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Abstract
The relationship between blocking events and mean precipitation frequency (MPF) was investigated in this work for
Turkey during 1977–2016. The overall MPF for the examined stations during blocked days (nonblocked days) fluctuated
between 0.15 and 0.43 (0.12 and 0.38). The ratio of MPF during the blocked days to nonblocked days ranges between 12
and 38%. During the winter season, the country has higher MPF values during blocked days. The greatest ratio of MPF
values during blocked days to nonblocked days is observed in summer due to smaller values of MPF occurring during this
season overall. Higher MPF occurs when the event center was located between 0o and 30o E (mean 0.27, range 0.17–0.51).
There is no relationship between blocking duration and MPF for all seasons. There is a positive relationship between
blocking intensity and MPF during summer (CC = 0.35, significant at the 95% level) and fall (CC = 0.43, significant at the
95% level). The relationship between blocking longitudinal extent and MPF is significant at the 95% confidence level
during the summer and fall seasons with correlation coefficients of 0.29 and 0.25, respectively. A composite of the 10
blocking events associated with the largest MPF demonstrated that there is moist advection via westerly flow into Turkey
in all seasons. During winter, a greater proportion of these events is observed during the La Niña phase of El Niño
Southern Oscillation, but during El Niño in spring and summer. For the blocking case study (31 October to 5
November 2009) associated with the largest MPF, the mean value across the country was 0.73. The mean total precipi-
tation during this period was 63.4 mm.

1 Introduction

Atmospheric blocking events, which can be described as the
Bstagnation of air parcels over the same region during a long
period of time,^ are an important phenomenon that causes ex-
treme events like cold spells (O’Reilly et al. 2016;Aalijahan et al.
2018; Brunner et al. 2018), heat waves (Sitnov et al. 2014;
Demirtaş 2018; Lhotka et al. 2018), and heavy precipitation
(Khodayar et al. 2018; Rabinowitz et al. 2018). Also, blocking
events have been examined by researchers focusing on the rela-
tionship between these events and teleconnection patterns (Luo
et al. 2007a, b; Lupo et al. 2017), predictability (Bengtsson 1981;

Tibaldi and Molteni 1990 (hereafter TM90); Matsueda 2011),
defining the blocking indicators or its characteristics (Lejenas
and Okland 1983; TM90; Lupo and Smith 1995; Barriopedro
et al. 2006), or the influence of these events on regional climate
(Antokhina et al. 2016; Whan et al. 2016; Nunes et al. 2017;
Sitnov et al. 2017).

The linkage between atmospheric blocking and
precipitation is investigated by many researchers due to the
impacts of precipitation on daily activities. Rabinowitz et al.
(2018) investigated the relationship between heavy rainfall
events associated with atmospheric rivers in the Midwest
USA and Pacific Region blocking events during different
ENSO phases. They found that 16 heavy rainfall events were
observed during the 2000–2015 period, and seven of these
events were observed in La Niña (LN) years even though only
three LN events occurred during this time. Also, four and five
of the 16 events were observed during El Niño (EN) and
Neutral (NEU) years, respectively, although there were five
and nine EN and NEU years, respectively. There was no sta-
tistical relationship between rainfall amounts and blocking
characteristics due to the small sample size.
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Rimbu et al. (2015) explored the linkage between summer
precipitation extremes and atmospheric blocking events over
Romania during the period 1962–2010. The R90p (90th per-
centile is used as the threshold) index is used to determine
extreme rainfall events. Rimbu et al. (2015) determined that
blocking events in the sectors (0o–40o E and 50o–70o E) are
associated with a significant portion of the extreme precipita-
tion variability during summer over Romania.

Sousa et al. (2017a) examined the relationship between
blocking locations and European precipitation regimes on both
the seasonal and annual time scales. In the regions directly under
the influence of blocking, there was a decreased frequency of
moderate rainfall events resulting in a reduction of total precip-
itation. On the other hand, there was an increase in the frequency
of extreme rainfall events on the southern flank of blocking
events, causing an overall precipitation increase in these regions.

Nunes et al. (2017) investigated the monthly precipitation
extremes for two global regions (the central USA and south-
west Russia). Nunes et al. (2017) used the meteorological data
from Columbia, Missouri during the period of 1889–2014
within the central USA and in Belgorod from 1944 to 2014
for southwest Russia. Monthly departures greater than 3 stan-
dard deviations from mean seasonal temperature and the three
wettest and driest months for precipitation were used as the
criterion to define an extreme event. In the central USA, ex-
treme wet and dry years were associated with NEU years,
whereas in southwest Russia, EN and NEU years were re-
sponsible for most of the precipitation extremes.

Baltacı et al. (2017) investigated the relationship between
teleconnection patterns and Turkish extreme events for the
period 1965–2014. Above normal precipitation in the western
part of Turkey was linked to the positive phase of Arctic
Oscillation (correlation coefficient (CC) around − 0.5). In con-
trast, positive precipitation anomalies were observed over the
Black Sea and Aegean regions during the positive phase of the
East Atlantic–Western Russia pattern.

