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Abstract 
 

Sensitivity of the FAO Penman-Monteith (FPM) potential evapotranspiration (PET) model under tropical climates has been studied 

in the present study. A total of 17 meteorological stations covering Peninsular Malaysia starting from 1987-2003 were used as 

model inputs. A sensitivity analysis (SA) was carried out using the graphical method for temperature, wind speed and solar 

radiation within the possible range of ±20% with increments of 5%. From the comparison done on the sensitivity of PET to climatic 

change, the Kuala Krai station gave the highest percentage change in terms of temperature (±6%). The highest percentage 

change for wind speed (±2%) and solar radiation (±17%) were shown at the Alor Setar and Kuala Krai stations, respectively. The 

Alor Setar station had the lowest percentage change for temperature (±0.3%) and solar radiation (±9.9). The lowest percentage 

change of wind speed (± 0.2%) was observed at the Kuala Krai station. PET percentage changes have a positive correlation to 

the percentage change of all climatic variables except for the Cameron Highlands station. Results revealed that solar radiation 

has the most significant effect on PET (±14%), followed by temperature (±4%) and wind speed (±1%). Taken together, these results 

suggest that solar radiation plays an important role in estimating PET in Peninsular Malaysia. 

 

Keywords: Potential evapotranspiration, sensitivity analysis, FAO Penman-Monteith, meteorological parameters, climate change 

 

Abstrak 
 

Kajian ini dijalan untuk mengkaji kepekaan FAO Penman-Monteith (FPM) terhadap potensi evapotransporasi (PET) di kawasan 

tropika. Data daripada tahun 1987 hingga 2003 dari 17 stesen meteorologi sekitar Semenanjung Malaysia telah diguna pakai. 

Analisis kepekaan ini telah dijalankan menggunakan kaedah grafik dengan menaik turunkan parameter suhu, halaju angin dan 

radiasi solar sebanyak ±20% dengan 5% peningkatan setiap satunya. Hasil analisis kepekaan PET terhadap perubahan iklim, 

stesen Kuala Krai menunjukkan peratus tertinggi terhadap suhu iaitu sebanyak ±6%. Peratusan tertinggi untuk halaju angin (±2%) 

dan radiasi solar (±17%) masing-masing ditunjukkan pada stesen Alor Setar dan Kuala Krai. Stesen Alor Setar memberikan 

peratus terendah untuk suhu (±0.3%) danradiasi solar (±9.9). Peratusan yang terendah untuk halaju angin dapat dilihat di stesen 

Kuala Krai. Peratusan terendah untuk halaju angin dicatatkan oleh stesen Kuala Krai. Keseluruhan stesen memberikan hubungan 

yang positif kecuali stesen Cameron Highlands. Hasil kajian mendapati radiasi solar memberikan kesan ketara terhadap PET 

sebanyak ±14% diikuti oleh suhu ±4% dan halaju angin ±1%. Oleh itu, dapat disimpulkan bahawa radiasi solar memainkan 

peranan penting dalam menganggarkan PET di Semenanjung Malaysia. 

 

Kata kunci: Potensi evapotranspirasi, kajian kepekaan, FAO Penman-Monteith, meteorologi parameter, perubahan iklim 

 

© 2017 Penerbit UTM Press. All rights reserved 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

The hydrological cycle is an important process as it 

maintains surface water availability for human beings 

as well as to habitats. As part of the elements in the 

hydrological cycle, evapotranspiration (ET) plays a 

major role in irrigation and domestic water supply 

planning systems. Potential evapotranspiration (PET) is 

the amount of water loss under a given climate with 

vegetation covering the ground continuously [1] and 

without considering the crop’s characteristics and soil 

factor [2]. The challenge faced in water resources 

management in this century is to adapt to the 

increasing water demand due to climate change [3, 

4]. Climate change has influenced the pattern of ET 

which in turn has affected precipitation [3]. An 

increase of 0.85°C in land and ocean surface 

temperatures per decade over the period of 1880 to 

2012 [5] had caused significant impact on the 

environment and human lifestyle. Hence, studies on 

the impact of climate change towards irrigation [6, 

7], water resources management [8], public health 

[9], and food supplies [10] have been conducted 

ever since.  

