23—-27 June

symposium | 2025

m Mechanisms of Ozone Effects on Plant Stress in Soybean Across living planet|yews

Growing Season: From Leaf to Regional Perspective

5 6
£ QO Francesco Pirotti

") University of Padua
Department of Land and Agroforestry Systems (TESAF),
Interdepartmental Research Centre in Geomatics (CIRGEQ), Italy

Mj Riches, Rose Rossell &

Delphine Farmer

Colorado State University
Department of Chemistry, USA

Luka Mamic¢

4| Sapienza University of Rome
Department of Civil, Building and
Environmental Engineering, Italy

“,\ /'-\ I~ /‘—“f‘ 0
'\\CC\'X”

n \\@

We have a broad understanding of O,-plant interactions.
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