The paper of Tayanç et al. (1998) is the first study that
mentions blocking as related to a blizzard event, investigating
one of the most famous blizzards that occurred in Istanbul,
Turkey. This event lasted from 3 to 10March 1987. The prox-
imate cause of the blizzard was a cyclone that was located in
the Balkan region of Europe. The cyclone persisted within the
same region for approximately 10 days. Tayanç et al. (1998)
determined that the blizzard was associated with an upper-
level cyclone, which in turn was associated with blocking.

Atmospheric blocking was observed to be associated with
several extreme events in Turkey, including a flash flood event
during 7–10 September 2009, during which 31 people died
(Kömüşcü and Çelik 2013). Also, blocking was associated with
a devastating cyclone that caused strong winds (> 80 kts) and
fatal incidents, including forest fires during the period of 18–22
April 2012 (Sirdas et al. 2017). One of the wettest winters in the
history of Turkey occurred in 1985 (Türkeş and Erlat 2005).

However, blocking was not the focus of these studies which
investigated severe weather phenomena.

The scope of this study is to investigate the effects of
blocking on the mean annual precipitation frequency for the
climate of Turkey. This study is unique regarding three aspects
of Turkish climate that will be investigated here. This is the
second part of the first climatological study on the impact of
blocking that focuses on Turkey only. In the first part,
Bahtiyar Efe 2019 (The Relationship Between Atmospheric
Blocking and Temperature Anomalies in Turkey between
1977 – 2016, unpublished) investigated the effects of blocking
events on temperature. There are studies that focus on the
relationship between blocking activity and climate for the
Eurasian region, but these mentioned Turkey only briefly
(e.g., Sousa et al., 2017a, b). Studies examining the regional
impact of blocking on climate are not unique (e.g., Nunes et al.
2017). Secondly, observational data is used in this study in
order to identify the mean precipitation frequency (MPF) in
Turkey during blocked days and compares these to
nonblocked days. Lastly, this is the first study that investigates
the role of blocking on MPF during all seasons for not only
our study region but also for the globe.

This paper is organized as follows. The data and method-
ology are described in Section 2. Then, the annual and sea-
sonal MPF distribution and the relationship between blocking
parameters and MPF are presented in Section 3 and the inves-
tigation of outstanding blocking events as well as their asso-
ciation with ENSO is presented in Section 3. The results are
summarized and discussed in Section 4.

2 Data and methodology

2.1 Data

The dataset used here was the National Centers for
Environmental Prediction (NCEP) and National Center for
Atmospheric Research (NCAR) Reanalysis-1 dataset (Kalnay
et al. 1996), which has 6-h temporal solution and 2.5o × 2.5o

spatial (latitude–longitude) resolution. There are diverse data
types available for both the surface and at mandatory pressure
levels available from 1948 to present. The daily 500-hPa
geopotential height data from NCEP–NCAR Reanalysis-1 for
0000 UTC were used in this study for the period of 1 January
1977 to 31 December 2016. The 500-hPa geopotential height
data provided by NCEP–NCAR is preferred by several studies
in order to detect blocking (Mokhov et al. 2014; Sitnov et al.
2014; Bahtiyar Efe 2019, unpublished). The study domain was
selected as the region bordered by 20oW–90o E and 30o N–90o

N in order to identify all blocking events that can impact
Turkey. A composite map of 10 blocking events with the
highest and lowest MPF values is plotted within this domain
and examined in Section 3.
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The daily total precipitation data for 77 surface stations
located in all regions of Turkey were obtained from the
Turkish State Meteorological Service. All of these stations
have data spanning from 1 January 1977 to 31 December
2016, and thus, the dataset is continuous. The location of the
stations is presented in Fig. 1.

2.2 Methodology

The blocking criterion used here is the modified version of
blocking detection that was described in TM90, and is used by
many studies (e.g., Barriopedro et al. 2006). For this method-
ology, two height gradients are calculated daily for each lon-
gitude as follows:

GHGS ¼ Zλ;φ0
−Zλ;φS

φ0−φS

GHGN ¼ Zλ;φN
−Zλ;φ0

φN−φ0

ð1Þ

where

φS ¼ 40o þΔ
φ0 ¼ 60o þΔ
φN ¼ 77:5o þΔ

Δ ¼ −5o;−2:5o; 0; 2:5o; 5o
ð2Þ

and Zλ, φ is the geopotential height at longitude λ and latitude
φ. The GHGS (geopotential height gradient in the southern
part of φ0) is proportional to the zonal component of the geo-
strophic wind and GHGN (geopotential height gradient in the
northern part of φ0) is included to exclude nonblocked flows.