The SA method is used to determine the most 

appealing input suitable to the output of a certain 

model [11, 12]. There are three types of SA; 

mathematical, statistical and graphical methods. In 

this study, the graphical method is used. Through SA, 

a better understanding on the relationship between 

climatic conditions and PET variability can be known 

[13, 14]. The significance of SA is to obtain a better 

view on which climatic parameters control changes 

in PET. However, PET’s theoretical sensitivity results do 

not consider the actual changes in climatic 

parameters[15]. PET studies in Malaysia have been 

conducted mainly to determine the most suitable 

models to be used on corresponding study areas, 

such as on the Muda Irrigation Scheme [16, 17] and 

Seberang Perak [18]. The most recent ET sensitivity 

analysis was conducted on [15]15 stations located in 

an arid climatic zone in the Heihe River Basin, China. 

The study concluded that temperature and solar 

radiation affect the most in the upper region, while 

solar radiation and wind speed play major roles in the 

lower region. [19] conducted a study in four different 

climates and found that the humid climate is sensitive 

to sunshine hours. Both cold and warm semi-arid 

climates are influenced by wind speed. As for the 

arid climate, wind speed and temperature play a 

significant effect on ET. According to [20],wind speed 

and relative humidity are not important climatic 

parameters for the Mediterranean climate. A study 

by [21]on the semi-arid climate located in North 

China found that temperature and sunshine hours 

have a significant effect on ET. Similar results were 

obtained by [22]who also concluded that 

temperature is a key factor for changes in ET. [23] 

found that under the arid climate at Rajasthan, India, 

temperature affects ET more. The wind speed 

variable has more influence on semi-arid regions 

than any other climatic variables [19, 24]. [25] stated 

that solar radiation plays a significant effect towards 

ET in humid climates as it supplies most of the energy 

required to change water to vapor. The results may 

vary depending on the study area although it has 

been classified under the same climate category. All 

of the studies mentioned use FPM as their observed 

model in conducting SA analysis. In this study, a 

sensitivity analysis was done using the graphical 

method by taking the FPM model as an observation 

model following literature from [19, 23].  

There is no standard model to be used to 

compute a sensitivity analysis. The selection of ET 

model depends on a region’s data availability. 

However, most studies use the FPM model because it 

does consider all climatic variables that influence ET 

[26]. Although there are other simpler PET models, the 

results may not be as reliable than the ones which 

take other climatic parameters into consideration 

[25]. Hence, researchers are more comfortable to 

use the FPM model for SA purposes [13, 27, 28, 29]. 

The aims of this study are to obtain the most 

influential PET climatic variable in Peninsular Malaysia 

using the FPM model and evaluate the climatic 

variables that have significant impact towards PET 

corresponding to the climate change that can 

provide a better water management supply. The 

finding from this paper can help in formulating a 

simpler ET model that can be used for Malaysia’s 

climate. 

 

 

2.0 METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1  Study Area and Climate Data 

 

Peninsular Malaysia is located at longitude 1°and 7°N 

and between latitude 100° to 120°E,with a total area 

of 132000km2 [30]. Malaysia is dominated by the hot 

and humid climate and receives an annual rainfall of 

approximately 1400mm [30]. Two main monsoons 

happen in Malaysia every year, which are the 

Southwest Monsoon from late May to September and 

the Northeast Monsoon from November to March. 

The Malaysia Meteorological Department (MMD) 

has provided datasets from 17 major meteorological 

stations (Figure 1) consisting of daily data 

observations of maximum, minimum and mean air 

temperature, wind speed measured at 10m height, 

relative humidity and daily sunshine energy for the 

period starting from 1 January 1985 till 31 December 

2003. Figure 1 shows the map of Peninsular Malaysia 

with the 17 meteorological stations used in this study. 

The stations were selected based on the availability 

of data needed for the analysis. 
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Figure 1 Location of Study Area in Peninsular Malaysia 

 

 

2.2  Pre-Processing Data 

 

Outlier detection and data imputation are the 

processes involved in this stage. According to [31] in 

[32], approximately 40% of data is ‘dirty’ in one way 

or another. Hence, the outlier detection is used to 

eliminate any outrageous values that might disturb 

the final result, and to enhance data reliability. Help 

from useful and powerful tools that automatically 

assist in eliminating outliers are necessary as it 

reduces the time consumed and tendency for error if 

done manually. The SPSS software was used as an aid 

in eliminating outliers and in the data imputation 

process. For the purpose of this study, the Tukey’s 

boxplot outlier detection method and expectation-

maximization (EM) method were used to remove 

outliers and impute data respectively. The Tukey’s 

boxplot method is well-known due to its simplicity in 

displaying information on continuous univariate data. 

