & 5 ARk fERE  E S B B i
TR REET R B A M AG BB R R T AR A 0 &
BASELS B2 EA 8 S HE Y EG KRS H T 5 E N MR
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SFR s BT S AAIN 0 FlARE G FIN ) B MR T fRH T E o BN RA
~F A

BT i s g E 7 & A2k~ 0 121~ F £ 47 R (Analytik Jena Multi N/C 2100S)

BERIZIMNEL AR ESG FE o0 R EIRTAe ZHE st X

2.2 DNDC BRI L2 $ g A\ & H

e ¢ AT * cni® 4 #74] DeNitrification-DeComposition (DNDC) #1 7 & ¢

ﬁ%»fﬁéi%gxég%gﬁgm\jg Mo EpgEE e FERFR e X F
Foe i Ep b 3R ek KE (O ER R (m) s b (msT) FHE M

m2day H)~iBRE () HY 20 F R Eprogeia i DNDCﬁvﬁg;])\.’:@io

2

21N

Sﬁ»

FEA e A A0S ) e B EE SRR C RHRE (g
em™®) ~pHiE ~ 135 F (kgCkg ™) ¥ o 7 $dce 313 5~ F - foehd

£ 6] (%) B HRAF ¢ (%% ) 1 E A THAF AR (R P degreeday) % o 0 [P

;;—.x
LN

FIWENE FHEAFER ~wAE £ 5 BXE E o 1345 Table 2.1 7 Table 2.2 #-§
RIFHE ~» DNDC ehig * % G % ¢ » 28 ABE ~ K ERhFRA % * DNDC

NTEIR 0 s 2 A dnd A% (3 DNDC 07 endd 7 4%) 134 7 03] o

2.3 BRESH

R RAITD i BB 2 BRI R AR A R R B R -
FRFBARF T E - FRER P 0 P R B SR o
Table 2.4 7| 7 i (750 & 4 190 DNDC 4#c2 # i@ o - 5 L 583 P
FEPE B A PR G E BT L TR F AP RN TR Rl
DNDC 4 44417 |o cnitde & 2 S F B chgdied 0 B4 7 & B Slieng X
EEE | EEL Sleht TR .
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oo i E ¢ nglic i 2 2 foendnd A 0 B 15 417 DNDC B3 e S ik
SRR AP RSN S BERELESE L AT L 5(0,) = £(O),) =
F(010 051, ,055) » B f & EHA] 0 O = (614,00, 050) B EF T B A (O
%@)ﬁ—ﬁéi’&@ﬂﬁ$rﬂ%%@”m#Mwso

AT REEORES WG R AR T i E (Yield C)» 2 & 2 35
Wr gt § (dSOC)~ 2> # 7 g (CHy) ~ 2 #F 1 I § £28 (N,0) (Table
23)> & * T - &~ %]+ ;% | (One-at-a-Time method, OAT method) £ " & & £ »

#7:% | (Co-inertia analysis) % @ f8 7 I cnag g B A~ 177 2 K45 7 82 558 FF anbf

% s 1T A\V_;J?‘;g“f_]’i °

231 —%—EFE

BoEo R gE- BANCEE > BN RH BB - REETCANE

REP LR o A7 1L Table2.4 ¢ end Sdceado @ v 5 AE > - St gd -
B 5 St TRASLER BE G 11 B S8 ® 0 £ 7 DNDC 4

MERIAR S F CRERE T RRRE F CLF R AFTEY £2

GlcenPrh > k£ i

m\
\\\?{r

B B g R o 3 e SN 0% B Sk
(=1, ) WEIHERE S) entRIE L o ' 10995 R (56 70 B S e 0 i
BE)YNER A EEE ) BPL o el 2] Bk S A ELEIRAMBAE L
Bogtae P P R B AT R 0 AL T DNDC #5033 F - B 2 R g
B BB IS 2T NRE K REy P EREL - 1 ﬁgumr,t B o
PR WAR Tkt BE ] Bend > TS 2 R AMB R RORE R
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sd(S;) = | (ny — 1)1 ] (Sjx — S;)?,

k=1

range(S) =max{Sj,:j=1,--- , J;k=1,--- ;n;}—min{S;, : j =1,y J;k=1,--- ,n;}

n:(nl_i__i_nJ)’ n1:n2:"':nJ:11°

232 EBEESH

:\t

1§ & 4 17 (Co-inertia analysis, ColA) 5 - f& 3 R £ 24722 > 5 bl PFA 47

H
“%

SRl A 0 B E A L2 BPeni R £ 8B #i4EL (cross-covariance matrix) 0 ¥
T

#
A
P

A S Kb P A LR FR TS L RS BT R DM
B

o B EF Y AR AT A E RS B b % (Dray etal., 2003; Thioulouse et al.,

FXY iR EaFHE R X S -nxpomEL s a Y i- nxgidmd o g F

1 & )
x :E;HXAIZ v B9 X, R4 X ¥ A

(2.2)
1
= —trace (XXT)
n
i, ApET T RY D E Iy
1l & .
L= -STIYVIP o # Y EY il
pary (2.3)

1 T
= ntrace (YY)

+ 1§ £ (co-inertia) ¥ - B 78 X & Y 2 B chi B 4f (co-structure) » § & HidciE

g it AkAp i ZASAp R B> L REEAR 7 A BHEENRAEB
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IXY:EZ<X1'7Y¢> P () AP
i=1 (2.4)
= %trace (XXTYYT)