This version described in (1) and (2) differs from the original
TM90 criterion in that the value of φN, numbers of Δ, and
values of Δ are based on the 2.5 × 2.5° resolution of the
NCEP–NCAR dataset. Any longitude is accepted as blocked
when both the GHGS and GNGN indicate the condition
expressed by (3) for at least one of the five Δ values:

GHGS > 0
GHGN < −10 geopotential m=o lat

Z λ;ϕ0ð Þ−Z
�
λ;φ0

�
> 0

ð3Þ

To verify the minimum longitudinal extent criteria, five
(12.5o) or more adjacent grid points are required to satisfy
the criteria described in (3) simultaneously, with the allowance
of one nonblocked longitude between the blocked longitudes.
This condition is consistent with Barriopedro et al. (2006). A
5-day threshold is used in this study for the minimum duration
criteria as most authors have used (Treidl et al. 1981; Lupo
and Smith 1995; Shabbar et al. 2001; Scherrer et al. 2006).
Blocking intensity (BI) is calculated as described in
Barriopedro et al. (2006) according to the method defined by
Wiedenmann et al. (2002). The blocking center definition and
temporal algorithm to track blocking events used in this study
are described also in Barriopedro et al. (2006).

The precipitation frequency value is calculated as the ratio
between the number of days with precipitation to the total
number of days in the defined period. For singular blocking
events, it is calculated as the ratio between the days with
precipitation to the blocking duration. The relationship be-
tween blocking properties (duration, BI, and longitudinal ex-
tent) and MPF during blocking events was determined using
the Pearson correlation coefficient (Pearson 1896). The signif-
icance of the relationship was tested by using the t-distribution
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with N − 2 degrees of freedom. The correlation coefficients
were introduced for the entire dataset if it is significant at
95% confidence level or not, and the significance or insignif-
icance was addressed. The MPF during blocked days was
stratified by season (December, January, and February for
winter; March, April, and May for spring; June, July, and
August for summer; and September, October, and November
for fall). All figures except the 500-hPa composite maps and
850-hPa specific humidity maps for important events are il-
lustrated via the ggplot2 R-package (Wickham 2016). All cal-
culations are performed using R-programming (R Core Team
2018; Wickham et al. 2018). The 500-hPa composite maps
were plotted using the NCEP–NCAR website, and the 850-
hPa charts were plotted using the University of Plymouth
website.

The data are classified also by the ENSO phase. The dis-
tribution of ENSO phases is shown in Table 1 and more in-
formation about the ENSO definition used here can be found
in Bove et al. (1998). Only the statistically significant corre-
lation coefficient values at 95% significance level were pre-
sented for ENSO phases.

3 Results

3.1 Annual MPF distribution

The MPF across Turkey during blocked days (nonblocked
days) is shown in Fig. 2 (Fig. 3). The MPF across Turkey
for the study period during blocked days (during nonblocking
days) varies between 0.15 and 0.43 (0.12 and 0.38). The
highest precipitation frequencies were observed along the
Black Sea coastline and the northeastern part of the
Marmara Region during both blocked and nonblocked events.
The lowest MPF values were observed in southern Turkey,
especially along the Mediterranean coastline and several cities
in South Anatolia Region during blocked and nonblocked
days. Rize, Giresun, and Ordu are the cities that have the
highest precipitation frequencies with values of 0.43, 0.39,

and 0.36 during blocked days and 0.38, 0.32, and 0.29 during
nonblocked days, respectively. Mersin, Karaman, and
Osmaniye (Osmaniye, Mersin, and Karaman) are the cities
that have the lowest precipitation frequencies with values of
0.15, 0.16, and 0.16 during blocked days (0.12, 0.13, and 0.13
during nonblocked days), respectively.

The ratio of precipitation frequency during blocked days
with respect to nonblocked days is shown in Fig. 4. Blocking
events increase the MPF across the entire country. This in-
crease in precipitation frequency ranges from 12 to 42%
across Turkey. The inner part of Anatolia observed the higher
ratio of precipitation frequency values, whereas the western
Black Sea Region was associated with the lowest values.
Konya, Kırklareli, and Çanakkale are the stations that have
the highest precipitation frequency change with values of 48,
42, and 41%, respectively. Rize, Artvin, and Giresun have
lowest precipitation frequency change with values of 13, 14,
and 18%, respectively. Thus, overall, blocking has an enhanc-
ing effect on the MPF across Turkey.

3.2 Seasonal MPF distributions

MPF during blocked days (nonblocked days) in all seasons is
shown in Fig. 5 (Fig. 6). During blocked (nonblocked) days,
the winter season has the highest precipitation frequency
across the country with an average value of 0.31 (0.26).
During blocked (nonblocked) days, the stations have precipi-
tation frequency values in the range of 0.15 and 0.54 (0.10 and
0.40). For blocked (nonblocked) days, the inner part of
Marmara Region, the coastal parts of the Black Sea Region,
and the southwest part of East Anatolia Region (the west part
of the Marmara Region, the Black Sea coastline, and the
southwest part of East Anatolia Region) have higher precipi-
tation frequency values. During blocked (nonblocked) days,
Zonguldak, Rize, and Kocaeli (Zonguldak, Bartın, and Rize)
have the highest precipitation frequencies with values of 0.54,
0.48, and 0.48 (0.40, 0.39, and 0.39), respectively. During
blocked (nonblocked) days, the vast majority of the inner part
of the Aegean Region, Central Anatolia Region, and
Mediterranean Region (Central Anatolia Region, northeast
part of East Anatolia Region, and the inner part of the
Aegean Region) have lower values. For blocked
(nonblocked) days, Iğdır, Osmaniye, and Erzincan (Iğdır,
Ardahan, and Erzurum) have the lowest precipitation frequen-
cy with values of 0.15, 0.19, and 0.21 (0.10, 0.16, and 0.16),
respectively.

