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Chapter

Effect of the Evapotranspiration of
Thornthwaite and of PenmanMonteith in the Estimation of
Monthly Streamflows Based on a
Monthly Water Balance Model
Maria Manuela Portela, João Santos
and Ticiana Marinho de Carvalho Studart

Abstract
The river discharge monitoring networks are generally sparser and more recent
than those of other hydrological variables, like rainfall or temperature. Furthermore, most of the streamflow series show long periods without records and several
gaps, thereby limiting their use. Hydrological modeling provides a tool to overcome
the poor quality of the streamflow data. However, its applicability to fill in the gaps
or increase the time spans of the existing series and also to estimate streamflows at
ungauged catchments depends on the simplicity and on the few data requirements
of the approach selected, which makes the water balance models suitable choices. In
the previous scope, the role of evapotranspiration in a water balance model was
investigated for Portugal based on two approaches: a more complex with more data
requirements, the Penman-Monteith method, and a very simple one only based on
temperature data, the Thornthwaite method. The results showed that the monthly
streamflows estimated based on any of the previous evapotranspiration models are
almost the same. In fact, when the differences between the two models are higher,
the surface runoff process is no longer controlled by the evapotranspiration but
instead by the absence of rainfall and by the dryness of the soil.
Keywords: water balance model, evapotranspiration, Penman-Monteith,
Thornthwaite, data scarcity

1. Introduction
The scarcity and the deficient quality of the discharge data are common problems in hydrological modeling. In fact, most of the river basins across the world are
ungauged or poorly gauged, without in situ monitoring for the most relevant
hydroclimatic variables [1], with emphasis on river discharges. Such whole spectra
of cases are embraced now under the term “ungauged basins” meaning catchments
where meteorological data or river flow, or both, is not measured [2]. The prediction in ungauged basins (PUB) is so relevant that in 2003, the International
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Association of Hydrological Sciences (IAHS) launched an initiative for 10 years
aiming at contributing to shift the scientific culture of hydrology toward improved
scientific understanding of hydrological processes so that data scarcity or
unavailability could be overcome [3].
As the majority of worldwide basins [3], the Portuguese ones are also ungauged
or poorly gauged. In fact, in Portugal, the systematic measurement of its river
discharges started much later than that of other hydrometeorological variables
resulting in much sparser monitoring networks with much more recent records.
Additionally, most of the discharge data series thus acquired have recurrent gaps,
either sporadic or for long periods, thereby limiting their use for both scientific
hydrological studies and design purposes. These circumstances bring forward the
need to apply hydrological models aiming not only at filling in the gaps in the
records or at increasing their time spans but also at estimating discharges at
ungauged catchments. Therefore, hydrological modeling can be looked as a tool to
solve the problem of the lack of river discharge data or of the poor quality of the
existing data.
However, almost regardless of the purpose of a hydrological model, its applicability depends on its simplicity and on the compatibility between its data requirements and the available information.
The hydrological models may have different degrees of complexity [4]. One of
the disadvantages of using more complex hydrological models is that they require
more data and more considerable effort in parameterization.
Greater complexity, however, does not mean that a model is better. According to
Jakeman et al. [5], some simple models have performed more complex (or better
than) alternatives in some cases. Over-parameterization and a lack of appropriate
data for parameterization are a concern with complex models [6]. Fewer parameters that only treat the fundamental processes—a parsimonious approach to
modeling—could sometimes be a better conceptualization of reality [7].
As a guiding principle, a relatively simple model is likely to be required if there
are limited data. The simplest model that can be usefully applied is one that captures
only those factors that are critical to the processes under study [8]. This was also
stressed by Hillel [9], who stated the following principles of a model development:
• Parsimony—the model should not be more complex than the required data and
should include the smallest possible number of parameter with values to be
computed from the data.
• Modesty—a model should not intend to do “too much”; there is no such thing
as “the model”.
• Precision—a model should not intend to describe a phenomenon with precision
higher than the capacity to measure it.
• Verifiability—a model must be verifiable, and it is always necessary to know its
limits of validity.
The previous constraints make the water balance approach most suitable for
many hydrological purposes, including those related to the improvement of the
quality/length of the discharge series.
The first water balance model based exclusively on rainfall and temperature was
developed in the 1940s by Thornthwaite [10] and later revised by Thornthwaite
and Mather [11]. They proposed two different conceptual models based on two
parameters: soil moisture capacity and water excess above the maximum soil
2
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moisture storage capacity. These models proved to be able to estimate monthly
runoff [12] and provided the basis of many other two-parameter hydrological
models [13, 14]. Several studies have shown that many models produce similar
results to those simpler previous ones, e.g., [15–18]. The more recent water balance
model of Temez model [19] also stands out among the available simplest models.
Although the Thornthwaite-Mather model is quite old, its recurrent use over
time for different water management issues in different hydrological environments
and the fact that many recent studies continue to adopt such approaches demonstrate its current effectiveness, e.g., [20–23].
As for the second one, it has been widely used in Spanish catchments [24].
However, both methods make use of potential evapotranspiration evaluation,
which requires records of climatologic variables that are not usually readily available, except for rainfall and temperature.
In this context, the present study aims at understanding the role of different
procedures to compute the evapotranspiration in the estimates of monthly
streamflows obtained via the Thornthwaite-Mather monthly water balance model.
The two models for the evapotranspiration were the Thornthwaite and the PenmanMonteith models. The former is recognizably simple since it only makes use of
average monthly temperatures. Conversely, the latter requires records of several
climatologic variables, which, in practical terms, makes it much more restrictive.
The validity of the results obtained is restricted to Mainland Portugal, which means
that there is an opportunity for additional research aiming at expanding the analysis
and its conclusions to other hydrological environments.

