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Stomatal Conductance

o0

Plant Water Stress

CLMS5.0 Technical Note

Transpiration represents 80-90% of terrestrial evapotranspiration
(Jasechko et al. 2013 Nature) .,



Stomatal Conductance

Plant Water Stress

Ball et al. 1987:
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From SMS and BB to PHS and

(a)

AMB
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Questions and Hypothesis

 Which configuration, stomatal conductance (GS) or plant water
stress (PWS), has a greater impact on transpiration?

 Does this impact vary with climate conditions?
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PFT 1: needleleaf evergreen tree-temperate
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Experiments

-

[ PHS&BB]

[PHS & MED] \

[SMS & MED]
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Linear Regression Model on the mpact c

Impact Index~ ¢,y VPD + ¢, SW + Intercept
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Review: Questions and Hypothesis

A
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 Which configuration, stomatal conductance (GS) or plant water
stress (PWS), has a greater impact on transpiration?

 Does this impact vary with climate conditions?
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Distribution

of the impact of PWS and GS
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Conclusions and Implication
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