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Methane emissions from forested closed landfill sites: Variations between
tree species and landfill management practices
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a School of Engineering and Innovation, The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK
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H I G H L I G H T S

• Tree stem and soil GHG emissions varied
between different landfill types.

• Trees on a landfill without modern man-
agement emitted the largest stem CH4

fluxes.
• StemGHGfluxes did not vary significantly
between different tree species.

• Environmental conditions (waterlogging)
and site age affected stem and soil fluxes.

• Including stem fluxes in total landfill GHG
flux estimates would improve accuracy

G R A P H I C A L A B S T R A C T

A B S T R A C TA R T I C L E I N F O

Editor: Raffaello Cossu Trees in natural and managed environments can act as conduits for the transportation of methane (CH4) from below
ground to the atmosphere, bypassing oxidation in aerobic surface soils. Tree stem emissions from landfill sites exhibit
large temporal and spatial variability in temperate environments and can account for approximately 40% of the total
surface CH4 flux. Emission variability was further investigated in this study by measuring CH4 and CO2 fluxes from
landfill sites with different management strategies and varying tree species over a 7-month period. Stem and soil mea-
surements were obtained using flux chambers and an off-axis integrated cavity output spectroscopy analyser. Analysis
showed average stem and soil CH4 emissions varied significantly (p < 0.01) between landfills with different manage-
ment practices. On average, tree stem CH4 fluxes from sites with no clay cap but gas extraction, clay cap and gas ex-
traction, and no clay cap and no gas extraction were 1.4 ± 0.4 μg m−2 h−1, 47.2 ± 19.0 μg m−2 h−1, and 111.9
±165.1 μgm−2 h−1, respectively. Therewas no difference in stemCH4 fluxes between species at each site, suggesting
environmental conditions (waterlogging) and site age had a greater influence on both stem and soil fluxes. These re-
sults highlight the importance of management practices, and the resultant environmental conditions, in determining
CH4 emissions from historic landfill sites.
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1. Introduction

Methane (CH4) is one of the most potent greenhouse gases (GHGs) with
a 100-year global warming potential 28 times greater than carbon dioxide

(CO2) (Myhre et al., 2013). Atmospheric CH4 concentrations have risen
from 715 ppb in pre-industrial times to 1857 ppb in 2018 (Saunois et al.,
2020). This increase in atmospheric concentration is largely a result of
human activities, which includes agriculture, fossil fuel use and waste
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management practices (Ciais et al., 2013). Emissions of CH4 from the waste
management sector account for approximately 12% of the global methane
budget (Saunois et al., 2020). As CH4 has a relatively short atmospheric life-
time in comparison with other GHGs (approximately 8 years), it is more re-
sponsive to variations in the balance of sources and sinks (Saunois et al.,
2020; Stevenson et al., 2020), and therefore, a focus of climate change mit-
igation strategies (Ravishankara et al., 2021).

The microbial metabolic process of CH4 oxidation by methanotrophic
bacteria in aerobic soils accounts for approximately 4% of the global CH4

sink (Kirschke et al., 2013). Moreover, approximately 40% of the CH4 pro-
duced from landfill sites is mitigated (oxidised) by the presence of aerobic
surface soils (Spokas and Bogner, 2011). The rate of oxidation in aerobic
surface soils is influenced by abiotic factors such as moisture content, soil
texture and pH (Le Mer and Roger, 2001). Vegetation can also increase
the CH4 oxidation capacity in surface soils by releasing oxygen via roots
into the rhizosphere (Bian et al., 2018). Moreover, vegetation modifies
the chemical and physical properties of soils, such as density, water content
and porosity, which alters CH4 oxidation capacity (Reichenauer et al.,
2011; Bian et al., 2018).

Trees growing in natural tropical and temperate ecosystems, provide a
pathway for CH4 emissions from underground sources to the atmosphere
via diffusion or within the transpiration stream (Terazawa et al., 2007;
Gauci et al., 2010; Pangala et al., 2013; Maier et al., 2018; Barba et al.,
2019;). This pathway allowsCH4 to bypass oxidation in surface soils and ac-
counts for between 27% and 87% of the total (surface and tree stem) eco-
system fluxes in temperate and tropical wetlands, respectively (Pangala
et al., 2013; Pangala et al., 2015). Moreover, stem CH4 fluxes vary signifi-
cantly between tree species in wetland (Pangala et al., 2015) and upland
ecosystems (Warner et al., 2017; Pitz and Megonigal, 2017). In a landfill
context, trees also provide a pathway for belowground CH4 to bypass oxida-
tion, however, tree stem flux variations between species have not previ-
ously been detected (Fraser-McDonald et al., 2022).

Landfill site design and management has evolved over time to reduce
both the public health and environmental risks associated with uncon-
trolled GHG emissions and leachates. Old-style landfills (approximately
pre 1970 in the developed world) are generally located in old quarries or
excavated holes with no pollution controls and a thin covering of native
soil. Conversely, because of legislative drivers, a modern sanitary landfill
is constructed to contain all materials and has active leachate and green-
house gas management (Council of the European Union, 1999;
Environment Agency, 2004; HMRC, 2018). Variations in landfill site design
and management influence surface CH4 emissions (Environment Agency,
2004), as does the amount of organic waste deposited in the landfill
(Jones and Tansey, 2015). Due to variations in gas production and con-
sumption, and permeability rates, this results in a wide range of surface
CH4 emissions that spans 0.0004 to over 4000 g m−2 d−1 (Bogner et al.,

1997). High temporal and spatial variability are also replicated from CH4

emissions from trees stem surfaces on landfill sites (Fraser-McDonald
et al., 2022). To provide further insight into this variability three hypothe-
ses were tested: (1) GHG tree stem and soilfluxes vary between landfill sites
with different management practices and ages; (2) Tree stem GHG fluxes
differ between tree species; (3) Environmental controls (such as, tempera-
ture, soil moisture and pH) influence tree stem emissions.