During blocked (nonblocked) days, the spring season ob-
served an MPF of 0.29 (0.24) across Turkey, with a minimum
value of 0.13 (0.14) and maximum of 0.41 (0.36). For blocked
(nonblocked) days, a large portion of the East Anatolian
Region and Black Sea Region (East Anatolia Region and east
part of the Black Sea Region) have greater values. During
blocked (nonblocked) days, Rize, Giresun, and Muş (Rize,

Table 1 List of ENSO
years 1976–2016 (ENSO
year begins 1 October of
the given year and ends
on 30 September of the
next year)

El Niño Neutral La Niña

1976 1977–1981 1975

1982 1983–1985 1988

1986–1987 1989–1990 1998–1999

1991 1992–1996 2007

1997 2000–2001 2010

2002 2003–2005

2006 2008

2009 2011–2013

2014–2015 2016
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Giresun, and Ağrı) have the highest precipitation frequencies
with values of 0.41, 0.40, and 0.40 (0.36, 0.35, and 0.35),
respectively. For blocked (nonblocked) days, the coastal re-
gion of the Aegean and Mediterranean Regions and west of
the South East Anatolia Regions (the European part of the
Marmara Region, the coastline of the Aegean Sea, and the
Mediterranean Sea) have lower values of MPF. For blocked
(nonblocked) days, Mersin, Antalya, and Kartal (Mersin,
Kartal, and Antalya) are the stations with the lowest values
of 0.14, 0.17, and 0.18 (0.13, 0.14, and 0.14), respectively.

Summer is the driest season across Turkey and precipita-
tion frequency decreases sharply even on blocked days.
During blocked (nonblocked) days, MPF ranges between a
value of 0.02 (0.01) and a maximum value of 0.38 (0.36) with
the mean of 0.13 (0.09). For blocked (nonblocked) days, the
cities in the northern part of the country particularly along the

Black Sea coastline (the Black Sea coastline, the northern part
of East Anatolia Region, and east of Marmara Region) have
higher MPF. For blocked (nonblocked) days, Rize, Ardahan,
and Kars (Rize, Kars, and Ardahan) have the highest MPF
with values of 0.38, 0.37, and 0.30 (0.36, 0.31, and 0.27),
respectively. During blocked (nonblocked) days, the
Southeast Anatolia Region, south of East Anatolia Region,
coastline of theMediterranean, and the Aegean Sea (the south-
east Anatolia Region, the southern part of East Anatolia
Region, and the coastline of both the Aegean and the
Mediterranean Sea) have lower MPF. For blocked
(nonblocked) days, Şanlıurfa, Diyarbakır, and Antalya
(Kilis, Şanlıurfa, and Mardin) have the lowest MPF values
of 0.02, 0.02, and 0.03 (0.01, 0.01, and 0.01), respectively.

Lastly, during fall season blocked (nonblocked) days,
MPF fluctuates between 0.12 and 0.45 (0.1 and 0.4) with

Fig. 2 MPF distribution during blocked days

Fig. 3 As in Fig. 2, except for nonblocked days

The relationship between atmospheric blocking and precipitation changes in Turkey between 1977 and 2016

Author's personal copy



the national average at 0.21 (0.16). During blocked
(nonblocked) days, the coastal region of the Black Sea
Region and the eastern part of the Marmara Region (the
northern regions) have higher values. For blocked
(nonblocked) days, Rize, Ordu, and Zonguldak (Rize,
Giresun, and Ordu) have the highest MPF with values of
0.45, 0.39, and 0.38 (0.40, 0.35, and 0.32), respectively.
During blocked (nonblocked) days, the Southeast Anatolia
Region and Mediterranean Region (the southern regions)
have lower values of MPF. For both blocked and
nonblocked days, Şanlıurfa, Karaman, and Mardin have
the lowest MPF values of 0.12, 0.12, and 0.13 and 0.10,
0.10, and 0.10, respectively.

In addition, the change of MPF during blocked days with
respect to nonblocked days is investigated (Fig. 7). The
change of MPF in blocked days during all seasons is posi-
tive. Thus, we can conclude that blocking causes an in-
crease in the frequency of rainy days. In winter, the average
change in MPF is 19%, with a minimum value of 1% and a
maximum of 50%. The higher changes occurred in the
northeast part of the country (37% and higher), the southern
part of Central Anatolia Region (28% and higher), and east-
ern part of the Marmara Region (31% and higher). Iğdır,
Florya, and Ardahan observed the greatest changes with
values of 50, 39, and 38%, respectively. The Aegean coast-
line (7% and lower), Mediterranean coastline (8% and

Fig. 5 MPF distribution during blocked days stratified by season

Fig. 4 Change in MPF (%) during blocked days with respect to nonblocked days

B. Efe et al.

Author's personal copy



lower), some cities in the northern part of the Central
Anatolia Region (8% and lower), and the vast majority of
Southeast Anatolia Region (18% and lower) observed low-
er changes. Kırklareli (1%), Adana (2%), and Osmaniye
(2%) are the cities that observed the lowest changes.

