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Abstract: Daily meteorological data from 1997 to 2016 in six meteorological stations of Jiangsu province were select-
ed to establish three prediction models of reference crop evapotranspiration ( ET,) based on tree algorithm, including gradi-
ent boosting decision tree (GBDT) model, random forest (RF) model and regression tree model. Taking ET, value calcu-

lated by formula of FAO-56 Penman-Monteith as standard value, the prediction results of GBDT model, RF model, regres-

sion tree model and three empirical models ( EI-Sebail
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55 LT 4 150 5 (2019B68014 ) 5 IT. 357 45 7K il Bk 4 i model could get high simulation accuracies under the com-

model, Trmak model and Hargreaves-Samani model) were

compared. The results showed that GBDT model and RF

H (2015087) bination of the same meteorological factor inputs, and the
BN H(1992-) 4 FRETE &AL B LHIE , T8Nk accuracies of GBDT model and RF model were significant-
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1170 O K ¥ R

2020 4E & 36 % 5 M

eters of maximum temperature, minimum temperature and radiation had the highest simulation accuracy ( global perform-

ance indicator ranked No.1). Through sensitivity analysis, it was found that radiation was the most significant meteorologi-

cal factor affecting the daily ET), of Jiangsu province, its direct path coefficient was 0. 512 and its contribution to the deter-

mination coefficient (R*) was 0. 740, which were significantly higher than other meteorological factors. Through portability

analysis, it was found that GBDT model and RF model with the meteorological parameters of maximum temperature, mini-

mum temperature and radiation still had high prediction accuracies under cross—validation of six stations in Jiangsu prov-

ince. Therefore, GBDT model and RF model can be applied for ET, prediction in Jiangsu province when the meteorological

data are absent and provide reliable evidence for agricultural irrigation.
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TUPIREARGF s 0N BT, HLA B2 BORGEE , T RF AR
(TR 47T GRNN AR Fhag gy T 3%
T RF FI5E P A U4 F2 (Gene expression program-
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Fig.1 Distribution of meteorological stations

Table 1 Geographical locations of meteorological stations and annual mean values of meteorological data
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A i I ST T L R
i ) ) (1..) #(U,) (RH) (Ry) ;
5 AWK ) (*) (m) | (Thae)  (Tiin) 5 (P) (ETy)
58027 M 342 1173 394 14.9 19.9 10.6 2.2 69.0 14.5 842.8 3.0
58141 W% 33.6 1190 5.0 14.4 19.3 10.4 2.0 76.0 14.2 979.1 2.7
58150  HfFH 33.8 120.3 0.4 14.4 19.1 10.7 3.2 77.0 14.4 992.7 2.6
58238  Eim 321 1188 255 15.9 20.6 12.1 2.3 75.0 13.8 1 090.7 2.7
58343 WM 318 1200 159 16.0 20.3 12.5 2.6 78.0 13.5 1108.1 2.6
58259 Wi 32.0 1209 4.5 15.4 19.4 12.2 2.8 78.0 13.5 1119.8 2.6
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TR RIREIOURS B A% EE oA L AAnF

X ET, WS HA Y5 (mm/d) (R, IR
BHMI/( m?e d)],6 R HEHGER M)/ ( m*- d) ],
T, 2 m A HAEESR(C) , U, 8 2 m Ak R
H(m/s) e MUFIKIEE (kPa) , e, 0L FRIKIKE
(kPa) ,e,—e NHFIKIZIEZE (kPa) , A HHIFIKIAIE
AR ARER  y BT (kPa/C) .