SR R XY ol R R B e A SR S LR
BT % fo o § - e T £ 45 1755 be Dray et al. (2003) o £ 15 £ 4 47 0P
é—_"”\ﬁ ;f'] W ‘E’_ aq —';’E’ bl it COVQ(Xal,Y(h) ﬁx’]‘ ’ Ii '#‘ - & (al,bl) ) )i,“l [ %\

XY 2 Benk #RARE > FIP'7 R FEE (ag,by) B~ Ll E F R o
cov*(Xa;, Yb;) = corr®*(Xa;, Yb;) x var(Xa;) x var(Yb;) (2.5)

APt 5 F 4 2 W var(Xa;) =var(Yh) =10 B 1 cov?(Xa;, YD)
A B ocorr?(Xa, Yh) o A B AR Flt R E AT LT
0 B 4 47 (canonical correlation analysis) - & ¥ *34] 1 var(Xa;) =1 > R = £
A 47 =7 8 g4 4 47 (canonical correspondence analysis) £« 4k 4 47 (redundancy
analysis) °

R G

\\\Xr

B2 4 30 B %8 (Table 2.4) > 7 B BB AHIREL § v

® (Table 2.3) o ft & 47 ¢ K e =t #ic s 10000 = » % £ & 4 10000 B %~ #c

\

® %

B2 ApE R 10000 BHCHEE S R 0 Flt SlcE REHRE A R ) A5
10000 x 30 £ 10000 x 4 o H ¢ » f e 3% 5 BEE 5 % (quasirandom sampling)
PEHTENT AL o Ra IS SHEF A )X AM RS L ARk ERA
Z_fE > JLpF i@ * Delta Method ¢ &_Pie-sharing Method ¥ ## & — & it B heh %k
4 (Mai, 2023) 0 b4 3 30 2 F 00 Gl 2 34 48500 bl o R B TR e
F_{g e Bc§_ 17 Pie-sharing Method ¢ 4% - & F ¥ S 8icd O B 4 f (TR 8 v
o nEFREAFALS ARLZE DM G A 474]* R R 2 aded P e 5
dudi.pca ¥2 coinertia (Thioulouse et al., 2018) - #HiF £ 2 F 5| enfFfies £ 2 L E 5 B
Sl B AR SRR N EE BERESL & RFENRATR 2 F8HE A
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s
¥ ©

233 SEIk

PORFRRRAABEREFE BRO LA, F LB SE S TR
TEAGEEIEYREFLA B M N B (quasirandom

sampling) » = ;2 4p 3T - L Mg 3 % (random sampling) 7 & > ML R A
FR?PAZABRRIHEY > FEEFHFEF R ERTLEERPETRER
R e a2 T BEER R KT A 2 DA T L R B 5| (low discrepancy
sequence) £ f- (¥ ¥ 5E % 5 7| (quasirandom sequence) * 44 th & 4 HEL{ 323 4 o
EZREY VNP REOFRERSEKIF LA TN URFLT Y hE

randtoolbox > i i 31 3% sobol & 7 S B o

24 KIE

ME T B P 7 g T B 3 (Generalized Likelihood Uncertainty Estimation,

GLUE) (Beven and Binley, 1992) & {7 i3] S #icenfa it » 11 F 2P 1L JR 4R o

2.4.1 BRAARAE AL

GLUE # * TH£0z | (likelihood) e 4 % £ ™ A B & F w21 %
% 0 BB L f R T a1 o 1 3 ¥k (likelihood function) #-HC3] ikt B s F %
BlEFE R 5 Vo 0§ R E S B R BARRT ﬁl—'?%’ﬁ—fﬁf’rﬁﬁ A Ibiffv%é
B oL O BAYETEnEEES S (0) KA AR A K TS 5 H

Sk BRI E O SPHCRS % 0 BIPEIA RE UL 35 e e T Shit o

QORERay = S Tl

\\\Xr

@ 5o DNDC #4] ¢ Sl R B8 % 7 f24dkehA # 5 > L F &
KE - RPN ABAT L A3 AT o A E IR AR RS X R A
T R ST A F ARG L S E R i TEP ) BI# * Delta
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Method # %_Pie-sharing Method /% &_# i = B % eh 4 ficdd % (Mai, 2023) -
ENN LN S ' Ja s E N~ A S [ AR ’K/fﬁ EfIRingoE v b 3 5
bl e S Bic g B e & 2@ 9% #§7 Pie-sharing Method o % 2. ¢t 15 H

CECRER - A LR LI 3

() p AR T RIRA R SRS o EREFHS
Rypw - HFd 22 chddier® » UREFNAEFEERPE > FINE

7 e endidicie & (N=50~ 100 ~ 500 ~ 1000 ~ 5000 ~ 7500 ~ 10000) - #&= % 3N

2% fpendlicie st > 2 DNDC HVH 7 - FFINFHFES

(3) 3+ & i & (likelihood values)

AR BB ES BRI E L BIRATIOE S 0 %5 5 o SF 404

%+ _r*_]l,”-‘
1 —%(Ok—sk(ei)f
L(6:]0y) = e 2.6)
V2702
Ho @z ’l"%‘MZ(Z: ) 7N) iz:(:gcéi\tb" 622{01178217 HJZ}’L 3:&;@(5}1‘

tr8 m&/?]ﬁf_ -,E-'T °

gl O orrE ek 0 ¥ F

L) = [ L(©ioy) - 2.7

p(©:) = N— (2.8)

