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® Measured Kleaf across leaf water potentials in progress, being refined with
from 0 to —4 MPa (0-40 bar) with the steadier readings and an infrared

Evaporative Flux Method (EFM). leaf temperature sensor.
Excised shoots recut under water and
connected to a custom dual-balance EFM
system under controlled photosynthetically
active radiation (PAR) and vapor pressure
deficit (VPD).

Water flow recorded every 30 s until steady
state (coefficient-of-variation stability
criterion).

Leaf water potential measured right after
each run with a Scholander pressure chamber
(Fig. 3); leaf area from digital image analysis
for conductance normalization (Figs. 4-5).
Plotted Kleaf vs. water potential to map
vulnerability curves and estimate P50 — the
water potential at 50% loss of conductance.
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@®Objective: Compare leaf hydraulic vulnerability curves across almond, pistachio, and
olive; quantify P50 safety thresholds; and build a predictive framework for drought-
induced hydraulic failure in Mediterranean tree crops.
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