1.2.2 @3k (Regression tree) Fi%x 25 HIH
B4 ( Classification and regression trees, CART ) .15 &
N IZ SRR I . CART KERRAE 2 (a1 K1) 43y
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FEAIA], BB ( Regression tree ) 57241 X 19 /2 1% £
PEIRDEL i 25 R — A BARA A, mHEAR R
SRR B TR AT R R B A B Y 25 4
Syt FERG o T AR Ak ) B SR A ARG 2
WSCHR[37] .[38]
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Fig.2 General architecture of gradient boosting decision tree algorithm
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SR FEARF A S X ET, W 520, [w) i
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UE, HoAth 9 NFAREA HF NS, DR 10 P38 L
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D Hb 5 UE RS TRORE 85 | 8 w2 A5 TR 1 A e ik 2> B AL
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Table 2 Empirical models of reference crop evapotranspiration
sl HEAKX AL T
. A (0.736-0.0027,.,,—0.128RH) R, i
El-Sebail (E-S) 0T, = T o i RH
Aly+d)
Irmak (IR) ET,=-0.611+0.149R_+0.079T ... T va ~ T <R
Hargreaves-Samani ( H-S) ETy=0.000 939(T, ..~ Toin) "> (Toean+17.8) R, T vax ~ Tin

T ean :2 m AL S (C) R, RIS [ M)/ ( mm?>
BETHREBU(KPa/C) s R, ARG [ M)/ (m? + d) 15T, TSR (C) 5T,

£33 FARSKEFHNASHTNRE

- kg) | ;A;/J(ﬂﬁﬂtﬁ*#t B 2. 45 MJ/ ( mm?

kg s A M RUK PR M2 B R sy - 1

AR R(C) s RHHIXHEEE (%) .

Table 3 Prediction models for input combinations of meteorological factors

WALE i i1 )
b BE HR T D S BEHLAREAR EPEE) EAY g il
Towes T »RH R, ET, GBDT1 RF1 T1 E-S
T s Toin s R ET, GBDT2 RF2 T2 IR
T s Toin » Us ET, GBDT3 RF3 T3
T > Toin s R, ET, GBDT4 RF4 T4 1S
1.2.7 &R0 YT HRERZE (RMSE) Y VPRHEIRIE— A0S BUEL, T, g, T I 22500 T 7

YiXt iR 2= (MAE) (VW B 7 23 (EVS) (99 R %K
(NSE) JL5E ZEL(R) VE N ITFM AR RIRLHURS B B 48

br, 3T 8 H 58— 22 R FA $5 4R GPI (Global per-
formance indicator) H, VE iR B 25 & R B A0
Hrigbr, AL,
LN
RMSE = J V2 (ETI=ET")? (4)
10X : :
MAE = =N S IET'-ET™| (5)
i=1
Var( ET-ET!")
EVS=1 — (6)
Var(ET;™)
s (ET"-ETM)?
NSE=1--"" (7)
Z ( ETPW _ETO,mean ) ?
N
[ 2 (ETPW_ETO mean> (ETM ET'VI mean> ]
R=—" (8)
il PM ) X M
i:El (ET ETO mean ) :2 ( T _ETM mean )
GPI 2 ( T TL me(lnn) (9)

K ,ET? Sy FLABA RIS ) 56 0 A HAE, ET
4 FAO56-PM RIS @ A AnifE HAE, N il
R AR, ET, . AR B A ,uﬁi’ﬂﬁ
ETy o AR 0 SO ME, T8 iR

B, 24 TN RSME Fl MEA I o, %5F -1, HoAl I 0
ST 1, RMSE 1 MAE 83535 F 0, 18 B ffg 25
N REETRUKS BB B s EVS NSE Fl R BR353T 1, i W)

