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ABSTRACT: Theory relating changes in area-average evaporation with changes in the evaporation from pans or open water
is developed. Such changes can arise by Type (a) processes related to large-scale changes in atmospheric concentrations
and circulation that modify surface evaporation rates in the same direction, and Type (b) processes related to coupling
between the surface and atmospheric boundary layer (ABL) at the landscape scale that usually modify area-average
evaporation and pan evaporation in different directions. The interrelationship between evaporation rates in response to
Type (a) changes is derived. They have the same sign and broadly similar magnitude but the change in area-average
evaporation is modified by surface resistance. As an alternative to assuming the complementary evaporation hypothesis,
the results of previous modelling studies that investigated surface–atmosphere coupling are parametrized and used to
develop a theoretical description of Type (b) coupling via vapour pressure deficit (VPD) in the ABL. The interrelationship
between appropriately normalized pan and area-average evaporation rates is shown to vary with temperature and wind
speed but, on average, the Type (b) changes are approximately equal and opposite. Long-term Australian pan evaporation
data are analyzed to demonstrate the simultaneous presence of Type (a) and (b) processes, and observations from three
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1.

Introduction

Actual evaporation can be directly measured either by
integrating water vapour transferred into the atmosphere
or from the liquid water loss from representative sample
volumes of the soil – atmosphere interface (Gash and
Shuttleworth, 2007; Shuttleworth, 2008). However, all
available methods are either too recent and/or too inaccurate (Farahani et al., 2007; Shuttleworth, 2008) for them
to be used to diagnose long-term change in actual evaporation. Consequently, researchers have sought alternative
means to investigate such change. Attempts have been
made to diagnose evaporation change as the residual in
area-average water balance (e.g. Gedney et al., 2006),
but most studies have investigated long-term trends in
the measured rate of pan evaporation or calculated rates
of evaporation given by estimation equations. Unfortunately, the resulting literature has become confused
and generated much controversy (e.g. Peterson et al.,
1995; Brutsaert and Parlange, 1998; Ohmura and Wild,
2002; Roderick and Farquhar, 2002, 2004, 2005; Hobbins et al., 2004; Brutsaert, 2006; Kahler and Brutsaert,
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2006, Roderick et al., 2007). In part, this is because
most of these studies have been couched in terms of
early evaporation theory, including the abstract concepts
of potential evaporation and potential evapotranspiration
and the hypothetical concept of complementary evaporation (CE; Bouchet, 1963). The present paper reconsiders
the theory relating gradual change in area-average to pan
evaporation on the basis of actual evaporation rates.
Evaporation is controlled by the availability of water
accessible to the atmosphere and by diffusion processes
that inhibit surface evaporation, but is also controlled by
near-surface atmospheric variables. Long-term changes
in the near-surface atmospheric variables that control
evaporation can arise in two ways:
(a) Large- or regional-scale changes in the atmosphere
as a whole that are then reflected in near-surface
values;
(b) Landscape-scale changes in the near-surface climate that arise from altered feedback between
the surface and the atmospheric boundary layer
(ABL) in response to changes in surface controls
on area-average evaporation.
Because atmospheric variables exert a broadly similar
influence on all evaporation rates if surface controls
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are unaltered, Type (a) changes will tend to modify all
evaporation rates in the same direction, and evaporation
from the landscape and from any well-watered crop, open
water, and evaporation pans within the landscape will
all either increase or decrease. For Type (b) changes,
surface variables alter because landscape-average surface
controls alter. Higher area-average evaporation may, for
example, decrease the vapour pressure deficit (VPD) or
near-surface wind speed (by reducing turbulence) in the
ABL, or may alter surface solar radiation by changing
boundary-layer cloud cover. The resulting changes in
atmospheric variables in the ABL will alter evaporation
rates from portions of the landscape where surface
controls remain unaltered, including from well-watered
crops, open water, and evaporation pans.
A full description of changes in actual surface evaporation rates will ultimately require using models that
simultaneously describe Type (a) and (b) changes. Pending the availability of such models, the present paper
explores the theoretical relationships between changes in
the evaporation rate from different evaporating surfaces
for Type (a) and (b) changes separately, in the latter case
with emphasis on exploring the adequacy or otherwise of
representing surface – ABL coupling using the Bouchet
(1963) CE hypothesis.

2.

Actual evaporation rates

Reference crop evaporation (sometimes called potential evapotranspiration) is the actual evaporation rate
from a well-watered, well-specified grass crop estimated from an implementation (Allen et al., 1998) of
the Penman–Monteith (P-M) equation (Monteith, 1965).
Open-water evaporation (sometimes called potential
evaporation) is the actual evaporation rate from stretches
of open water and is frequently calculated from the Penman equation (Penman, 1948, 1963), this also being an
implementation of the P-M equation. Pan evaporation is
the actual measured evaporation from pans of water of
differing design. In the past it has often been assumed
to be related to open-water evaporation, adjusted downwards to allow for differences in surface energy availability using an empirical pan-specific correction factor,
Kp . However, Rotstayn et al. (2006) have developed the
‘PenPan’ equation, a physically based description of pan
evaporation based on the work of Thom et al. (1981)
and Linacre (1994), which has been experimentally verified by Roderick et al. (2007) and which is also an
implementation of the P-M equation. Finally, the actual
area-average evaporation from the landscape can also be
estimated from the P-M equation as described below.
The P-M equation (Monteith, 1965) calculates actual
evaporation in the form of the latent heat flux, λE, from:

A + (ρcp D) ra
λE =
,
(1)
 + γ [1 + rs /ra ]
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temperature; A is the energy available for evaporation at
the evaporating surface, sometimes called the available
energy; D is the VPD; γ is the psychrometric ‘constant’,
ρ is the density of air and cp is the specific heat of
air at constant pressure. Different values or functions are
selected for the surface resistance, rs , and aerodynamic
resistance, ra , to calculate the evaporation rates of interest
in the present study.
It is common practice when estimating crop water
requirements (e.g. Allen et al., 1998; Pereira et al.,
1999; Shuttleworth, 2006), to calculate the aerodynamic
resistance between a vegetated surface and a level zR
using the equation:

ra =

ln

(zR −d)
z0




. ln

(zR −d)
(z0 /10)

k 2 uZ


,

(2)

where uZ is the wind speed at the height zR , k =
0.41 is the von Kármán constant, and d and z0 are
the zero-plane displacement and roughness length of
the vegetated surface, respectively. Allen et al. (1998)
specify the crop height, hrc , for a reference crop as
0.12 m then set z0 = 0.123hrc , d = 0.67hrc , and rs =
70 s m−1 . In the present study, it is also assumed
that it is acceptable to assume z0 = 0.123haa and d =
0.67haa in Equation (2) when considering the areaaverage aerodynamic resistance for a landscape, with
haa being the characteristic height of vegetation in the
landscape. Later, it is shown that the results of the present
analysis are little influenced by haa and it is arbitrarily set
to 0.5 m, while the landscape average surface resistance
is allowed to vary. For open-water evaporation, rs is
set to zero and (ra )ow = 250/(1 + 0.536u2 ) (Thom and
Oliver, 1977). The PenPan equation implicitly assumes
(ra )pan = 224/(1 + 1.35u2 ) and that the effective surface
resistance of the pan is always 1.4 times the aerodynamic
resistance.
The energy available to support evaporation differs
depending on the evaporating surface. For simplicity in
this study, energy storage terms are ignored and available
energy is set equal to the net radiation, hence:
A = (1 − a)S + Ln ,

