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At the proof reading stage we made the request that a few values be updated in Table 2 (see screenshot below) ; the updates concern two variables, the nitrogen content of herbage (%N) and the standing biomass before grazing. On these two lines, each comment in purple highlights a change in value that is requested (3 values for %N, 10 values for biomass).
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Here is the reason for the requested changes : the values were supplied to us at some stage by partner laboratories in the project. Later on, after the paper was submitted, we realized that the calculation and averaging procedure for the nitrogen and biomass values were biased (for some values) by two factors, 1- a contamination by dirt of grass samples taken very close to the soil, and 2- an inexact value of the grass height within the sampling quadrats. But it was possible to quantify and correct for the biases by re-analysing the data, excluding some samples and recalculating correct average values.
 
We therefore thought it good scientific practice to provide updated/corrected values, as far as we could tell, even if they differed from the original values that we first submitted : it would be misleading to the readership to leave some values in the paper with the full knowledge that they are biased.
 
But importantly, as Ivonne knows, these are two ancillary variables (metadata) that are used to document the state of the grassland ecosystem, and may be used a posteriori to try and interpret the variations in the main variable of interest in the paper (the NH3 emission fluxes), but as such these two ancillary variables do not impact the results of NH3 flux measurements that we made on the field.
 
Nonetheless, because towards the end of the paper we provide emission factors (EF) based on excreted nitrogen, which is calculated on the basis of the nitrogen content of the grass, the original bias in %N in grass propagates in the EF values for excreted N. Therefore, to be completely consistent, we argue that we should update the values not only in Table 2 (as shown above), but also in Table 3 and in Table 4, and in one or two places in the text. This can be done very quickly, we will supply the updated values for Tables 2,3,4 within a day if you agree to the correction procedure.
 
Please note that the magnitude of the change in EF values is of the order of less than 10%, significant but not massive. Ammonia EF per cow head will not be affected ; and no figure needs updating. The adjustments will not change the conclusions of the paper.
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‘Table 2. Summary of management practices, environmental conditions, NHs fluxes and quality metrics across 10 grazing events (G1-G10). Data include NHs fluxes (ng NHy m~2 s~ 1),
stocking density during the grazing interval (LSU ha~"), grazing duration (DG). effective grazing days (EGD, defined as stocking density multiplied by grazing duration), grass nitrogen
content, aboveground biomass measured before grazing started. and meteorological variables (average temperature, wind speed (WS), relative humidity (RH), soil water content (SWC)
and vapour pressure deficit (VPD)). Flux data quantity and quality are represented by counts of half-hourly gcA. qcB and qeC flux values. The qeyme percentage indicates the proportion
of validgalf-hourly flux measurements meeting quality criteria (0 or 1). The percentage of final valid flux data equals % qcjumer minus the additional fraction removed due to insufficient
footprint contribution.
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    At the proof reading stage we made the request that a few values be updated in Table 2 (see  screenshot below)   ; the updates concern two variables, the nitrogen content of herbage (%N)  and the standing biomass before grazing. On these two lines, each commen t in purple  highlights a change in value that is requested (3 values for %N, 10 values for biomass).                             Here is the reason for the requested changes   : the values were supplied to us at some stage  by partner laboratories in the project. Later on, after the paper was submitted, we realized  that the calculation and averaging procedure for the nitrogen and bioma ss values were biased  (for some values) by two factors, 1 -   a contamination by dirt of grass samples taken very  close to the soil, and 2 -   an inexact value of the grass height within the sampling quadrats.  But it was possible to quantify and correct for the  biases by re - analysing the data, excluding  some samples and recalculating correct average values.       We therefore thought it good scientific practice to provide updated/corrected values, as far as  we could tell, even if they differed from the original values that we first submitted   : it would  be misleading to the readership to leave some values in the pap er with the full knowledge  that they are biased.       But importantly, as Ivonne knows, these are two ancillary variables (metadata) that are used  to document the state of the grassland ecosystem, and may be used a posteriori to try and  interpret the variations in the main variable of interest in the paper (t he NH3 emission  fluxes), but as such   these two ancillary variables do not impact the results of NH3 flux  measurements that we made on the field .       Nonetheless, because towards the end of the paper we provide emission factors (EF) based  on excreted nitrogen, which is calculated on the basis of the nitrogen content of the grass,  the original bias in %N in grass propagates in the EF values for excreted  N. Therefore, to be  completely consistent, we argue that we should   update the values not only in Table 2 (as  shown above), but also in Table 3 and in Table 4, and in one or two places in the text . This  can be done very quickly, we will supply the updated values for Tables 2,3,4 within a day if  you agree to the correction procedure.       Please note that the magnitude of the change in EF values is of the order of less than 10%,  significant but not massive. Ammonia EF per cow head will not be affected   ; and no figure  needs updating. The adjustments will not change the conclusions of the pap er.    

