Applying an Improved Heat Ratio Method Sap Flow Sensor to Almonds

to Test Variation |n Water Use between Nonpareil and Pollinizers

A new method for
measuring sap flow
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What controls almond transpiration?

Matthew E. Gilbert!*, Heather Vicel?

Almonds have high
algorithmic

Buckley a new sap flow method (DRM) has

developed for almonds. When compared to the past
methods (HRM and CHPM), the new method was better
in a sand filled PVC pipe (a

related to flow measured
proof of concept).

180

rates of sap flow (water flow in
the stem), thus sap flow meters require technical and
improvement to function for almonds.
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To determine the role of stem water storage in 2 s . wE x - detect when trees
sap flow measurements, moisture content L undergo stress from
sensors were place into the trunks of 3 trees. : soil water depletion
Water content remained relatively stable and environmental
throughout the season, meaning sap flow | | demands.

calibrations and calculations are reliable.

Reference Evapotranspiration [mm/h]

Well-Watered

1.0

08
!

NV, NG
08

04

0.0

Tue

Time

Almond transpiration is closely follows variation in vapor
pressure deficit and solar radiation, with a broader daily
period of water loss than predicted by ETo. Wind speed
affects almond water loss minimally under well watered

conditions, but does result in considerable stomatal closure

(stress?) under water-limiting conditions.
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Calibrating stem water potential measurements 0
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