2. The potential evapotranspiration: the water balance model
Potential evapotranspiration (EVP) is the process of water transfer from the soil
to the atmosphere, either directly or through the plants when the water required for
such process is fully available. Potential and actual evapotranspiration are very
rarely measured due to the complex, expensive, and hard methodology required
(e.g., percolation gauge, weighing lysimeter). Several methods and models are
available for indirect evaluation, such as temperature-based methods [10, 25, 26]
and radiation-based methods [27] or combined methods, as the well-known
Penman-Monteith method [28].
According to Thornthwaite [10], the EVP (mm/month) for 1 month with Nd
days is given by Eq. (1):

  


Tmed α
N=12  Nd
EVP ¼ 16  10

I
30

(1)

where Tmed is the average air temperature (°C) in that month; I is an annual
heat index which depends on the monthly heat indexes which, in turn, are function
of the average air temperatures along the several months of the year, each with Nd
number of days; α is an exponent which also depends on I; and N/12 is the astronomical day expressed in 12 h units of a 30-day month at the latitude where EVP is
to be calculated.
The Penman-Monteith method yields to the potential evapotranspiration for a
soil wholly covered by a reference culture (grass in active growth, with uniform
height, and free of water supply limitations) [29], and, for this reason, this evapotranspiration is frequently called reference evapotranspiration, EV0. The calculation of EV0 (mm/day) for a given place can use Eq. (2):
3
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(2)

where Tmed is the average air temperature (°C), Δ is the slope of the saturation
vapor pressure temperature relationship (k Pa°C 1), Rn is the net solar radiation
(MJ m 2 d 1), g is the soil heat flux (MJ m 2 d 1), γ is the psychrometric constant
(k Pa°C 1), v2 is the mean wind velocity 2 m above the ground (ms 1), ea is the
vapor saturation tension at temperature T (kPa), and ed is the actual vapor tension
(kPa). The calculation of some of the previous variables, besides its complexity,
may also require the average maximum and average minimum air temperatures, the
average air relative humidity, and the global solar radiation.
Thornthwaite method seems to underestimate the potential evapotranspiration
in Mainland Portugal [30, 31], while the Penman-Monteith method tends to
overestimate it [29]. Its results are, however, more satisfactory in a large number of
different climatic, timescale, and location constraints [29].
The Thornthwaite-Mather water balance model applies the mass equation along
time to an element of the terrestrial phase of the hydrologic cycle by calculating the
water fluxes “entering” that element, those “leaving” it, and the variations in the
water storage within that same element [10, 32–34] according to
P ¼ S þ EVA þ ΔS