A R R RO R R T {E EE RE  GPT R T
FH A B A FOT ) 5 PR A2

2 HR50Hr

21 ETSEEYEBEHERBILER
XTHCEE T ET, HAERY 3 FhiRf BUE L BT 3 F
SRR (A A RLDRS BE (3R 4) KB, TEAR N 1
BRI, R AL G T, T A1 R
GBDT2 \RF2 T2 IR BEHIAE 6 4>l sl RIS 47,
Hrfr GBDT2 BRI R IERAE, GPI HEZAHE 6 >3l 553
7@ 1;RF2 ERIR R Z , GPT HER Y 5 2, A
AHXT i A REAUORG B2 . GBDT2 il RF2 A58 AU 7E 25 il 3
) RMSE 3:A/NTF 0.5 mm/d (BN 3G 25 RF3 Ay
RMSE=0.506 7 mm/d#}) , MAE ¥4/NF 0.3 mm/d,
EVS NSE Fl R*¥J KT 0.9, [AHF, T2 IR #5711 Ht
BT RS BE, T2 A ALY RMSE 7E 0. 48
mm/d & 0.67 mm/d Z [A], MAE 7E 0.35 mm/d &
0.48 mm/dZ[a] ,EVS \NSE 1 R*{£ 0.84 & 0.89 Z
6] ; 28 B 55 8 IR Y RMSE 7E 0.46 mm/d & 0. 66
mm/dZ 8], MAE 7€ 0. 36 mm/d £ 0.51 mm/d=Z[H],
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EVS NSE 1 R*7£ 0. 85 % 0.90 Z[H],

WmAHEG R T, T, RH.R,, GBDT1 RFI
BRI HUAS T AR 5 R AUURG B2 17 RFL BB AL ()
GPI HE# &5 T GBDTI #5284 . Horbr GBDT1 BiALfY
RMSE 1E 0.48 mm/d & 0.58 mm/d Z ], MAE 1E
0.30 mm/d £ 0.36 mm/d Z [A], EVS NSE F1 R* £
0.86 & 0.89 Z[f]; RF1 # % ) RMSE £ 0.47
mm/d 2 0.57 mm/d Z [d], MAE £ 0.29 mm/d &
0.35 mm/dZ[f],EVS NSE 1 R*%£ 0.86 £ 0.90 Z
6] ; T1 A A RMSE 1E 062 mm/d & 0.78 mm/d 2
[, MAE 7€ 0.39 mm/d £ 0.47 mm/d Z [a], EVS,
NSE F R*{E 0.72 % 0.83 Z i), ZUHIA E-S Y
GPI HEZTE 6 il i 405 15 44 TE T A RS AL rp
WAL, H RMSE 7% 0. 88 mm/d £ 1.01 mm/d 2 [H],
MAE £ 0. 67 mm/d % 0.75 mm/d2Z[a] , EVS NSE Fil
R*TE 0.56 £ 0.65 2],

WA ABN T, T R, B, GBDT4 #4557 [
RMSE 7 0.65 mm/d & 0.72 mm/d Z [i], MAE 7E
0.43 mm/d £ 0.50 mm/d Z [d], EVS NSE Fl R* 1
0.76 % 0. 83 Z[f]; RF4 7 f) RMSE 7£ 0. 65 mm/d
% 0.73 mm/d Z 8], MAE {E 0.43 mm/d & 0.50
mm/dZ[8] | EVS NSE Fl R*7£ 0.76 % 0. 83 Z[i]; T4
FERIY) RMSE 7E 0. 80 mm/d & 0. 93 mm/d, MAE 7F
0.56 mm/d & 0. 64 mm/d Z [A], EVS NSE F1 R*1E
0.64 2 0.70 Z[H]; Z 5 BRI H-S 7E 6 4>l Sy
RMSE 7 0.68 mm/d & 0.75 mm/d Z [i], MAE 7E
0.53 mm/d % 0.56 mm/d Z [i], EVS NSE Fl R* 1
0.73 £ 0.81 ZI[a], A W, GBDT4  RF4 & R {5 )
K EE W 5 T T4 BIRI R0 R H-S