(3)

where a is the albedo of the surface; S is the incoming solar radiation, and Ln is the net long-wave radiative
exchange. Here the value of Ln is assumed independent of the surface and aveg = 0.23 for both the areaaverage landscape and patches of reference crop within
it, aow = 0.08 for open water surfaces and, following
Rotstayn et al. (2006), apan = 0.14 for evaporation pans.
Corresponding values of A are Aveg , Apan , and Aow for
area-average and reference crop evaporation, evaporation
pans, and open water, respectively. Table I summarizes
the values and/or functions assumed for ra , rs , and a in the
where λ is the latent heat of vaporization of water;  P-M equation when estimating the various evaporation
is the rate of change of saturated vapour pressure with rates.
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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Specifying humid and arid conditions

Priestley and Taylor (1972) proposed the expression:
(λEPT )α = α

A
+γ

(4)

as an ‘appropriate framework’ for apportioning surface energy between sensible heat and evaporation, and
reached ‘the tentative conclusion that α is about 1.26 for
saturated surfaces’. Equation (4) with α equal to 1.26
has sometimes been used to provide an alternative estimate of reference-crop evaporation, λErc , in humid conditions (Doorenbos and Pruitt, 1977; Shuttleworth, 1993).
By equating reference crop evaporation rate to (λEPT )α ,
Shuttleworth (2006) specified the relationship between
VPD at 2 m and available energy that define humid conditions in terms of the climatological resistance, rclim ,
defined by the equation:
rclim = (ρcp D)/(Aveg ),

(5)

where Aveg is the available energy calculated with albedo
equal to aveg . (Note that climatological resistance has
units of the other resistances in the P-M equation, but
it is not a resistance that controls the rate of diffusion
of energy fluxes.) With the aerodynamic and surface
resistances for the reference crop given in Table I,
equating λErc to (λEPT )α gives:


208 α[ + γ (1 + 0.337u2 )]
rclim =
− 1 . (6)
u2
+γ
Thus the value of rclim in the humid conditions
when λErc = (λEPT )α with α = 1.26, hereafter called
(λEPT )1.26 , is a function of wind speed and temperature
because  is a function of temperature. Jensen et al.
(1990) propose α = 1.74 as the value of α required
for λErc to equal (λEPT )α in arid conditions. When
wind speed is 2 m s−1 and temperature 15◦ C, rclim is
60 s m−1 and 123 s m−1 in humid and arid conditions,
respectively.

4.

Regional changes in actual evaporation rates

Large- or regional-scale Type (a) changes in the atmosphere as a whole influence all evaporation rates similarly.
Some studies have investigated changes in the estimated

rates of open-water and reference-crop evaporation using
historical sunshine-hour data and calculated reductions in
solar radiation of a few percent per decade (e.g. Chattopadhyay and Hume, 1997; Thomas, 2000; Chen et al.,
2005; Shenbin et al., 2006; Xu et al., 2006) implying either cloud cover or aerosol load, or both, have
increased in some regions. Several studies (e.g. Askoy,
1997; Omran, 1998; Cohen et al., 2002) have reported
significant changes in observed solar radiation and confidently ascribed these to changes in atmospheric aerosol
concentration, and the regionally varying but widespread
impact of increasing atmospheric aerosols on surface
solar radiation is documented in authoritative reviews
(Ramanathan et al., 2001; Stanhill and Cohen, 2001) and
recognized and modelled in general circulation models
(IPCC, 2007). Stanhill and Cohen (2001) estimated the
reduction in solar radiation as 2.75% per decade while
IPCC (2007) estimates the change in global radiative forcing due to sulphate aerosols since 1750 as between −0.2
and −0.8 W m−2 . Thus, there is strong evidence there
has been a regionally dependent reduction in surface solar
radiation, although this may now be decreasing (e.g. Wild
et al., 2005, 2007).
Most of the controversy regarding the origin of
observed changes in pan evaporation has hitherto been
concerned with the relative importance of reduced incoming solar radiation, on the one hand, and lower VPD
caused by higher area-average evaporation, on the other.
However, other causes exist. For example, recent studies
of changes in pan evaporation in Australia have attributed
most of the reduction in pan evaporation to reduced wind
speed (Roderick et al., 2007; Rayner, 2007; McVicar
et al., 2008). The cause of such a reduction in regional
wind speed is not certain, although wind speed reductions have now been widely reported in midlatitudes in
both hemispheres with roughly complementary increases
in wind speed nearer the poles in general agreement with
the predictions of climate models (Roderick et al., 2007;
McVicar et al., 2008).
The relative changes in area-average evaporation,
reference crop evaporation, open-water evaporation and
pan evaporation rate (as estimated by the PenPan model)
in response to small changes in meteorological variables
due to large-scale processes can be estimated in the same
way, because these different evaporation rates are all calculated by different implementations of Equation (1). In
each case, a small change in evaporation rate is estimated

Table I. Functions and values to be substituted in Equations (1) and (3) to estimate the different actual evaporation rates considered
in this paper, together with the associated expressions for the gradient of aerodynamic resistance with wind speed required in
Equation (7).

Actual evaporation
rate

Albedo, a

Surface
resistance, rs

Aerodynamic
resistance, ra

0.23
0.23
0.08
0.14

(variable)
70
0
1.4 ra

110/u2
208/u2
250/(1 + 0.536 u2 )
224/(1 + 1.35 u2 )

Area-average evaporation, λEaa
Reference crop evaporation, λErc
Open-water evaporation, λEow
Pan evaporation (PenPan), λEpan
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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(∂ra ∂u2 )
−110/u2 2
−208/u2 2
−134/(1 + 0.536 u2 )2
−302/(1 + 1.35 u2 )2

Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc. 135: 1230–1247 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/qj

CHANGES IN AREA-AVERAGE AND PAN EVAPORATION

1233

from the small changes in A, D, T , and u2 by the energy balance and wind speed and radiation can contribute to observed changes (Roderick et al., 2007) in
expression:
pan evaporation. However, linkage via ABL processes to


ra
these two weather variables has received little attention
δ(A)
δ(λE) =
in the past, while linkage via VPD has been extensively
ra + γ (ra + rs )


discussed. It is the theoretical basis for this last Type
ρcp
+
δ(D)
(b) feedback which is the primary focus of attention
ra + γ (ra + rs )
below.


(ra + rclim )(ra + rs ) ∂
+ γA
.
δ(T ) (7)
[ra + γ (ra + rs )]2 ∂T
5.1. Coupled surface – atmosphere interactions