(4= et

#e(0;,p(0) T3 Slicle g ik A F > HEFAPT U E Sl & 0T 30
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ENSBHNEEABINEEEL > 2N 4T

Z ele

2 . A 2
7= 2 (0= O - 2(O)

@maxProb = argmax p(@l)
{@17... 7@1\7}

242 RIER¥
g - SACR R AT R 0 SHH A e R B 9B

RN S LRSS

(2.9)

)

(2.10)

(2.11)

LR R A R o

g -
e P #7F %%k (Table 2.4 #77| 2 AT & A 4797 % eh$dk) ® 4 % Table 2.4
BRI Z AR R AT XL PR -

g =
Sl A e B vl 4 £ M2 S8k (Table 2.4 & L g7z fdk) 1 %
g3 G M2 S (Table 2.4 ¢ X g7 2 Sodic) » ¥ 4% Table 2.4 #7752
AR RATR TR -

Gus =
dofe Huk o o BREA A B BT S K4 M2 S8 (Table 2.4 T & gy
Pz k) R TRF LR GEREHE10%) > 2 & L3y B2

% ¥ (Table 2.4 + & £ 9752 % ¥k) -

EBLEE U IR A S o R R WAL 4 = S
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Foo RATF R Y (r] 8 trd endiyhie 7 AR 0 KRR E B R Bk A

Wi EE  FARINARD TP Sl KR €8 F EldpenE =% kgCha!

b

kg Nha™' > &35 12 Bacdy o o oh > 438 S liceni@ T R R P50R 3 5 M E gy

T PoklchpehE =5 kgCha ! & gNha' > X3+ 6 Bdcdy e §F FH 2 Lo

P SBehRE > IR RIRE R F MR ERE 7 S ehRE o by 50

it

R RS T ENSEIE R Ey SRR Y 333 ErcE s

B

‘3:

FRBE-

2.5 #EtaHr

1% 0 ik R B R A

l
1
RMSE = |5 Z:; (Oi — Sis)? (2.12)
1 l
nRMSE = O Z; (Ori — Ski)? (2.13)
O N F& 5 KA RIE A% 0 BRI el > S, R A S EABREAY | B

BrodiE (i=15trl~i=2% trd) Op M & % kAR R EHT 35 (12577 ad
RIILTE) o

> $3:2 % (Root-Mean-Square Error, RMSE) 78 7% £ e R 42 & » H B8 5
0+ » % RMSE 4% ] B » £ 754 £ C FERR EARIEIT R PIE o AR5
$2:% 4 (normalized Root-Mean-Square Error, nRMSE) #- RMSE ",/TT ME R E T s
HE#HZ 0t od > RMSE /% 7 P enFT R A L FIZ 2 R FROLAET
tpfe > @ nRMSE ehig 4t 430 v chm B =2 5 > 715 fu 7R E T e, T

@ H il 0 T OO R S R DT
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Table 2.1: 9 % &Jd2 2 & HP o
RAE EE #A w15

trl AWD VvV v

tr2 AWD v v
tr3 AWD v v
trd CF v v

tr5 CF v v v
tré6 CF v v
tr7 CF v

tr8 CF v

AFET 2% E G 8B AIZ e s » Auitrl 2 u8 4 o H¥ AWD & & Mg
% (Alternate Wetting and Drying) » CF # 2 {f {7 /% (Conventional Flooding) » " v'
A3 eiaAe ATz | AT AN{FEE B

Table 2.2: v ¥ 3 M F & Rl % o

Treatment pH* BD (Mg/m®) TOC (g/kg) Clay (%) Sand (%) Silt (%)
AWDT 527 1.53 13.4 19 69 12
CFt 5.05 1.65 16.87 24 74 2

T AWD % R ¥ # /% (Alternate Wetting and Drying) » CF & % | {7 i# ;% (Conven-
tional Flooding) °

&g phdg B (pH) ~ 34 % & (Bulk density, BD) ~ %, % %5 £ (Total organic
carbon, TOC) ~ 2 3 ¥ (#) " Sand ~ ¥ F Silt &2 35 Clay +* 1)

Table 2.3: f #2462 R E

Wi s H =
Yield C fhend 2§ kg C/ 26 /&

AR Q-
CHy vz E R P kg C/ 25 /&
N2O FITF AP kg N/ 2 /&
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Table 2.4: iﬁ’)’é B4 2 %:Qlﬁft% -

=S e g Y
Bulk_density R A (0-10 2 &) R R R g/em? 0.8 1.8
pH k2 (0-10 = &) chipH & 5 9
Clay_fraction 23 Ak ndE F L 5 fraction 0 1
Porosity B SLN N fraction 0 1
Bypass flow KA A TERER G B fraction 0 1
Field capacity IR s AL wips 0.15 0.75
Wilting_point M E BLAVR A FU K wips 0.1 0.45
Hydro_conductivity e fe-k 4 Bk m/hr 0.0046 0.6336
Top_layer SOC T;\ E B 05 =) shind 7 A kg C/kg 0 0.1
Initial nitrate_ppm 2R AEOS )Ty 7 £ mg N/kg 0 10
Initial ammonium ppm | # %1 IS5 m)defiF 78 mg N/kg 0 10
Soil microbial index i 3 T s b B e 3 fraction 0 1
Lateral influx index A2 0 1
Watertable depth A2 0 1
Litter fraction R B fraction 0 1
Humads_fraction humads (7F 124 B ) v bl fraction 0 1
Humus_fraction i %" | fraction 0 1
Root C/N Replh g v part/part 15 150
Stem_C/N TR E v part/part 10 150
Leaf C/N Faw g part/part 10 150
Grain_C/N FheEl § v part/part 9 150
Accumulative_temperature | p 3D = B PRE °C 500 5000
Optimum_temperature TPrEags2 LR °C 15 32
Water requirement /I; FALFE it 2 FEATF K g water/g dry matter 100 900
N_fixation_index ;iﬂ i E‘;‘ #REITR L AR e part/part 1 4
Root fraction T € i) fraction 0 1
Stem_fraction g g fraction 0 1
Leaf fraction S Rl Tol: L AH fraction 0 1
Grain_fraction g g B fraction 0 1
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Y 23