(3)

where, for a given time interval, P is the rainfall, S is the water excess or
superavit, EVA is the actual evapotranspiration, and ΔS is the water storage
variation (all variables expressed in the same units).
The previous water balance model does not consider the heterogeneity of the
watershed, the deep infiltration, and the complexity of the water movements
(either on the surface or in the ground). In addition, it does not consider that
surface runoff occurs whenever the rainfall intensity exceeds the infiltration rate.
Despite these simplifications, it may be considered that the water excess or
superavit, S, represents the upper limit of the surface runoff.
Within these conditions, the water balance model can be used to estimate the river
discharges. In order to do so and after assigning to the soil a maximum useable water
storage capacity (Smax), the model assumes that, as long as there is water availability
(either storage in the ground or from the rainfall), the actual evapotranspiration rate
is equal to the potential evapotranspiration; otherwise, it will occur at a lower rate.
Furthermore, it also assumes that there is no onset of surface runoff if the capacity to
store water in the soil is not filled up, even if the rainfall intensity exceeds the
infiltration rate. The amount of water in the soil in the months where rainfall is lower
than evapotranspiration can be calculated by Mendonça [35]:
ASi ¼ ASi 1 eLi =Smax

(4)

where AS (mm) represents the water in the soil in month identified by the
index, Smax is maximum useable water storage capacity, and Li (mm) is the
water potential loss (i.e., the difference between the rainfall and the potential
evapotranspiration) accumulated since the onset of the dry period up to month i.

3. Case studies and data
The precipitation regime in Portugal is highly irregular both in space and in time
and, in this last case, either within the year or among the years [36, 37]. On average,
4
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around 70 (in the north) to 85% (in the south) of the annual precipitation occurs in
the wet semester—from October to March.
The seasonal variability of the precipitation is due to the characteristics of the
general circulation of the atmosphere and to regional climate factors, related to
Portugal’s geographic location, in the south-westerly extreme of the Iberian
Peninsula (between 37° and 42°N and 6.5° and 9.5°W). The North Atlantic
Oscillation (NAO) and other teleconnection indexes at the synoptic and smaller
scales explain the interannual variability [38]. In terms of spatial variability, the
mean annual precipitation varies from more than 2800 mm, in the northwestern
region, to less than 400 mm, in the southern region, following a complex spatial
pattern (N–S/E–W), in close connection with the relief, far beyond the most
determinant factor of the precipitation spatial pattern.
Figure 1 shows the schematic location of the 16 climatological stations used in
the study over a mean annual flow depth map (H in mm/year). The figure shows
that the southern and the more north-eastern regions are characterized by water
scarcity (rarely exceeding in average 150–200 mm/year) and that only in the center/north western region there is some surface water availability. The mean annual
values of the precipitation and of the surface runoff over the country are
approximately 960 and 385 mm, respectively.
The climatological stations were selected aiming at representing the different
prevailing hydrological regimes in Portugal and especially at ensuring a common
period with all the records required by the application of the Penman-Monteith,
which in Portugal is not easy to get. The records at the previous stations were
obtained from the Portuguese Institute for the Ocean and Atmosphere (IPMA),
which has high data quality standards and is one of the main sources of Portuguese
hydrological and hydrometeorological and also from the database AGRIBASE from
the Instituto Superior de Agronomia (ISA), the School of Agriculture of the Lisbon
University. Although the periods for which it was possible to obtain the required
data are not very recent, this has no influence on the purpose of the study.
Some general characteristics of the previous stations are presented in Table 1
along with the mean monthly values of the following variables, computed based on

Figure 1.
Location of the climatological stations of Table 1.
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Table 1.
Climatological stations. General features and mean monthly values of precipitation, P; mean, average
maximum and average minimum air temperature, Tmed, Tmax and Tmin, respectively; air relative humidity,
HR; number of sunny hours, I; and wind velocity 2 m above the ground, v.

