Corrigendum

Determining Trace Gas Efflux from Container Production
of Woody Nursery Crops

S. Christopher Marble, Stephen A. Prior, G. Brett Runion, H. Allen Torbert, Charles H. Gilliam, Glenn B. Fain, Jeff
L. Sibley, and Patricia R. Knight. Corresponding author: Chris Marble marblesc@ufl.edu

Journal of Environmental Horticulture 30(3):118-124 September 2012.

The authors have discovered an error that was inadvertently made in the above referenced article published in 2012. The
error occurred in the formula used to calculate cumulative efflux of carbon dioxide (CO,), nitrous oxide (N,O), and methane
(CHy) presented in Table 1 (page 121). This error resulted in an underestimation of cumulative efflux. Corrected text and a
corrected Table 1 are listed below. We apologize to our readers for this error.

Page 120, second column, line 10: Corrected cumulative efflux analysis shows that efflux from media only containers
accounted for an estimated 28, 39, 38, and 45% of yearly cumulative efflux from the TG, #1, #2, and #3 containers,
respectively as opposed to percentages originally reported on page 120.

Page 123, first column, line 1: Corrected efflux shows that on a 0.4 ha (1 A) production bed, #3 gallon containers spaced 15
cm (6 in) apart (about 26,000 plants) would have approximately 2,500 kg (5,500 1bs) of cumulative CO, efflux while the same
production space filled with TG containers on 5 cm (2 in) spacing (98,000 plants would have an approximate efflux of 4950
kg (10,912 1bs) as opposed to results presented on pages 123.

Page 123, first column, second paragraph, line 20: Subtracting cumulative CO,-C efflux from total C stored in biomass and
media (following landscape outplanting) would result in a net C gain of 346.7, 542.6, 849.1, and 1,577.3 g from the TG, #I,
#2, and #3 containers as opposed to figures presented on pg. 123.

Pg. 123, second column, first paragraph, line 4: Cumulative N,O efflux from containers with plants indicates that
approximately 0.03, 0.04, 0.10, and 0.27 g were lost via N,O of the course of the study in the TG, #1, #2, and #3 containers,
respectively, as opposed to figures presented on page 123.

Table 1. Cumulative trace gas (CO, CHy, and N,0) efflux from container production of woody nursery crops.

Efflux (plants and media)”

Container size Volume (L)Y CO,-C (g) N,O-N (mg) CH,4 (mg)
Trade gal. 2.05 50.50 d A* 29.80 ¢ B -2.10a A
1 gal. 3.15 60.52 ¢ A 40.66 bc B 037aA
2 gal. 5.15 76.79 b A 98.35b B -0.46 a A
3 gal. 10.10 96.42 a A 269.30 a B 1.51a A

Efflux (media only)"

Container size Volume (L) CO,-C (g) N,O-N (mg) CH,4 (mg)
Trade gal. 2.05 1424 c B 142.07 c A 0.59 a A
1 gal. 3.15 19.68 bc B 149.66 ¢ A -0.40 a A
2 gal. 5.15 2923 b B 291.02b A 22laA
3 gal. 10.10 4321aB 572.69 a A 0.54a A

“Containers measured with plants and media contained dwarf yaupon hollies (/lex vomitoria *Nana’) in each container size listed (n=7).Containers were filled
with a pinebark:sand (6:1 v:v) media previously amended with Polyon (17-5-11) [8.3 kg m > (14 Ibs yd )], dolomitic limestone [3.0 kg m ™ (5.0 Ibs yd )],
and Micromax (0.9 kg m> (1.5 Ibs yd)].

All amendments were incorporated prior to potting. Cumulative efflux was calculated a basic numerical integration technique (i.e., trapezoidal rule).
YContainer volumes show the amount of substrate [pinebark: sand (6:1 v:v)] contained in each container size.

*Means were separated using Fishers Least Significance Difference Test in the Proc Mixed procedure (p<<0.05). Lowercase letters show mean separation
within each container size, containers with plants and media and media only containers being analyzed separately. Upper case letters show mean comparisons
between each container size with plants and media to each container size with media only.

“Media only containers were filled with pinebark:sand media described above (n=3).
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