HF=% &R

3.1 BRESH

311 —%k—BHF*%

Figure 3.1 % Figure 3.4 A~ % 3 ¥ ¥ - $8™ » A EWWE -~ T 7 PR
PR E s PR RENE F ML P REOERSE S o @ Table
30 51450 201 3 E 2 iR e R dkE 0 A& R RBeUTR R o

d Table3.1 ¥ MR » FFEAEE (AL Yield C * ) WS % &~
#_Maximum_yield ## Accumulative temperature % %8c > ¥ A& € 4+ 5 #ivH f¥c
AR (Sen>0.1) e & & HgE P ¥ 2 3 $-8c? 3t 5 (Porosity) 11 % 4 35
# 2z £ (Top layer SOC) st Rt ° 2 §_j§_Figure 3.1 ¥ 118 I » & ArR 2 3 S i@
PP adRiT 0 §ERATHBET F 0 2 A SR A R E A
BRBcE il 3 F M R E R E A RIEE | P 2 ST A EHORY
YOI TS Sl o FIUtE RARTS S D B S AR R R
T A MPEGEERDE 0 ER RARD P Sl A D 2R Sk

Top_layer SOC, Maximum_yield, Soil microbial index, Accumulative temperature,
Grain_C/N, Clay_fraction >~ = % i @@ 3x & it EacR (Sen > 0.1) » P 1 3E
WA I PR E I BT F PRI EORER R “f B2
o T B AE C FREASRE VR F PR RERORESY 7R D
. 58 - Bulk density, Top_layer SOC, Soil microbial index 2 2 =+ % 4 chi®$ % ¥k

¥o P AR (Sen > 0.1)° #2722 & (C P R E At R E X AP
B0 2 WA FEMASFFEERMB R R IR E G R D
Feo it b 2 23 ~ FRE T LIV ap - S H T 2P E R E )P

%P’m‘?‘»fé}“ o {Fn %ﬁi}f% L% § B g =S HI}E) (Sen< 01) B AT 9}&
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% Top_layer SOC » % i & § £ e EHREH Fho+ o A &2 gip « Jog
e 23 kR R kARG M DI E Sl Hi T F R REHREES

oo lFEORE

312 XESHN
Figure 3.5 5 COIA % % £ 2 A 0 p3f ch e & B B AR hfdg & 2 [ chl

oo Zend BB AR ESECTF B 0 - Rled BRI G R EOITTFE - e

% B &I PCl & PC2 ciggiw B > & > ch B BRI &1 PC1 & PC3 ez iv @] o

Been B ARE 0 A G b B AR R R ARRCR o FH F e B 8 R

\\?{y

B wARARIT Y b AR]  PIERIR AR RPN F 2 o FE S e R F
Ge kRS Bl PHHREASE R AN F R AT 0 R PR E
WA 2 i b % - Table3.2 5 2B il o B2 Wb 4+ 223 S8co £

BUBRELT AP F 2R

_‘

BRI ONEE» BnE R « FHEANE 47
foARRE o

1995 Table3.2 ~ At L HE AT HIREM B 2 P &> FlHEEL %
HiE 0.1 > B F 3K (Porosity) ~ 4 3 5 8 7 £ (Top_layer SOC) 14 2 4

22

7% 4 vt ) (Litter_fraction) &2 2 € H-#t @5 B %

DR SLApM oA iT ?}3‘1“%

7 4% & (Accumulative_temperature) 2. *F ¢ 22 2 £ i E 3 M o 4 Figure 3.1 ¥

ARTIHE SRR AR PR S - 0% T M F ph R
SRR PR R Y X

AEWREDEAPY R L KPS
Root C/N, Stem C/N, Leaf C/N, Water requirement, Grain_fraction ¥2 & ¥ fir$ & &
R f 4P B > @ Maximum yield, Grain_C/N, Optimum_temperature, N_fixation_index,
Root_fraction, Stem_fraction, Leaf fraction &2 & & #-#t & & T 4p A o

Top_layer SOC, Litter fraction, Humads_fraction, Humus_fraction » %% = ¥
BB R B B Rk P 0 B UL T dSOC B4 G AR ch i o B

e N4 F g o F Top layer SOC, Litter fraction ¥ = % 1 pi
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HEWHEEE I AAM A T S S HRE QAN R E A K2 B

a4

P0G RGBT ALA [ TR FREB D § PR RE o AR i s R
REFIT 5 nd > T § R et bR 2 F e R AR R 2
BRIV MR BT ERIE ST - F ft;ﬁééﬁ%ig;]ﬁﬁ/u g
33 S c? g Bulk density » FORAPEHP B R E - F PR EREE ]
L ApRE o (¥4 $8c? 7 3 Accumulative_temperature, Root_fraction, Grain_fraction
B F MR EREE] RPEOPEE T Sl - F PP RERERED