Figure 2.
Mean monthly values of P, Tmed, Tmax, Tmin, HR, I, and v, according to Table 1.

the data provided: precipitation, P; mean, average maximum and average minimum
air temperatures, Tmed, Tmax and Tmin, respectively; air relative humidity, HR;
number of sunshine hours, I; and wind velocity, v. In Figure 2, the corresponding
mean monthly values are represented. The recording periods of Table 1 refer to
hydrological years, which in Portugal start on October 1.
Figure 2 shows that from the north to the south of Mainland Portugal, the
precipitation decreases and the temperature and the sunshine hours increase.

4. Results
Based on the records of Table 1, the potential evapotranspirations of
Thornthwaite (EVP) and Penman-Monteith (EV0) were computed, as well as the
surface flows that they predict according to the Thornthwaite-Mather water balance
model—Eqs. (3) and (4).
In Figure 3, the Thornthwaite (EVP) and Penman-Monteith (EV0) monthly
potential evapotranspirations are compared for each of the 16 climatologic stations.
Each diagram contains the representation of the straight line from the linear
regression analysis between EVP and EV0, its equation, and the respective correlation coefficient. There is also a second dashed straight line representing the equality
between the two evapotranspirations under consideration. The scale of the axes is
always the same in order to allow the comparison between those evapotranspirations and among the results from the different climatological stations. Figure 3
clearly highlights two relevant conclusions:
6
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Figure 3.
Monthly potential evapotranspiration of Thornthwaite, EVP, and of Penman-Monteith, EV0. Linear
regression line (continuous line), equation, and correlation coefficient, r. Line representing the equality between
monthly EVP and EV0 (dashed line).

i. The values of the potential evapotranspiration of Thornthwaite (EVP) are
systematically lower than those of the evapotranspiration of Penman-Monteith
(EV0), thus confirming the previous knowledge for Portugal [29]; the
differences between those values increase as the evapotranspirations increase.
ii. The correlation between EV0 and EVP is always very high (0.9 or higher),
which, under scarcity of data, suggests the possibility to estimate EV0 based
on EVP.
The first conclusion anticipates that the application of Thornthwaite-Mather
water balance model would yield rather distinct estimates of the surface runoff
when based upon on EVP or on EV0.
7
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In the previous scope, Figure 4 shows the comparison between monthly
streamflows (expressed in water depth) from the water balance model based on the
monthly potential evapotranspiration of Thornthwaite (HP) and of PenmanMonteith (H0). Such results were obtained assuming a maximum useable water
capacity of the soil (Smax) of 150 mm that allegedly corresponds to the average
conditions prevalent in Mainland Portugal, though, in fact, the values of Smax are
expected to be slightly higher in the southern than in the northern parts of the
country.
The results from the linear regression analysis between HP and H0 are
represented in each graph by a continuous straight line, its equation, and the
corresponding correlation coefficient, r. The graph also includes a dashed straight
line representing the equality between HP and H0. The scale of the axes is always
the same in order to allow the comparison between the two surface runoffs and
among the different climatological stations.
It is important to emphasize that, for most of the climatological stations, the high
values shown in Figure 4 for the linear correlation coefficient indicate a statistically
significant dependency between monthly streamflows evaluated on the basis of
Thornthwaite (HP) and Penman-Monteith (H0) evapotranspiration. As the potential evapotranspiration of Thornthwaite (EVP) is always lower than the potential
evapotranspiration of Penman-Monteith (EV0), its derived monthly streamflows
(HP) are sometimes higher, although only slightly, than those provided by the
Penman-Monteith data (H0).
However, significant differences between potential evapotranspirations, as
those shown in Figure 3, may not necessarily lead to substantial differences
between surface runoff evaluated based on those evapotranspirations. This is
the case of the climatologic stations of Bragança (03Q/01), Mirandela (05T/01),
Vila Real (06K/01), Régua (07K/01), Viseu (10J/01), Coimbra-Bencanta (12G/06),
Alcobaça/E. Fruticultura (16D/06), Ota (19D/01), and Sassoeiros (21B/03), where
the monthly surface runoffs obtained by the water balance model considering
either EVP or EV0 are very close, regardless of the differences between
evapotranspirations.
This highly interesting, and innovative observation can be explained by the fact
that the largest differences between monthly values of EVP and EV0 occur in the
dry semester—from April to September—during which the water excess (or
superavit) and, consequently, the surface runoff are no longer controlled by the
evapotranspiration. They are a consequence, instead, of the combined effect of low
or even nonexisting rainfall and groundwater storage.
This effect results in an actual evapotranspiration that is rather unrelated to the
potential one since it is limited not by the “potentiality” of the soil and plants to
transfer water to the atmosphere, but, instead, by the scarcity of water that inhibits
that “potentiality.” Under these circumstances, the actual evapotranspirations
derived considering either EVP or EV0 become very close even when these potential evapotranspirations are quite different.
Figure 5 intends to demonstrate the previous conclusion, based on the climatological stations of Vila Real (06K/01), Alcobaça/E. Fruticultura (16D/06), and Viseu
(10J/01) chosen as examples.
For each of the stations adopted as examples and for each month, Figure 5
shows the monthly averages and the standard deviations of the series of EVP and of
EV0 and of the surface runoffs predicted by applying the Thornthwaite-Mather
water balance model to those evapotranspirations (HP and H0, respectively).
The previous figure shows that, on average, the monthly values of EVP are
always lower than those of EV0, the differences being larger in the summer period.
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Figure 4.
Monthly flows predicted by the monthly Thornthwaite-Mather water balance model applied to the monthly
evapotranspirations of Thornthwaite (HP) and of Penman-Monteith (H0). Linear regression line (continuous line),
equation, and correlation coefficient, r. Line representing the equality between monthly HP and H0 (dashed line).

