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ABSTRACT

Measurements of atmosphere-surface exchange are largely limited by the availability of fast-response gas
analyzers; this limitation hampers our understanding of the role of terrestrial ecosystems in atmospheric
chemistry and global change. Current micrometeorological methods, compatible with slow-response gas
analyzers, are difficult to implement, or rely on empirical parameters that introduce large systematic errors.
Here, we develop a new micrometeorological method, optimized for slow-response gas analyzers, that directly
measures exchange rates of different atmospheric constituents, with minimal requirements. The new method
requires only the sampling of air at a constant rate and directing it into one of two reservoirs, depending on
the direction of the vertical wind velocity. An integral component of the new technique is an error diffusion
algorithm that minimizes the biases in the measured fluxes and achieves direct flux estimates.
We demonstrate that the new method provides an unbiased estimate of the flux, with accuracy within 0.1% of
the reference eddy covariance flux, and importantly, allows for significant enhancements in the signal-to-noise
ratio of measured scalars without compromising accuracy. Our new method provides a simple and reliable way
to address complex environmental questions and offers a promising avenue for advancing our understanding
of ecological systems and atmospheric chemistry.

Keywords Micrometeorology · land-atmosphere interactions · conditional sampling · atmospheric-exchange · slow-response
sensors

1 Introduction

Surface exchange rates or fluxes of different atmospheric con-
stituents are key metrics for investigating and understanding the
interactions between the atmosphere and the biosphere [Baldoc-
chi, 2020]. The uncertainty over the distribution of atmospheric
species emissions and losses at Earth’s surface poses a major
limitation to our understanding of atmospheric chemistry and
the role of the terrestrial surface in global climate [Arneth et al.,
2010]. Flux studies provide valuable insights into the cycling
of trace elements like CO2, monitor the emission and depo-
sition of pollutants for public health and air quality research,

and contribute to better representation of different atmospheric
constituents in climate models [Scholes et al., 2003, Fowler
et al., 2009].

Micrometeorological methods are employed to measure atmo-
spheric exchange in the lower atmosphere near the surface,
where the transport is predominantly turbulent, causing gases
to diffuse rapidly from and to the surface. The flux near the sur-
face is determined as the average of the product of the vertical
wind velocity w and the scalar concentration c, w c, where the
overline denotes the average over a period of time (typically
30 minutes to 1 hour). The direct calculation of the flux w c
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using the eddy covariance method, is widely recognized as the
most direct and reliable way for measuring atmospheric fluxes
at the scale of plant canopies [Dabberdt et al., 1993, Hicks and
Baldocchi, 2020].

Atmospheric exchange occurs over various spatial and tem-
poral scales, requiring high-frequency measurements (above
10 Hz) of wind velocity and scalar concentration to capture
all flux-carrying motions. This high sampling requirement
has limited the eddy covariance method to few atmospheric
constituents, like water vapor and carbon dioxide, which have
fast-response gas analyzers. Yet, many constituents critical to
atmospheric chemistry and ecosystem research, such as stable
isotopes, nitrogen oxides, and volatile organic compounds, only
have slow-response analyzers. For these, several alternative
micrometeorological methods compatible with slower analyz-
ers have been developed [Rinne et al., 2021]. Among these
alternatives, the true eddy accumulation (TEA) method offers a
direct and accurate way to measure the flux w c without requir-
ing fast-response analyzers. TEA achieves this by sampling air
with a mass proportional to the vertical wind velocity and then
directing it into one of two reservoirs based on the vertical wind
direction. Therefore, the product w × c is realized physically
by proportional sampling and the mean is achieved by sample
accumulation. The flux is then calculated from the accumulated
mass difference between the two reservoirs [Desjardins, 1977,
Hicks and McMillen, 1984]. However, the accurate and fast
control of air mass flow rate at the necessary dynamic range re-
quired for TEA implementation presents a significant challenge.
This has limited the number of successful implementations of
the TEA method and has prevented its widespread adoption
[Siebicke and Emad, 2019]. A simplification of the eddy accu-
mulation method that does not require proportional mass flow
control was proposed by Businger and Oncley [1990], which
draws parallels to flux gradient methods by linking the flux
with the difference between mean updraft and downdraft scalar
concentrations. Unlike TEA, the relaxed eddy accumulation
method (REA) does not require proportional mass flow con-
trol; instead, air samples are collected at a constant flow rate
into updraft and downdraft reservoirs depending on vertical
wind direction. The flux in REA is found as the product of the
difference between mean accumulated scalar concentrations
(∆C), wind standard deviation (σw), and an empirical coeffi-
cient β. The interpretation and determination of the empirical
coefficient β have remained the primary questions concerning
the REA method [Baker, 2000, Yukio and Masahiro, 2004, Fo-
tiadi et al., 2005, Ruppert et al., 2006, Katul et al., 2018, Vogl
et al., 2021]. While the theoretical value of β derived assum-
ing a Gaussian distribution for wind and scalar is β ≈ 0.63
[Wyngaard and Moeng, 1992], observed average values of β
typically range between 0.47 and 0.63 and exhibit substantial
run-to-run variability [Gao, 1995, Katul et al., 1996, Tsai et al.,
2012, Grelle and Keck, 2021]. These variations are attributed
to diverse stability conditions, scalars, and site-specific factors
[Sakabe et al., 2014, Ammann and Meixner, 2002]. The ab-
sence of a reliable method for estimating or parametrizing β
has made it a major source of uncertainty in REA flux measure-
ments, potentially introducing biases of up to 20% of the flux
[Oncley et al., 1993, Gao, 1995].

Despite the high measurement uncertainty associated with the
variability of the coefficient β, the REA method remains widely
used for atmospheric exchange measurements due to its simple
implementation requirements and its ability to increase scalar
signal-to-noise ratios by excluding lower wind speeds using a
deadband. REA has been applied to measure the fluxes of a
wide array of atmospheric constituents. These include stable
isotopes, hydrocarbons, methane, volatile organic compounds,
ammonia, sulfate, nitrous oxide, mercury, aerosol numbers and
dry deposition, halocarbon fluxes, peroxyacetyl nitrate, sodium
chloride particle, and benthic solute fluxes in aquatic environ-
ments [Beverland et al., 1996, Haapanala et al., 2006, Bowling
et al., 1999, Zhu et al., 1999, Pattey et al., 1999, Ciccioli et al.,
2003, Matsuda et al., 2015, Hensen et al., 2009, Grelle and
Keck, 2021, Skov et al., 2006, Meyers et al., 2006, Osterwalder
et al., 2016, Held et al., 2008, GröNholm et al., 2007, Hornsby
et al., 2009, Ren et al., 2011, Moravek et al., 2014, Meskhidze
et al., 2018, Calabro-Souza et al., 2023, Riederer et al., 2014].