2. Methods

2.1. Study sites

Field sites were selected based upon their management history and the
range of tree species present. Detailed records of the quantity of organic
waste deposited at each site were not available, but the management histo-
ries of the selected sites were the most comprehensive of the available
field locations. Table 1 provides the details of the field sites used in this
investigation.

2.2. Sampling procedure

The dates of sampling visits and the stem and soil flux chambers sam-
pled during each site visit can be seen in Table 2. Measurements from 15
trees and 5 soil locations were taken from site CC-GE. At sites CC-noGE
and noCC-noGE, fluxes from 24 tree stems and 5 soil locations were sam-
pled. The number of tree and soil sampling locations at each site was deter-
mined according to practical limitations and to allow appropriate statistical
analysis. At sites noCC-noGE and CC-GE, tree species were well-mixed, so
they were randomly sampled using the random walk method (Allaby,
2018). At site CC-noGE, coniferous species were growing in one area and
deciduous in another. Therefore, the sampling area was split into two
halves according to the type of tree present and the random walk method
was used to sample trees in each half (stratified random sampling). Soil
sampling locations were located on a transect across each site. A tree mea-
surement height of 90 cm from ground level was selected based on the
range of heights sampled in previous studies to aid comparisons (Pangala
et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2016; Pangala et al., 2017; Maier et al., 2018).
The number of each tree species sampled at site CC-GE reflected the wood-
land composition (Table 1). At sites CC-noGE and noCC-noGE, six trees
from the four most dominant species were selected (Table 1). For each
tree flux measured the GPS location, tree species and Diameter at Breast
Height (DBH) was recorded. Air temperature and air pressure at each loca-
tion were recordedwith a Comet C4141 Thermo-hygro barometer (with an
accuracy of ±0.4 °C for temperature and ± 2 hPa at 23 °C for pressure).
Tree stem surface temperature was measured using an infrared thermome-
ter (RS Pro RS1327k; accuracy ±0.1%). At each soil and tree location, soil

Table 1
A summary of the site classifications, landfill management strategies, tree species and sampling frequency for each field site used to compare fluxes from landfill sites with
varying ages and management strategies.

Site classification Landfill management Tree sampling Tree species sampled

1. Clay Cap and Gas Extraction (CC-GE) • Clay cap (depth ≥ 1 m)
• Active gas extraction system
• Accepted inert, industrial, commercial
and household waste from 1964 to 1998

• Trees planted in 2004

• 15 trees
• Sampled once a month

• 10 × Betula pendula (Silver birch)
• 1 × Fraxinus excelsior (European ash)
• 4 × Prunus avium (Wild cherry)

2. Clay Cap and no Gas Extraction (CC-noGE) • Clay cap (1.8 m depth, installed in 1998)
• No gas extraction system
• Accepted household and industrial waste
between the 1960s and 1990s

• Trees planted from 2000 onwards

• 6 trees × 4 most dominant species
• Sampled once every 4 months

• 6 × Betula pendula (Silver birch)
• 6 × Fraxinus excelsior (European ash)
• 6 × Pinus nigra (Corsican pine)
• 6 × Prunus avium (Wild cherry)

3. No Clay Cap or Gas Extraction (noCC-noGE) • No clay cap or gas extraction
• Accepted household and industrial waste
from 1971 to 1977

• Trees planted in 1998

• 6 trees × 4 most dominant species
• Sampled once every 4 months

• 6 × Betula pendula (Silver birch)
• 6 × Fraxinus excelsior (European ash)
• 6 × Pinus nigra (Corsican pine)
• 6 x Quercus rubra (Red oak)
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temperature (Thermapen soil temperature probe; accuracy ±0.4 °C) and
soil moisture (Delta-T Devices HH2 moisture meter with ThetaProbe type
ML2x; accuracy ±1%) were measured at 10 cm and 6 cm depth, respec-
tively. Soil cores were taken (within a 1 m area around tree stems) to deter-
mine bulk density and pH (Thermo Scientific Orion Versa Star Advanced
Electrochemistry meter with Orion 8157 BNUMD ROSS Ultra pH ATC Tri-
ode; accuracy ±0.002).

2.3. Gas flux measurements

GHG fluxes from tree stems and soil surfaces were obtained using a
recirculating closed loop system between gas flux chambers and a GHG
analyser (ultraportable off-axis integrated cavity output spectroscopy
analyser, Los Gatos Research). Semi-rigid tree flux chambers (30 × 15 ×
2 cm) were secured to tree stems (as per Welch et al., 2018), and rigid
chambers (diameter 30 cm, height 20 cm) were inserted into the soil (as
per Pangala et al., 2015). The GHG analyser had a measurement range of
0.01 to 100 ppm ± 2 ppb for CH4, and 1 to 20,000 ppm ± 300 ppb for
CO2 measurements (Wilkinson et al., 2018). Gas concentrations in stem
and soil chambers were measured over 10-min periods (approximately
600 measurements). Typically, the first 100 s of each flux measurement
time series was discarded to account for setup disturbances. A linear regres-
sion line was plotted for each data set and the slope and R2 values were cal-
culated.Where R2 values forfluxeswere low, the regression graphs for both
CH4 and CO2 were inspected further to inform whether the flux should be
carried forward to statistical analysis. Fluxes with R2 values below 0.1
were converted to zero as no emission trend was detectable above the
GHG analyser's detection capabilities. The proportion of fluxes converted
to zero from sites CC-GE, CC-noGE and noCC-noGE were 16%, 20%, and
6%, respectively. Gas fluxes were determined using the ideal gas equation
and standardised for temperature and pressure.