S p 4k > @ Grain_fraction P & I 4p RE o

Soil microbial index, Porosity, Bulk density, Litter fraction, Humads fraction 7
FE PGV R R R E G M FlicE 2 FHE Y £ 301> 2 ¢ Porosity
¥ Humus fraction &2 P 2 c F s E 2 f 4P > @ H ¥ = S8, i T4 M - iF
¥ % #c® Accumulative temperature, Root_fraction, Grain_fraction, Maximum_yield,
Root C/N £ 7 "=tz & {3 @5 40 M > ",% 7 Grain_fraction £2 ¥ Yz 23§ fikR B
TAidpn o Hepy S D ARRE o

T SEEy L RN ERREDIM M PR BlE B E Y]
0.1 - @ 2 3% %#¥ Clay fraction, Humads fraction, Litter fraction, Top layer SOC,
Field capacity, Soil microbial index, pH, Lateral influx index, Bulk density ¥ ¥ i* i

FRTEREE S R R 2 ¢ Clay fraction, Litter fraction, pH & ¥ i

LTFE T HEREZ LA > A H s Sl il -

3.2 B RAERPEAEF

A G R-2023 EE B - ) ITORASZ REK Y 0 1 tr]l Bt R ASf R
#cFh (Table 2.1) ™ % 8 % # 88 #cdh (Table 2.2) i % DNDC H-3] 2 R it #icdh o 447
TRE AR bRl n AR (2.4.2 &) 0 X 1A fE45 - RMSE # nRMSE (2.5 &)
K3ERRE AR ER - B9 A ARl TR RERE D kit £

o p AR RS o ki) HDRMSEEH B dchdfice & G
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2% %3 Table 3.3 & Table3.8 % ¥ - Mean50 4 77 2 $#c e 4% 50 %2> TiE%
S et B R e s (5N 2.8) 0 14558 2.9 3 B T35 5 MaxProb50 # 7

'J%-iﬂﬁjﬁﬁ 19 (}\' 28) RE ﬁ&i‘

=)

BBl R 50 o SRR Sollcat B
B4 g (2 2.11) - Yield C % 4 ¥4 & £ o € 4 & - Flux_COj total ~
Flux_CH,_total £ Flux_N,O_total » % it % 5 £ RIE ¥ 7 #eh= #c? > - §F (L
TR T RPN L PR ERRERRT A B A o Vb Ay

FACTUARIGE ) A F BARDESY - F L R RERRES

=

RMSE £ nRMSE % % & » £ pt 217 oo 6 % ) chfdicln @ st &)k shidic
EERIE AR E Rk 2 P F B Sl £ HCERE TC Ty P E -
Gk - hB Y s 9 Table 330 M ABc T R T Sl L B
% o F wficd 500 2 pF (Mean500) » 7 2 {7 F| $ - 1 RMSE & nRMSE
27 S EELE DL R V- 3R R EF ST 2L
LiEaE %P o 2fc i 500 &2 (MaxProb500) T 1000 ‘& (MaxProbl1000) pF i
S 4p 2 2 i i 5000 f (MaxProb5000) 3 10000 ‘e (MaxProb10000) pF %2 % 45
Fe > % 57 MaxProb500 = MaxProbl1000 % Fr - % % #ic % £ 7 2 MaxProb5000 %
MaxProb10000 % ¥ — %2 4p F ch % fic e & o B2 78 MaxProb5000 s % & #iHt &
RMSE # nRMSE -] > MaxProb500 57> 2 ¥ = % - g Pt § &7 7 'z g § 0
% 4% MaxProb500 p¥ 3 # -] ¢7 RMSE £ nRMSE > & {235 nRMSE 1% % >
MaxProb500 #p >+ Mean500 § iF o
Bk = e &P > 4245 Table 3.4 > Mean500 &2 Mean1000 2 2 MaxProb500
¥ P RE A IR o @ MaxProb5000 82X & A § 02 T e g o 3 R

Ek s e - F PRERXESDORMSE PRI R EDREEF LB Fp 7

5

LR 2 48 & g H o MaxProb500 9% I % % $ Mean 1000 £ - @

Mean500 &2 2% 5 R EFren? 2P k2 % o R A B - 3 LA E R E RS
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FanE At o FulE o o3 it P RS iR £ i)k Meanl000 #73t B iR
I3 18- 2 &iEH Meanl000 i&% S ficie & 155 it St &% > ¥ 2
S BRI O S8z R - Table3.5 ¢ % 317 Meanl000 i% & {547 15 8

SRR CEERE: 8 - il L Sk N AN VIDE & o AR B2t ehddice £ AR I en

s
ey

AP WEEE L 0 Table 3.4 ch 2 % 40l » £ 7 4 3K S lccnia o 3025 07
P i @D aA EHEESPET PR v AT 0 IR MaxProb500 £
MaxProb5000 ¢ #x % A& & P 5 % > & @ IR 7 B ot s % o 554 Table
3.5 thi % > MaxProbl000 § & Frgenfis s % > & % B IER B R * o
Rz EY o R4p Table3.6 0 7 BRI A £ & - F AP E 0
BRe*2Z B OB FRGE D § A DEERFLR) P - § PR RE PR
AR e gt th o 2 F IR P PR A AP ROV R B AR A < R
1739248 27 > Mean500 ¥2 Mean1000 14 2 MaxProb1000 7 $4piT 0
B BEAR A F VAP E 0 E T R i S % ¢ 0 MeanS500 sh 4
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Table 3.1: 12 - =x — %]+ ;* (one-at-a-time method, OAT method) i& {7 AT & 4 7%