In this paper, we propose a new direct eddy accumulation
method that combines the simple requirements of relaxed eddy
accumulation with the accuracy and robustness of the conven-
tional eddy covariance technique. The new method employs
error diffusion to achieve reliable and direct flux estimates with
minimal bias. We begin with a novel theoretical derivation
of conditional sampling, formulating sample accumulation as
a quantization problem and demonstrating that relaxed eddy
accumulation is a special case of this formulation. We identify
an unaccounted portion of the flux in the REA method arising
from the correlation of the quantization error with the scalar
concentration. We then introduce an error diffusion algorithm
to randomize this quantization error, leading to unbiased flux
estimates. This is followed by a detailed examination of the
signal and noise shaping properties of error diffusion and a dis-
cussion of how it effectively minimizes flux errors associated
with quantization errors. Finally, we test the performance of
our method through numerical simulations. We explore the
ideal quantization parameters and discuss the implementation
details of this new approach.

2 Theory

2.1 Derivation of quantized eddy accumulation

In the following, we derive a general equation for conditional
sampling flux measurement techniques and show how relaxed
eddy accumulation (REA) can be formulated as a special case
of this equation.

We consider the flux F (mol m−2 s−1) of an atmospheric con-
stituent c, such as CO2, as

F = wc = w′c′ + w̄c̄ (1)

Here, w represents the vertical wind velocity (ms−1), and c rep-
resents the molar density (molm−3) of the scalar in question.
Overlines indicate averaging that follows Reynolds averaging
rules, while the primes indicate deviations from the mean. The
previous equation can be derived from conservation laws. For a
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detailed discussion of surface flux equations, refer to Finnigan
et al. [2003] and Foken et al. [2012]. The definition in Eq. 1 is
chosen as eddy accumulation methods measure, by definition,
the term wc. However, similar to eddy covariance (EC) mea-
surements, the term w̄c̄ is typically biased due to inaccuracies
in w [Emad and Siebicke, 2023a]. The estimation of the physi-
cal w̄ associated with non-turbulent transport is still relevant,
as in EC measurements, and depends on the used concentration
index [Kowalski, 2017, Kowalski et al., 2021]. However, these
aspects do not affect our subsequent analysis.

We apply a quantizer function Q(w) to restrict the possible
values of w to a finite, discrete set. To ensure high flexibility
and ease of implementation in flux measurements, we consider
a non-uniform quantizer with three levels: (−wf , 0, +wf ).
These quantization levels do not need to be uniformly spaced.
The quantizer function compares measured wind speeds with a
quantization threshold, denoted as qt. If the measured magni-
tude of wind speed exceeds this threshold, the quantized value
of w becomes the full-scale value wf or−wf depending on the
direction of w. The quantizer function is expressed as

Q(w, qt, wf ) =

{
sign(w)wf , if |w| > qt
0, if |w| ≤ qt

(2)

We define the quantization error ε as the difference between the
true value of w and the quantized output wq such that

ε = w − wq. (3)

Consequently, the flux can be written as the sum of the flux of
the quantized wind and the flux of the quantization error

w c = c(wq + ε) = wq c+ ε c. (4)

We are more interested in the term w′ c′, we rearrange the
previous equation and decompose wq and ε into mean and
fluctuating components. We obtain

w′c′ = wq c+ ε′ c′ − wq c (5)

We express the flux of quantized wind, wq c, using the law of
total expectation as the expectation of the conditional mean of
the random variable c× wq partitioned on the variable I . The
variable I divides the probability space of wq c into distinct,
non-overlapping partitions {I1, I2, . . . , Ik}. The expectation
of cwq|I is calculated as a sum over these partitions, each
weighted by the probability of its occurrence. Thus, Equation 5
is written as

w′c′ =

k∑
j=1

cIjwqIj × P (Ij) + ε′ c′ − wq c (6)

The usefulness of this formulation becomes evident when we
consider that for a any quantization level, wq c = wq c̄. This
allows us to obtain the covariance term wq c directly from
measurements of the mean cIj in different partitions instead of

requiring the high-frequency measurements of c. Additionally,
the realization of wqIj cIj for a given Ij by air accumulation is
more straightforward as it requires no proportional control of
the airflow.

If we consider a simple partitioning scheme based on the direc-
tion of vertical wind velocity, I = sign(w), and choose σw, the
standard deviation of w, as the full-scale value for our quantizer,
we obtain the quantized time series wq with the same length as
w but with values that can be either −σw or σw. The flux can
then be obtained from Eq. 6 as

w′ c′ = σw c↑
n↑

n
− σw c↓

n↓

n
− c̄ σw

n↑ − n↓

n
+ c′ ε′ (7)

We notice that when n↑ = n↓, the previous equation is reduced
to the familiar formula

w′ c′ =
1

2
σw ∆C + c′ ε′ (8)

Comparing this simplified formula to the common equation
used to define REA flux reveals that the measured quantities in
REA correspond directly to the flux resulting from quantized
wind speed, specifically σw ∆C = 2w′

q c
′. This comparison

highlights that REA ignores the flux associated with the quanti-
zation error, c′ ε′, and estimates the true flux from the quantized
flux through the empirical parameter β which is effectively the
ratio of the true flux to the quantized flux β = w′ c′/(2w′

q c
′).

Equation 7 highlights two fundamental limitations in conven-
tional REA methods. First, they neglect the flux component
ε′ c′, and instead estimate its value empirically through the
parameter β. Second, the quantization does not preserve the
mean wind, wq ̸= w, as this would require n↑ = n↓ which is
rarely the case. The nonzero wq leads to a biased flux estimate
due to the inability to account for the term c wq when using a
quantization threshold different from zero (a deadband).

This raises the question of whether using more optimal quantiza-
tion —by selecting better values for the quantization threshold
and full-scale value— could lead to improved estimates of the
term ε′ c′. Essentially, the aim of varying β parameterization
schemes and adjusting deadbands in REA is to address this spe-
cific issue. However, these modifications had achieved limited
success.