For upscaling calculations at each field site, the mean tree surface area
was determined by considering the stem as a cylinder using an average di-
ameter (of all measured trees) and a height of 3 m. The average tree surface
area was multiplied by an estimated number of trees to determine the over-
all stem surface area at each site. An overall tree flux value was calculated
from the product of the overall stem surface area and the average stem
flux. The average soil surface flux and area for each site were multiplied
to estimate the overall soil GHG fluxes. The magnitude of tree stem fluxes

across the sitewas comparedwith soil emissions, and the percentage contri-
bution of tree fluxes to the overall surface flux was calculated for each site.

2.4. Statistical tests

Graphs were produced using Origin (version 2020) and statistical tests
were carried out in SPSS (24) and R (3.5.1). Where site and species flux
data met the assumptions of normality (Shapiro-Wilk test) and equal vari-
ance (Levene's test), one-way ANOVA tests were carried out, followed by
post-hoc Tukey's tests. Comparisons were made between non-normal data
using Kruskal-Wallis tests, followed by Dunn-Bonferroni tests where appro-
priate. Full details of the statistical tests carried out are displayed in Supple-
mentary Table 1. Stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to
evaluate the relationships between tree stem fluxes and measured environ-
mental variables. Air temperature was highly correlated with stem temper-
ature and soil temperature (R2 > 0.9); therefore, these variables were
excluded from the stepwisemultiple regression analysis. Results of the step-
wisemultiple regression analysis for site CC-GEwere previously reported in
Fraser-McDonald et al. (2022).

3. Results

3.1. Variations in gas fluxes between landfill sites with different management
practices

Stem CH4 fluxes were significantly different between landfill sites with
different management techniques (p < 0.01). On average, tree stems at site
CC-noGE consumed CH4, whereas those at sites CC-GE and noCC-noGE
emitted CH4. The range of stem CH4 emissions was much greater at sites
CC-GE and noCC-noGE than CC-noGE (Table 3).

Average soil CH4 flux values showed uptake at site CC-noGE, relatively
low emissions at site CC-GE and higher emissions at location noCC-noGE
(Table 3). However, there was not a significant difference between the
soil CH4 fluxes from the landfill sites with varying management strategies
(p > 0.05). This lack of significant difference may be due to the large
range of CH4 flux values, particularly from site noCC-noGE. The pattern ob-
served between sites in stem CH4 fluxes (the highest from site noCC-noGE
and the lowest from site CC-noGE) was replicated in soil CH4 emissions
(Table 3). Based on the results shown in Table 3, excluding stem CH4 emis-
sions from flux estimates results in an underestimation of total surface

Table 2
Sampling dates (at each stem measurement height and soil location) for all landfill sites during the sampling period. The site classified as CC-GE had a clay cap and gas
extraction system. The CC-noGE site had a clay cap and no gas extraction system. The site labelled as noCC-noGE had no clay cap or gas extraction system.

Month

Aug-19 Sep-19 Oct-19 Nov-19 Dec-19 Jan-20 Feb-20

Flux chambers sampled Stem 90 cm CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE
CC-noGE noCC-noGE CC-noGE noCC-noGE

Soil CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE CC-GE
CC-noGE noCC-noGE CC-noGE noCC-noGE

Table 3
Summary of CH4 and CO2 fluxes from a closed landfill sites with differentmanagement strategies. SE is standard error and n is the number ofmeasurements. Sites classified as
CC-GE had a clay cap and gas extraction system. CC-noGE sites had a clay cap and no gas extraction system. Sites labelled as noCC-noGE had no clay cap or gas extraction
system.

CH4 (μg m−2 h−1) CO2 (mg m−2 h−1)

Measurement type Average SE Range n Average SE Range n

Site noCC-noGE Tree stem 90 cm 111.9 165.1 4169.8 48 83.2 13.7 402.6 48
Soil 239.6 386 3969 10 283.9 93.5 925.8 10

Site CC-noGE Tree stem 90 cm −1.4 0.4 10.5 48 150.3 28.1 792 48
Soil −6.3 3 31.3 10 297 33.4 314.6 10

Site CC-GE Tree stem 90 cm 47.2a 19 1406.3 105 46.7a 7.8 453 105
Soil 7.1a 20.3 787.6 35 256.0a 27.8 660.3 35

a Previously reported in Fraser-McDonald et al. (2022).
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emissions from forested areas of 18% and 71% for sites noCC-noGE and CC-
GE, respectively. Conversely, excluding tree stem CH4 fluxes from total sur-
face flux estimates for site CC-noGE results in an underestimation of CH4

uptake by 20%.
StemCO2fluxeswere significantly different between sites CC-GE and CC-

noGE (p < 0.01) and sites CC-GE and noCC-noGE (p < 0.01). There was no
significant difference in the stem CO2 fluxes between sites CC-noGE and
noCC-noGE (p > 0.05). On average, stem CO2 fluxes from sites CC-noGE
and noCC-noGE were higher than those from location CC-GE (Table 3).
There was no significant difference between the soil CO2 fluxes from the dif-
ferent landfill sites (p > 0.05). The averages and ranges of the measured
environmental variables for the CC-noGE and noCC-noGE landfill sites are
in Supplementary Table 2. Averages and ranges of ancillary variables mea-
sured at site CC-GE are reported in Fraser-McDonald et al. (2022). Full results
of the stepwise regression analysis for sites CC-noGE and noCC-noGE are in
Supplementary Table 3. At site noCC-noGE, none of the measured ancillary
variables significantly accounted for the variance in CH4 fluxes. At site
CC-noGE, soil pH was correlated with CH4 fluxes, although this variable
only accounted for around 10% of the variance in fluxes.