The concept of this method is to eliminate the values 

that lie outside the inner fence that has been 

detected as outliers. This new set of data is assumed 

to be a missing-at-random (MAR) dataset. As 

suggested by [33], regression and multiple imputation 

methods are applicable for the MAR dataset and as 

guided in Table 1, the EM method is used to predict 

the missing value dataset. This method provides 

excellent parameter estimates [34]. The EM method 

comprises of the E step and M step. The Estep finds 

the conditional expectation of the missing data for 

both observed values and current estimates of the 

variables. These expectations then substitute with the 

missing data. In the M-step, maximum likelihood 

estimates of the parameters are computed as 

though the missing data had been filled in.  

FPM is a physically-based model that takes all 

climatic variables into the calculation. The FPM for 

calculating PET is [35]: 

𝑃𝐸𝑇 =
0.408∆(𝑅𝑛 − 𝐺) + 𝛾

900

𝑇𝐴+273
𝑢2(𝑒𝑠 − 𝑒𝑎)

∆ + 𝛾(1 + 0.34𝑢2)
 

 

(1) 

where PET is the potential evapotranpiration 

(mm/day), Rn is the net radiation (MJ/m2/day), G is 

the soil heat flux (MJ/m2/day), γ is the psychrometric 

constant (kPa/°C), es is the saturation vapor pressure 

(kPa), ea is the actual vapor pressure (kPa), Δ is the 

slope of the saturation vapor pressure-temperature 

curve (kPa/°C), TA is the average daily air 

temperature (°C) and u2 is the average daily wind 

speed at 2m height (m/s). Therefore, grass height 

and bulk canopy resistance were assumed to be 

0.12m and 70m/s respectively. The measured daily 

wind speed at the meteorological station obtained 

for this study was recorded at 10m height and the 

corrections were applied to determine its values at 

2m height as according to the equation; 

𝑢2 = 𝑢𝑧
4.87

ln⁡(67.8𝑧 − 5.42)
 

 

(2) 

where uz is the measured wind speed at z m above 

the ground surface (m/s) and z is the height of 

measurement above the ground surface (m). 

∆=⁡
4098 [0.6108𝑒𝑥𝑝 (

17.27𝑇𝐴

𝑇𝐴+273.3
)]

(𝑇𝐴 + 237.3)2
 

 

(3) 

𝛾 = ⁡0.665 × 10−3𝑃 

 

(4) 

𝑃 = ⁡101.3 (
293 − 0.0065𝑧

293
)
5.26

 

 

(5) 

where P is the atmospheric pressure (kPa). The 

computation of all required data for the calculation 

followed the method and procedure in Chapter 3 of 

the FAO paper 56 [35].  

The sensitivity of daily ET at each station was 

quantified with respect to air temperature, wind 

speed and solar radiation by making a ±20% (-20%, -

15%, -10%, -5%, +5%, +10%, +15%, +20%) change in 

each variable while assuming other variables were 

fixed. The increment percentage is based on other 

literature review used by other workers [19, 23]. The 

base PET values were calculated without any 

changes in climatic variables. Then, each of the 

climatic variables was increased and decreased 

individually forming a new dataset of PET for each 

meteorological station. 
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Table 1 Mean, maximum, minimum and standard deviation 

value for climatic variables 

 

  Tmax Tmin u RH RS 

  (°C) (°C) (m/s) (%) (MJ/m2/d) 

Mean 31.6 22.9 3.1 84.4 17.0 

Max 35.8 25.3 6.0 97.4 28.1 

Min 27.1 20.0 0.5 71.2 4.3 

Std 

Deviati

on 

1.6 0.9 1.1 4.7 4.3 

 

 

3.0  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

Daily PET was calculated using the FPM model and 

analysed for its sensitivity by varying the climatic 

variables. Table 1 represents the minimum, maximum, 

mean and standard deviation for the climatic 

variables used in this study. Table 2 presents the 

annual average weather data of meteorological 

stations including PET and the corresponding site 

elevations and coordinates. The average 

temperature was 27.3°C while the highest and lowest 

temperatures recorded were 33°C and 15.4°C 

respectively, while the ranges of other variables were 

14.1-18.4 MJ/m2/day for solar radiation, 80.1-91.1 for 

relative humidity and 0.6-8.7m/s for wind speed. The 

calculated PET ranged between 2.6-4.6mm/d. The 

lowest temperature recorded at 15.4°C had resulted 

in 2.4 mm/d, the lowest measured PET. However, the 

highest temperature recorded did not result in the 

highest PET. The mean monthly PET for each station is 

illustrated in Figure 2. The highest mean PET value 

recorded was 5.17mm/month in March at the Alor 

Setar station, while the lowest mean PET value was 

2.26mm/month in December at the Cameron 

Highlands station.  