BWANAEGAT,, T, Ui GBDT3 RF3 T3
RIBRIL R A, BERURG BE ALk, Horp, GBDT3 A Al
() RMSE W% KT 0.7 mm/d, 7 0. 70 mm/d & 0. 74
mm/dZ[[] , MAE 1E 0. 48 mm/d % 0. 52 mm/dZJf],
EVS NSE Fl R*7£ 0.72 % 0. 82 Z[a]; RF3 #iAI )
RMSE £ 0.71 mm/d & 0.93 mm/d Z i), MAE 1E
0.49 mm/d £ 0.67 mm/d Z [8], EVS  NSE #1 R*{E
0.64 £ 0.82 Z [a]; T3 H&I ) RMSE 7£ 0. 89 mm/d
% 0.97 mm/d Z a8, MAE £ 0.63 mm/d & 0.70
mm/dZ 8] | EVS NSE F1 R*7£ 0. 55 % 0. 68 Z|f],

%5 R 4 MORRI S W i A4 4 T B GB-
DT il GBDT2 B (B A A K T, T F1 R,)

max M min

T, B foe i OB B, JE GPTAE 6 4~ 5

WIHEESS 1 {7, GBDT1 A (fg A AN T, T, -
RH .R,) 1 GPI T£ 6 Al ;S HETE S 2 i, GBDT4 45
R A EN T, T R W GPLHFTES 3 47, 1
GBDT3 BRI (M ANHA N T, T Uy) 1 GPIHES
A, [RIREHL, X HE 4 PR RIS L W T A4 & T
RF FRI ARG 76 6 A0l i rp RF2 F58Y (fig A
HER T, T FR) FRIEAE, H GPTTE 6 4 3
PIHEFS 1 7, RF1 B (B AZLAA T, T JRH
R, GPIHET 26 2 v ,RF4 BRI (Mg ALBE N T,
T R ) GPIHEZA AL T4 3 o0, RF3 FEHY (i A2H &
R, T JUs) I GPLHHER AR, % EE 4 FiOAR[R]
ZHFHIAL AT Regression Tree FE7Y AL
FE 6 a2 AN (M AN E R T, T, M R,)
[FIFE LRI, GPT HEAR S 1, T1 BRI (R A&
T, T... RH.R) ) GPI HEXESE 2 i, T4 B (4 A
HENT,, T, R)W GPIHETES 3 i1, T3 iR (4
ANAENT,,. T U) B GPLHEA AR, 3 PSS
BRI IR B i AHE N T T R B GPIAE
At H-S A (g NG R T, T R, I GPI
HeA 5 2 E-S R (A A N T, T, RH.R,)HE
AR, P R A G N T, T 1R
BEAURANG BE f5 , R I AN AN T, T JRH R,
BRI BRI 2 R AH G R T, T R,
R RIBORS FE 2 M A &N T, T, UL Y
BAURALIORG B 2%

TR BATE 6 NS Gl s R BAR 2, A
FFEANL LAV A 48 25 B 0t T A ASE4DL 45 SR A 0 A 7 1
Mot B3 ZREARSITLEEFHALAT GBDT,
RF Regression Tree £ 7Y P & 22 55 1 8 (E-S (IR Fll
H-S) 7ERG Lo S0 Y ET, {45 LA FAO56-PM {8
SEFRUEE N EUSE, B3 SR, kA8 AL SN
T . .T. R GBDT2 RF2 T2 #ERILI 7 IR A B
B/, 5 FAO56-PM {H FAHSCPE AT

AILAE H, GBDT  RF BERI7E 45N 3l 5 A [F] <
ST ALLE T HERREIA B4 = A BTG B, PR
TRASEALURE R 5 B230T, {0 GBDT #ERY AR L
RF AU 4 Regression Tree #5701 3 Fifi 28 65 A5 Y
RN FE AR A B AR SR, I H, G B Fh
ANHEH T, T, R R IS 5 T35
IR HFHAL G, Hi, £ TR Z 1B
T, TSR W A AR T, T F1 R, )
GBDT2 BERUWENVTIAE ET, AR
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Fig.3 Scatter diagrams of predicted ET, values by different models and ET, values calculated by FAO56-PM in Nanjing station
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Table 4 Comparison of ET, simulation accuracy among models based on different algorithms at six stations in Jiangsu province

