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Taghvaeian, S., L.H. Comas, K.C. DeJonge, T.J. Trout. 2014. Conventional and simplified canopy temperature indices
predict water stress in sunflower. Agricultural Water Management. 144: 69-80. DOI 10.1016/j.agwat.2014.06.003
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stress indices for maize. Agricultural Water Management. 156: 51-62.
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K. method
Category Requirement
CWsSI DANS DACT
Target X X X
Canopy Temperature Non-Stressed
Reference X
Relative Humidity X
Environmental Air Temperature X
Clear Sky X X X
Baselines
(locally calibrated) X
Threshold
Temperature X
Pre-Calculation
Scaling Coefficient
(locally calibrated) X X
Daily ET, RMSE
(mm/day) 0.77 0.80 0.80
Daily ET, RMSE
(%) 14.6 15.2 15.2
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Han, M., H. Zhang, K.C. DeJonge,
L. Comas, T.J. Trout. 2016.
Estimating maize water stress by
standard deviation of canopy
temperature in thermal imagery.
Agricultural Water Management.
177: 400-409.
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