Rather than improving the estimates of the term ε′ c′, we pro-
pose to reduce its value to zero by randomizing the quantization
error to eliminate its correlation with the scalar concentration.
The randomization can be achieved by adding pseudorandom
noise to the wind signal. The added noise is formed from
past errors through a feedback loop, a process known as error
diffusion. A simple form of error diffusion can be expressed as

wq[n] = Q (w[n]− ε[n− 1]) , (9)

where wq[n] is the quantized wind speed at time n, w[n] is the
measured wind speed, and ε[n− 1] is the quantization error at
the previous time step. This approach effectively eliminates the
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correlation between the quantization error and the scalar con-
centration. Therefore, making the measured flux of quantized
wind speed, w′

q c
′, equal to the true flux, which allows to obtain

direct flux estimates and eliminates the need for the parameter
β.

The addition of noise to improve the quality of quantized sig-
nals is a well-known technique in signal processing. Error
diffusion is commonly employed in image and audio process-
ing applications to enhance the perceptual quality of quantized
signals [Knox, 1999, Kite et al., 1997, Escbbach et al., 2003].
We refer to this variant of eddy accumulation as quantized eddy
accumulation (QEA) with error diffusion.

2.2 Analysis of error diffusion

We are interested in analyzing the signal and noise-shaping
behavior of error diffusion. We consider quantization and er-
ror diffusion as a system that takes an input signal x(n) and
produces an output signal y(n), where the input signal is the
vertical wind velocity and the output signal is the quantized
wind velocity. We first show that error diffusion acts as a high-
pass filter on the noise, then we discuss the optimal choice of
the error diffusion filter.

The first step of quantization and error diffusion is forming the
modified input. This is achieved by subtracting "diffused" past
error terms from the input. We write a similar, but more general
form of Eq. 9 as

u(n) = x(n)−
∑
k∈O

h(k) e(n− k). (10)

Here, u(n) represents the modified input, x(n) corresponds
to the input of the system such as vertical wind velocity. The
diffusion of past errors e(n − k) is represented by the linear
weighting filter, denoted as h. O is the causal support set that
does not include 0, signifying that it only includes past errors.

In the second step, the output of the system y(n) is calculated
by applying the quantization function Q(.) to the modified
input.

y(n) = Q(u(n)), (11)
In our use case, the output of the system will be the quantized
vertical wind velocity that had past errors integrated into it. The
quantizer error e(n) is defined as the difference between the
output, y(n), and the modified input

e(n) = y(n)− u(n), (12)

note that this is different from the quantization error defined
earlier. We substitute Eq. 10 into Eq. 12, we find

e(n) = y(n)− x(n) +
∑
k∈O

h(k)e(n− k) (13)

The previous equation highlights the recursive character of error
diffusion, where the error at any given moment in time depends
on the entire history. To analyze this relation in the frequency
domain, we apply the z-transform which converts discrete-time
signals from the time domain into the z-domain [Smith, 2007].

After applying the z-transform and rearranging, we can write
Eq. 13 as

Y (z)−X(z) = (1−H(z))E(z). (14)

Here, H(z) =
∑

h(k)z−k, is the filter applied to past errors in
the frequency domain. The variable z is a complex exponential
reflecting the frequency components of the signal and is defined
as z = exp(jωT ), where ω is the angular frequency in radians
per sample, and T is the sampling interval. Considering that
G(z) = Y (z) −X(z) represents the total quantization error,
which corresponds to the output of the noise transfer function,
we find the transfer function describing the frequency shaping
of the noise by rearranging the previous equation to be

NTF(z) =
G(z)

E(z)
= 1−H(z) (15)

Equation 14 indicates that the total quantization error ε, defined
as the difference between the system output and its input, con-
sists of two errors: one is a filtered version of the other. The
first error component is the quantizer error E(z), which we
defined as the difference between the output and the modified
input. The second error component is the filtered quantizer
error, which we call the diffusion error E(z)H(z).

Error diffusion can be viewed as an error minimization process.
It aims to reduce the difference between the input and the out-
put by adjusting the weights of a linear filter [Escbbach et al.,
2003]. In our specific application, our primary interest lies not
in minimizing the quantization error itself, but rather in mini-
mizing its correlation with the scalar concentration c, therefore,
we want to choose H(z) such that the filtered output H(z)E(z)
is as close as possible to E(z). Given that H(z) has to be
causal, we find the unit delay filter, denoted as H(z) = z−1,
as the optimal solution for minimizing the correlation of the
quantization error with the scalar. The unit delay filter allows
all frequencies to pass unattenuated and introduces a linear
phase shift, which, in this case, results in a one-sample delay
of the input. This means that the error from the previous time
step is added in its entirety. The rationale for this choice is that
e(n) is not completely random; instead it has an autocorrelation
structure due to the recursive nature of error diffusion. There-
fore, the closest version of e(n) that can be achieved using a
causal filter is a one-sample-delayed version of itself. The pre-
vious equation with H(z) as the unit delay filter indicates that
the mean of the output equals the mean of the input because
the filter coefficients sum to one; therefore, at zero frequency,
H(1) = 1.

To investigate the behavior of flux errors, we can express the
quantization error covariance term in the time domain as:

ε′ c′ = e′c′ − (h ∗ e)′c′, (16)

where ∗ denotes convolution. Given that diffusion error repre-
sents a one-sample delayed version of e(n) and based on the
definition of the cross-covariance function between e and c,
denoted as Rec(n), we can express the error covariance as
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ε′ c′ = Rec(0)−Rec(1) (17)

Typically, e is assumed to be white noise for a uniform quan-
tizer [Kite et al., 2000]. However, for a non-uniform quantizer,
e exhibits correlation with w and c. To address this issue, we
can apply error diffusion per wind direction, effectively treating
the updraft and downdraft as separate signals. This approach
enables non-uniform quantization without introducing corre-
lation, which offers more flexibility in choosing quantization
thresholds and full-scale values. Modeling the quantizer di-
rectly is challenging due to its nonlinearity, which complicates
the characterization of the cross-correlation function Rec, es-
pecially when applying diffusion per wind direction. However,
e is expected to exhibit some autocorrelation structure due to
the recursive nature of error diffusion. This autocorrelation
further contributes to minimizing the flux error in Eq. 17. The
experimental simulation results in the results section confirm
this analysis.

2.3 Calculation of QEA fluxes

We show here how the flux is calculated in QEA for the simple
case of partitioning based on the sign of w. In this case, the
quantized flux in equation 6 becomes

wq c = c↑w↑
q p↑ + c↓w↓

q p↓, (18)

where the arrows indicate updraft and downdraft, and p is the
probability of wind direction being in the given direction. After
the end of the averaging interval, typically spanning 30 minutes
to 1 hour, the flux w′c′ is obtained from Eq. 6 as

Ftotal = w′c′ = c↑ w↑
q

n↑
q

n
+ c↓ w↓

q

n↓
q

n
− c̄ wq + ε′ c′, (19)

where c↑ and c↓ represent the average scalar concentrations in
the updraft and downdraft reservoirs, while n↑

q and n↓
q indicate

the counts of occurrences with the quantized wind direction as
updraft and downdraft, respectively. The variable n represents
the total number of vertical wind velocity samples within the
averaging interval.

