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a comprehensive assessment of methods for use in GHG emission hotspot detection across landscapes. Sampling Days
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l s an - Sensors for Mitigation & Sampling Approach l Hot spots are areas that show high GHG emissions rates relative to the surrounding area.
: Atmospheric GHG monitoring and imagery are combined and integrated to improve monitoring of : Hot moments are short periods of time that show high GHG emissions rates relative to longer time periods.
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j (PAS)and a meteorological station are both used for simultaneous in-field biophysical measurements. Groffman et al., 2009). Here we explore two sUAS sampling methods that may help better monitor these dynamics:
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i3 5 I8 IMetXQ L andsat Overpass, PAS, Met Station I Further work needed to link in-flight CO,, concentrations with on-field CO,, PAS flux rates.
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