LAY
ﬁﬁ)ﬁ TElbjf/]? Tmux’Tmin 7RH’Ra Tmux 7Tmin ’Rs Tmux’Tmin’UZ Tmux 7Tmin’ a
GBDTI RF1 Tl E-S GBDI2 RF2 T2 IR GBDT3 RF3 T3 GBDT4 RF4 T4  H-S
BN RMSE(mm/d) 05736 05629 07117 1.0067 04924 05067 0.661 6 0.6541 07317 07426 09698 07173 07254 09297 0.746 7
MAE(mm/d) 03535 03478 04615 07451 03643 03732 04785 05017 05181 05267 0.6914 04912 0499 0.6339 0.558 8
EVS 0.8870 0.8907 0.8243 06488 09191 09145 08519 08517 08169 08115 06776 0.8248 0.8216 0.700 0 0.806 7
NSE 0.884 4 08879 08210 06480 09159 09111 08476 08513 08126 08069 06738 0.8207 08170 0.6935 0.806 4
R 0.888 1 0.8912 0.8256 0.6498 09203 09159 0.8537 0.8532 0.8184 08130 06791 08263 0.8230 0.701 4 0.808 1
GPI HE% 4 3 7 15 1 2 5 6 10 11 14 8 9 13 12
% RMSE(mm/d) 05217 05118 07041 09716 04260 04409 0.5545 05805 07139 09234 09698 0.6766 0.6732 08523 0.728 4
MAE(mm/d) 03217 03194 04368 07266 03145 03231 04056 04466 05034 0.6661 0.6914 04642 04638 0.6027 0.5559
EVS 0.8879 0.8918 07898 0.6084 09271 09222 08750 08601 0.7928 0.6479 0.6776 08142 08159 0.704 6 0.779 0
NSE 0.8861 0.8900 0.7883 0.6076 09251 09199 08727 08600 0.7892 0.6454 0.6738 08115 08131 0.700 6 0.778 7
R? 0.8897 0.8936 0.7917 06100 09291 09243 08770 08620 0.7949 0.6499 06796 08161 08178 0.706 6 0.780 9
GPI 4 3 9 15 1 2 5 6 10 14 13 8 7 12 11
TP RMSE(mm/d) 04843 04768 0.6268 0.8846 03742 03830 04874 04718 07119 07195 0.8940 0.6513 06517 0.801 4 0.685 8
MAE(mm/d) 03006 02984 03969 06726 02810 02861 03626 03645 05175 05239 06616 04607 04631 058 1 0.5310
EVS 08721 08762 0.7839 05632 09244 09211 08707 08756 07273 07211 05634 07711 0.7711 0.6518 0.737 5
NSE 0.8697 0.8735 07809 05621 09227 09193 08687 08755 07226 07166 05599 07679 0.7677 0.648 6 0.737 0
R 0.8742 08781 0.7864 05656 09250 09226 08723 08770 07289 07225 05648 07723 0.7730 0.6525 0.739 0
GPI HE%4 4 3 7 15 1 2 6 5 11 12 14 8 9 13 10
BE RMSE(mm/d) 05425 05340 0.6990 09635 04002 04111 05175 05217 07283 07312 09073 06796 0.6747 08589 0.7192
MAE(mm/d) 03355 03302 04428 07409 02883 02952 03747 04017 05142 05187 0.6528 04631 04637 0.6049 0.549 9
EVS 0.8682 0.8734 07790 05777 09306 09268 08822 08761 0.7658 0.7639 0.6339 07964 07992 0.6700 0.764 3
NSE 0.8656 0.8708 0.7763 05773 09282 09241 08793 08759 07615 07594 0.6286 07926 0.7953 0.6659 0.764 0
R? 0.8695 0.8746 07803 0.5788 09324 09283 08851 08781 07672 07640 0.6351 0.798 1 0.8017 0.6720 0.766 2
GPILHE# 5 3 9 15 1 2 4 6 10 11 14 8 7 13 12
HM RMSE(mm/d) 05439 05305 07703 09538 03874 03948 0.5090 04900 07094 07111 09055 06708 0.6559 0.8298 0.721 3
MAE(mm/d) 03185 03150 04406 07435 02846 02904 03735 03804 04889 0494 1 0.6391 04360 04371 0.568 1 0.555 8
EVS 0.8650 0.8713 07287 05807 09345 09321 0.8863 0.8896 07762 0.7747 06322 0792 08078 0.689 6 0.760 4
NSE 0.8629 0.8692 07265 0.5804 09326 09300 0.8833 0.8895 0.7718 07707 0.6282 0.7951 0.8038 0.6852 0.760 1
R 0.8662 0.8729 07299 0.5821 09370 09342 08889 0.8914 07788 0.7763 0.6340 0.8014 0.8103 0.6918 0.762 0
GPI 44 6 5 12 15 1 2 4 3 9 10 14 8 7 13 11
FiE RMSE(mm/d) 05177 05135 06826 09248 03705 03743 04840 04627 07074 07128 09238 0.6594 06591 0.8391 07125
MAE(mm/d) 03071 03080 04195 07217 02752 02787 03574 03584 04913 04981 0.6443 04357 04437 05748 0.549 6
EVS 0.8647 0.8668 0.7578 05639 09340 09329 08866 08907 07533 07501 05727 07839 0.7852 0.650 4 0.740 7
NSE 0.8627 0.8648 07563 0.5626 09318 09304 08834 08906 07489 0.7457 05675 0.7807 0.781 8 0.6456 0.740 6
R 0.8663 0.8668 0.7600 0.5661 09360 09349 08859 08932 07560 0.7732 05743 0.7851 0.7873 0.6529 0.742 7
GPI HE% 6 5 9 15 1 2 4 3 10 11 14 7 8 13 12