γ rs − ( + γ )rclim ∂ra
.
+ A
δ(u2 ).
Experiments with coupled models of the interaction
[ra + γ (ra + rs )]2 ∂u2
between the land surface and overlying atmosphere
In Equation (7) the value of rclim is that calculated when (McNaughton, 1976; De Bruin, 1983, 1989; McNaughton
the available energy relevant to the evaporating sur- and Spriggs, 1986, 1989; Raupach, 2000, 2001) have
face is substituted for A in Equation (5), i.e. Aveg for provided understanding of how surface controls interact
area-average evaporation and reference crop, and Apan with ABL processes to control area-average evaporation.
and Aow for evaporation pans and open water, respec- These modelling studies suggest that for well-watered
tively. If changes in net long-wave radiation exchange, grassland and agricultural crops in a humid climate, areasurface albedo and the energy stored in the soil and average evaporation is within 10–15% of the estimate
given by the Priestley – Taylor equation with α = 1.26,
canopy are neglected, the change in available energy,
but these studies do not support the CE relationship
δA, is estimated from δS, the change in incoming solar
(Bouchet, 1963). Nonetheless, it is plausible that pan
radiation, by:
evaporation will be less if area-average actual evaporation
δ(A) = (1 − a)δ(S).
(8) increases either because the air in the ABL is moister or
because the sensible heat flux and entrainment of warm
Figure 1 shows fractional change in evaporation rates overlying air into the ABL is less and the air cooler.
McNaughton and Spriggs (1989), hereafter referred
in response to small regional changes in available energy,
VPD, temperature, and wind speed plotted as a func- to as M&S, modelled the diurnal behaviour of surfacetion of the area-average surface resistance when the energy exchanges and growth of the ABL using a
available energy is 200 W m−2 , temperature 15◦ C, the model which included representation of surface-energy
wind speed 2 m s−1 with the VPD corresponding to exchange via the P-M equation and the entrainment of
humid and arid conditions, i.e. rclim = 60 s m−1 and drier and (in potential temperature terms) warmer air in
rclim = 123 s m−1 , respectively. Changes in area-average, the free atmosphere overlying the inversion that defines
open-water, reference crop, and pan evaporation caused the ABL. ABL growth was parametrized as proportional
by small regional changes in these weather variables, to surface sensible heat flux and inversely proportional to
though broadly of the same order of magnitude, all differ the strength of the inversion. Their model was initiated
to some extent. As expected, the rate of change in area- and validated using nine days of data from a tower
average evaporation caused by changes in weather vari- at Cabauw in the Netherlands (Driedonks, 1981, 1982),
ables falls as area-average surface resistance increases, which included days both with very weak and very strong
but changes in the other estimated evaporation rates are inversions. Observed profiles of potential temperature
not affected. The relationship between changes in evap- and specific humidity measured at 0545 local time were
oration and changes in available energy and VPD is not used to initiate the model profiles and the measured time
affected by atmospheric aridity but those in response to series of net radiation minus soil heat flux used to force
changes in temperature and wind speed are affected. The surface energy balance (growth of boundary-layer cloud
change in area-average evaporation rate with wind speed was not simulated). Surface evaporation calculated by
(Figure 1(e,f)) is noteworthy in that can be either neg- the model with different prescribed values of average
ative or positive depending on area-average surface surface resistance were averaged over the daytime hours
when the ABL was growing, along with values calculated
resistance.
using the Penman equation and by Equation (4) over
the same time period using the available energy used in
the model. When evaluating the CE hypothesis, potential
5. Changes in actual evaporation rates due to
evaporation was estimated from the Penman equation
ABL coupling
with available energy set equal to that used in the
Type (b) changes in evaporation include, for example, P-M equation. For each value of prescribed area-average
the impact of changes in the area-average surface energy surface resistance, the effective value of the parameter α
balance on ABL turbulence (and hence near-surface wind in Equation (4) was calculated from the modelled daytime
speed) and on surface solar radiation via changes in evaporation and the available energy, and the validity of
boundary-layer cloud cover. Later we discuss experi- CE hypothesis was evaluated on each of the nine days
mental evidence that indicates feedback between surface modelled.
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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Figure 1. Fractional change in evaporation rates in response to small regional changes in (a) available energy, (b) vapour pressure deficit,
(c) and (d) temperature, and (e) and (f) wind speed, all plotted as a function of the area-average surface resistance and calculated when the
available energy for vegetated surfaces is 200 W m−2 , the 2 m temperature is 15◦ C, and wind speed is 2 m s−1 , and for vapour pressure deficit
corresponding to humid (rclim = 60 s m−1 ) in (c) and (e), and arid conditions (rclim = 123 s m−1 ) in (d) and (f). The thick broken line denotes
area-average evaporation, the thick full line open water evaporation, the thin broken line reference crop evaporation, and the thin full line pan
evaporation.

The primary results of the M&S study can be
summarized as follows.
A. The values of α calculated as a function of surface
resistance on the nine days studied (reproduced in
Figure 2) show substantial day-to-day variability
that arguably reflects real-world variability. For surface resistance up to a few hundreds (s m−1 ), values
of α differ by approximately ±10% but above this
differences are ±20–30%. Notwithstanding this
variability:
(i) For surface resistances around 70 s m−1 , the
variation in α is moderated by a negative
feedback between ABL height and evaporation. In the model (and in reality), evaporation has limited impact on absolute humidity
near the surface because surface evaporation
is mainly moved upwards to moisten dry air
entrained into the growing ABL. However, at
constant available energy, lower evaporation
due to higher surface resistance results in more
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
Copyright 

sensible heat and more entrainment of warm
air through the inversion. As a result, VPD
(and therefore evaporation) tends to increase to
counteract the initial decrease in evaporation.
This negative feedback moderates the extent
to which α, (λE)aa and, most important in the
present analysis, D change as a function of
(rs )aa .
(ii) Values of α are consistent to within about
±15% of surface resistances up to about
120 s m−1 but the daytime average value of
α when surface resistance is 70 s m−1 is about
8% less than 1.26. The significance of this is
discussed below.
(iii) Beyond a surface resistance of 120 s m−1 , α
falls off progressively, initially fairly linearly
but for values of surface resistance above
1000 s m−1 the rate of fall lessens as the
limiting value (α = 0) is approached.
B. The M&S study did not support the numerical
accuracy of the Bouchet (1963) CE relationship
Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc. 135: 1230–1247 (2009)
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(higher) daytime average net radiation to the (lower) allday average net radiation. Assuming the net long-wave
radiation flux, Ln , is negative and constant through both
day and night, then:
αM&S

Figure 2. Day-time average values of the parameter α in the Priestley–Taylor equation as calculated as a function of surface resistance
for nine days by the M&S study using a coupled model of the interaction between the land surface and the atmospheric boundary layer
that was initiated and validated using field data observations made at
Cabauw, Netherlands. Also shown as the thick line is the fifth-order
polynomial fit to the mean value from the nine days, see Equation (10).
Note that the functional form given in the text and used in calculations
in this study was renormalized to give α = 1.26 when the surface resistance is 70 s m−1 . (Redrawn from McNaughton and Spriggs (1989) by
permission of IAHS Press).


[S(1 − 0.23) + (nday Ln ) 24]
=
αday .
[S(1 − 0.23) + Ln ]

(9)

Substituting Aveg = (1 − 0.23)S + Ln into Equation (9)
and assuming Aveg = 200 W m−2 , Ln = −50 W m−2
and nday = 16 hours, implies that an upward correction of
∼8% is required to renormalize the daytime relationship
between modelled evaporation and net radiation calculated by M&S to the equivalent all-day relationship. For
this reason, but primarily for consistency with the oftenused value of α in the P-T equation, in this analysis the
values of α given by M&S were normalized upwards for
all values of surface resistance such that the 9-day average value of αM&S when surface resistance is 70 s m−1
was increased from 1.18 to 1.26. A fifth-order polynomial
fit was then made to the resulting normalized relationship
between the 9-day mean values of αM&S and area-average
surface resistance which has the form:
 

(rs )aa
αM&S = 1.26 − 0.24141 ln
70
 
 


(rs )aa 3
(rs )aa 2
+ 0.0099 ln
−0.07199 ln
70
70

(10)
as a general description of the strength of the
feedback between modelled surface energy balance
 
 


and potential evaporation. The extent of inaccuracy
(rs )aa 4
(rs )aa 5
+0.00504 ln
− 0.00083 ln
.
strongly depended on ambient meteorological con70
70
ditions and, most importantly, on the strength of the
inversion, with most error when the inversion was The thick line shown in Figure 2 illustrates the form of
weak with entrainment and ABL growth greatest. this fitted relationship but with the upward renormalization (just described) removed, so that it can be directly
Although the range of environmental conditions sam- compared with the original results given by M&S. Confipled in the M&S study are limited and the universality of dence in this fitted relationship is particularly low at low
the calculated relationship between α and surface resis- and high values of area-average surface resistance, theretance (Figure 2) therefore open to question, and although fore results based on it are later shown only for (rs )aa in
−1
there was substantial day-to-day variability in the rela- the range 20–3000 s m .
It is important that the function αM&S can be used to
tionship demonstrated, it is instructive to parametrize
the average behaviour M&S found and to use this to calculate the average behaviour of the VPD in the ABL
explore the relationship between long-term changes in in response to imposed changes in area-average surface
area-average and pan evaporation. However, first it is nec- resistance, because it is the impact of such changes in D
essary to consider why the average value of α reported by on pan and open-water evaporation that are the basis of
M&S for a surface resistance of 70 s m−1 was less than the interrelationship between area-average, pan and open1.26, the value proposed by Priestley and Taylor (1972) water evaporation sought here. Starting from the general
for all-day average values of evaporation and available form of the P-M equation, the behaviour of D can be
derived from
energy.
The M&S study calculated the average value of α
Aveg + (ρcp D)/(ra )aa

during daylight hours when surface exchanges and ABL
(11)
= αM&S
Aveg
 + γ [1 + (rs )aa /(ra )aa ]
+γ
growth was active. The value αday that M&S report is
therefore normalized to the average net radiation during
the nday daylight hours modelled rather than all-day rearranged into the form:
average net radiation. Since most evaporation happens


