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Objectives Site : BE-Lon

e To infer ecosystem physiological proprieties from eddy covariance data at the canopy level. e Production crop : 4 years roation typical of central Belgium including
e To evaluate wether a reduction in potato photosynthesis during drought originates from a strict seed potatoes (2010, 2014 and 2018).

stomatal control (SOL) or from non-stomatal limitations (NSOL). e Temperate climate (mean annual T and P: 10 °C, 800 mm)
e To use relative extractable water (REW) as an indicator to detect drought effects on agrosystems. e Soil type : loamy soil and a plowed horizon over the 30 first cm.

e Soil water content measured at five depths (5, 15, 25, 55 and 85 cm).
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Classic post processing treatments for EC data. Two different timescales :

Inter-day timescale :

e SOL : canopy sensitivity to photosynthesis G1 with the Medlyn et al. model (Medlyn et al,, 2011) (Eq. 1). Use of the Penman-Monteith
equation (Penman, 1948) to determine G..
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e NSOL : apparent maximum carboxylation rate Vemax (Eq. 2) (Arneth et al,, 2002).

e Sensitivity analysis : quantification of the bias induced by the non-inclusion of water stress influence in the parametrization of Vemax

and G1 : calculation of ratios between GPP modelled by using unstressed Vcmax and G1 values, and measured GPP (GPPvemax™/GPP and
GPPc1*/GPP) (Zhou et al,, 2013).
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