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Characteristics of the Mekong delta
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Characteristics of the Mekong delta
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Greenhouse gas emission derived from rice straw use
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Greenhouse gas emission derived from straw burning
- Comparison among different straw size and moisture -
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Greenhouse gas emission derived
from straw burning
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- Reduction of irrigation rate & GHGs (2012 -2016)

- Increase of rice grains and its quality
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IPCC guideline (Tierl)
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Semi-empirical daily CH, flux (mgCm -2 hr-1) Model
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Simulation scheme with 25spatial resolution
- Hysteresis of soil matric potential energy
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