The amount of percent change in PET with 

respect to change in climatic variables is given in 

Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 3 for all 17 stations 

around Peninsular Malaysia. Solar radiation shows the 

most significant effect on the percent change of PET 

at all stations. Temperature is the second best 

influential climatic variable at all stations except at 

the Alor Setar and Temerloh stations where 

temperature is the least influential climatic variable 

on PET change since these two stations have similar 

climatic data. Wind speed shows the least effects 

towards PET. Results obtained indicate that with 5%, 

10%, 15%, and 20% solar radiation increases, the PET 

increased by 4%, 7.2%, 10.8% and 14.4% respectively. 

The decrease in solar radiation shows similar negative 

percentage as the increasing percentage. The 

percentage change of wind speed shows a 

significant change towards PET. Decreases in wind 

speed by 5%, 10%, 15%, 20% decreased PET by 0.23, 

0.46, 0.69 and 0.93 respectively. The change in PET 

increases with the percentage of climatic variable 

for wind speed at all stations except for the 

Cameroon Highlands station which showed 

otherwise. This may be due to the analysis which 

used a default value of a=0.25 and b=0.5 as 

recommended. However,[36] stressed that these 

values should not be used for high elevation regions. 

A further calibration study of these two values can be 

done. The percentage of relative humidity at 

Cameron Highlands is the highest and this may also 

affect the percentage of PET. High relative humidity 

causes the air to be in a saturated state. Hence, the 

air can no longer contain the evaporated air 

molecules [23]. 
 
 

4.0  CONCLUSION 
 

The PET sensitivity analysis in Peninsular Malaysia was 

conducted using data from 17 meteorological 

stations around Peninsular Malaysia from the year 

1987 till 2003. The climatic variables tested by using 

FPM are temperature, wind speed and solar 

radiation. The result indicates that solar radiation has 

caused more effect on PET, followed by temperature 

and wind speed. With the change of ±20% in solar 

radiation, the PET values had varied ±14%. With 

respect to the ±20% of air temperature, the change 

in PET was more than ±4%, while the change of ±20% 

in wind speed had caused a mere±1% change in PET. 

While the climatic variables at all stations revealed a 

positive correlation to the increase in all climatic 

variables, the wind speed at the Cameron Highlands 

station showed a negative correlation.  

The PET sensitivity analysis conducted in this study 

can be useful in formulating a simpler ET equation 

derived from FPM. For a developing country like 

Malaysia, sensitivity analysis can still be considered as 

lacking. Information gathered in this study can help in 

managing both domestic and agricultural water 

supply. 
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Table 2 Summary of weather stations site characteristics used in this study 

 

