A multi-site comparison of spectral and co-spectral approaches for

correction of turbulent gas fluxes with ICOS set-up
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Fig1. CO, correction factors for SP and CS and for instable and stable conditions. “No HL09" B
stands for “no application of Horst & Lenschow 2009 correction factor for sensor separation”. %
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> Sensor separation is don‘_"natmg the SPGCtral |OSS.ES Fig3. Relative Cumulated flux differences between SP and CS and between SP and ICOS approaches for CO,/H,0. u*
» Co-spectral approach gives lower flux correction factors and QA/QC filtered data only, not gap-filled.
and has the advantage to be fully experimental
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e s Our Phyton tool “FreqCor” is available on GitHub (QR code or
; }:Ube hun}ldltyﬁﬁjas al;e QOmmatlng(not shown) https:/github.com/BernardHeinesch/FreqCor). The tool is designed to plug directly into standard
mpactof metho can_ e_|mp0rtant ) EddyPro outputs, enabling straightforward analysis even for non-expert users.
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