During the spring season, the minimum, mean, and maxi-
mum of changes are 4, 19, and 48%, respectively. The
Thracian part of the Marmara Region and several cities in
the northern part of the Central Anatolia Region observed
greater changes (higher than 33 and 27%, respectively).
Edirne, Kırklareli, and Çanakkale are all located in the
Thracian part of the Marmara Region and observed the

highest changes (48, 41, and 40%, respectively). The southern
part of the East Anatolia Region, the South East Anatolia
Region, and the eastern part of the Mediterranean Region
observed the lower changes (lower than 10, 16, and 13%,
respectively). Artvin, Kilis, and Trabzon observed the lowest
change values at 5, 6, and 6%, respectively.

During the summer season, the change in MPF on the sta-
tions fluctuated between 4 and 216%with a mean of 60%. This
greater value of change in the summer is due to lower MPF
during nonblocked days and blocked days. For example, the
Kilis station has an MPF of approximately 0.01 during
nonblocked days and 0.03 during blocked days; thus, the

Fig. 6 As in Fig. 5, except for nonblocked days

Fig. 7 As in Fig. 4, except as stratified by season

The relationship between atmospheric blocking and precipitation changes in Turkey between 1977 and 2016
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change is 216%. The southern part of the East Anatolia Region
and the eastern part of the Mediterranean Region have higher
changes (78 and 82%or higher, respectively). Kilis, Çanakkale,
and Mardin observed the greatest changes with 216, 135, and
135%, respectively. The northeast part of the country observed
lower changes (23% and lower). Rize, Muğla, and Kars ob-
served the lowest changes (4, 6, and 12%, respectively).

During the fall season, the mean MPF changes were 28%
nationwide with a minimum of 1% and a maximum of 86%.
The northeast part of the Central Anatolia Region, theMarmara
Region, and the cities in the neighborhood of the
Mediterranean and the South East Anatolia Region have higher
changes (32, 37, and 31% or higher, respectively). Konya,
Ankara, and Kocaeli have the greatest changes with 86, 49,
and 46%, respectively. The eastern part of East Anatolia
Region and the eastern Black Sea coastline have smaller chang-
es (23% or lower for both regions). Erzurum, Bingöl, and Muş
have the lowest changes (1, 7, and 8%, respectively).

3.3 The relationship between blocking parameters
and MPF

3.3.1 Block center location

In this subsection, the relationship between blocking center
and MPF is investigated. The study domain is divided into
four sectors: 20 W–0, 0–30 E, 30 E–60 E, and 60 E–90 E,
respectively. The first sector does not have the same width as
the others; however, these are the same domains used by
Bahtiyar Efe 2019, unpublished. Also, sectors 2, 3, and 4 are
consistent with those defined in Sousa et al. (2017a, b). The
MPF ranges between 0.15 and 0.38 with an average of 0.25

when the block center is located in the first sector of the study
region (Fig. 8). The Black Sea coastline observes greater
values, while the southern part of the Central Anatolia
Region and the Mediterranean Region observe lower values.
Rize (0.38), Zonguldak (0.35), and Giresun (0.31) have the
highest values when the blocking center is located in the first
sector. On the other hand, Mersin (0.15), Konya (0.17), and
Iğdır (17) have the lowest values.

When the block center is located in the second sector, the
minimum, mean, and maximum MPF values are 0.17, 0.27,
and 0.51, respectively. The Black Sea coastline and the north-
eastern part of the country have greater values, while the
Mediterranean Region, South East Anatolia Region, and
Aegean Sea coastline have lower values. Rize, Giresun, and
Ordu are the cities with the greatest MPF values (0.52, 0.47,
and 0.45, respectively). Mersin, Şanlıurfa, and İzmir have the
lowest MPF with the value of 0.17.

For the third sector, the MPF values vary between 0.13 and
0.36 with a mean value of 0.22. Generally, the MPF values are
related to the latitudinal position of the stations when the
blocking center is located in the third sector. The northern sta-
tions, for example, Rize, Giresun, and Zonguldak, have the
greatest values, 0.36, 0.34, and 0.31, respectively. The southern
stations, for example, Osmaniye (0.13), Şanlıurfa (0.15), and
Mardin (0.15), are the stations with the lowest values.

Lastly, for the fourth sector, nationwide, the minimum,
mean, and maximum MPF values are 0.10, 0.21, and 0.38,
respectively. The eastern part of the Marmara Region and the
western part of the Black Sea Region observe the highest
values. The Mediterranean Region and the South Anatolia
Region observe the lowest values. Zonguldak (0.38), Rize
(0.36), and Bartın (0.36) have the greatest MPF values, while

Fig. 8 MPF distribution with respect to the blocking center longitude for a 20o W–0o E, b 0o E–30o E, c 30o E–60o E, and d 60o E–90o E
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Osmaniye (0.1), Karaman (0.11), and Mersin (0.12) have the
lowest values.