However, even during this season, the differences between the monthly mean
surface runoffs HP and H0 are very small.
It is also important to stress that the month-by-month variability of the EVP
series is larger than the one of the EV0 series (higher standard deviations). Despite
this fact, the within-the-year variability of the flow series obtained from both
evapotranspirations is very similar, meaning that the water balance model applied
to ETP or ET0 yields to monthly streamflows that are very similar, either in value or
in what concerns their statistical characteristics.
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Figure 5.
Averages and standard deviation of the monthly series of EVP, EV0, HP, and H0 in some of the climatologic
stations of Table 1.

5. Conclusions
The main conclusions of this study are as follows:
i. The method of Thornthwaite yields to monthly potential evapotranspirations
clearly smaller than those resulting from the Penman-Monteith method,
thus confirming that the former method underestimates the potential
evapotranspiration in Mainland Portugal. Nevertheless, the Thornthwaite and
Penman-Monteith monthly potential evapotranspirations are highly
correlated.
ii. For most of the studied climatological stations, the Thornthwaite water
balance model resulted in monthly surface runoffs based on the
evapotranspiration of Thornthwaite slightly higher than those resulting from
the Penman-Monteith evapotranspiration. However, the correlation
coefficients between surface runoffs obtained via one or the other potential
evapotranspiration are most of the time very high.
iii. The differences between monthly surface runoffs obtained by the water
balance model considering the Thornthwaite or the Penman-Monteith
potential evapotranspirations are much smaller than the differences between
those evapotranspirations and may even become negligible, particularly in
the wetter areas of Portugal.
According to the previous results, one may conclude that, despite its poor data
requirements, the potential evapotranspiration of Thornthwaite combined with the
simplest water balance model provides a feasible and accurate approach (i) to fill in
the gaps of monthly flow series, (ii) to increase the spans of such series, and (iii) to
estimate monthly flows at ungauged catchments.
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Through regression analysis techniques, it is also possible to derive the monthly
Penman-Monteith potential evapotranspiration from the Thornthwaite one and
then to apply the Thornthwaite water balance model or another model to estimate
the surface runoff, like the Temez model. By this way, the overestimation of surface
runoff that may result from the direct use of EVP, particularly in dryer regions, will
be corrected.

Acknowledgements
This work is funded by the Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de Pessoal de Nível
Superior (CAPES), Brazil, finance code 001, as for the third author.