Equation 19 includes the term c̄ wq , which requires knowledge
of the average scalar concentration c within the averaging in-
terval. Estimating this term is a common challenge in eddy
accumulation methods and arises due to the presence of a bi-
ased non-vanishing mean vertical wind velocity. The root of
this issue is that samples are accumulated in real time with-
out full knowledge of wind statistics throughout the averaging
interval, making it impossible to ensure that w̄ is zero. Solu-
tions to this problem typically involve estimating c̄ from avail-
able measurements and the properties of atmospheric transport
[Emad and Siebicke, 2023a]. We note that for QEA with a zero
quantization threshold, c can be calculated directly from the
measurements of c↑ and c↓. To accommodate the estimation of
c from available measurements, we express the total flux, Ftotal
as the product of the base flux, F1, a correction factor, Aw̄, to

account for non-zero mean wind velocity, and the quantization
error covariance component Ferror

Ftotal = F1 ·Aw̄ + Ferror (20)

The base flux, F1, is derived from measurable quantities

F1 = c↑ w↑
q

n↑
q

n
+ c↓ w↓

q

n↓
q

n
−

(
c↑

n↑
q

nq
+ c↓

n↓
q

nq

)
wq, (21)

where nq is the count of occurrences where wq ̸= 0 and n is
the total sample count in the averaging interval.

The correction factor, Aw̄, adjusts for the discrepancy between
the measured average concentration, c̄, and its true value, with
higher wind variability leading to reduced error, and can be
estimated as

Aw̄ =
1

1− αc
wq

|wq|

, (22)

where αc is the atmospheric transport asymmetry coefficient
defined as the ratio c′ |w′

q|/ c′ w′
q and accounts for the corre-

lation when estimating c from c |wq|. The value of αc can
be estimated analytically or empirically [Emad and Siebicke,
2023a]. Lastly, Ferror represents the error in the flux due to
the quantization error previously discussed, typically less than
0.1% of the flux. If the units of measured c↑ and c↓ are dry
mole fractions mole ·mole−1, we divide the resulting flux by
the molar volume of dry air Vmd (m3 ·mole−1) to obtain the
flux density in units of mol ·m−2 · s−1. An implementation
and examples of flux calculation for this method are provided
in the supplementary material.

3 Methods

3.1 Simulation data and parameters

We used a high-frequency dataset of eddy covariance (EC) mea-
surements collected from two contrasting ecosystems as input
for our simulation. The first is an ideal flat agricultural field
at the Thünen Institute in Braunschweig, Germany (52.30° N,
10.45° E), where wind measurements were obtained using a
sonic anemometer (uSonic-3 Class A, Metek GmbH, Elmshorn,
Germany) and an open-path infrared gas analyzer (LI-7500A,
LI-COR Biosciences Lincoln, NE, USA) at 10 Hz sampling
frequency. Data from this site covered two periods in 2020,
from June 1 to July 15 and from October 1 to November 10,
resulting in 3,146 30-minute averaging intervals across 65 days.
The second site is an old-growth forest in the Hainich National
Park (ICOS DE-Hai) in Thuringia, Germany (51.08° N, 10.45°
E). Here, measurements were taken using a 3D sonic anemome-
ter (Gill-HS, Gill Instruments Limited, Hampshire, UK) and
an enclosed-path infrared gas analyzer (LI-7200, LI-COR Bio-
sciences Lincoln, NE, USA). Data used at the Hainich site
covered two periods in 2022, from June 1 to June 31 and from
August 11 to September 15, with a total of 3,490 30-minute
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averaging intervals over 72 days. Further details on the sites
and instrumentation specifications can be found in [Emad and
Siebicke, 2023b] and [Knohl et al., 2003] respectively.

Using this dataset, we simulated flux measurements for three
variables: CO2, H2O, and air temperature measured with a
sonic anemometer (θ). Our simulation included the newly
developed quantized eddy accumulation and six conventional
relaxed eddy accumulation variants, serving as baselines for
performance benchmarking under the same constraints. Fluxes
for the different methods were calculated based on 30-minute
averaging intervals, and basic quality controls were applied
to the calculated fluxes. Quality control measures included
flagging periods where stationarity tests failed or where the
friction velocity was below 0.1 ms−1 [Foken et al., 2005].

The simulation aimed to assess the performance of the QEA
method with error diffusion and determine its optimal param-
eters for various key objectives. The performance evaluation
aimed to quantify flux errors associated with these methods,
relative to the reference eddy covariance method. This assess-
ment included both systematic and random components of error.
Here, we consider systematic errors to be those correlated with
the measured flux value. Flux errors are defined as the differ-
ence between the measured flux using a given method and the
reference eddy covariance flux. To provide a relative measure
of the systematic error that works across different scalars, we
chose the slope of a linear regression of the flux error against
the flux value as a metric to quantify systematic errors.

Random errors, in contrast, are not correlated with the mag-
nitude of the flux, although their variance may still show a
correlation with the flux value. The impact of random errors is
generally less severe since they tend to diminish with averaging.
The influence of random errors can be estimated by calculat-
ing the standard deviation of the errors around the measured
flux value, providing a measure of the method’s uncertainty.
However, as we aim to establish general relative measures for
the uncertainty of the compared methods rather than specifying
values for a given scalar, We define the normalized error Enorm

as the ratio of the flux error to the product of the standard
deviations of the vertical wind velocity and the scalar

Enorm =
Fmeas − Fref

σw σc
, (23)

where Fmeas is the measured flux for a certain method, Fref is
the reference eddy covariance flux. This definition essentially
transfers the error to be expressed as error in the correlation
coefficient ρwc. The standard deviation of the normalized error
can be used as a non-dimensional measure of the uncertainty
of the method

und =
√
Var(Enorm) (24)

The usefulness of this expression is that it facilitates compar-
isons of uncertainty across different scalars as the correlation
coefficient is seen as an independent measure of atmospheric
transport. Additionally, it enables the calculation of the relative
uncertainty of the flux when divided by the correlation coeffi-
cient ρwc. For example, a non-dimensional uncertainty of 0.01
implies that, if ρwc = 0.4, there is a 95% probability that the
flux will be within ±5% of the measured value, assuming a
normal distribution of the error.