Aveg αM&S γ (rs )aa
during the day, αM&S , the true all-day average value,
D=
+ (αM&S − 1)(ra )aa . (12)
ρcp
+γ
can be estimated by multiplying αday by the ratio of the
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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5.2. Relating changes in area-average, pan, and
open-water evaporation
For a given value of (rs )aa and equivalent value of
αM&S from Equation (10), the value of D can be
calculated from Equation (12) and λEpan and λEow then
calculated using appropriate values of ra , rs , and a from
Table I. Figures 3(a) and (b) show example comparisons
between the variation with (rs )aa of λEaa and λEpan while
Figures 3(c) and (d) show similar comparisons between
λEaa and λEow . In each figure the value of λEcomp is also
shown, with λEcomp defined by the equation:
λEcomp = 2(λEaa )70 − λEaa ,

(13)

where (λEaa )70 is the value of λEaa when area-average
surface resistance is 70 s m−1 . All of the example calculations shown in Figure 3 are for wind speed 2 m s−1 ,
air temperature 15◦ C, and Aveg 200 W m−2 , with Apan
and Aow calculated to allow for differences in albedo
(Table I) assuming Ln = −50 W m−2 for each evaporating surface. To illustrate the sensitivity to the assumed
value of area-average crop height, in Figures 3(a) and
(b) three estimates of D are made from Equation (12)
and used to calculate λEpan and λEow with aerodynamic

surface resistances corresponding to area-average vegetation heights of 0.25, 0.5 and 1.0 m. Decreasing or
increasing area-average crop height does not change the
main conclusions of this analysis substantially. Similarly,
in Figures 3(c) and (d), three estimates of D are made
and used to calculate λEpan and λEow with αM&S given
by Equation (10) and by values of αM&S which are 10%
above and below this value. Assuming values of α which
are 10% higher or lower than αM&S mainly alters the offset of λEpan and λEow with respect to λEaa but also does
not change the main conclusions of this analysis. Consequently, hereafter calculations are made with haa = 0.5 m
and αM&S calculated by Equation (10).
It is relevant later that, if pan evaporation is adequately
estimated by the PenPan equation and area-average
evaporation calculated by the P-M equation, the pan
constant, Kp (= λErc /λEpan ), is calculable from:
Kp =
×

(ra )aa + rclim
(Apan /Aaa )(ra )pan + rclim
( + 2.4γ )(ra )pan
.
(ra )aa + γ [(ra )aa + (rs )aa ]

(14)

Figure 3. Variation as a function of area-average surface resistance of λEpan and λEow calculated using the Penman Equation when
Aveg = 200 W m−2 , wind speed 2 m s−1 , temperature 15◦ C, with vapour pressure deficit calculated using Equation (12). (a) shows evaporation
rates calculated with different aerodynamic resistances corresponding to effective area-average vegetation heights of (i) 0.12 m, (ii) 0.5 m (the
preferred value assumed in this analysis), and (iii) 1 m, respectively; and (b) shows evaporation rates calculated with an area-average vegetation
height of 0.5 m but with α set to be (i) 10% less than αM&S , (ii) equal to αM&S , and (ii) 10% more than αM&S , respectively. In both (a) and (b),
λEpan is compared with (iv) λEaa and (v) λEcomp . Figures (c) and (d) are equivalent to (a) and (b) but for λEow (instead of λEpan ) calculated
in the same conditions.
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Consequently, if measured pan evaporation, wind speed,
and temperature are available and (Apan /Aaa ) can be
estimated, changes in pan evaporation can be related to
changes in area-average evaporation for specified values
of climatological and area-average surface resistance.
With the form assumed for the several resistances in this
analysis, Kp ∼ 0.8 ± 0.15 for moderate wind speeds (1
to 3 m s−1 ) and moderate temperatures (10 to 30◦ C)
depending on atmospheric aridity, this value being typical
of that determined empirically in moderate conditions
(Stanhill, 1976).
If λEaa and λEcomp are normalized to the value of λEaa
when the area-average surface resistance is 70 s m−1 , and
λEpan and λEow are also normalized to their respective
values when D is calculated from Equation (12) using this
same value of λEaa , the evaporation rates λEaa , λEcomp ,
λEpan and λEow can be expressed in dimensionless
form as αaa ∗ , αcomp ∗ , αpan ∗ , and αow ∗ . (Recall that
with the parametrization of αM&S adopted here, λEaa =
(λEPT )1.26 when the area-average surface resistance is
70 s m−1 .) Normalizing evaporation in this way has the
advantage that the interrelationship between evaporation
rates becomes less sensitive to differences in available
energy for the evaporating surfaces and, in the case of
pan evaporation, also less sensitive to the wind speed
dependency of Kp in Equation (14).
Figure 4(a) shows the variation in αcomp ∗ and αpan ∗
as a function of (rs )aa with Aveg = 200 W m−2 and
temperature 15◦ C for wind speeds of 1, 2, and 3 m
s−1 , and Figure 4(b) shows equivalent variations but for
a temperature of 25◦ C. In Figures 4(c) and (d), αpan ∗
is expressed as a function of αcomp ∗ . The relationships
shown in Figures 4(c) and (d) are important in the context
of the discussion of the CE hypothesis (see next section).
Figure 4(a) shows that, when CE and pan evaporation
rates are expressed in dimensionless form, they are
reasonably similar for values of area-average surface
resistance less than 1000 s m−1 at moderate temperatures
∼15◦ C and wind speeds ∼2 m s−1 . However, at 25◦ C
the rate of change of pan evaporation with area-average
surface resistance is much less than CE when areaaverage surface resistance is less than (say) 1000 s m−1 .
Presumably this is due to feedback processes moderating
the change in VPD. Ultimately at very high values of
(rs )aa when area-average evaporation is suppressed, the
rate of change in pan evaporation with (rs )aa substantially
exceeds that in CE regardless of temperature because
surface energy is mainly partitioned into sensible heat
and the VPD in the ABL rises.
5.3. Complementary evaporation hypothesis
The theoretical link between area-average and pan evaporation rates has hitherto been expressed using the hypothetical complementary relationship proposed by Bouchet
(1963) which in its most recent implementation (e.g.
Kahler and Brutsaert, 2006) takes the form:
b(λEaa − λEp ) = (λEp − λEpan ),
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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where the factor b is an empirical ‘enhancement factor’.
If Equation (15) were correct, and if λEp could be defined
and calculated and b determined, small changes in λEaa
would be inversely related to small changes in λEpan in
all atmospheric conditions. In Equation (15), λEp , the
‘potential’ evaporation rate, is the area-average evaporation rate when the vegetation and soil in the landscape
is amply supplied with moisture. However, because the
phrase ‘amply supplied with water’ is imprecise, definition of potential evaporation rate is largely a matter of
personal preference. Some authors (e.g. Kahler and Brutsaert, 2006) assume λEp can be empirically related to a
fixed multiple of the measured pan evaporation rate in
conditions when the landscape is moist. Other authors
(e.g. McNaughton and Spriggs, 1989) assumed λEp is
estimated by substituting Aveg for Aow in the Penman
equation, while others (e.g. Szilagyi et al., 2001) assumed
λEp is estimated from a ‘Penman-like’ equation with
Aveg again substituted for Aow but with (ra )ow replaced
by Equation (2), with d and z0 selected such that calculated evaporation in humid conditions is equal to that
calculated by Equation (4) with A = Aveg and α = 1.26.
This replacement aerodynamic resistance corresponds to
a crop height of 0.007 m. The confusion regarding the
definition of λEp illustrates well what confusion can easily arise when potential evaporation rates with imprecise
definition and parametrization are used as a basis of evaporation theory. The present study therefore meticulously
avoids the concept of potential evaporation and is instead
based only on specified actual evaporation rates.
It is instructive to contrast the theoretical description
of the relationship between area-average evaporation and
pan evaporation provided here with that based on the
CE hypothesis. The recent paper of Kahler and Brutsaert
(2006) is selected for this comparison. Here we assume
that near-surface VPD (which controls pan evaporation
when surface radiation and wind speed are specified) is
determined by surface – ABL coupling as parameterized
by the relationship between α and area-average surface
resistance modelled by McNaughton and Spriggs (1989).
Changes in area-average evaporation give rise to calculable changes in near-surface VPD (Equation 12) and
cause calculable changes in the pan evaporation given
by the PenPan equation. Kahler and Brutsaert (2006), on
the other hand, assume that when area-average evaporation is less/greater than a prescribed value (given by
Equation (4) with locally calibrated value of α = αe ),
pan evaporation is increased/decreased by an amount
that, regardless of meteorological conditions, is always
equal to the reduction/increase in area-average evaporation rate multiplied by the factor b. They estimated b to
be 4.33 and 6.88 using data from two sites. Kahler and
Brutsaert (2006) further assume that when the landscape
is plentifully supplied with moisture (broadly equivalent
to assuming (rs )aa ∼ 70 s m−1 in the present analysis),
area-average evaporation can be estimated by multiplying measured pan evaporation by a fixed pan coefficient which they set equal to unity in all atmospheric
conditions.
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Figure 4. (a) shows the variation as a function of (rs )aa of (i) αaa ∗ , (ii) αcomp ∗ , and αpan ∗ at wind speeds of (i) 1 m s−1 , (ii) 2 m s−1 , and (iii) 3 m
s−1 , when Aveg = 200 W m−1 and temperature 15◦ C. (b) is as (a), but with calculations made at 25◦ C. (c) shows the variation as a function of
αcomp ∗ of αpan ∗ at wind speeds of (iii) 1 m s−1 , (iv) 2 m s−1 , and (v) 3 m s−1 , respectively, again calculated when Aveg = 200 W m−1 and
temperature 15◦ C. (d) is as (c), but with calculations made at 25◦ C. In (c) and (d), (iv) illustrates the 1:1 line. (Note that changes in the value
of Aveg do not greatly alter the general form of (a), (b), (c) and (d)).

