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sites: (a) E. piperita, (b) E. globoidea , (c) E. sieberi and (d) E. sclerophylla.
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Fig. S1. Summer measurement of xylem vulnerability curve of four species in four
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Fig. S2. Winter measurement of xylem vulnerability curve of four species in four sites:
(a) E. piperita, (b) E. globoidea , (c) E. sieberi and (d) E. sclerophylla.




Table S1. Sapwood density (g cm‘“”) of species across sites with different depth-to-

groundwater

Values presented as means followed by standard error. NA indicate that species was not
measured at that site. The * symbol indicates a significant difference among sites for each

species
DGW
24 m 4.3 m 9.8 m 13.0 m 16.3 m 37.5m

Species

E. piperita 0.54+0.02 | 0.53+0.01 | 0.52+0.02 NA NA 0.55+0.01
E. globoidea 055+0.02 | 0.54+0.01 | 0.54x0.01 NA NA 0.56 £ 0.01
E. sieberi NA 0.54+0.03 | 0.58 +0.01% NA NA 0.53+0.01
E. sclerophylla NA 0.49+0.01 | 0.52+0.01 | 0.47+0.02 | 0.45+0.01 | 0.49+0.02
E. radiate 0.53+0.01 NA NA NA NA NA




Table S2. Values for air entry pressure (P.), pressure where PLC was 50% (Pso) and
minimum diurnal leaf water potential (W,,;,) for stem for each species across sites in
summer and winter

NA indicate that species was not measured at that site

Species DGW Season P. | 7 W min
E. piperita 24m Summer -0.35 -0.66 -1.63
Winter -0.45 -0.69 -1.37
43 m Summer -0.36 -1.11 -1.44
Winter -0.74 -0.963 -1.55
9.8 m Summer -0.54 -1.07 NA
Winter -0.74 -1.00 -1.23
375 m Summer -0.58 -1.12 -1.72
Winter -0.80 -1.11 -1.38
E. globoidea 24 m Summer -0.55 -0.87 -1.56
Winter -0.50 -0.77 -1.42
4.3 m Summer -0.71 -1.17 -2.03
Winter -0.62 -0.86 -1.68
9.8 m Summer -0.72 -1.23 NA
Winter -0.78 -1.20 -1.48
375 m Summer -0.85 -1.52 -1.79
Winter -0.69 -0.82 -1.04
E. sieberi 43 m Summer -0.47 -0.76 -1.64
Winter —-0.55 -0.74 -1.68
9.8 m Summer -0.61 -0.89 NA
Winter -0.63 -0.84 -1.45
375 m Summer -1.03 -1.42 -1.69
Winter -1.09 -1.57 -1.47
E. sclerophylla 4.3 m Summer -0.61 -0.90 -1.53




Species DGW Season P. Pso W min
Winter -0.48 -0.80 -1.38
9.8 m Summer —-0.68 -1.22 NA
Winter -0.97 -1.20 -1.36
37.5m Summer -0.84 -1.33 -1.78
Winter -0.97 -1.24 -1.55