RMSE MAE \EVS NSE Fl R* 53 3| 3R ¥ 7 i 25 P A xt iR 2% By 2243 AN RBCRID s 280, GPI A R SR HE% . RMSE F MAE
BT T 0, U BAASE R BEAD iy 2200/ | BERIARIORS BE A  EVS  NSE T R2 BEHEAT 1, 8 BH W4 J3E w8y | B B0 0 Bk iy, T TR, T
Ty RH U, TR 33 7R 5 o S AR AU AR XY 2 m i WU ANBR 4, GBDT1,GBDT2 GBDT3,GBDT4 RF1 ,RF2 RF3 RF4 T1 T2,

T3 T4 E-S IR H-S SR A RIS R N TH A& 1 ET B,
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Table 5 Comparison of ET, simulation accuracy with different meterological factor input combinations among models based on different algo-
rithms

=

iy

Pyl Ei=Y 7N GBDT RF Regression Tree ZL ISR

GBDT1 GBDT2 GBDT3 GBDT4 RF1 RF2 RF3 RF4 T1 T2 T3 T4 E-S IR H-S

M RMSE(mm/d) 05736 04924 07317 07173 05629 05067 07426 07254 07117 0.6616 09698 09297 1.0067 0.654 1 0.746 7
MAE(mm/d) 03535 03643 05181 04912 03478 03732 05267 04969 04615 04785 0.6914 0.6339 0.7451 0.501 7 0.558 8

EVS 0.8870 09191 08169 0.8248 0.8907 09145 08115 08216 0.8243 0.8519 06776 07000 0.6488 0.851 7 0.806 7
NSE 0.8844 09159 08126 08207 0.8879 09111 08069 08170 0.8210 0.8476 0.6738 0.6935 0.6480 0.851 3 0.806 4
R 0.888 1 0.9203 0.8184 0.8263 0.8912 09159 08130 0.8230 0.8256 08537 06791 07014 0.6498 08532 0.808 1
GPIL % 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 3 1 2