3.2. Variations in gas fluxes between tree species

At site noCC-noGE, Pinus nigra trees emitted more CH4 on average than
other species, particularly Fraxinus excelsior (Supplementary Table 5).

However, the variation between the CH4 fluxes from different species at
site noCC-noGE was not significant (p > 0.05). This is most likely due to
the large range of flux values from Pinus nigra trees.

There was no significant difference inmean CO2 fluxes between the tree
species at site noCC-noGE (p > 0.05) and the range of fluxes did not vary
substantially between species (Fig. 1B; Supplementary Table 5. However,
in October 2019, Quercus rubra trees emitted significantly more CO2 than
Fraxinus excelsior trees (p < 0.05). CO2 fluxes from other species did not
show a significant difference in October 2019 (p > 0.05).

There was no significant difference in mean CH4 fluxes between
different trees species at the 90 cm measurement height at site CC-noGE
(p > 0.05). The ranges of CH4 fluxes from Quercus robur and Betula pendula
were slightly larger than those for Prunus avium and Pinus nigra, but
this did not significantly alter the variation between species (Fig. 1A;
Supplementary Table 4).

Despite higher average fluxes from Quercus robur, there was no signifi-
cant difference in CO2 fluxes between tree species at site CC-noGE
(Fig. 1B). However, in August 2019, Quercus robur trees emitted signifi-
cantly more CO2 than Pinus nigra (p < 0.01) and Betula pendula trees (p <
0.05). The CO2 fluxes from other species did not show a significant differ-
ence in August 2019 (p > 0.05).

Full results relating to the differences in GHG fluxes between trees spe-
cies at site CC-GE have previously been published (Fraser-McDonald et al.,
2022).
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Fig. 1. Boxplots comparing CH4 fluxes between tree species at site (A) noCC-noGE, (B) CC-noGE, and (C) CC-GE. Boxplots comparing CO2 fluxes between tree species at site
(D) noCC-noGE, (E) CC-noGE, and (F) CC-GE (outliers have been removed; data in full in Fraser-McDonald et al., 2022). The middle line indicates the median value, and the
whiskers are determined by the 5th and 95th percentiles. The dots represent outliers (belowQ1–1.5 Interquartile range or aboveQ3+1.5 Interquartile range). Sites classified
as CC-GE had a clay cap and gas extraction system. CC-noGE sites had a clay cap and no gas extraction system. Sites labelled as noCC-noGE had no clay cap or gas extraction
system.
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4. Discussion

4.1. Variations in gas fluxes between landfill sites with different management
strategies

On average, sites CC-GE and noCC-noGE were a net source of CH4 dur-
ing the measurement period, whereas site CC-noGEwas a sink. UK landfills
with no engineered cap emit more CH4 in the first 15 years after waste de-
position than those with engineered caps (2.14 × 10−2 and 1.39 × 10−5

mg m−2 s−1, respectively) (Environment Agency, 1999). However, peak
CH4 production occurs approximately 5 to 7 years after waste has been de-
posited, with most gas being produced within 20 years after deposition
(ATSDR (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry), 2001). There-
fore, it was expected that site noCC-noGEwould have a low rate of CH4 pro-
duction and the lowest stem CH4 emissions. However, our results do not
concur with this expectation as stem CH4 emissions from site noCC-noGE
were the highest. Soil CH4 emissions from site noCC-noGEwere also higher
than those from the other sites, although this was not significant (likely due
to the large range of soil fluxes from this site, as shown in Table 3). The soil
fluxes from site noCC-noGE were not atypical of landfill surface fluxes,
which can range between 0.0004 g m−2 d−1 and over 4000 g m−2 d−1

and are highly variable (Bogner et al., 1997).
Higher stem and soil CH4 fluxes at the noCC-noGE landfill compared

with other landfills are most likely explained by waterlogging at this site.
Average soil moisture at site noCC-noGE (40.3 ± 1.5%) was greater than
at sites CC-GE (25.6 ± 0.8%) and CC-noGE (24.0 ± 1.3%), with visible
waterlogging during some sampling visits. The formation of waterlogged
regions in the soil would lead to localised anaerobic zones where CH4

was produced (Le Mer and Roger, 2001). If tree roots grow in these
areas, CH4 can be transported via diffusion into the roots and stem, before
being emitted to the atmosphere (Covey and Megonigal, 2019). If the
management of closed landfills allows a surface structure to develop that
is non-uniform and not free-draining (as at site noCC-noGE), thesemanaged
environments have the potential to emit higher levels of CH4 than expected
from historic sites due to natural biochemical processes. Indeed, average
stem CH4 fluxes at site noCC-noGE were of a similar magnitude to fluxes
recorded in temperate wetlands (Terazawa et al., 2007; Gauci et al.,
2010; Pangala et al., 2015; Terazawa et al., 2015). The results from site
noCC-noGE agree with experimental findings that trees grown in condi-
tions where the water table is high emit significantly higher levels of CH4

from the stem surface, when compared to trees grown under free draining
aerobic soil conditions (Pangala et al., 2014).