While we use EC fluxes as our reference, it is important to note
that EC fluxes have limitations, particularly during low turbu-
lence or over complex terrain. Eddy accumulation methods are
designed to address issues of sensor response time and signal
strength, aiming to match EC flux measurements when using
slow-response sensors. However, these methods cannot solve
fundamental problems unrelated to sensor limitations, such as
violations of EC assumptions. We therefore use EC as a ref-
erence to evaluate the performance of the eddy accumulation
methods.

Choosing a method for estimating or parametrizing β poses
a common challenge for REA methods, as there are no clear
recommendations that universally apply across all sites and
atmospheric conditions. We chose six methods to estimate β
as recommended by recent work on REA [Vogl et al., 2021].
These treatments included the commonly used β calculated
from sonic temperature βts = w′θ′/(∆θ σw), a constant β
estimated as the median of β calculated from air tempera-
ture βts−median, and β calculated from vertical wind velocity
statistics as βw = σw/∆w following Baker [2000]. Addi-
tionally, we used for each of the previous methods two dy-
namic linear deadband settings, namely, 0.5σw and 0.9σw.
The β values calculated using these methods were subse-
quently used to compute REA fluxes through the equation
FREA = β σw ∆C. Each method is identified by combining the
β estimation technique with the chosen deadband setting, such
as REA (db 0.5σ) βts−median.

Quantized eddy accumulation with error diffusion was simu-
lated with a wide range of parameters. The algorithm used to
simulate QEA with error diffusion is detailed in Section 4.4.
For performance comparison with REA variants, we selected
the parameter pair (qt = 2.4σw, wf = 4σw). The full code of
the simulation and the analysis are available at Emad [2024a].

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Quantized eddy accumulation with error diffusion

We have developed a general framework for conditional sam-
pling methods in Eq. 6 by combining quantization of vertical
wind speed with conditional sampling. Conventional relaxed
eddy accumulation method was shown to be a special case
of this framework when setting the conditioning variable I to
sign(w) and quantizing wind speed into two discrete levels that
correspond to the standard deviation of the wind−σw and +σw

as seen in Eq. 7. The parameter β is found to be fundamen-
tally linked to an unaccounted flux term that is carried with
quantization errors arising from non-optimal quantization. This
connection explains the difficulty in estimating β as it involves
estimating a covariance term based on the conditional mean of
scalar concentration and wind statistics.

We proposed to use error diffusion to eliminate the covariance
term ε′ c′ by adding pseudorandom noise to w in a feedback
loop. Eliminating this term makes the quantized flux wq c equal
to the true flux w′ c′ and eliminates the need for the empirical
coefficient β. The error diffusion algorithm is seen as an error
minimization mechanism, as pseudorandom noise is introduced
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Figure 1: Spectral analysis of error diffusion. (a) Normalized
averaged power spectral density of vertical wind velocity for
a typical 30-minute interval. The ’original’ curve represents
the original spectrum, while the ’quantized’ and ’quantized
+ error diffusion’ curves illustrate the effects of quantization
and subsequent error diffusion on the signal. The noise shap-
ing behavior is demonstrated by the deviation of ’quantized +
error diffusion’ spectrum from the ’original’, particularly in
the higher frequency range. (b) Magnitude response of the
noise transfer function, displaying the high-pass characteris-
tics of the G(z) = 1 − z−1 filter, with a steady increase in
magnitude with frequency, demonstrating the noise shaping
capability. The displayed spectra are averaged from 50 samples
taken from random 30-minute intervals that meet the quality
standard |ρwc| > 0.3 and σw > 0.4.

into the signal to reduce the error correlation with the scalar.
We found that a simple variant of error diffusion where the
complete quantization error is added to the next sample is
optimal for minimizing the correlation between the quantization
error and the scalar concentration. This corresponds to using
the unit delay filter H(z) = z−1 in Eq. 14.

QEA with error diffusion offers the advantage of increasing
the difference between mean accumulated concentrations in
updraft and downdraft reservoirs ∆C, thereby improving the
signal-to-noise ratio. The quantization of wind with a threshold
larger than zero, similar to employing a deadband in REA,
serves the purpose of filtering out low wind speeds that are
associated with smaller scalar fluctuations. This concentration
enhancement is especially useful when measuring atmospheric
constituents with low flux. Importantly, this concentration
enhancement does not introduce additional uncertainty to the
flux as error diffusion performance is largely independent of
the quantization threshold as is shown in Fig. 4.

The analysis of error diffusion in the z−domain reveals that
the quantizer noise is pushed towards the higher end of the
spectrum, as shown in Fig. 1. Consequently, the spectrum of
the quantization error exhibits characteristics resembling blue
noise, with a significant concentration of power in the high-
frequency range. When we consider the unit delay filter 1/z for
the error diffusion filter. The noise transfer function in Eq. 15
becomes NTF(z) = 1 − z−1. NTF(z) exhibits a frequency
response that amplifies higher frequencies, as indicated by the
magnitude plot in Fig. 1. The gain increases linearly with
frequency, peaking at twice the input signal’s amplitude at the
Nyquist frequency. This characteristic introduces additional
energy into the system at higher frequencies, effectively shaping

the noise spectrum which is beneficial in flux measurements as
the noise at higher frequencies is typically more tolerable.

Error diffusion is found to be mean preserving; the mean output
signal equals the mean of the input as the filter coefficients
sum to unity. Furthermore, our analysis shows that the total
quantization error comprises two components, one of which is
a filtered version of the other as shown in Eq. 14.

Flux error resulting from quantization and error diffusion is
mainly attributed to the residual spurious correlation between
the quantization error and the scalar concentration ε′ c′. The
flux error is found to be equal to the difference between the
values of the cross-covariance function Rec(n) evaluated at
indices 0 and 1, as shown in Eq. 17. This implies that a larger
auto-correlation of e(n) corresponds to a smaller error, as a
one-sample delayed error will have a stronger correlation with
the current e(n). The variant of error diffusion proposed in this
study diffuses the error per wind direction, ensuring that the
error e(n) remains uncorrelated with the scalar concentration
c(n) even when a non-uniform quantizer is used. This variant
allows for a more flexible choice of quantization parameters,
which is very useful for practical implementations, as will be
shown in the Section 4.4.

4.2 Performance evaluation of error diffusion

A simulation-based assessment of the newly developed error
diffusion algorithm indicates a substantial enhancement in ac-
curacy and reduction in uncertainty over conventional relaxed
eddy accumulation methods as shown in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.