Conflict of interest
The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

Author details
Maria Manuela Portela1*, João Santos2 and Ticiana Marinho de Carvalho Studart3
1 Civil Engineering Research and Innovation for Sustainability (CERIS),
Instituto Superior Técnico/Lisbon University (IST/UL), Lisbon, Portugal
2 Department of Engineering, ESTIG, Beja, Portugal
3 Department of Hydraulics and Environmental Engineering, Federal University of
Ceará, Fortaleza, Ceará, Brazil
*Address all correspondence to: maria.manuela.portela@ist.utl.pt

© 2019 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This chapter is distributed under the terms
of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original work is properly cited.
11

Current Practice in Fluvial Geomorphology - Dynamics and Diversity

References
[1] Sivapalan M, Takeuchi K,

[9] Hillel D. Modeling in soil physics: A

Franks SW, Gupta VK, Karambiri H,
Lakshmi V, et al. IAHS decade on
predictions in ungauged basins (PUB),
2003–2012: Shaping an exciting future
for the hydrological sciences.
Hydrological Sciences Journal. 2003;
48(6):857-880

critical review. In: Boersma LI, editor.
Future Developments in Soil Science
Research. Madison, Wins: Soil Science
Society of America; 1987. pp. 35-42.
1936–1986 Golden Anniversary
contributions

[2] Loukas A, Vasiliades L. Streamflow

simulation methods for ungauged and
poorly gauged watersheds. Natural
Hazards and Earth System Sciences.
2014;14(7):1641-1661
[3] Hrachowitz M, Savenije HHG,

Blöschl G, McDonnell JJ, Sivapalan M,
Pomeroy JW, et al. A decade of
predictions in ungauged basins (PUB)—
A review. Hydrological Sciences Journal.
2013;58(6):1198-1255
[4] Singh VP, Woolhiser DA.

Mathematical modeling of watershed
hydrology. Journal of Hydrologic
Engineering. 2002;7(4):270-292
[5] Jakeman AJ, Post DA, Beck MB.

From data and theory to environmental
model: The case of rainfall runoff.
Environmetrics. 1994;5(3):297-314
[6] Jakeman AJ, Hornberger GM. How

much complexity is warranted in a
rainfall-runoff model? Water Resources
Research. 1993;29(8):2637-2649

[10] Thornthwaite CW. An approach

toward a rational classification of
climate. Geographical Review. 1948;
38(1):55-94
[11] Thornthwaite CW, Mather JR.

Instructions and tables for computing
potential evapotranspiration and water
balance. Publications in Climatology.
1957;10:185-311
[12] Alley WM. On the treatment of

evapotranspiration, soil moisture
accounting, and aquifer recharge in
monthly water balance models. Water
Resources Research. 1984;20:1137-1149
[13] Xiong L, Guo S. A two-parameter

monthly water balance model and its
application. Journal of Hydrology. 1999;
216:111-123
[14] Makhlouf Z, Michel C. A two-

parameter monthly water balance model
for French watersheds. Journal of
Hydrology. 1994;162:299-318
[15] Andréassian V, Hall A, Chahinian N,

[7] Rosbjerg D, Madsen H. Concepts of

hydrologic modeling. In: Anderson MG,
JJ MD, editors. Encyclopedia of
Hydrological Sciences. 2006
[8] Zhang L,Walker GR, Dawes W.

Water balance modelling: Concepts and
application. In: McVicar TR, Li R,
Walker J, Fitzpatrick RW, Changming
LC, editors. Regional Water and Soil
Assessment for Managing Sustainable
Agriculture in China and Australia.
Canberra: ACIAR Monograph Series;
2002. pp. 31-47
12

Schaake J. Introduction and synthesis:
Why should hydrologists work on a
large number of basin data sets? In:
Large Sample Basin Experiments
forHHydrological Model
Parameterization: Results of the Model
Parameter Experiment—MOPEX. Paris:
IAHS; 2006. IAHS Publication No. 307
[16] Perrin C, Michel C, Andreassian V.

Does a large number of parameters
enhance model performance?
Comparative assessment of common
catchment model structures on 429

Effect of the Evapotranspiration of Thornthwaite and of Penman-Monteith in the Estimation…
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.88441

catchments. Journal of Hydrology. 2001;
242(3):275-301

Hydrology and Earth System Sciences
Discussion. 2017. DOI: 10.5194/hess2017-424

[17] Chiew FH, McMahon TA.