Relatively high stem CH4 emissions were expected from site CC-noGE.
Landfill caps are designed to prevent the uncontrolled release of landfill
gases from waste, but with no extraction system to remove this CH4,
there would potentially be more transported to the atmosphere via the
tree methane pathway (Dobson and Moffat, 1993). However, stem fluxes
at site CC-noGE were significantly lower than those from the other landfill
sites. The site stopped accepting waste in 1998 and as peak CH4 emissions
may have occurred between 5 and 15 years after the site closed, it is possi-
ble that CH4 production was no longer sufficient to result in significant
emissions (Environment Agency, 1999). Additionally, CH4 produced in
thewastemay have been transported away from the source laterally, partic-
ularly due to increased subsurface pressure when capping took place and if
any flaws existed in the side wall lining (Christensen et al., 1989; LGG
(Landfill Guidance Group), 2018). Moreover, landfill caps are approxi-
mately 85% effective at preventing the release of GHGs from landfill sites
(Jardine et al., 2006) and, on average, 40% of CH4 emissions are offset
via oxidation by methanotrophic bacteria in the overlying cover soil
(Abushammala et al., 2014). CH4 can also be oxidised by bark-dwelling
methanotrophic bacteria, which would further reduce CH4 emissions
from tree stems (Jeffrey et al., 2021a; Jeffrey et al., 2021b). Consequently,
the soils and tree stems at some landfills, including site CC-noGE, will ex-
hibit negative CH4 fluxes (Spokas and Bogner, 2011). Average stem and
soil CO2 emissions at site CC-noGE were higher than those at sites CC-GE
or noCC-noGE. Emissions at site CC-noGE, particularly from the soil, are

similar to those from temperate upland environments which are net sinks
of CH4 and sources of CO2 (Warner et al., 2017; Pitz and Megonigal,
2017; Maier et al., 2018).

Emissions from site CC-GE were expected to be lower than CC-noGE as
thefinal soil cover and gas control system adhere tomodern design require-
ments set by the EU directive of 1999 (Environment Agency, 2004). How-
ever, average stem CH4 fluxes from site CC-GE were significantly higher
than those from site CC-noGE. As gas extraction systems are not 100%effec-
tive at capturing all CH4 (50 to 90% efficiency range), it is possible that the
gas control system at site CC-GE is not removing all the GHGs produced in
the waste (Abushammala et al., 2014). As site CC-GE was closed most re-
cently of those investigated, it was likely to still have the greatest rate of
CH4 production from the waste and was therefore expected to have higher
emissions than site noCC-noGE (the oldest landfill). However, this pattern
was not observed. There were hotpots of emissions at site CC-GE, similar
to noCC-noGE, despite there being no evidence of waterlogged soils. It is
likely that rather than saturated soils causing anaerobic zones, the localised
CH4 fluxes from site CC-GE were caused by leaks in the landfill cap or gas
extraction system. If landfill caps are subjected to cycles of wetting and dry-
ing or desiccation fissures can form, resulting in hotspots with significantly
higher surface fluxes and high temporal variability (Rachor et al., 2013;
Sinnathamby et al., 2014).

The results presented here have enabled a novel comparison of stem
CH4 fluxes at the 90 cm measurement height on different landfill sites. Re-
sults indicate that omitting tree stem fluxes from emissions estimates for
forested landfill sites may result in an underestimation of the overall site
flux. However, as CH4 emissions are not uniform across the surface of
tree stems (Terazawa et al., 2015; Pangala et al., 2017), measuring fluxes
at one stem height may not be representative of fluxes across an entire
site. Nevertheless, the results do suggest that excluding tree stem fluxes
from emission estimates for forested landfill sites would not provide an ac-
curate representation of the overall site flux. This is particularly important
in relation to modern sustainably managed landfill in which the oxidation
of residual GHG emissions in cover soils plays an important role in
minimising uncontrolled gas emissions (Grossule and Stegmann, 2020). Av-
erage soil surface flux values obtained from this study are expressed in dif-
ferent units in Supplementary Table 6 to allow for comparison with the
target flux limit for sustainably managed landfill (0.5 l m−2 h−1) (Cossu
et al., 2020). Soilfluxes fromCC-GE and CC-noGE sites are below the target,
whereas the average flux from the noCC-noGE site was above this value. It
should be noted that the landfill sites sampled during this investigation
were not designed to be sustainable and the flux variations were likely
due to environmental factors (such as the waterlogging at site noCC-
noGE). Tree stems provide a conduit for GHG transport from belowground
to the atmosphere, thus bypassing oxidation in cover soils, it is important
that this emission pathway is considered in modern landfilling practices.

4.2. Variations in gas fluxes between tree species

CH4 and CO2 emissions vary between some tree species in forested tem-
perate wetland and upland environments (Pangala et al., 2015; Warner
et al., 2017; Pitz and Megonigal, 2017; Pitz et al., 2018). Factors such as
wood specific density, lenticel density, stem diameter, sap flow and transpi-
ration rates contribute to the difference in stemGHGfluxes between species
(Pangala et al., 2013; Pitz et al., 2018). However, no significant differences
in CH4 fluxes between different tree species were observed at sites CC-noGE
and noCC-noGE; this concurs with results from a landfill site with a cap and
gas extraction system (Fraser-McDonald et al., 2022). The lack of variation
in CH4 fluxes between different species at site CC-noGE may be due to the
overall low flux values from all trees on this site, however, fluxes from
site noCC-noGE were of a similar magnitude to those from natural temper-
ate ecosystems (Pangala et al., 2015; Pitz et al., 2018). CH4 fluxes from the
tree species sampled in this research have not previously beenmeasured be-
fore in natural temperate woodlands, suggesting stem surface emissions
from the species listed in Table 1 are not different, or that ephemeral condi-
tions do not produce the same stem emission profiles observed from trees
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growing in permanent waterlogged conditions. The measurement of
CH4 fluxes from a greater variety of tree species in natural and man-
aged environments, may aid in determining how tree species influence
the magnitude of stem CH4 emissions in temperate environments. The
results presented here therefore suggest that the magnitude of CH4 emis-
sions was more likely determined by landfill site conditions than tree
characteristics.