WE% RMSE(mm/d) 05217 04260 07139 0.6766 05118 04409 09234 0.6732 07041 05545 09698 0.8523 09716 05805 0.728 4
MAE(mm/d) 03217 03145 05034 04642 03194 03231 06661 04638 04368 04056 0.6914 0.6027 0.7266 0.4466 0.5559

EVS 0.8879 09271 07928 08142 0.8918 09222 0.6479 08159 07898 0.8750 0.6776 07046 0.6084 0.860 1 0.779 0
NSE 0.8861 09251 0.7892 08115 0.8900 09199 0.6454 08131 0.7883 0.8727 0.6738 0.7006 0.607 6 0.860 0 0.778 7
R 0.8897 09291 0.7949 08161 08936 09243 06499 08178 07917 08770 06796 07066 0.6100 0.8620 0.780 9
GPI HE% 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 3 1 2

SBH RMSE(mm/d) 04843 03742 07119 0.6513 04768 03830 0.7195 06517 0.6268 04874 0.8940 0.8014 0.8846 04718 0.6858
MAE(mm/d) 03006 02810 05175 04607 02984 02861 05239 04631 039%9 03626 06616 0581 06726 03645 0.5310

EVS 08721 09244 07273 07711 08762 09211 07211 07711 07839 0.8707 05634 0.6518 0.5632 0.8756 0.737 5
NSE 0.8697 09227 07226 07679 08735 09193 07166 07677 07809 0.8687 05599 0.6486 05621 0.8755 0.7370
R 0.8742 09250 07289 07723 08781 0926 0725 07730 07864 08723 05648 06525 05656 0.8770 0.7390
GPI HE% 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 3 1 2

FiHl RMSE(mm/d) 05425 04002 0.7283 0.6796 05340 04111 07312 0.6747 06990 05175 09073 08589 09635 05217 0.719 2
MAE(mm/d) 03355 02883 05142 04631 03302 02952 05187 04637 04428 03747 0.6528 0.6049 0.7409 04017 0.549 9

EVS 0.8682 09306 0.7658 0.7964 08734 09268 07639 07992 07790 0.8822 0.6339 06700 05777 08761 0.764 3
NSE 0.8656 09282 07615 07926 0.8708 09241 07594 07953 0.7763 0.8793 0.6286 0.6659 05773 0.8759 0.764 0
R 0.8695 09324 07672 07981 0.8746 09283 07640 0.8017 0.7803 0.8851 06351 0.6720 05788 0.878 1 0.766 2
GPI 44 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 3 1 2

HH RMSE(mm/d) 05439 03874 07094 0.6708 05305 03948 07111 06559 0.7703 05090 09055 0.8298 09538 04900 0.721 3
MAE(mm/d) 03185 02846 04889 04360 03150 02904 04941 04371 04406 03735 0.6391 05681 0.7435 0.3804 0.555 8

EVS 0.8650 09345 07762 07992 08713 09321 07747 08078 0.7287 0.8863 0.6322 0.6896 0.5807 0.889 6 0.760 4
NSE 0.8629 09326 07718 07951 0.8692 09300 07707 08038 0.7265 0.8833 0.6282 0.6852 0.5804 0.8895 0.760 1
R? 0.8662 09370 0.7788 0.8014 0.8729 09342 07763 08103 07299 0.8889 0.6340 0.6918 05821 0.8914 0.7620
GPI HE% 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 3 1 2

F§iE RMSE(mm/d) 05177 03705 07074 0.6594 05135 03743 07128 0.6591 06826 04840 09238 0.8391 09248 04627 0.7125
MAE(mm/d) 03071 02752 04913 04357 03080 02787 04981 04437 04195 03574 06443 05748 0.7217 03584 0.549 6