Thus, there are marked inconsistencies between the
assumptions made by Kahler and Brutsaert (2006) and
the assumptions made and the results derived in the
present analysis that merit highlighting. The assumption
that pan evaporation is estimated by the PenPan equation,
and that area-average evaporation calculated by the P-M
equation gives Equation (14), indicates that the pan
coefficient, rather than being a constant equal to unity, is
a function of wind speed, temperature, the albedo of the
pan and landscape, and area-average surface resistance.
The consequent difference between pan and area-average
evaporation rates when (rs )aa = 70 s m−1 is apparent in
Figure 3, and allowing for this difference is required
to derive the normalized evaporation rates shown in
Figure 4. Further, it is apparent from Figure 4 that when
the Type (b) ABL coupling processes are considered,
the value of b varies with wind speed, temperature,
and area-average surface resistance. It is lower at lower
temperatures and higher at higher temperatures and it is
typically much less than the values reported by Kahler
and Brutsaert. Perhaps prescribing a fixed pan coefficient
of unity was in part responsible for the high empirical
values of b that Kahler and Brutseart report from their
calibration.
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6.

Experimental evidence

6.1. Simultaneous Type (a) and Type (b) contributions
to evaporative change
Recently, a new dataset has been developed that permits
a first attempt at separately quantifying the relative size
of Type (a) and Type (b) contributions to pan evaporation
change. Specifically, several papers have now shown that
near-surface wind speed has, on average, decreased across
Australia (Roderick et al., 2007; Rayner, 2007, McVicar
et al., 2008). This trend has been identified as the dominant reason for declining pan evaporation in Australia
(Roderick et al., 2007; Rayner, 2007) and declining wind
speed has also been found important for the decline in
pan evaporation in the USA, China, Canada and elsewhere (Roderick et al., 2009). Such large-scale changes
in wind speed (and other) weather variables imply the
presence of regional-scale influences on changes in pan
evaporation, here called Type (a) changes. Roderick et al.
(2007) used the PenPan model to partition the observed
changes in pan evaporation at 41 sites (1975–2004)
across Australia into changes due to radiation, temperature, VPD and wind speed. The results showed that,
while large-scale changes in wind speed and to a lesser
extent radiation were the main influences on the observed
Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc. 135: 1230–1247 (2009)
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changes in pan evaporation, there were also significant
site-to-site differences. In some part, these site-to-site differences merely reflect experimental variability, but they
also show a systematic relationship with changes in local
precipitation, which is arguably a surrogate measure of
changes in nearby area-average evapotranspiration (see
below). Here we assume that the systematic portion of the
observed site-to-site variability in pan evaporation reflects
real landscape-scale Type (b) contributions to changes in
pan evaporation and investigate the relative magnitude of
Type (a) and (b) changes when operating via changes in
radiation, wind speed, VPD and temperature.
In semi-arid and arid regions, like those covering
most of Australia, evaporation is generally limited by
water availability and the time-average reference crop
evaporation is usually several times (perhaps 5–10 times)
the time-average precipitation. When averaged over large
areas, runoff is very low and although some portion (say
5–10%) of precipitation may be used for natural aquifer
recharge, the vast majority of the precipitation initially
entering the soil is ultimately lost as evapotranspiration
(Scott et al., 2000; Walvoord et al., 2002, 2003; Walvoord
and Phillips, 2004, Goodrich et al., 2004). Because over
longer periods almost all precipitation is evaporated,
the long-term trend in precipitation is a reasonable
surrogate measure of changes in area-average evaporation
in the mainly semi-arid climates of Australia. In the
following we therefore use the rate of change of measured
precipitation at pan sites as a surrogate measure of the rate
of change of area-average evaporation.
Thus, if the precipitation input to a semi-arid region
decreases/increases, area-average evaporation will be
lower/higher. If there is less/more evaporation, it might be
anticipated that the VPD will rise/fall, and it is also possible there may be less/more cloud cover and an ensuing
increase/decrease in surface solar radiation. Also, if precipitation (and therefore evaporation) decreases/increases
in semi-arid regions, more/less surface energy will be
input as sensible heat into the ABL. Wind speed is usually measured as a scalar quantity with cup anemometers, so the measured value includes a (regional-scale)
vector component and a (landscape-scale) turbulent component, with the turbulent component more significant at low wind speeds. Consequently, if precipitation
and evaporation decreases/increases and sensible heat
increases/decreases, there will be increased/decreased
buoyancy and turbulence in the ABL and the measured
scalar wind speed will likely increase/decrease. It is also
possible that this increased/reduced sensible heat will
change the temperature of the ABL directly or indirectly
by changing the input of warm air from above the inversion. All of the associated changes just described are
Type (b) changes that will be superimposed on the Type
(a) changes in each of the near-surface weather variables
(radiation, wind speed, VPD, and temperature) that control pan evaporation.
Figures 5(a), (c), (e) and (g) respectively show the
relationship between the time-average change in radiation, wind speed, VPD, and temperature relative to the
time-average change in precipitation rate at the 41 sites
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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analyzed by Roderick et al. (2007). Note that, while
there is much scatter reflecting real-world variability,
the linear regression passes close to the origin except
in the case of wind speed (Figure 5(c)), where there is
intercept of about −0.01 m s−1 yr−1 . The precipitation
trend, averaged across all 41 sites is very close to zero
(∂P /∂t = −0.03 mm yr−2 ), hence the intercept in Figure 5(c) is also the trend in wind speed averaged across
all 41 sites. The partitioning of the trend in pan evaporation into separate components due to trends in radiation, wind speed, VPD and temperature via the PenPan
model (Roderick et al., 2007) relative to the precipitation
trend is shown in Figures 5(b), (d), (f) and (h). In each
of these figures, the intercept of the fitted relationship
when the change in precipitation is zero is a measure
of the net Australia-wide average Type (a) change in
pan evaporation that is sampled at these 41 sites. On
the other hand, the average gradient of the fitted relationship in Figures 5(b), (d), (f) and (h) is a measure of
the all-site average relative strength at these 41 sites of
the Type (b) feedback processes that affect pan evaporation through changes in surface radiation, wind speed,
VPD, and temperature, respectively. The gradients make
intuitive sense, in that they imply that more precipitation means less radiation (Figure 5(b)), and lower VPD
(Figure 5(f)), for example. Interestingly, the gradients
also imply that more precipitation is associated with less
wind (Figure 5(d)), presumably because ABL turbulence
is less. The net average observed change in pan evaporation at these 41 sites is the sum of the contributions to the
change in annual pan evaporation shown in Figures 5(b),
(d), (e) and (f) for the observed multi-site average rate of
change in precipitation (∂P /∂t = −0.03 mm yr−2 ).
Table II gives the values of the Type (a) changes
for radiation, wind speed, VPD, and temperature averaged over the 41 sites, the relative strengths of Type
(b) changes for radiation, wind speed, VPD, and temperature averaged over the 41 sites in response to changes
in precipitation (and, it is assumed, area-average evaporation), and their relative contributions to the total change in
average pan evaporation for the observed site-average rate
of change in precipitation. The net resulting change given
by both Type (a) and Type (b) changes taken together
are also given in Table II. It is clear that, because there
is little observed change in the average precipitation for
these 41 Australian sites as a whole, Type (a) effects
provide most of the contribution to the net observed
change. Consistent with previous results (Roderick et al.,
2007; Rayner, 2007; McVicar et al., 2008), the largest
time-average Type (a) change in pan evaporation is associated with the measured reduction in site-average wind
speed, but there is a noticeable Type (a) change associated with an increase in area-average radiation. The Type
(a) changes associated with changes in VPD and temperature are small. However, at the individual sites there are
significant Type (b) changes superimposed on these Type
(a) changes that are associated with the modifications in
the surface energy budget resulting from the site-specific
changes in precipitation (and hence area-average evaporation) at the sites. These Type (b) changes average out
Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc. 135: 1230–1247 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/qj