5. Conclusion

This study has revealed that trees growing on closed landfill sites with
different management techniques and environmental conditions emit vary-
ing quantities of GHGs. On average, trees on the oldest site (noCC-noGE)
and the most recently closed site (CC-GE) were a source of CH4, whereas
trees on site CC-noGE were a CH4 sink. Evidence suggests that the variation
in average CH4 fluxes between the different landfill areas was likely a result
of the rate of CH4 production in thewaste (linked to the ages of the site), the
susceptibility of the area to waterlogging, and landfill management tech-
niques put in place upon closure. CH4 emissions from site noCC-noGE indi-
cated that themanagement (or lack thereof) of some closed landfill sites can
result in surface drainage becoming impeded in places. Subsequently, soil
and stem CH4 emissions from this site were greater than expected from a
relatively old landfill site and were similar in magnitude to a natural wet-
land ecosystem. These results indicate that management strategies used
during and after closure, and resultant environmental conditions, can affect
the magnitude of GHG emissions from former landfills. Findings show that
excluding stem CH4 emissions from flux estimates results in an underesti-
mation of total surface emissions from forested areas of 18% and 71% for
sites noCC-noGE and CC-GE, respectively. Conversely, excluding tree stem
CH4 fluxes from total surface flux estimates for site CC-noGE results in an
underestimation of CH4 uptake by 20%. This has implications when consid-
ering the contribution of legacy emissions from different closed landfill
sites to carbon assessments and may inform landfill policy and practice.

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.156019.

Funding sources

Themanuscript is based on thesis work which was internally funded by
The Open University.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

A. Fraser-McDonald: Conceptualization, Methodology, Formal analy-
sis, Investigation, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing, Pro-
ject administration. C. Boardman:Conceptualization, Funding acquisition,
Methodology, Writing – review & editing, Project administration, Supervi-
sion. T. Gladding: Funding acquisition, Methodology, Writing – review &
editing, Project administration, Supervision. S. Burnley: Funding acquisi-
tion, Methodology, Writing – review & editing, Project administration.
V. Gauci: Conceptualization, Funding acquisition, Methodology, Writing
– review & editing, Project administration, Supervision.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial inter-
ests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence the
work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgements

Themanuscript is based on thesis work which was internally funded by
The Open University. We are grateful to Julie Fraser, Lee Fraser-McDonald,
Ben Sharp and Peter Seabrook for fieldwork assistance, Carla Gomez for

assistance with the gas analyser and chambers, and to the EGL technicians
at the OpenUniversity for their support. Wewould also like to thank the lo-
cal authorities and trusts responsible for thefield sites for giving us access to
conduct fieldwork.

References

Abushammala, M.F.M., Basri, N.E.A., Irwan, D., Younes, M., 2014. Methane oxidation in land-
fill cover soils: a review. Asian J.Atmos.Environ. 8 (1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.5572/
ajae.2014.8.1.001.

Allaby, M., 2018. A Dictionary of Zoology. Oxford University Press, Oxford, United Kingdom.
ATSDR (Agency for Toxic Substances&amp, Disease Registry), 2001. Landfill Gas Primer – An

Overview for Environmental Health Professionals: Chapter 2 – Landfill Gas Basics [On-
line]. Available https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/landfill/html/ch2.html. (Accessed 19
August 2019).

Barba, J., Poyatos, R., Vargas, R., 2019. Automated measurements of greenhouse gases fluxes
from tree stems and soils: magnitudes, patterns and drivers. Nat. Sci. Rep. 9, 4005.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-39663-8.

Bian, R., Xin, D., Chai, X., 2018. Methane emissions from landfill: influence of vegetation and
weather conditions. Environ. Technol. 40 (16), 2173–2181. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09593330.2018.1439109.

Bogner, J., Meadows, M., Czepiel, P., 1997. Fluxes of methane between landfills and the atmo-
sphere: natural and engineered controls. Soil Use Manag. 13, 268–277.

Christensen, T.H., Cossu, R., Stegmann, R. (Eds.), 1989. Sanitary Landfilling: Process, Tech-
nology And Environmental Impact. Academic Press Limited, London, UK.

Ciais, P., Sabine, C., Bala, G., Bopp, L., Brovkin, V., Canadell, J., et al., 2013. Carbon and other
biogeochemical cycles. In: Stocker, T.F., Qin, D., Plattner, G.-K., Allen, S.K., Boschung, J.,
Nauels, A., et al. (Eds.), Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of
Working Group i to the Fifth Assessment Report of IPCC. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, UK, pp. 465–570.

Cossu, R., Sciunnach, D., Cappa, S., Gallina, G., Grossule, V., Raga, R., 2020. First worldwide
regulation on sustainable landfilling: guidelines of the Lombardy region (Italy). Detritus
12, 114–124. https://doi.org/10.31025/2611-4135/2020.14001.

Council of the European Union, 1999. Council Directive 1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the
landfill of waste. Off. J. Eur. Communities L182, 1–19.

Covey, K.R., Megonigal, P., 2019. Methane production and emissions in trees and forests. New
Phytol. 222, 35–51. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15624.

Dobson, M.C., Moffat, A.J., 1993. The Potential for Woodland Establishment on Landfill Sites.
Her Majesty's Stationery Office, London.

Environment Agency, 1999. Methane emissions from different landfill categories, Bristol, UK,
Environment Agency [Online]. Available http://www.environmentdata.org/archive/
ealit:4466/OBJ/64904_ca_object_representations_media_101_original.pdf.

Environment Agency, 2004. Guidance on the management of landfill gas, Bristol, UK., Envi-
ronment Agency [Online]. Available https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/28986/guidance-
on-the-management-of-landfill-gas.pdf. (Accessed 5 October 2019).

Environment Agency, 2010. Guidance on monitoring landfill gas surface emissions, Bristol,
UK, Environment Agency [Online]. Available https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321614/LFTGN07.pdf.
(Accessed 5 March 2022).