Examples of blocking events that are located in different
sectors are shown in the 500-hPa height field (Fig. 9). These
events are also the most intense (BI) events observed within
those sectors. The representative blocking event located in the
first sector is a Rex-type event. Turkey is under the influence
of the flow associated with the cyclone located over southeast
Europe. The height gradient around the blocking high is rela-
tively weak. The flow is westerly over the entire country,
transporting more humid air from the Aegean and
Mediterranean Sea into Turkey. The blocking event located
in the second sector is an omega-type event. Turkey is located
on the downstream flank of the blocking high. There is dry air
transport fromEurope into the northern part of the country and
humid air transport from the Mediterranean into the southern
part. The geopotential height gradient is the strongest com-
pared to the other three events indicating stronger flow. The
blocking event located in the third sector is also an omega-
type event. It has the weakest geopotential height gradient
over Turkey and the flow is nearly zonal. The fourth example
is also an omega-type blocking event. Turkey is located on the
upstream flank of the blocking high. The geopotential height

gradient is weak over the northern part of the country but
stronger over the southern part.

3.3.2 Blocking duration vs. MPF

The relationship between blocking duration and MPF strat-
ified by ENSO phase is shown in Fig. 10. As mentioned in
Section 2, the correlation coefficient for the entire dataset
will be given if it is significant at 95% significance level
for the next three subsections. However, correlation coef-
ficients statistically significant at the 95% level will be
given for ENSO phases. There is no statistically significant
relationship observed between blocking duration and MPF
in all seasons and for all ENSO phases except NEU for
spring. The correlation coefficient of the entire dataset for
winter, spring, summer, and fall is − 0.01 (not statistically
significant (NSS)), 0.1 (NSS), 0.03 (NSS), and 0.02 (NSS),
respectively. Only, NEU was statistically significant at
95% relationship (CC = 0.22) in the spring.

3.3.3 Blocking intensity vs. MPF

The relationship between BI and MPF is shown in Fig. 11.
During winter, the CC between BI and MPF is 0.18 and is
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Fig. 9 The 500-hPa height (m) field showing sample blocking events with the blocking center located in the a first sector, b second sector, c third sector,
and d fourth sector. The height contour interval is 60 m
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NSS. In spring, the CC is 0.1 and is NSS for the entire dataset.
During summer, the entire dataset has a positive relationship
(CC = 0.35, statistically significant at a 95% level). NEU years
have also a positive relationship significant at the 95% level
(CC = 0.50). Lastly, during the fall season, the whole data was
statistically significant at the 95% confidence level indicating
a positive relationship (CC = 0.43). The NEU years have a
positive relationship with CC value of 0.48, significant at the
95% confidence level.

3.3.4 Blocking longitudinal extent vs. MPF

The relationship between the longitudinal extent of blocking
and MPF is stratified by the ENSO phase and shown in
Fig. 12. There is a positive relationship (CC = 0.15, NSS)
during winter for the entire dataset. In spring, there is a posi-
tive relationship (CC = 0.26, statistically significant at the
95% level) for the entire dataset. The NEU years also have a
statistically significant relationship (CC = 0.37, statistically
significant at the 95% level). During summer, the CC is 0.29
(significant at the 95% level). The EN years have a CC of
0.32, significant at the 95%level. Lastly, fall has a CC of
0.25 (significant at the 95% level). Also, the NEU years have
positive relationships (CC = 0.33, significant at the 95%
level.).

3.4 The 500-hPa conditions and ENSO phases
for the 10 lowest/highest MPF

The average 500-hPa geopotential height conditions during
the 10 blocking events that have the lowest and the highest
MPF values stratified by season are shown in Fig. 13. The
dates for these events are shown in Table 2. The block center
is located near 15o E and 60o N during the winter season for
those events with higher MPF. The mean BI during these
events is 2.81. According to the 850-hPa charts, there was
considerable water vapor advection from the Mediterranean
Sea during the events that have the greatest MPF. The repre-
sentative 850-hPa maps are shown in Fig. 14. Themean BI for
the events with the lowest MPF values during winter is 1.87,
and the mean center position is located close to 20o E and 60o

N. Here, the water vapor transport is from a different direction.
In the representative 850-hPa map, the specific humidity is
transported from the Balkans to Turkey (Fig. 14).

During the spring season, the highest MPF blocking events
have a mean block center position near 20o E and 60o N. The
mean BI is 2.23 during these events. According to the 850-hPa
charts, there was considerable water vapor advection from the
Mediterranean Sea during the events that have the greatest
MPF (Fig. 14). The BI during the lowest blocking events is
2.25 with the center location near 23o E and 55o N. In the
representative 850-hPa chart, the air masses are transported

Fig. 10 The relationship between blocking duration and MPF stratified by season, for a winter, b spring, c summer, and d fall
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Fig. 11 As in Fig. 10, except for BI

Fig. 12 As in Fig. 10, except for blocking longitudinal extent
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from locales that have similar specific humidity to Turkey for
the driest blocking events (Fig. 14).