We evaluated the performance of the QEA method using high-
frequency eddy covariance data for three scalars (CO2, H2O,
and θ), across two contrasting ecosystems over 18 weeks. We
distinguished between systematic errors, which correlate with
the flux values, and random errors, which do not correlate and
are expected to diminish with time averaging. To standardize
error metrics across different scalars, we normalized the error
by the product of σw and σc, as shown in Eq. 23, and defined
the non-dimensional uncertainty as the standard deviation of
this normalized error.

The analysis of the simulation results revealed no systematic
biases in QEA fluxes with error diffusion for all tested scalars,
sites, and atmospheric conditions. The slopes of the error
against reference flux values—were consistently below 0.1%,
significantly lower than the average 5% bias found with the
commonly used REA methods, as shown in Fig. 2.

The QEA method have consistently demonstrated minimal ran-
dom errors, with a non-dimensional uncertainty below 0.004
for all scalars, significantly lower than the 0.05 observed with
the best-performing REA variant as shown in Fig. 3. The un-
certainly of QEA is smaller than the theoretical uncertainty
expected from the correlation coefficient of two random sam-
ples, calculated as σr = (1 − r2)/

√
n− 3 [Gnambs, 2022,

Bonett and Wright, 2000] and shown as red lines on Fig. 3.
This can be attributed to the auto-correlation of the quantizer
error that makes the difference Rec(0)−Rec(1) very small.
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Figure 2: Performance evaluation of quantized eddy accumulation. (a)-(c) Scatter plots displaying the dependence of flux errors
on the reference flux for CO2 for two established relaxed eddy accumulation (REA) variants (βts-med and βw) versus the novel
quantized eddy accumulation (QEA) method with error diffusion. Flux errors for CO2 are calculated as the difference relative to
eddy covariance reference flux measurements, differentiated by atmospheric stability classes: unstable (blue), neutral (gray), and
stable (red) and two flux quality classes (point shape). These categories illustrate the error’s sensitivity to atmospheric stability.
Reported relative bias is the slope of the error versus the reference value. Reported non-dimensional uncertainty is defined as the
standard deviation of flux errors normalized by σw σc for the entire dataset. (d)-(f) Diurnal mean of CO2 flux errors for each
method, with a 95% confidence interval shaded region generated via bootstrapping. This demonstrates the temporal variability of
biases throughout the day, and demonstrates the QEA method’s robustness, as reflected in its consistent closeness to the reference
eddy covariance flux. The data shown are for the Braunschweig station. Reported error metrics and diurnal flux errors are for the
quality-filtered dataset. For QEA, a quantization threshold qt = 2.4σw and a full scale value wf = 4σw were used.

Importantly, the accuracy of QEA was not influenced by the
time of day, atmospheric stability, or flux quality metrics, unlike
the REA methods, as shown in Fig. 2. These findings, along
with several other error metrics, are summarized in Table 1 and
Table 2, demonstrating that QEA outperforms REA across all
examined conditions and metrics. The relative improvement
ratio of QEA over REA variants reported in Table 2 shows
wide variation across the different REA methods and scalars.
However, QEA has a consistent improvement over all REA
methods and scalars with the error slope showing over 100-fold
improvement compared to the best-performing REA variant
and up to 1000-fold improvement for some variants and scalars.
Additional figures are provided in the supplementary material
showing more detailed comparisons of the performance of QEA
and REA methods across different scalars and stations.

4.3 Optimal quantization parameters

QEA with error diffusion has two parameters: the quantiza-
tion threshold qt and the quantized full-scale value wf . The

choice of these parameters allows for minimizing the flux error,
maximizing the concentration difference ∆C in accumulation
reservoirs, reducing the error due to nonzero mean vertical wind
velocity, and controlling the switching rates of the sampling
valves.

The main objective of the evaluation presented here was to
establish optimal ranges for the quantizer parameters that opti-
mize for the above goals. These goals were assessed through
numerical simulations for three different scalars over a broad
range of parameters. Simulation results indicated that, for all
scalars, the flux error remained consistently low across a wide
range of qt and wf combinations, as shown in Fig. 4. Gener-
ally, the error stayed below 1% for almost any combination of
parameters, provided that the full-scale value was greater than
2.7σw. Notably, a large number of parameter combinations re-
sulted in errors smaller than 0.1%. The random errors showed
similar trends, with the non-dimensional uncertainty typically
being lower for parameter combinations that minimized system-
atic errors. The error diffusion algorithm variant used in this
simulation diffuses quantization errors per wind direction. This

8
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Table 1: Comparative performance evaluation of quantized eddy accumulation (QEA) with error diffusion versus conventional
relaxed eddy accumulation (REA) methods for CO2, H2O, and air temperature (θ) fluxes. Performance metrics include error
slope (dimensionless), error intercept (units of flux), non-dimensional uncertainty, and root mean square error (RMSE, units
of flux). Error metrics are calculated as averages for two contrasting ecosystems and obtained from a simulation using a
high-frequency eddy covariance dataset. For QEA, a quantization threshold qt = 2.4σw and a full scale value wf = 4σw were
used.

Method Scalar Error slope Error intercept Nondim. uncertainty RMSE

QEA with error diffusion
CO2 1.61× 10−4 4.19× 10−4 2.66× 10−3 0.065
H2O 7.73× 10−5 1.02× 10−4 2.08× 10−3 8.90× 10−3

θ 6.85× 10−6 −1.09× 10−5 3.21× 10−3 3.16× 10−4

REA βts
CO2 -0.016 0.032 0.430 6.891
H2O -0.048 −4.19× 10−3 0.692 1.204

REA (db 0.5σ) βts−median
CO2 -0.021 0.020 0.058 1.256
H2O -0.040 5.28× 10−3 0.056 0.169

REA (db 0.9σ) βw

CO2 0.018 -0.022 0.056 1.165
H2O 0.026 −5.99× 10−3 0.053 0.154
θ 0.017 1.21× 10−4 0.060 5.10× 10−3

REA (db 0.5σ) βw

CO2 -0.095 0.032 0.059 1.809
H2O -0.120 0.013 0.056 0.243
θ -0.075 −1.64× 10−4 0.062 8.54× 10−3

Table 2: Average improvement ratio of quantized eddy accumulation (QEA) method over relaxed eddy accumulation (REA)
variants. The table shows the mean enhancement of QEA over REA variants for each error metric. The improvement ratio
for each error metric is calculated by dividing the average metric value for REA across three scalars and two stations by the
corresponding average value for QEA. Ratios larger than one indicate areas where QEA shows significant advantages

Method RMSE Error intercept Error slope Nondim. uncertainty
REA (db 0.9σ) βts 264 1070 133 499
REA (db 0.9σ) βts−median 25 185 334 23
REA βts 173 200 546 219
REA (db 0.9σ) βw 21 68 401 21
REA (db 0.5σ) βts−median 28 67 537 23
REA (db 0.5σ) βts 947 1788 1290 618
REA (db 0.5σ) βw 41 108 2161 26

variant was found to be more effective in reducing errors and of-
fers greater flexibility in the choice of quantization parameters,
as will be shown in Section 4.4.