1240

W. J. SHUTTLEWORTH ET AL.

Figure 5. For the 41 Australian Class A pan sites used in the Roderick et al. (2007) analysis, (a), (c), (e) and (g) respectively show the relationship
between the time-average change in radiation, wind speed, VPD and temperature, all relative to the change in precipitation; (b), (d), (f) and
(h) respectively show the time-average change in annual pan evaporation (calculated with the Penpan equation) generated by these same changes
in radiation, wind speed, VPD, and temperature relative to the change in precipitation.

over the sites because, as noted previously, the all-site
average change in precipitation is very close to zero. The
largest Type (b) influence is associated with changes in
radiation, but there are also significant Type (b) changes
associated with wind speed and VPD. It is interesting, and
in the context of the CE hypothesis, significant, that the
total gradient of the relationships shown in Figures 5(b),
(d), (f) and (h) (column 3 in Table II) is reasonably close
to unity. On the basis of Figures 4(c) and (d), this is not
surprising.
6.2. Observed relationship between α and (rs )aa in
a semi-arid environment

at three study sites representing grassland, a grassland–
shrubland mosaic (hereafter referred to as a shrubland),
and a mesquite woodland located on floodplain terraces
along the San Pedro River in southeastern Arizona, USA.
At each of these sites, data collection was maintained
for several years. Herein, we use values gathered from
2003 to 2007. The measured daily total evaporation,
λEmeasured , was expressed in terms of αmeasured relative
to the measured available energy for each crop using a
Priestley – Taylor-like equation, i.e.
λEmeasured = αmeasured

Ameasured
.
+γ

(16)

The San Pedro River basin lies in a region that is
Scott et al. (2006, 2008) gathered field measurements of
surface energy, water, and carbon dioxide fluxes and asso- strongly influenced by the North American monsoon
ciated measurements of relevant meteorological variables system and the vegetation and surface fluxes at these
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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Table II. Magnitude of Type (a) contributions to the changes in pan evaporation caused by changes in radiation, wind speed,
VPD, and temperature averaged over the 41 Australian sites analyzed by Roderick et al. (2007), and the strength and overall
magnitude of Type (b) changes in radiation, wind speed, VPD, and temperature contributions to pan evaporation averaged over
these same 41 sites in response to changes in precipitation (and, it is assumed, evaporation), together with the net resulting change
given by both Type (a) and Type (b) changes taken together for these 41 sites with the average observed change of −0.03 mm
yr−2 in annual precipitation rate.

Origin of
Contribution

Magnitude of
Type (a)
contribution
(mm yr−2 )

Strength of Type (b)
contribution relative to
change in precipitation
(mm yr−2 )/(mm yr−2 )

Magnitude of Type
(b) contribution
(mm yr−2 )

Net change in
pan evaporation
(mm yr−2 )

Radiation
Wind speed
VPD
Temperature

0.59
−2.67
−0.03
0.02

−0.56
−0.40
−0.19
0.00

0.02
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.61
−2.66
−0.03
0.02

Total

−2.08

−1.14

0.03

−2.05

Figure 6. Daily average values of (a) αmeasured and (b) surface resistance measured over several years over a woodland, shrubland, and grassland
in the San Pedro River basin versus day of the year.