Fraser-McDonald, A., Boardman, C., Gladding, T., Burnley, S., Gauci, V., 2022. Methane emis-
sions from trees planted on a closed landfill site. Waste Manag. Res. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0734242X221086955.

Gauci, V., Gowing, D.J.G., Hornibrook, E.R.C., Davis, J.M., Dise, N.B., 2010. Woody stem
methane emission in mature wetland alder trees. Atmos. Environ. 44, 2157–2160.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2010.02.034.

Grossule, V., Stegmann, R., 2020. Problems in traditional landfilling and proposals for solu-
tions based on sustainability. Detritus 12, 78–91. https://doi.org/10.31025/2611-
4135/2020.14000.

HMRC, 2018. Landfill tax rates. [Online] Available https://www.gov.uk/government/
publications/rates-and-allowances-landfill-tax/landfill-tax-rates-from-1-april-2013.
(Accessed 18 February 2021).

Jardine, C.N., Boardman, B., Osman, A., Vowles, J., Palmer, J., 2006. Methane UK: Biffaward
Programme on Sustainable Resource Use. Environmental Change Institute, University of
Oxford.

Jeffrey, L.C., Maher, D.T., Chiri, E., Leung, P.M., Nauer, P.A., Arndt, S.K., Tait, D.R., Greening,
C., Johnston, S.G., 2021a. Bark-dwelling methanotrophic bacteria decrease methane
emissions from trees. Nat. Commun. 12. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22333-7.

Jeffrey, L.C., Maher, D.T., Tait, D.R., Reading, M.J., Chiri, E., Greening, C., Jonhnston, S.G.,
2021b. Isotopic evidence for axial tree stem methane oxidation within subtropical low-
land forests. New Phytol. vol, pp. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.17343.

Jones, E.M., Tansey, E.M.E., 2015. . [Online]The Development of Waste Management in the
UK c.1960-c.2000. 56. Wellcome Witnesses to Contemporary Medicine, pp. 1–136 Avail-
able: http://www.histmodbiomed.org/sites/default/files/ W56LoRes.pdf [Accessed 30th
October 2018].

Kirschke, S., Bousquet, P., Ciais, P., Saunois, M., Canadell, J.G., Dlugokencky, E.J., et al.,
2013. Three decades of global methane sources and sinks. Nat. Geosci. 6, 813–823.
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1955.

Le Mer, J., Roger, P., 2001. Production, oxidation, emission and consumption of methane by
soils: a review. Eur. J. Soil Biol. 37, 25–50. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1164-5563(01)
01067-6.

LGG (Landfill Guidance Group), 2018. Industry code of practice no. LGG 111: design of cap-
ping systems [Online]. Available http://www.esauk.org/application/
files/5415/4454/1178/LGG_111_Capping_systems.pdf. (Accessed 5 June 2021).

A. Fraser-McDonald et al. Science of the Total Environment 838 (2022) 156019

6

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.156019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.156019
https://doi.org/10.5572/ajae.2014.8.1.001
https://doi.org/10.5572/ajae.2014.8.1.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140705433852
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/landfill/html/ch2.html
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-39663-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/09593330.2018.1439109
https://doi.org/10.1080/09593330.2018.1439109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724145261
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724145261
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140706305797
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140706305797
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140707546630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140707546630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140707546630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140707546630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140707546630
https://doi.org/10.31025/2611-4135/2020.14001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140708280440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140708280440
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15624
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140708516615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140708516615
http://www.environmentdata.org/archive/ealit:4466/OBJ/64904_ca_object_representations_media_101_original.pdf
http://www.environmentdata.org/archive/ealit:4466/OBJ/64904_ca_object_representations_media_101_original.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/28986/guidance-on-the-management-of-landfill-gas.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/28986/guidance-on-the-management-of-landfill-gas.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321614/LFTGN07.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/321614/LFTGN07.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734242X221086955
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734242X221086955
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2010.02.034
https://doi.org/10.31025/2611-4135/2020.14000
https://doi.org/10.31025/2611-4135/2020.14000
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/rates-and-allowances-landfill-tax/landfill-tax-rates-from-1-april-2013
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/rates-and-allowances-landfill-tax/landfill-tax-rates-from-1-april-2013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140711296255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140711296255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140711296255
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22333-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.17343
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140723338823
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140723338823
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140723338823
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140723338823
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1955
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1164-5563(01)01067-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1164-5563(01)01067-6
http://www.esauk.org/application/files/5415/4454/1178/LGG_111_Capping_systems.pdf
http://www.esauk.org/application/files/5415/4454/1178/LGG_111_Capping_systems.pdf


Maier, M., Machacova, K., Lang, F., Svobodova, K., Urban, O., 2018. Combining soil and tree-
stem flux measurements and soil gas profiles to understand CH4 pathways in Fagus
sylvatica forests. J.PlantNutr.Soil Sci. 181, 31–35. https://doi.org/10.1002/jpln.
201600405.

Myhre, G., Shindell, D., Bréon, F.-M., Collins, W., Fuglestvedt, J., Huang, J., et al., 2013. An-
thropogenic and natural radiative forcing. AvailableIn: Stocker, T.F., Qin, D., Plattner, G.-
K., Tignor, M., Allen, S.K., Boschung, J., et al. (Eds.), Climate Change 2013: The Physical
Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the In-
tergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA.

Pangala, S.R., Moore, S., Hornibrook, E.R.C., Gauci, V., 2013. Trees are major conduits for
methane egress from tropical forested wetlands. New Phytol. 197, 524–531. https://
doi.org/10.1111/nph.12031.

Pangala, S.R., Gowing, D.J., Hornibrook, E.R.C., Gauci, V., 2014. Controls on methane emis-
sions from Alnus glutinosa saplings. New Phytol. 201, 887–896. https://doi.org/10.
1111/nph.12561.