ID Station 
Latitude Longitude  MSL 

Temperature 
Rs u RH PET 

Max Min 

(N) (E) (m) (°C) (°C) ( MJ/m2/d ) (m/s) ( % ) mm/day 

48603 Alor Setar (AS) 6° 12' 100° 44' 4.0 32.6 23.7 18.3 8.7 82.2 4.6 

48642 Batu Embun (BE) 3° 58' 102° 21' 59.5 32.6 22.8 17.5 6.6 86.5 3.9 

48601 Bayan Lepas (BL)  5° 18' 100° 16' 2.8 31.6 24.4 17.9 1.7 80.9 3.9 

48632 Cameron Higlands (CH) 4° 28' 101° 22' 1545.0 22.5 15.4 14.1 1.9 91.1 2.6 

48604 Chuping (Chu) 6° 29' 100° 16' 21.7 32.8 23.7 18.4 1.5 82.6 4.0 

48672 Kluang (Klu) 2° 01'  103° 19' 88.1 31.9 23.1 16.0 1.1 86.5 3.4 

48615 Kota Bharu (KB) 6° 10' 102° 17' 4.6 31.5 23.9 18.4 2.1 81.5 4.0 

47616 Kuala Krai (KKrai)  5° 32'   102° 12'  68.3 32.8 22.6 17.4 0.6 86.4 3.7 

48618 Kuala Terengganu Airport (KT) 5° 23' 103° 06' 5.2 31.6 23.8 17.8 2.0 83.0 3.9 

48657 Kuantan (Ktn) 3° 47' 103° 13' 15.3 32.0 23.3 16.4 2.0 84.4 3.6 

48665 Melaka (Mlk) 2° 16' 102° 15' 8.5 32.2 23.6 17.2 1.5 82.7 3.8 

48674 Mersing (Ms)  2° 27' 103° 50' 43.6 30.9 23.3 17.0 2.7 86.7 3.6 

48649 Muadzam Syah (Mdz) 3° 03' 103° 05' 33.3 32.4 22.8 16.4 8.2 85.7 3.9 

48679 Senai (Sn) 1° 38' 103° 40' 37.8 32.1 22.8 15.3 1.3 86.1 3.3 

48620 Sitiawan (Stwn) 4° 13' 100° 42' 7.0 32.3 23.3 17.4 1.2 84.6 3.7 

48647 Subang (Sbg) 3° 07'  101° 33' 16.5 32.8 23.9 15.8 1.5 80.1 3.6 

48653 Temerloh (Tm) 3° 28' 102° 23' 39.1 33.0 23.0 17.0 7.6 84.3 4.1 

MEAN 31.6 22.9 17.0 3.1 84.4 3.7 

Rs:Solar radiation; RH:Relative humidity; u: Wind speed 
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Figure 2 The estimated PET distribution 

 

 

Mean Monthly PET 
(mm/month) 
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Table 3 Percent change of PET correspond to climatic variables 

 

Station 

Climatic  
Change in ET with respect in climatic variables 

Variables 

  -20% -15% -10% -5% +5% +10% +15% +20% 

 

T -0.26 -0.22 -0.16 -0.08 0.10 0.20 0.32 0.44 

Alor Setar u -2.42 -1.78 -1.17 -0.57 0.55 1.09 1.61 2.11 

  Rs -9.91 -7.43 -4.96 -2.48 2.48 4.96 7.43 9.91 

 

T -2.89 -2.17 -1.44 -0.72 0.72 1.43 2.13 2.82 

Baru Embun u -0.98 -0.73 -0.48 -0.23 0.23 0.45 0.67 0.88 

  Rs -12.11 -9.08 -6.06 -3.03 3.03 6.06 9.08 12.11 

 

T -4.37 -3.23 -2.12 -1.04 1.01 1.98 2.91 3.81 

Bayan Lepas u -1.19 -0.89 -0.59 -0.29 0.29 0.58 0.86 1.14 

  Rs -15.07 -11.30 -7.54 -3.77 3.77 7.54 11.30 15.07 

 

T -6.18 -4.59 -3.03 -1.50 1.47 2.91 4.32 5.70 

Cameron Highlands u 0.75 0.56 0.37 0.18 -0.18 -0.36 -0.53 -0.70 

  Rs -14.89 -11.17 -7.44 -3.72 3.72 7.44 11.17 14.89 

 

T -5.11 -3.77 -2.47 -1.21 1.16 2.28 3.35 4.38 

Chuping u -0.80 -0.59 -0.39 -0.20 0.19 0.39 0.58 0.77 

  Rs -15.86 -11.90 -7.93 -3.97 3.97 7.93 11.90 15.86 

  T -6.06 -4.46 -2.92 -1.43 1.37 2.69 3.95 5.16 

Kluang u -0.34 -0.26 -0.17 -0.09 0.08 0.17 0.25 0.34 

  Rs -16.37 -12.28 -8.19 -4.09 4.09 8.19 12.28 16.37 

  T -4.16 -3.08 -2.02 -1.00 0.97 1.90 2.80 3.67 

Kota Bharu u -1.21 -0.90 -0.60 -0.30 0.29 0.58 0.87 1.16 

  Rs -14.75 -11.06 -7.37 -3.69 11.06 7.37 11.06 14.75 

  T -6.60 -4.85 -3.16 -1.55 1.48 2.90 4.25 5.53 

Kuala Krai u -0.17 -0.13 -0.08 -0.04 0.04 0.08 0.13 0.17 

  Rs -17.19 -12.89 -8.60 -4.30 4.30 8.60 12.89 17.19 

 