Australian data for rainfall-runoff
modelling and the calibration of models
against streamflow data recorded over
different time periods. Civil
Engineering Transactions. The
Institution of Engineers, Australia, CE35
(3). 1993. 261-274
[18] World Meteorological Organization.

Intercomparison of conceptual models
used in operational forecasting
(Operational Hydrology Report no. 7,
WMO-No. 429). Geneva; 1975
[19] Témez J. Modelo Matemático de

trasformación “precipitaciónescorrentía.” Madrid; 1977
[20] Solander K, Saito L, Biondi F.
Streamflow simulation using a waterbalance model with annually-resolved
inputs. Journal of Hydrology. 2010;387
(1–2):46-53
[21] Saito L, Biondi F, Devkota R,

Vittori J, Salas JD. A water balance
approach for reconstructing streamflow
using tree-ring proxy records. Journal of
Hydrology. 2015;529(P2):535-547
[22] Li S, Xiong L, Li H-Y, Leung LR,

Demissie Y. Attributing runoff changes
to climate variability and human
activities: Uncertainty analysis using
four monthly water balance models.
Stochastic Environmental Research and
Risk Assessment. 2016;30(1):251-269
[23] Mushtaha AM, Van Camp M,

Walraevens K. Quantification of
recharge and runoff from rainfall using
new GIS tool: Example of the Gaza
Strip aquifer. Water (Switzerland).
2019;11(1). DOI: 10.3390/w11010084
[24] Pérez-Sánchez J, Senent-Aparicio J,

Segura-Méndez F, Pulido-Velazquez D.
Assessment of lumped hydrological
balance models in peninsular Spain.
13

[25] Hargreaves GH, Samani ZA.

Estimating potential evapotranspiration.
Journal of the Irrigation and Drainage
Division. 1982;108(IR3):223-230
[26] Hargreaves GH, Samani ZA.
Reference crop evapotranspiration from
temperature. Transactions of ASAE.
1985;1(2):96-99
[27] Priestley CHB, Taylor RJ. On the
assessment of surface heat flux and
evaporation using large-scale
parameters. Monthly Weather Review.
1972;100(2):81-92
[28] Allen RGA. Penman for all seasons.
Journal of Irrigation and Drainage
Engineering. 1986;112(4):348-368
[29] Allen RG, Pereira LS, Raes D,

Smith M. FAO irrigation and drainage
paper n 56 (Crop evaporation—
Guidelines for computing crop water
requirements). Rome; 1998
[30] Quintela AC. Hidrologia de águas

superficiais. In: Direcção-Geral dos
Recursos e Aproveitamento Hidráulicos,
editor. Curso Internacional de
Hidrologia Operativa, Manual, Vol. II.
Lisbon; 1984. pp. 505-794
[31] Lencastre A, Franco FM. Lições de
hidrologia. Lisbon: Universidade Nova
de Lisboa; 1984
[32] Carter DB. The average water

balance of the Delaware basin. Climatol.
1958;3:249-269
[33] Mather JR. Using computed stream

flow in watershed analysis. Journal of
the American Water Resources
Association. 1981;17(3):474-482
[34] Mather JR. The Climate Water

Budget in Environmental Analysis.

Current Practice in Fluvial Geomorphology - Dynamics and Diversity

Lexington: Lexington Books; 1978.
pp. 39-65
[35] Mendonça PV. Excerto das Lições de

Hidráulica Geral e Agrícola. 4a ed.
Lisbon: Instituto Superior de
Agronomia; 1973
[36] Daveau S. Repartition et rythme des

precipitations au Portugal. Memórias do
Centro de Estudos Geográficos. No. 3.
Lisbon; 1977
[37] Quintela AC. Recursos de águas

superficiais em Portugal Continental
[Dissertação de Doutoramento].
Instituto Superior Técnico (UL); 1967
[38] Trıgo RM, Dacamara CC.

Cırculatıon weather types and theır
influence on the precıpıtatıon regıme in
Portugal. International Journal of
Climatology. 2000;20:1559-1581

14