B

Parameters Yield C¢* dSOC CH, N,O
Bulk density 0.0000  0.0918 0.2031 0.1069
pH 0.0000  0.0007 0.0007 0.0910
Clay_fraction 0.0000  0.1058 0.0732 0.1260
Porosity 0.0187  0.0274 0.0982 0.1093
Bypass_flow 0.0000  0.0214 0.0050 0.0910
Field_capacity 0.0000  0.0366 0.0566 0.1541
Wilting_point 0.0000  0.0199 0.0151 0.0204
Hydro conductivity 0.0000  0.0024 0.0295 0.0245
Top_layer SOC 0.1023  0.2318 0.1663 0.3226
Initial nitrate ppm 0.0000  0.0000 0.0045 0.0150
Initial ammonium_ppm 0.0000  0.0001 0.0019 0.0104
Soil microbial index 0.0000 0.1616 0.1670 0.1334
Lateral influx_index 0.0000  0.0357 0.0051 0.1133
Watertable depth 0.0000  0.0000 0.0004 0.0000
Maximum_yield 0.2610  0.1962 0.1906 0.0706
Root C/N 0.0852  0.0376 0.1881 0.0380
Stem C/N 0.1653  0.0703 0.1365 0.0798
Leaf C/N 0.1653  0.0548 0.1365 0.0359
Grain_C/N 0.2242  0.1409 0.1573 0.0965
Accumulative temperature | 0.3447  0.1602 0.2020 0.0310
Optimum_temperature 0.1156  0.0002 0.0004 0.0264
Water requirement 0.0013  0.0489 0.0598 0.0108
N_fixation_index 0.0000  0.0268 0.0357 0.0750

CARPN S A SRR E (Yield C) 2 # 2 3 %1t £ (dSOC) ~ 2 & 7

g (CHy) >~ 2# 5 5§ #%8 (N,0) ¥ p R iEsr

(Parameters) #c i {4 chag R & #id (4 2.1) »
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Table 3.2: £ g £ A~ 47.5% % © Yield C I NyO 3 % #ice EHF I e w £ ik

B o

Parameters Yield C dSOC CH,4 N,O
Bulk_density 0.0099 -0.1878 0.2119 0.1248
pH -0.0296 -0.0191 0.0155 -0.2510
Clay_fraction -0.0159  0.0699 -0.0209 -0.4261
Porosity 0.3309  0.0060 -0.3856 0.0359
Bypass_flow 0.0016  -0.0080 -0.0162 -0.0081
Field capacity 0.0009 -0.0165 -0.0184 0.3740
Wilting_point -0.0395 -0.0401 -0.0234 0.0760
Hydro conductivity -0.0064 0.0272  0.0261 -0.0048
Top_layer SOC 0.1129  -0.5679 -0.0125 0.3793
Initial nitrate ppm -0.0253 -0.0035 -0.0113 0.0078
Initial ammonium ppm 0.0142 -0.0111 -0.0113 0.0241
Soil microbial index -0.0688 -0.0971 0.5345 0.2761
Lateral influx index 0.0046 -0.0010 -0.0300 0.1385
Watertable depth 0.0065 0.0044 0.0125 -0.0302
Maximum_yield 0.4067  0.0960 0.1622 -0.0391
Root C/N -0.1166  0.0447 0.1247 -0.0298
Stem_ C/N -0.1418 0.0080 -0.0343 0.0227
Leaf C/N -0.1320  0.0205 -0.0471 -0.0306
Grain_C/N 0.2995 -0.0665 -0.0675 0.0015
Accumulative temperature | -0.0761 0.1918 0.5135 -0.0683
Optimum_ temperature 0.1585 0.0065 0.0008 -0.0063
Water requirement -0.1625 -0.0546 -0.0676 -0.0293
N_fixation_index 0.1293  0.0138 0.0233  0.0893
Litter fraction 0.1022  -0.5822 0.1344 -0.3954
Humads_fraction -0.0440 0.2302 -0.1040 0.4206
Humus_fraction -0.0585 0.3542 -0.0310 -0.0231
Root_fraction 0.1147  0.1169 0.3428 -0.0228
Stem_fraction 0.2374  0.0497 -0.0802 0.0175
Leaf fraction 0.2402  0.0210 -0.0576 0.0007
Grain_fraction -0.5882 -0.1861 -0.2025 0.0044
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Table 3.3: I it > S8 (% Sdcfefl) 2 5% o

RMSE nRMSE
Yield C¢ Flux_CO,_total Flux CH, total Flux N,O total | Yield C Flux CO, total Flux CH, total’Flux N,O_total