Adjusting the quantization threshold can improve the signal-
to-noise ratio by increasing the difference in concentration
∆C between the two accumulation reservoirs, as illustrated
in Fig. 5. The key driving factor in increasing ∆C is the
ratio between the quantization threshold and the quantized
full-scale value, referred to as the scaled quantization threshold.
Values greater than 0.5 can increase ∆C by up to 150%, akin
to introducing a deadband in REA measurements, which leads
to the selective accumulation of eddies with concentrations
further away from the mean. However, unlike REA where
increasing the deadband is accompanied by an increase in flux
uncertainty [Oncley et al., 1993, Pattey et al., 1993], selecting a
higher quantization threshold to increase ∆C does not reduce
the accuracy of fluxes measured with QEA as seen from Fig. 4.

Reducing the scaled quantization threshold can help minimize
errors related to non-zero mean vertical wind velocity. This
reduction coincides with a decrease in ∆C, as shown in Fig. 5.
The reduction of errors caused by non-zero mean wind velocity
is driven by increased wind variance (and thus, |w|), which is
inversely correlated with flux error magnitude under conditions
when the mean wind is not zero [Emad and Siebicke, 2023a]. A
scaled quantization threshold below 0.5 is effective in decreas-
ing these errors as shown in Fig. 5. A threshold set to zero can
remove the influence of non-zero mean vertical wind velocity
entirely, which is a unique advantage of QEA over TEA.

Additionally, adjusting the scaled quantization threshold affects
how often sampling valves switch and the accumulated sample
volumes. Higher thresholds lead to less frequent switching; for
example, with a threshold of 0.5, the updraft and downdraft
valves switch on average once per second, as shown in Fig. 6.
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Figure 3: Normalized flux errors for CO2, H2O, and air tem-
perature (θ) as a function of the correlation coefficient ρw θ.
Panel (a) shows normalized errors of the quantized eddy accu-
mulation (QEA) method with error diffusion. Panel (b) shows
normalized errors of the relaxed eddy accumulation (REA)
method using βw with a deadband of 0.9σw. Dashed horizontal
lines indicate±2 u, where u is the non-dimensional uncertainty
defined as the standard deviation of the normalized flux errors
for the entire dataset. The red lines indicate ±2× theoretical
uncertainty expected from the correlation coefficient of two
random samples calculated as σr = (1 − r2)/

√
n− 3. The

shaded areas represent the range of ρwθ where the relative flux
uncertainty exceeds 20% of the flux value.

4.4 Implementation of quantized eddy accumulation with
error diffusion

Quantized eddy accumulation with error diffusion can be im-
plemented using a varying number of quantization levels and
based on different conditioning variables. However, the sim-
plest and most useful implementation is achieved using two
reservoirs that accumulate air at a constant flow rate, similar
to the requirements of the relaxed eddy accumulation method.
Since each quantization level is accumulated in a separate reser-
voir, no proportional control of the flow is required. We will
discuss the specifics of such an implementation here.

The error diffusion algorithm we developed for this imple-
mentation is described in Algorithm 1. This implementation
requires only a constant airflow rate for air sampling and the
channelling of this airflow into either updraft or downdraft
reservoirs depending on the sign of quantized wind velocity. In
this algorithm, the quantization error is incorporated in a feed-

Figure 4: Evaluation of parameter space for systematic bias
and uncertainty for CO2 flux measurements with QEA. Panel
(a) shows a heatmap that illustrates the systematic bias, rep-
resented by the slope of the linear fit, as a function of the
quantization threshold and full-scale value. The color intensity
corresponds to the maximum magnitude of the systematic bias
in each class. A white dashed line at a full-scale value of 2.7
and a solid line with a slope of 2 indicate the boundaries where
systematic biases exceeds 0.2%. Panel (b) presents a heatmap
of the maximum non-dimensional uncertainty which indicates
error variability. These metrics are calculated based on simula-
tions utilizing the entire dataset for the Braunschweig station.

back loop with the measured vertical wind velocity before it is
quantized into three discrete levels corresponding to updraft,
downdraft, and no sampling. The quantization error is managed
separately for updraft and downdraft. This separation has been
found to improve the stability of the flux errors and allows for
a wider range of quantization parameters that produce accurate
flux estimates.

Algorithm 1 Quantized eddy accumulation with error diffusion
Require: vertical wind speed array w, quantization threshold

q_threshold, and wind quantized full-scale value w_full
1: N ← length(w)
2: residual_error_up← 0
3: residual_error_down← 0
4: for i = 1 to N do
5: if w[i] > 0 then
6: wmod ← w − residual_error_up
7: wq[i]← Q(wmod, q_threshold, w_full)
8: residual_error_up← wq[i]− wmod

9: else
10: wmod ← w − residual_error_down
11: wq[i]← Q(wmod, q_threshold, w_full)
12: residual_error_down← wq[i]− wmod

13: end if
14: end for
15: return wq

The quantized w can take one of three values: −wf , 0, or wf ,
where wf is the quantized full-scale level. The accumulated
volume in each reservoir at the end of the averaging interval is
calculated as V = Anq Ts, where A represents a flow scaling
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Figure 5: Nonzero mean wind error reduction and ∆C increase
of error diffusion. (a) Nonzero mean w error reduction factor
against scaled quantization threshold, for full-scale values 3-6,
illustrating the impact of quantization on errors associated with
nonzero w. The reduction factor is calculated as the ratio of
the mean of absolute wind velocity |w| to the mean of absolute
quantized velocity |wq|. Values below one indicate a reduction
in the error. (b) ∆C increase factor, calculated as the slope
of a linear fit of ∆C with the given quantization threshold to
∆C with a quantization threshold of zero. Dashed horizontal
lines shown at y=1 and y=1.5. qt/wf is the scaled quantization
threshold which we defined as the ratio of the quantization
threshold to the full-scale value.

factor (m3 s−1), nq is the number of sampling events in the
averaging interval, and Ts is the duration of sampling for each
event (seconds).