T -4.60 -3.40 -2.23 -1.10 1.06 2.09 3.08 4.03 

Kuala Terengganu Airport u -0.98 -0.73 -0.48 -0.24 0.24 0.47 0.70 0.93 

  Rs -15.06 -11.30 -7.53 -3.77 3.77 7.53 11.30 15.06 
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Station 

Climatic  
Change in ET with respect in climatic variables 

Variables 

  -20% -15% -10% -5% +5% +10% +15% +20% 

 

T -4.68 -3.46 -2.27 -1.12 1.08 2.12 3.12 4.09 

Kuantan u -0.94 -0.70 -0.46 -0.23 0.23 0.45 0.67 0.89 

  Rs -15.04 -11.28 -7.52 -3.76 3.76 7.52 11.28 15.04 

 

T -4.89 -3.61 -2.36 -1.16 1.12 2.20 3.23 4.22 

Melaka u -0.92 -0.69 -0.46 -0.23 0.22 0.45 0.67 0.89 

 

Rs -15.42 -11.55 -7.68 -3.80 3.94 7.82 11.69 15.56 

  T -4.97 -3.68 -2.43 -1.20 1.16 2.30 3.39 4.45 

Mersing u -0.53 -0.39 -0.26 -0.13 0.13 0.25 0.38 0.50 

  Rs -14.77 -11.08 -7.38 -3.69 3.69 7.38 11.08 14.77 

 

T -1.50 -1.14 -0.77 -0.39 0.39 0.79 1.19 1.59 

Muadzam Syah u -1.67 -1.23 -0.80 -0.40 0.38 0.75 1.11 1.46 

  Rs -10.62 -7.96 -5.31 -2.65 2.65 5.31 7.96 10.62 

  T -5.63 -4.15 -2.72 -1.33 1.28 2.52 3.70 4.84 

Senai u -0.54 -0.40 -0.27 -0.13 0.13 0.26 0.39 0.52 

  Rs -15.85 -11.89 -7.92 -3.96 3.96 7.92 11.89 15.85 

  T -5.74 -4.23 -2.77 -1.36 1.31 2.56 3.76 4.91 

Sitiawan u -0.51 -0.38 -0.25 -0.13 0.13 0.25 0.37 0.50 

  Rs -16.22 -12.16 -8.11 -4.05 4.05 8.11 12.16 16.22 

  T -3.98 -2.94 -1.93 -0.95 0.91 1.79 2.64 3.45 

Subang u -1.46 -1.09 -0.72 -0.36 0.36 0.71 1.06 1.41 

  Rs -14.89 -11.17 -7.44 -3.72 3.72 7.44 11.17 14.89 

 

T -1.14 -0.87 -0.59 -0.30 0.31 0.62 0.93 1.25 

Temerloh u -1.97 -1.46 -0.96 -0.47 0.46 0.90 1.33 1.74 

  Rs -10.74 -8.05 -5.37 -2.68 2.68 5.37 8.05 10.74 

 

T -4.28 -3.17 -2.08 -1.03 0.99 1.96 2.89 3.78 

MEAN u -0.93 -0.69 -0.46 -0.23 0.22 0.44 0.65 0.86 

  Rs -14.40 -10.80 -7.20 -3.60 4.04 7.21 10.81 14.41 
T;temperature , u;wind speed, Rs;solar radiation 
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Figure 3 The percent change of PET correspond to the climatic variables 

 

 
 

Chu

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

KT

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

KB

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Sn

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Mrsg

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Klu

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Mlk

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Sbg

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Tm

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

BE

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

Mdz Syah

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

Ktn

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

CH

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

Stw

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

BL

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

AS

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

KKrai

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20



30                                   Muhamad Askari et al. / Jurnal Teknologi (Sciences & Engineering) 79:7 (2017) 21–30 

 

 

REFERENCES 
 

[1] Chattopadhyay, N. and M. Hulme. 1997. Evaporation and 

Potential Evapotranspiration in India Under Conditions of 

Recent and Future Climate Change. Agricultural and 

Forest Meteorology. 87: 55-73. 

[2] Torres, A. F., W. R. Walker and M. McKee. 2011. Forecasting 

Daily Potential Evapotranspiration Using Machine Learning 

and Limited Climatic Data. Agricultural Water 

Management. 98: 553-562. 