Pangala, S.R., Hornibrook, E.R.C., Gowing, D.J., Gauci, V., 2015. The contribution of trees to
ecosystem methane emissions in a temperate forested wetland. Glob. Chang. Biol. 21,
2642–2654. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12891.

Pangala, S.R., Enrich-Prast, A., Basso, L.S., Bittencourt Peixoto, R., Bastviken, D., Hornibrook,
E.R.C., et al., 2017. Large emissions from floodplain trees close the amazon methane bud-
get. Nature 552, 230–234. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature24639.

Pitz, S., Megonigal, J.P., 2017. Temperate forest methane sink diminished by tree emissions.
New Phytol. 214, 1432–1439. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.14559.

Pitz, S.L., Megonigal, J.P., Chang, C.-H., Szlavecz, K., 2018. Methane fluxes from tree stems
and soils along a habitat gradient. Biogeochemistry 137, 307–320. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10533-017-0400-3.

Rachor, I.M., Gebert, J., Gröngröft, A., Pfeiffer, E.-M., 2013. Variability of methane emissions
from an old landfill over different time-scales. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 64, 16–26. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ejss.12004.

Ravishankara, A.R., Kuylenstierna, J.C.I., Michalopoulou, E., Höglund-Isaksson, L., Zhang, Y.,
Seltzer, K., 2021. Global Methane Assessment: Benefits And Costs of Mitigating Methane
Emissions. United Nations Environment Programme, Nairobi.

Reichenauer, T.G., Watzinger, A., Riesing, J., Gerzabek, M.H., 2011. Impact of different plants
on the gas profile of a landfill cover. Waste Manag. 31, 843–853. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.wasman.2010.08.027.

Saunois, M., Stavert, A.R., Poulter, B., Bousquet, P., Canadell, J.G., Jackson, R.B., et al., 2020.
The global methane budget 2000–2017. Earth Syst.Sci.Data 12, 1561–1623. https://doi.
org/10.5194/essd-12-1561-2020.

Sinnathamby, G., Phillips, D.H., Sivakumar, V., Paksy, A., 2014. Landfill cap models under
simulated climate change precipitation: impacts of cracks and root growth. Géotechnique
64 (2), 95–107. https://doi.org/10.1680/geot.12.P.140.

Spokas, K., Bogner, J.E., 2011. Limits and dynamics of methane oxidation in landfill cover
soils. Waste Manag. 31, 823–832. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2009.12.018.

Stevenson, D.S., Zhao, A., Naik, V., O’Connor, F.M., Tilmes, S., Zeng, G., et al., 2020. Trends in
global tropospheric hydroxyl radical and methane lifetime since 1850 from
AerChemMIP. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 20, 12905–12920. https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-
12905-2020.

Terazawa, K., Ishizuka, S., Sakata, T., Yamada, K., Takahashi, M., 2007. Methane emissions
from stems of Fraxinus mandshurica var. Japonica trees in a floodplain forest. Soil Biol.
Biochem. 39, 2689–2692. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2007.05.013.

Terazawa, K., Yamada, K., Ohno, Y., Sakata, T., Ishizuka, S., 2015. Spatial and temporal var-
iability in methane emissions from tree stems of Fraxinus mandshurica in a cool-
temperate floodplain forest. Biogeochemistry 123, 349–362. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10533-015-0070-y.

Wang, Z.-P., Gu, Q., Deng, F.-D., Huang, J.-H., Megonigal, P., Yu, Q., Lü, X.-T., Li, L.-H., Chang,
S., Zhang, Y.-H., Feng, J.-C., Han, X.-G., 2016. Methane emissions from the trunks of liv-
ing trees on upland soils. New Phytol. 211, 429–439. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.
13909.

Warner, D.L., Villarreal, S., McWilliams, K., Inamdar, S., Vargas, R., 2017. Carbon dioxide and
methane fluxes from tree stems, coarse woody debris, and soils in an upland temperate
forest. Ecosystems 20, 1205–1216. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-016-0106-8.

Welch, B., Gauci, V., Sayer, E.J., 2018. Tree stem bases are sources of CH4 and N2O in a trop-
ical forest on upland soil during the dry to wet season transition. Glob. Chang. Biol.
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14498 vol., pp.

Wilkinson, J., Bors, C., Burgis, F., Lorke, A., Bodmer, P., 2018. Measuring CO2 and CH4 with a
portable gas analyzer: closed-loop operation, optimization and assessment. PLoS one 13
(4), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193973.

A. Fraser-McDonald et al. Science of the Total Environment 838 (2022) 156019

7

https://doi.org/10.1002/jpln.201600405
https://doi.org/10.1002/jpln.201600405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724098399
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724098399
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724098399
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724098399
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724098399
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140724098399
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12031
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12031
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12561
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12561
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12891
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature24639
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.14559
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-017-0400-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-017-0400-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejss.12004
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejss.12004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140714054302
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(22)03116-3/rf202205140714054302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2010.08.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2010.08.027
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-12-1561-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-12-1561-2020
https://doi.org/10.1680/geot.12.P.140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2009.12.018
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-12905-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-12905-2020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2007.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-015-0070-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-015-0070-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13909
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13909
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-016-0106-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14498
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193973

	Methane emissions from forested closed landfill sites: Variations between tree species and landfill management practices
	1. Introduction
	2. Methods
	2.1. Study sites
	2.2. Sampling procedure
	2.3. Gas flux measurements
	2.4. Statistical tests

	3. Results
	3.1. Variations in gas fluxes between landfill sites with different management practices
	3.2. Variations in gas fluxes between tree species

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Variations in gas fluxes between landfill sites with different management strategies
	4.2. Variations in gas fluxes between tree species

	5. Conclusion
	Funding sources
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgements
	References