During the summer season, the highest events have ameanBI
value of 2.34 and the blocking center is located near 35o E and
65o N. According to the 850-hPa charts, there was considerable
water vapor advection from the Mediterranean Sea during the
events that have the greatest MPF (Fig. 14). A jet stream was
observed where there were strong pressure gradients over the
Mediterranean area (not shown). The mean BI during blocking
events with the lowest MPF is 1.65 and the blocking center is

located approximately at 35o E and 65o N similar to that of the
highest MPF blocking events for this summer. There is weak
water vapor advection during dry events or water vapor transport
from Turkey. In the representative 850-hPa chart, weak specific
humidity advection occurred over the western and northern parts
of the nation, while specific humidity transport into Turkey oc-
curred over southeast of the country (Fig. 14).

For the fall season, an omega-shaped blocking event is
observed in the average 500-hPa geopotential height map.
The mean BI is 2.81 and the blocking center is located close
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Fig. 13 The composite map of 500 hPa geopotential height data (m) of the 10 wettest (highest MPF) and driest (lowest MPF) events for a, bwinter; c, d
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to 20o E and 65o N. According to the 850-hPa charts, there
was considerable water vapor advection from the
Mediterranean Sea region during the events that have the
greatest MPF (Fig. 14). For the lowest MPF blocking events,
the BI and blocking center are 1.87 and 35o E and 60o N,

respectively. There is weak water vapor advection during
dry events, or there was water vapor transport out of the region
of Turkey. In the representative 850-hPa chart, weak specific
humidity advection occurred over the western part of the

Table 2 The dates for the 10
wettest and driest blocking events Season No. Dry Wet

Start End Start End

Winter 1 1984 February 23 1984 February 27 1991 December 01 1991 December 13

Winter 2 1984 December 01 1984 December 05 1994 December 01 1994 December 05

Winter 3 1987 January 11 1987 January 24 1998 December 08 1998 December 12

Winter 4 1989 January 24 1989 February 01 2001 November 30 2001 December 04

Winter 5 1992 January 11 1992 January 17 2001 December 07 2001 December 19

Winter 6 1998 January 16 1998 January 20 2002 January 04 2002 January 09

Winter 7 2005 December 10 2005 December 15 2009 February 19 2009 February 24

Winter 8 2006 February 21 2006 February 26 2009 December 12 2009 December 18

Winter 9 2008 January 18 2008 January 24 2011 January 27 2011 February 01

Winter 10 2011 January 15 2011 January 23 2014 December 29 2015 January 02

Spring 1 1980 May 31 1980 June 04 1977 March 16 1977 March 20

Spring 2 1985 March 03 1985 March 13 1987 March 06 1987 March 16

Spring 3 1986 March 09 1986 March 17 1987 April 12 1987 April 16

Spring 4 1986 March 19 1986 March 28 1988 April 17 1988 April 21

Spring 5 1986 April 23 1986 April 28 1996 February 29 1996 March 05

Spring 6 1989 April 02 1989 April 06 1998 May 13 1998 May 19

Spring 7 1993 February 25 1993 March 01 1999 March 29 1999 April 03

Spring 8 1994 April 14 1994 April 18 2001 May 04 2001 May 12

Spring 9 1997 March 08 1997 March 13 2002 March 23 2002 March 31

Spring 10 2004 April 09 2004 April 13 2002 April 03 2002 April 10

Summer 1 1977 July 06 1977 July 11 1979 June 01 1979 June 05

Summer 2 1987 July 13 1987 July 17 1982 June 01 1982 June 05

Summer 3 1987 July 19 1987 July 23 1984 May 31 1984 June 04

Summer 4 1991 July 28 1991 August 03 1988 June 16 1988 June 21

Summer 5 1995 July 29 1995 August 03 1992 June 01 1992 June 21

Summer 6 2000 July 12 2000 July 19 1995 May 31 1995 June 04

Summer 7 2004 July 20 2004 July 24 1997 June 07 1997 June 12

Summer 8 2005 July 09 2005 July 13 2010 June 23 2010 June 27

Summer 9 2006 August 04 2006 August 14 2011 May 31 2011 June 04

Summer 10 2008 July 19 2008 July 24 2014 June 02 2014 June 07

Fall 1 1981 August 28 1981 September 02 1979 October 24 1979 October 25

Fall 2 1986 November 17 1986 November 23 1985 October 14 1985 October 19

Fall 3 1988 September 14 1988 September 20 1989 November 09 1989 November 19

Fall 4 1994 September 18 1994 September 22 1993 November 10 1993 November 16

Fall 5 2000 November 06 2000 November 11 1996 October 23 1996 October 28

Fall 6 2001 September 14 2001 September 22 1997 November 17 1997 November 23

Fall 7 2008 November 01 2008 November 07 1998 November 29 1998 December 05

Fall 8 2010 November 18 2010 November 22 2005 October 15 2005 October 19

Fall 9 2013 September 06 2013 September 11 2006 October 13 2006 October 17

Fall 10 2016 November 20 2016 November 24 2009 October 31 2009 November 05
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region, while specific humidity divergence occurred over the
east part of the country (Fig. 14).