The choice of the quantization threshold (qt) and the quantizer’s
full-scale setting (wf ) plays a crucial role in error control,
signal-to-noise ratio enhancement, and reduction of residual
mean vertical wind velocity errors. Setting qt to zero allows
for an unbiased estimation of c̄, as it leads to c↑w↑

q = c↑ w↑
q .

This choice effectively eliminates errors associated with non-
vanishing mean wind velocity, which provides an advantage
over traditional eddy accumulation methods.

Referring to Fig. 4, we can identify the optimal quantization
parameters qt and wf . In general, to minimize the errors in
fluxes calculated via QEA, it is recommended to use a quan-
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Figure 6: Valve switching dynamics. The left panel illustrates
the relationship between the scaled quantization threshold and
the average valve switching rate (Hz), distinguishing between
reservoirs (’down’, solid line) and (’up’, dashed line). The right
panel presents histograms of the distribution of valve switch
rates (as events per second) for four distinct scaled quantization
thresholds simulated from a 30-minute high-frequency wind
measurements dataset. Dashed lines indicate the theoretical
binomial distribution for the valve switching events per second,
with the success probability corresponding to the average valve
switching rate and the size parameter as the number of samples
taken per second.

tized full-scale value in the range [4, 5] σw and a quantization
threshold in the range 0.55 to 0.85 of the full-scale value. For
instance, setting qt to 2.5σw and the full-scale value to 4σw pre-
dicts an average error under 0.1%. Since qt and wf depend on
the unknown σw of the current averaging interval; an estimate
from the preceding interval can be used. The heatmap of Fig. 4
illustrates that error diffusion is robust to slight variations in σw

which supports the use of past data to define the parameters of
the current averaging interval. The chosen example parameters
suggest nearly a 1.4-fold increase in ∆C and an average valve
switching rate of about 2 Hz as seen from figures 5 and 6.

The quantized vertical wind velocity, wq, is expected to equal
the vertical wind velocity, w, because quantization with error
diffusion preserves the mean, as demonstrated earlier. The
error associated with nonzero wq in QEA can be addressed
in three ways: i) Similar to true eddy accumulation methods,
an estimate of c can be derived from available quantities by
averaging c↑ and c↓ with proper weights as shown in Eq. 20.
ii) QEA offers an advantage over conventional EA methods.
By setting qt = 0, we can calculate c from measurements.
This, however, may reduce ∆C, as shown in Fig. 5. Still,
it can be justified if the analytical instrument is sufficiently
accurate. iii) Under stationary conditions, the error associated
with a non-zero mean vertical wind velocity (w̄) is limited to
the ratio w̄/|w| [Emad and Siebicke, 2023a]. Therefore, error
diffusion presents a novel opportunity to minimize this error
by amplifying the wind’s variance, which subsequently raises
the mean absolute wind velocity (|w|). This strategy effectively
mitigates the error related to a non-zero w, as demonstrated in
Figure 5.

In a typical implementation of the QEA method, real-time
vertical wind velocity is acquired and then adjusted through
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an online planar fit to align the coordinates to the streamline
coordinates, as described in [Siebicke and Emad, 2019]. We
recommend subtracting the mean wind of the previous interval
(differencing) to minimize residual w̄ and achieve a more sym-
metric distribution of w̄ around zero. Subsequently, the wind
speed is modified using the previous quantization error and then
quantized using Eq. 2 according to Algorithm 1. If the quan-
tized w is non-zero, the flow is directed into the corresponding
reservoir. It is important to emphasize that the requirement for
flow consistency applies only within each averaging interval
and reservoir. Therefore, variations in flow are permissible
between updraft and downdraft and across different averaging
intervals.

The implementation of the new QEA method with error dif-
fusion presents several critical technical challenges. A key
challenge is the need for fast-switching valves, which are es-
sential for directing the flow between the two accumulation
volumes. While we have demonstrated that the mean switch-
ing rate can be reduced to as low as 2 Hz, the switching must
occur within milliseconds to ensure accuracy, as any time lag
cannot be corrected in post-processing. The flow perturbations
caused by the switching mechanism must also be minimized.
Additionally, the system must be designed to minimize dead
volumes and time lags. The accumulation volumes need to
be optimized to provide sufficient sample quantities for the
analyzer while accommodating the dynamic range of the accu-
mulated samples. Many of these challenges are shared with the
relaxed eddy accumulation method and are well documented in
the literature [Ammann, 1998]. Meeting these requirements is
fundamental to the successful deployment and operation of the
QEA method.

By the end of the averaging interval, the flux can be calculated
using Eq. 20 and corrected for nonzero wq if needed using
Eq. 21. Since the measured quantities here are means rather
than fluctuations, eddy accumulation methods are more robust
to frequency losses due to the analyzer response and typically
will not require spectral corrections [Emad, 2023].

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced the quantized eddy accumulation
(QEA) method with error diffusion, a new direct micrometeo-
rological method with minimal implementation requirements.
We framed the problem of flux measurement with conditional
sampling at a constant flow rate as measuring the flux using a
quantized wind signal. The conventional relaxed eddy accu-
mulation (REA) method was identified as a special case of this
framework, with biases in REA linked to the unaccounted flux
portion transported by the covariance between the quantization
error and scalar concentration.

This new formulation enabled us to develop an error diffusion
algorithm that feeds quantization errors back into the signal,
thereby driving the unaccounted flux term due to quantization
errors to zero and eliminating the need for the empirical coeffi-
cient β. QEA with error diffusion aligns with eddy covariance
and true eddy accumulation as a direct method while offering

the distinct advantage of enhancing the signal-to-noise ratio
without compromising accuracy.

Our analysis and numerical simulations using high-frequency
EC data from two contrasting ecosystems demonstrated that
QEA has achieved unbiased flux estimates with errors below
0.1% over a wide range of quantization parameters and atmo-
spheric conditions. Key technical challenges to the successful
implementation of QEA include the need for fast-switching
valves to direct flow between accumulation volumes, mini-
mizing flow perturbations, and reducing time lags within the
system.

The new method provides simple and reliable means for accu-
rate flux measurements of challenging atmospheric constituents
and has the potential to advance our understanding of atmo-
spheric chemistry and earth science.

Data and code availability

The datasets generated and analyzed in this study, along with
the full code implementation, are available at Emad [2024a]
and the github repository https://github.com/anasem/
quantized-eddy-accumulation

Raw data for Braunschweig station that were used as input for
the simulation are available at Emad [2024b].
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