Default 1127.1006 23.2419 12.0235 0.3500 0.5321 0.0557 1.8402 0.6900
Mean50° 1370.5664 919.9244 15.8551 0.3500 0.6470 2.2037 2.4267 0.6900
Mean100 675.8735 312.9370 12.6036 0.3500 0.3191 0.7497 1.9290 0.6900
Mean500 594.4630 55.5287 10.8885 0.3500 0.2806 0.1330 1.6665 0.6900
Mean1000 1361.6892 62.4407 12.8349 0.3500 0.6428 0.1496 1.9644 0.6900
Mean5000 1425.8191 577.9347 11.2478 0.3500 0.6731 1.3845 1.7215 0.6900
Mean7500 1454.4328 382.0288 14.6255 0.3500 0.6866 0.9152 2.2385 0.6900
Mean10000 1393.7737 363.9489 14.6969 0.3500 0.6580 0.8719 2.2494 0.6900
MaxProb50 1317.7848 896.5452 15.8664 0.3500 0.6221 2.1477 2.4284 0.6900
MaxProb100 | 689.3205 312.4284 12.5720 0.3500 0.3254 0.7484 1.9242 0.6900
MaxProb500 | 592.0258 42.6711 10.8964 0.3500 0.2795 0.1022 1.6677 0.6900
MaxProb1000 | 592.0258 42.6711 10.8964 0.3500 0.2795 0.1022 1.6677 0.6900
MaxProb5000 | 587.6506 449.3257 11.2598 0.3500 0.2774 1.0764 1.7234 0.6900
MaxProb7500 | 587.6506 449.3257 11.2598 0.3500 0.2774 1.0764 1.7234 0.6900
MaxProb10000 | 587.6506 449.3257 11.2598 0.3500 0.2774 1.0764 1.7234 0.6900

e bt 50 fB o S5EE FE DL G0 Boeh
Mean10000 - MaxProb50 # -+
s (S o E “"1‘}‘51“&“”74/

" Default % 77 Fg 3% «h % #c & - Mean50 % 77 5 %8
;‘L—f"f EIE e MibiET s uptfiand
AR50 0 SRR S Bt B BT L e
Bcle > Pt Ede T MaxProblOOOO °

& Yield C * % T4 & £ o £ ## & (kg C ha ') Flux CO, total -~
Flux CH, total ¥ Flux N,O total Aut Ay ERITEEF O EY > 2§ LR
P e (kgCha )~ 7 g fiHtE (kgCha )~ F i T § #E"@Iﬁfﬂ—%ﬁ
& (kg N ha 1) ete 2, o

Table 3.4: et T4 Sodic (& S8 Fl) 2 %% -

RMSE nRMSE
Yield C  Flux CO, total Flux CH4 total Flux N,O total | Yield C Flux CO, total Flux CH, total Flux N-O total

Default 1127.1006 23.2419 12.0235 0.3500 0.5321 0.0557 1.8402 0.6900
Mean50 1350.9337 44.1511 12.9573 0.3500 0.6378 0.1058 1.9832 0.6900
Mean100 1518.3425 33.5906 12.1705 0.3500 0.7168 0.0805 1.8628 0.6900
Mean500 707.4917 63.3734 9.6299 0.3500 0.3340 0.1518 1.4739 0.6900
Mean1000 627.9237 36.4986 11.7977 0.3500 0.2964 0.0874 1.8057 0.6900
Mean5000 | 1085.4674 189.7421 8.9969 0.3500 0.5124 0.4545 1.3770 0.6900
MaxProb50 | 1421.0090 39.8782 12.8832 0.3500 0.6708 0.0955 1.9718 0.6900
MaxProb100 | 1567.1562 34.3334 12.1666 0.3500 0.7398 0.0822 1.8621 0.6900
MaxProb500 | 791.9640 52.1352 12.5713 0.3500 0.3739 0.1249 1.9241 0.6900
MaxProb1000 | 791.9640 52.1352 12.5713 0.3500 0.3739 0.1249 1.9241 0.6900
MaxProb5000 | 629.5511 235.7177 8.6965 0.3500 0.2972 0.5647 1.3310 0.6900
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Table 3.5: 2 Mean1000 T4 S #cte i B8 (73 3 S8 r 2 %% o
RMSE nRMSE
Yield C  Flux_CO,_total Flux CH, total Flux N,O total | Yield C Flux CO,_total Flux CH, total Flux N-,O_total
Default 1127.1006 23.2419 12.0235 0.3500 0.5321 0.0557 1.8402 0.6900
Mean50 627.9237 302.5745 9.5539 0.3500 0.2964 0.7248 1.4623 0.6900
Mean100 627.9237 343.8021 9.4322 0.3500 0.2964 0.8236 1.4436 0.6900
Mean500 627.9237 257.4649 10.5600 0.3500 0.2964 0.6168 1.6163 0.6900
Mean1000 627.9237 2339712 10.7593 0.3500 0.2964 0.5605 1.6468 0.6900
Mean5000 627.9237 242.7066 10.6898 0.3500 0.2964 0.5814 1.6361 0.6900
MaxProb50 | 627.9237 201.8485 8.7954 0.3500 0.2964 0.4835 1.3462 0.6900
MaxProb100 | 627.9237 201.8485 8.7954 0.3500 0.2964 0.4835 1.3462 0.6900
MaxProb500 | 928.8673 24.6514 8.9466 0.3500 0.4385 0.0591 1.3693 0.6900
MaxProb1000 | 627.9237 18.5913 8.7665 0.3500 0.2964 0.0445 1.3418 0.6900
MaxProb5000 | 1205.6784 31.2295 8.6653 0.3500 0.5692 0.0748 1.3263 0.6900
Table 3.6: Lt it ¥4 Sodic (] $-8cd Fl) 2 5 %
RMSE nRMSE
Yield C  Flux_CO, total Flux CH4 total Flux N,O total | Yield C Flux CO, total Flux CH, total Flux N,O total