[3] Wang, X.-j., J.-y. Zhang, S. Shahid, E.-h. Guan, Y.-x. Wu, J. 

Gao, et al. 2014. Adaptation to Climate Change Impacts 

on Water Demand. Mitig Adapt Strateg Glob Change. 21: 

81-99. 

[4] Beyene, T., D. Lettenmaier and P. Kabat. 2010. Hydrologic 

Impacts of Climate Change on the Nile River Basin: 

Implications of the 2007 IPCC Scenarios. Climatic Change. 

100: 433-461. 

[5] Pachauri, R. K., M. R. Allen, V. R. Barros, J. Broome, W. 

Cramer, R. Christ, et al. 2014. Climate Change 2014: 

Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and III 

to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change. IPCC.  

[6] Meza, F. J., D. S. Wilks, L. Gurovich and N. Bambach. 2012. 

Impacts of Climate Change on Irrigated Agriculture in the 

Maipo Basin, Chile: Reliability of Water Rights and 

Changes in the Demand for Irrigation. J. Water Resour. 

Plan. Manage. ASCE. 138: 421-430. 

[7] Shahid, S. 2011. Impact of Climate Change on Irrigation 

Water Demand of Dry Season Boro Rice in Northwest 

Bangladesh. Climatic Change. 105: 433-453. 

[8] Xiao-jun, W., Z. Jian-yun, W. Jian-hua, H. Rui-min, A. 

ElMahdi, L. Jin-hua, et al. 2014. Climate Change and 

Water Resources Management in Tuwei River Basin of 

Northwest China. Mitig Adapt Strateg Glob Change. 19: 

107-120. 

[9] Shahid, S. 2009. Probable Impacts of Climate Change on 

Public Health in Bangladesh. Asia-Pacific Journal of Public 

Health. 22(3): 310-319. 

[10] Hanjra, M. A. and M. E. Qureshi. 2010. Global Water Crisis 

and Future Food Security in an Era of Climate Change. 

Food Policy. 35: 365-377. 

[11] Haaker, M. P. R. and P. J. T. Verheijen. 2004. Local and 

Global Sensitivity Analysis for a Reactor Design with 

Parameter Uncertainty. Chemical Engineering Research 

and Design. 82: 591-598. 

[12] Saltelli, A., M. Ratto, T. Andres, F. Campolongo, J. Cariboni, 

D. Gatelli, et al. 2008. Global Sensitivity Analysis: The 

Primer. John Wiley & Sons. 11. 

[13] Gong, L., C.-y. Xu, D. Chen, S. Halldin and Y. D. Chen. 

2006. Sensitivity of the Penman–Monteith reference 

Evapotranspiration to Key Climatic Variables in the 

Changjiang (Yangtze River) Basin. Journal of Hydrology. 

329: 620-629. 

[14] Estévez, J., P. Gavilán and J. Berengena. 2009. Sensitivity 

Analysis of a Penman–Monteith Type Equation to Estimate 

Reference Evapotranspiration In Southern Spain. 

Hydrological Processes. 23: 3342-3353. 

[15] Zhao, J., Z.-x. Xu, D.-p. Zuo and X.-m. Wang. 2015. 

Temporal Variations of Reference Evapotranspiration and 

Its Sensitivity to Meteorological Factors in Heihe River Basin, 

China. Water Science and Engineering. 8: 1-8. 

[16] Tukimat, N. N. A., S. Harun and S. Shahid. 2012. 

Comparison of Different Methods in Estimating Potential 

Evapotranspiration at Muda Irrigation Scheme of 

Malaysia. Journal of Agriculture and Rural Development in 

the Tropics and Subtropics (JARTS). 113: 77-85. 

[17] Ali, M. H. and L. T. Shui. 2009. Potential Evapotranspiration 

Model for Muda Irrigation Project, Malaysia. Water 

Resources Management. 23: 57-69. 

[18] Lee, T. S., M. Najim, M. Mujithaba, M. Haque and Y. F. 

Huang. 2005. Estimation of Evapotranspiration in a Rice 

Irrigation Scheme in Peninsular Malaysia. Pertanika Journal 

of Science & Technology. 13: 271-285. 

[19] Tabari, H. and P. Hosseinzadeh Talaee. 2014. Sensitivity of 

Evapotranspiration to Climatic Change in Different 

Climates. Global and Planetary Change. 115: 16-23. 