EVS 0.8647 09340 07533 07839 0.8668 09329 07501 07852 0.7578 0.8866 05727 0.6504 0.5639 0.8907 0.740 7
NSE 0.8627 09318 0.7489 07807 0.8648 09304 07457 07818 0.7563 0.8834 05675 0.6456 0.5626 0.8906 0.740 6
R 0.8663 09360 07560 07851 0.8668 09349 07732 07873 07600 0.8859 05743 0.6529 05661 0.8932 0.742 7
GPI HE% 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 3 1 2
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Table 6 Path analysis of meteorological factors to reference crop evapotranspiration

[l AR

REWT R HPIERBR)
R, s RH v, T i EE HY TR 2
R, 0.512 - 0.004 0.158 0.019 0.067 0.248 0.740
T s 0.286 0.008 - -0.152 -0.020 0.248 0.085 0.150
RH -0.301 -0.268 0.144 -0.063 0.043 -0.145 0.038
U, 0.142 0.069 -0.039 0.071 - -0.021 0.080 0.019
T 0.265 0.130 0.268 -0.090 -0.011 - 0.296 0.004

®7 FELRIE GBDT2 AT BE M (RERE) 447
Table 7 Portability ( determination coefficient) analysis of GBDT2

model among different stations

R IE N
M Rz MW MR WM Ml
B 09901 09297 0.9025 0.9319 0.9276 0.9232

gl

WL 09219 0.9899 09120 09330 0.9321 0.929 3
SPEH - 0.9083 0.9205 0.9895 0.9292 0.9348 0.933 9
Al 09189 0.9291 09219 0.9909 0.9375 0.9349
M 09109 0.9239 0.9253 0.9340 0.9910 0.9397

[Eapi 09098 0.9223 0.9252 0.9320 0.9398 0.9911

* 8 AR AIE RF2 RE R BENE (RERE) i
Table 8 Portability ( determination coefficient ) analysis of RF2

model among different stations

oAl /PR
M R gHH MRt WM
M 0.9887 09239 0.8917 09246 09196 0.914 1

pllEraye

2 09176 09900 0.9024 0.9277 09255 0.9226
SRR 0.9032 09155 09897 09256 0.9288 0.928 4
A 0.9144 0.9244 09149 0997 0.9324 0.929 4
HMN 09063 09188 0.9182 0.9291 0.9910 0.936 4

;2 0.9059 09181 09197 09272 09360 0.9910

3 %58

iE X} GBDT ,RF Fil Regression Tree #5751 L
LRI (E-S (IR (H-S) MRS R XT He o4 & B,
1E 4 MG A FH A4 A GBDT RF BEHY (4 Fi i)
FEREEH $2 00, 1 GBDT A5 AL S {& SR 3G I T RF
FEAY | [ BF GBDT  RF A (%) Tl b B 35 WA &b 5 1

RGN FHi AL A 1 Regression Tree #5275 Fl 25
ISR (H-S IR M E-S), Hh SLHFHAAS
T T F R GBDT2 #55 R AE i 4 i i i 3
K RE Sy, AT AR N VL9048 78 R4 %R B 2 I 3R 15
ET, W e A= T A A |

BB BT 4 SRR IR S R 4T ET W) B AR
FECH 0.512 %0 REL(RY) W BT#kE R 0. 740,
BEETHMSIEHE T, HIER S R IETLIHE B
H ET 50 fch B BRI 7, Hoe s <l
(T,..) FIAHXHEEE (RH) WG (U, ) X ET, 5 M4
AN ARSI (T, ) R ET, FR2 M /N

GBDT2 \RF2 iR Al B A VS Hr 45 R K, UL
INE ARG )R LU ET, BORS A BR
RF2 HERIAEAR M -5 BH 2 A5 2 A e RE(R) s
/NF0.9(R*=0.891 7) #F, Hogwulh A A e &
(R HKT 0.9, Al WL GBDT2 RF2 ## n] F 4l
PERZALRE S, P TE S s R TR R B L T
AL I O Ol AR SR R 7 GBDT2 A5 U sl
RF2 A4 T ET, T,
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