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— We modified the stomatal and photosynthesis models in the land surface model

JSBACH, replacing the BETHY model with CAP-T and USO-B (see table). CAP-T USO-p
— We used either measured or literature-based values for as many parameters as .
we could (rather than JSBACH defaults, soil type maps etc.). hotosvnthesis single-regime . two—1jeg1,1,ne
— We used measurement data for forcing, introducing soil water content P mg del “bi-substrate” model blo%hemﬁcaél model
measured from the horizon B1 (14—26 cm). (Thornley & Johnson 1991) éaé‘;lqrge?; lg’é’g)
— We ran JSBACH for a single site: the Scots pine forest around the SMEAR 11
measurement station in Hyytiala, Southern Finland. 1 o . -
— We filtered the data so that transpiration would make up almost all of the stomata maximize A while Umfle.d Storpatal
evaporation flux: dry days in the growing season, excluding early morning hours. OptlI.an.aElOIl subject t(l) NSL Og{umlzeitlon
— We compared the model results (transpiration and GPP) to fluxes measured principie (Dewar et al. 2018) (Medlyn et al. 2011)
onsite by eddy covariance (ET and GPP).
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— CAP-T doesn’t look too bad, all things considered.

— USO-f 1s performing very poorly. Why is that?

— We still have to find out which effect is due to which choice.
— Measured SWC seems to work better than calculated SWC.
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