[20] Ambas, V. T. and E. Baltas. 2012. Sensitivity Analysis of 

Different Evapotranspiration Methods Using a New 

Sensitivity Coefficient. Global NEST Journal. 14: 335-343. 

[21] Feng, J., D. Yan, C. Li, F. Yu and C. Zhang. 2014. Assessing 

the Impact of Climatic Factors on Potential 

Evapotranspiration In Droughts In North China. Quaternary 

International. 336: 6-12. 

[22] Liu, H., R. Zhang and Y. Li. 2013. Sensitivity Analysis Of 

Reference Evapotranspiration (ETo) to Climate Change in 

Beijing, China. Desalination and Water Treatment. 52: 

2799-2804. 

[23] Goyal, R. 2004. Sensitivity of Evapotranspiration to Global 

Warming: A Case Study of Arid Zone of Rajasthan (India). 

Agricultural Water Management. 69: 1-11. 

[24] Irmak, S., J. O. Payero, D. L. Martin, A. Irmak and T. A. 

Howell. 2006. Sensitivity Analyses and Sensitivity 

Coefficients of Standardized Daily ASCE-Penman-

Monteith Equation. Journal of Irrigation and Drainage 

Engineering. 132: 564-578. 

[25] McKenney, M. S. and N. J. Rosenberg. 1993. Sensitivity of 

Some Potential Evapotranspiration Estimation Methods to 

Climate Change. Agricultural and Forest Meteorology. 64: 

81-110. 

[26] Jeevananda Reddy, S. 1995. Sensitivity of Some Potential 

Evapotranspiration Estimation Methods to Climate 

Change. Agricultural and Forest Meteorology. 77: 121-125. 

[27] Gao, Z., J. He, K. Dong, X. Bian and X. Li. 2015. Sensitivity 

Study of Reference Crop Evapotranspiration During 

Growing Season In The West Liao River Basin, China. 

Theoretical and Applied Climatology. 1-17. 

[28] Vicente‐Serrano, S. M., C. Azorin‐Molina, A. 

Sanchez‐Lorenzo, J. Revuelto, E. Morán‐Tejeda, J. I. 

López‐Moreno, et al. 2014. Sensitivity of Reference 

Evapotranspiration to Changes in Meteorological 

Parameters in Spain (1961–2011). Water Resources 

Research. 50(11): 8458-8480. 

[29] Hupet, F. and M. Vanclooster. 2001. Effect of the Sampling 

Frequency of Meteorological Variables on the Estimation 

of the Reference Evapotranspiration. Journal of 

Hydrology. 243: 192-204. 

[30] Hanafi, Z. 1994. Housing Design in Relation to 

Environmental Comfort—A Comparison of the Traditional 

Malay House and Modern Housing: In the Hot Humid 

Climate of Malaysia Neither Traditional Nor Modern 

Housing Techniques Provide A Completely Satisfactory 

Solution to Meeting Ideal Human Thermal Comfort 

Requirements. Building Research and Information. 22: 21-

33. 

[31] Fayyad, U. M., G. Piatetsky-Shapiro and R. Uthurusamy. 

2003. Summary from the KDD-03 Panel: Data Mining: The 

Next 10 Years. ACM Sigkdd Explorations Newsletter. 5: 191-

196. 

[32] Burges, C. 2005. Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery 

Handbook: A Complete Guide for Practitioners and 

Researchers, Chapter Geometric Methods for Feature 

Selection and Dimensional Reduction: A Guided Tour.  

CJC Burges-Kluwer Academic. 

[33] Lo Presti, R., E. Barca and G. Passarella. 2010. A 

Methodology for Treating Missing Data Applied to Daily 

Rainfall Data in the Candelaro River Basin (Italy). Environ 

Monit Assess. 160: 1-22. 

[34] Graham, J. W. 2009. Missing Data Analysis: Making It Work 

in the Real World. Annual Review of Psychology. 60: 549-

576. 

[35] Allen, R. G., L. S. Pereira, D. Raes and M. Smith. 1998. FAO 

Irrigation and Drainage Paper No. 56. Rome: Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 26-40. 

[36] Todorovic, M., B. Karic and L. S. Pereira. 2013. Reference 

Evapotranspiration Estimate with Limited Weather Data 

Across a Range of Mediterranean Climates. Journal of 

Hydrology. 481: 166-176. 