field sites undergo a strong seasonal variation, partly in
response to the seasonal change in water availability and
partly in response to the influence of weather variables,
especially temperature, on the vegetation. (Frost plays a
role in defining the growing season.) This pronounced
seasonal variation in surface energy fluxes and associated
surface resistance means these three vegetation covers
provide a sample of the relationship between measured
values of αmeasured and surface resistance (analogous to
that derived in the M&S study) for a wide range of
surface resistances. The value of daily surface resistance
was calculated from the measured total daily evaporation
and daily average values weather variables by inverting
Equation (1). Figures 6(a) and (b) respectively show all
the values of αmeasured and surface resistances. In Figure 6,
values of αmeasured that are noticeably high, and the
corresponding values of surface resistance anomalously
low, with respect to the general seasonal trend in these
two variables correspond to days with rain. All reliable
data for both dry days and days with rain or immediately
after rain were included in this analysis.
Figures 7(a), (b), (c) compare the fitted curve for αM&S
derived from the M&S modelling study (carried out in
a humid environment) with the values of all-day average surface resistance and αmeasured on individual days
over the woodland, shrubland, and grassland vegetation
cover. In all three cases, the data show substantial variability which is presumably partly due to experimental
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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error associated mainly with shortcomings in the eddy
correlation measurements of energy fluxes and estimated
to be 10–15%. (Scott et al., 2006, provide greater detail.).
However, it is also likely that the variability in Figure 7,
which is greater than this estimated experimental error,
is in part a reflection of the natural variability of the
atmospheric processes that couple the surface with the
ABL and of the day-to-day variability in the strength
of the inversion layer. Figure 7(d) shows a comparison
between the fitted curve for αM&S and a curve obtained
by fitting all the data for all of the vegetation covers,
along with the standard deviation for all the individual values of αmeasured that corresponded with values
of surface resistance that lay in ranges 0–50, 50–100,
100–200, 200–400, 400–700, 700–1000, 1000–2000,
and 2000–4000 s m−1 . Figure 7 shows that the relationship between α and surface resistance measured at all
three field sites is consistent with αM&S within the (albeit
large) variability present in the data.
The measured albedo and aerodynamic characteristics
of the vegetation at the sites (Table III) are different to
those of the area-average vegetation hitherto assumed in
this analysis. Moreover, the measured weather variables
available were not taken at 2 m but the equations that
calculate pan and open-water evaporation rates contain
empirical expressions for aerodynamic resistance that
require the values of wind speed and VPD that would
have been measured at 2 m by a standard weather station.
Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc. 135: 1230–1247 (2009)
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Figure 7. Comparison between the fitted curve for αM&S from Equation (24) and the values of all-day average surface resistance and αmeasured
measured on individual days for (a) woodland, (b) shrubland, and (c) grassland vegetation cover in the San Pedro River basin. (d) Comparison
between the fitted curve for αM&S with a curve fitted to data from all of the vegetation covers in the San Pedro River basin, along with the
standard deviation for all the individual values of αmeasured for values of surface resistance in ranges 0–50, 50–100, 100–200, 200–400,
400–700, 700–1000, 1000–2000, and 2000–4000 s m−1 .

Table III. The crop height, measurement height, zero-plane displacement, aerodynamic roughness length, and albedo of the three
field crops for which data were collected at San Pedro River basin field sites (from R.L. Scott, 2008, personal communication).

Variable
Screen height
Crop height
Zero-plane displacement
Aerodynamic roughness
Albedo

Units

Woodland

m
m
m
m
–

14.00
7.00
4.69
0.86
0.093

In order to make comparisons between the measured
evaporation rates and calculated pan and open-water
evaporation, it was therefore necessary to estimate from
the available data the values of available energy, wind
speed and VPD that would have been measured at 2 m
above a reference crop. To do this, the approach described
by Shuttleworth (2006) was modified as described in the
Appendix.
Comparison between measured rates and calculated
pan and open-water rates was made in terms of the normalized evaporation rates αaa ∗ , αcomp ∗ , αpan ∗ , and αow ∗
introduced earlier. In the case of αaa ∗ and αcomp ∗ , the
required value of actual crop evaporation from the natural
vegetation at the field sites needed to make this normalization, denoted here as (λEc )70 , was calculated each day
from the P-M equation by setting the surface resistance
to 70 s m−1 and using the measured available energy, Ac ,
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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Shrubland

Grassland

6.40
3.00
2.01
0.3769
0.104

3.00
1.00
0.67
0.123
0.115

and the aerodynamic resistance, (ra )c , calculated from the
measured wind speed and the aerodynamic characteristic
of the each crop (Table III). The value of (λEc )70 was
then used to calculate the equivalent value of α70 from
the equation:
(λEc )70 = α70

Ac
.
+γ

(17)

The equivalent value of VPD, D70 , was then calculated
by setting (rs )c = 70 s m−1 in


Ac α70 γ (rs )c
D70 =
(18)
+ (α70 − 1)(ra )c .
ρcp
+γ
This value of VPD and the measured wind speed were
then corrected to those required to calculate pan and openwater evaporation, see Appendix. The values of pan and
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open-water evaporation calculated using these corrected
values are those required to normalize the pan and openwater evaporation.
Because the San Pedro experimental data show that
specific relationships between α and surface resistance
cannot be separately defined for individual vegetation
covers (Figure 7), normalized values of αaa ∗ and αcomp ∗
for all three covers and equivalent values of αpan ∗ and
αow ∗ were given equal status. The general relationships
between αpan ∗ and αow ∗ and corresponding values of
αaa ∗ and αcomp ∗ are shown without selection for ambient
temperature or wind speed in Figure 8(a) and (b),
respectively. This figure provides a measure of the timeaverage effectiveness of the CE hypothesis. In Figure 8
the rough agreement between αcomp ∗ and αpan ∗ is arguably
better than between αcomp ∗ and αow ∗ but recall that Kp
(Equation 14) is typically less than unity and, without
normalization, changes in pan evaporation in response to
area-average surface resistance would be systematically
higher.
Earlier it was shown that the relationship between
αpan ∗ and αcomp ∗ and αaa ∗ changes with temperature and
wind speed (Figure 4). The data shown in Figure 9 have
been selected to lie around the temperatures and wind
speeds used to calculate the theoretical lines shown in
each case, i.e. in 10◦ C bands of temperature around
15◦ C and 25◦ C, and 1 m s−1 bands around wind speeds
of 1 m s−1 , 2 m s−1 and 3 m s−1 . The way the
theoretical relationships change with temperature and
wind speed is broadly consistent with the observational
data, albeit there is substantial experimental variability
in the observations in part likely due to day-to-day
variability in atmospheric coupling and the strength
of the inversion. The consistency between theory and
data is noticeably better at 25◦ C than at 15◦ C and the
variability in the data much greater in the latter case.
In practice, the data at 15◦ C correspond to periods
early and late in the year, typically before day 120 and
after day 300, when measured evaporation and αaa are
low and measured surface resistance very high, with
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large differences on individual days when there is rain
(Figure 6). Spatial and temporal variability in surface
resistance and the plot-scale advection may therefore
account for much of the experimental variability shown
in Figures 9(a), (c), and (d). However, it is tempting and
not unrealistic to speculate that the physical processes
involved in surface–ABL coupling represented in the
M&S modelling study (and in reality) are relatively less
influential, and the influence of day-to-day changes in the
advected air mass more significant, in determining VPD
when surfaces resistance is high.
7.

Summary and conclusions

This paper advances the argument that there are two distinct classes of influences giving rise to changes in pan
evaporation, namely Type (a) and Type (b) processes.
The former are related to large-scale changes in the
atmospheric circulation pattern, the latter to landscapescale feedback between the land surface and air within
the ABL. When deriving theoretical formulae describing the interrelationship between area-average and pan
evaporation, actual evaporation rates defined by the
Penman – Monteith equation were used in this study
and hypothetical potential evaporation rates studiously
avoided. The Bouchet (1963) CE hypothesis was not a
priori assumed as the basis for describing Type (b) interaction between area-average and pan evaporation via
VPD, rather the modelling results of McNaughton and
Spriggs (1989) were parametrized to give an average
representation of the coupling between land surfaces
and the ABL. However, it is important to recognize
that McNaughton and Spriggs (1989) did not include
representation of all Type (b) effects. Further modelling studies that include Type (b) feedback via scalar
wind speed and boundary-layer cloud cover are therefore
required.
An important result of the present study is that it
shows that, even when expressed in normalized form
to take account of differences in the surface energy,

Figure 8. Comparison between (a) measured values of (i) αaa ∗ , (ii) αcomp ∗ , and (iii) αpan ∗ , and (b) between measured values of (i) αaa ∗ , (ii)
αcomp ∗ , and (iii) αow ∗ calculated from the values α and surface resistance for all three vegetation covers in the San Pedro River basin measured
on the individual days when field data were available without selection for ambient temperature or wind speed.
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Figure 9. The theoretical relationship between αcomp ∗ and αpan ∗ (solid line), calculated making allowance for differences in available energy
with D calculated from Equation (12), and assuming the relationship between αM&S and surface resistance in Equation (10), for wind speed
of 1 m s−1 at temperatures of (a) 15◦ C and (b) 20◦ C. (c, d) and (e, f) are as (a, b), but for wind speeds of 2 and 3 m s−1 , respectively. For
comparison, the measured values of αcomp ∗ and αpan ∗ for all three vegetation covers in the San Pedro River basin are shown as crosses, with
field data selected in temperature bands 10–20◦ C and 20–30◦ C, and wind speed bands 0.5–1.5, 1.5–2.5 and 2.5–3.5 m s−1 .