Default 1127.1006 23.2419 12.0235 0.3500 0.5321 0.0557 1.8402 0.6900
Mean50 1081.9066 69.2966 10.1981 0.3500 0.5108 0.1660 1.5609 0.6900
Mean100 1082.3800 69.2621 10.1985 0.3500 0.5110 0.1659 1.5609 0.6900
Mean500 749.0563 468.5723 9.7175 0.3500 0.3536 1.1225 1.4873 0.6900
Mean1000 723.7216 533.6967 10.5809 0.3500 0.3417 1.2785 1.6194 0.6900
Mean5000 802.3445 486.3581 9.9797 0.3500 0.3788 1.1651 1.5274 0.6900
MaxProb50 | 1037.0632 95.1920 14.1285 0.3500 0.4896 0.2280 2.1624 0.6900
MaxProb100 | 1037.0632 95.1920 14.1285 0.3500 0.4896 0.2280 2.1624 0.6900
MaxProb500 | 914.2885 495.4347 10.1964 0.3500 0.4316 1.1868 1.5606 0.6900
MaxProb1000 | 658.7931 566.1714 11.3182 0.3500 0.3110 1.3563 1.7323 0.6900
MaxProb5000 | 658.7931 566.1714 11.3182 0.3500 0.3110 1.3563 1.7323 0.6900
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Table 3.7: 12 MaxProb1000 it 28t B8 (74 PR IEZ 2% -
RMSE nRMSE
Yield C  Flux CO,_total Flux CH, total Flux N,O total | Yield C Flux CO._total Flux CH, total Flux N,O_total
Default 1127.1006 23.2419 12.0235 0.3500 0.5321 0.0557 1.8402 0.6900
Mean50 597.3882 576.5331 9.7788 0.3500 0.2820 1.3811 1.4967 0.6900
Mean100 388.6303 254.0180 12.8840 0.3500 0.1835 0.6085 1.9720 0.6900
Mean500 722.0716 431.2297 10.0539 0.3500 0.3409 1.0330 1.5388 0.6900
Mean1000 380.2282 286.7732 12.8771 0.3500 0.1795 0.6870 1.9709 0.6900
Mean5000 376.2196 297.5805 13.3618 0.3500 0.1776 0.7129 2.0451 0.6900
MaxProb50 | 961.7655 234.9327 8.7365 0.3500 0.4540 0.5628 1.3372 0.6900
MaxProb100 | 597.5047 108.1009 9.9891 0.3500 0.2821 0.2590 1.5289 0.6900
MaxProb500 | 668.6210 159.6365 5.4634 0.3500 0.3157 0.3824 0.8362 0.6900
MaxProb1000 | 668.6210 159.6365 5.4634 0.3500 0.3157 0.3824 0.8362 0.6900
MaxProb5000 | 552.5674 135.7553 5.1768 0.3500 0.2609 0.3252 0.7923 0.6900
Table 3.8: "% (T S BB 73 3 2B 2 5% o
RMSE nRMSE
Yield C  Flux CO, total Flux CH, total Flux N,O total | Yield C Flux CO, total Flux CH4 total Flux N,O total

Default 1127.1006 23.2419 12.0235 0.3500 0.5321 0.0557 1.8402 0.6900
Mean50 654.3704 304.6966 10.0228 0.3500 0.3089 0.7299 1.5340 0.6900
Mean100 647.5616 344.8832 9.9210 0.3500 0.3057 0.8262 1.5184 0.6900
Mean500 638.4353 281.6357 10.9430 0.3500 0.3014 0.6747 1.6749 0.6900
Mean1000 634.2388 242.6265 11.2731 0.3500 0.2994 0.5812 1.7254 0.6900
Mean5000 633.5687 254.7531 11.2207 0.3500 0.2991 0.6103 1.7174 0.6900
MaxProb50 | 577.7004 211.1751 8.9919 0.3500 0.2727 0.5059 1.3762 0.6900
MaxProb100 | 577.7004 211.1751 8.9919 0.3500 0.2727 0.5059 1.3762 0.6900
MaxProb500 | 623.8745 105.7473 8.7921 0.3500 0.2945 0.2533 1.3457 0.6900
MaxProb1000 | 606.1238 20.3759 8.8119 0.3500 0.2861 0.0488 1.3487 0.6900
MaxProb5000 | 687.0695 18.3773 8.7070 0.3500 0.3244 0.0440 1.3326 0.6900
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Table 4.1: & & 2 T ek E 8% o

RMSE nRMSE
Yield C Flux CO, total Flux CH, total Flux N,O total | Yield C Flux CO._total- Flux CH, total /Flux NyO_total
Strategy 1 | 592.0258 42.6711 10.8964 0.3500 0.2795 0.1022 1.6677 0.6900
Strategy 2 | 627.9237 18.5913 8.7665 0.3500 0.2964 0.0445 1.3418 0.6900
Strategy 3 | 552.5674 135.7553 5.1768 0.3500 0.2609 0.3252 0.7923 0.6900
Strategy 4 | 606.1238 20.3759 8.8119 0.3500 0.2861 0.0488 1.3487 0.6900
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Figure 4.1: Yield C vs. Grain_fraction
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