the interrelationship between area-average and pan
evaporation is not the simple linear relationship implied
by the CE hypothesis. Rather the relationship varies with
ambient temperature and wind speed. However, if this
temperature and wind speed dependency in the relationship is ignored, the present study broadly supports
an albeit very approximate inverse relationship between
appropriately normalized changes in area-average and pan
evaporation, though with an ‘enhancement factor’ which
is much less than the values suggested by Kahler and
Brutsaert (2006).
Already published data were reanalyzed to extract
information relevant to this paper. Reanalysis of the
pan evaporation dataset analyzed by Roderick et al.
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
Copyright 

(2007) confirms the presence of Type (a) changes in pan
evaporation that are associated primarily with large-scale
changes in wind speed and to a lesser extent surface
radiation. However, it also suggests evidence for Type
(b) changes at individual sites that are associated with
landscape-scale coupling between the surface and ABL
via surface radiation, wind speed, and VPD. However,
when averaged across all the pan data, the overall average
effect of these Type (b) influences is small because, when
averaged over all the pan sites in Australia, the change in
precipitation and therefore in area-average evaporation is
small.
Data previously reported by Scott et al. (2008) are
reanalyzed with emphasis on investigating the validity
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or otherwise of the theory derived to describe Type
(b) changes associated with surface–ABL coupling via
VPD. The semi-arid setting for these observations is very
different to the sub-humid conditions used to initiate the
M&S modelling studies, but the average parametrization
of the relationship between α and surface resistance
given by M&S is consistent within the variability in the
observations. Figure 8 shows that observations confirm
there is some approximate similarity between αpan ∗ and
αcomp ∗ . However, the present analysis demonstrates that
this relationship changes with ambient conditions, and
Figure 9 shows that there is at least reasonable agreement
with theoretically predicted differences in the relationship
at different temperatures and wind speeds.
On the basis of the present analysis, it is clear that
the hitherto often attempted simplistic interpretation of
the implications of observed changes in pan evaporation
in terms of associated changes in area-average evaporation is inherently flawed. This is because (i) there are
two types of influences, Type (a) and Type (b), operating
at different spatial scales and usually in opposite directions, and (ii) both of these types of influence can operate
through more than one of the several near-surface weather
variables that control area-average and pan evaporation.
As previously stated, adequate description of the relationship between changes in actual and pan evaporation
rates will therefore require using models that simultaneously represent Type (a) and (b) influences in the atmosphere to realistically calculate the near-surface weather
variables that control atmospheric demand. But not only
this; throughout this study it is explicitly recognized that
changes in area-average evaporation are controlled not
only by changes in atmospheric demand, but also by
changes in area-average surface resistance that reflect,
among other things, changes in the moisture available at
the surface. As the example of Australia well illustrates,
the relationship between changes in pan and area-average
evaporation depends not only on changes in radiation,
wind speed, VPD and temperature, but also on changes
in precipitation.
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canopy characteristics which differ significantly from
those assumed elsewhere in this analysis (Table III). The
equations used to estimate open-water and pan evaporation rates contain empirical expressions for aerodynamic
resistance that require the value of windspeed and VPD
at a height of 2 m, equivalent to the values that would
have been provided by a standard weather station located
above short grass nearby the field sites. To estimate these
evaporation rates, it is necessary to estimate these weather
variables from the data measured above the vegetation.
Following Shuttleworth (2006), to do this it is assumed
that there is a ‘blending height’ 50 m above the ground
at which any differences in values of weather variables
above different vegetation can be considered negligible
and that there is no divergence of the net radiation,
momentum, sensible heat, and latent heat fluxes between
this level and the vegetation.
A.1 Available Energy
If the albedo of the the crop over which measurements are
available is ac and the available energy for this crop Ac ,
then neglecting differences in the net long-wave radiation
flux for different vegetation and selecting a typical value
of Ln = −50 W m−2 , the available energy A (= Aveg ;
Apan ; Aow ) are given by substituting the corresponding
values of a  (= aveg ; apan ; aow ) in the equation:
A = (Ac + Ln )

(1 − a  )
− Ln .
(1 − ac )

(A.1)

A.2 Wind speed
If z0 and d are the aerodynamic roughness and zeroplane displacement of the vegetation cover above which
wind speed, um , and VPD, Dm , are measured, and these
measurements are made at a height hm above the ground,
then assuming no divergence of momentum flux between
hm and 50 m, the wind speed at 50m, u50 , is estimated by:
u50


ln[(50 − d) (z0 )]

.
= (um ).
ln[(hm − d) (z0 )]

(A.2)

Assuming the wind speed at 50 m is the same above the
crop and a hypothetical area reference crop somewhere in
the landscape, and using standard values of aerodynamic
roughness and zero-plane displacement for a reference
crop, the required wind speed 2 m above the reference
crop, u2 , is:
u2 = u50 .

ln[(2 − 0.08)/(0.0148)]
.
ln[(50 − 0.08)/(0.0148)]

(A.3)

Deriving 2 m variables from above-canopy measurements

A.3 Vapour pressure deficit
The weather data available from the three field sites in the
San Pedro river basin were collected at different heights For the crop above which measurements are made, the
above the canopy of different vegetation covers with aerodynamic resistances to hm and 50 m, (ra )c m and
c 2009 Royal Meteorological Society
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(ra )c 50 , respectively, are estimated from Equation (2) as:



(hm−d)
.
ln
ln (hmz−d)
0
(z
0 10)
(ra )c m =
,
(A.4)
2
k um




. ln (50−d)
ln (50−d)
z
(ra )c 50 =

0

(z0 10)

k 2 u50

(A.5)

,

and the measured surface resistance of the crop is (rs )c .
If there is no divergence of latent and sensible heat flux
between hm and 50 m, the evaporation calculated by the
P-M equation using values appropriate to hm and 50 m
must be the same, i.e.

Ac + (ρcp Dm ) (ra )c m

 + γ [1 + (rs )c (ra )c m ]
(A.6)


Ac + (ρcp D50 ) (ra )c 50
=
,

 + γ [1 + (rs )c (ra )c 50 ]
where D50 is the VPD at 50 m.
Rearranging Equation (A.6) gives:
D50 =

Ac
ρcp

( + γ )(ra )c 50 + γ (rs )c
( + γ )(ra )c m + γ (rs )c


ρcp Dm
× (ra )c m +
Ac



(A.7)

− (ra )c 50 .

Similarly, in the case of the reference crop the aerodynamic resistances to 2 m and 50 m, (ra )rc 2 and (ra )rc 50 ,
respectively, are estimated by:


2−0.08
ln 2−0.08
0.0148 . ln 0.0148
2
(ra )rc =
,
(A.8)
k 2 u2


50−0.08
ln 50−0.08
0.0148 . ln 0.0148
50
,
(A.9)
(ra )rc =
k 2 u50
and the surface resistance of a reference crop is 70 s m−1 .
If there is again no divergence of latent and sensible heat
flux between hm and 50 m, the reference crop evaporation
calculated by the P-M equation using values appropriate
to 2 m and 50 m must be the same and, D2 the required
VPD at 2 m above a reference crop is given by:
D2 =

Arc
ρcp

( + γ )(ra )c 2 + 70γ
( + γ )(ra )c 50 + 70γ


ρcp D50
× (ra )c 2 +
Arc



(A.10)

− (ra )rc 2 .
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