The ENSO phases during the 10 blocking events that have
highest MPF values stratified by season are shown in Table 3.
During the winter season, five of the 10 highest MPF blocking
events occurred in NEU years, while three (two) of them took
place in EN (LN) years. There is a slight tendency toward LN
(away from NEU) events since these years comprised only
12% (62.5%) of the years in the study period although 20%
(50%) of the events were observed in LN (NEU) years. In the
spring season, five of 10 events were observed during EN
years, while four (one) were during NEU (LN) years.
During this season, EN years are dominant as 50% of the
events were observed in these years. For the summer season,
six of 10 events were NEU season events and four of 10
occurred during EN years. No events were observed during
LN years. Thus, there is a greater tendency for an occurrence
during EN events in this season. During the fall season, six of
10 events were NEU events, while three (one) of them were
EN (LN) events. This distribution would be expected as the
occurrence of high MPF events was random.

3.5 Analysis of the blocking case with the greatest
MPF

The average 500-hPa height for the blocking event that has the
greatest MPF is shown in Fig. 15. The blocking event within
the study area occurred between 31 October 2009 and 05
November 2009. The omega-shaped blocking event was cen-
tered at approximately 30o E and 65o N. The upper-level
downstream trough impacted Turkey during this blocking
event, and there was moist air advection from southern
Europe, across the lifetime of this blocking event. The event
was associated with BI, duration, and longitudinal extent with
values of 2.52, 6 days, and 20°, respectively. The nationwide
MPF was 0.73 and the mean total precipitation was 63.4 mm
during this blocking event even though the duration was only
6 days. During this blocking event, heavy rainfall and flash
flood events were observed in the Marmara Region (Gazete
Vatan 2009), Şanlıurfa (a city in South Anatolia Region,
Takvim 2009), and Trabzon (NTV 2009).

4 Summary and discussion

During blocked days, the highest MPF values in Turkey were
observed in general along the Black Sea coastline and the
northeastern part of the Marmara Region. The lowest MPF
values were observedwithin southern Turkey especially along

Fig. 14 The representative 850 hPa charts for a drywinter, bwetwinter, c
dry spring, d wet spring, e dry summer, f wet summer, g dry fall, and h
wet fall
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the Mediterranean coastline and in several cities located in the
South Anatolia Region. Rize, Giresun, and Ordu are the cities
that observed the highest MPF with values of 0.43, 0.39, and
0.36, respectively. For nonblocked days, MPF ranges between
0.12 and 0.38 nationwide. Similar to the blocked days, the
Black Sea coastline and the northeast part of the Marmara
Region have the highest MPF. Rize, Giresun, and Ordu are
the cities that observed the highest MPF with values of 0.38,
0.32, and 0.29, respectively. These results here demonstrated
that blocking increases the MPF across the country. The
change in MPF ranges from 12 to 42% in Turkey. The inner
part of Anatolia had greater increases in MPF as opposed to
the western Black Sea region that observed the lowest values.

The MPF distribution with respect to season showed that
winter had the highest values across the country and the mean
was 0.31 during blocked days. The average MPF during

blocked days was 0.29, 0.13, and 0.21 in spring, summer, and
fall, respectively. The Black Sea Region observed the highest
MPF values for all seasons, particularly the city of Rize, which
always observed one of the top 3 MPF values in any category.
During nonblocked days, the mean MPF values show a similar
pattern to the blocked days’MPF values, but with lower values.
The winter and spring seasons had similar MPF values, 0.26
and 0.24, respectively. The summer season observed the mini-
mum MPF value of 0.09. For the fall season, the mean MPF
was 0.16. The ratio of MPF for blocked days to nonblocked
days in the entire dataset and across Turkey explicitly showed
that MPF increased during the blocked days. The average
change across Turkey was 19, 19, 60, and 28% during the
winter, spring, summer, and fall seasons, respectively. The
higher summer season MPF ratios were due to smaller values
for both blocked and nonblocked days.
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Fig. 15 The composite map of 500 hPa geopotential height (m) for 31 October to 5 November 2009 for the blocking event with the greatest MPF
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In order to investigate whether the location of the block
center influenced MPF, the study area was divided into four
sectors. The first and the second sector observed the greatest
MPF values at 0.25 and 0.27, respectively. The third sector
and the fourth sector observed MPF values of 0.22 and 0.21,
respectively. When blocking was located in the first and
second sectors, Turkey was located on the downstream flank
of blocking events, whereas it is located on the upstream flank
when blocking was centered in the remaining sectors. Rimbu
et al. (2015) found that extreme precipitation events were re-
lated to blocking activity within the 0o–70o E sector, which
covers the second, third, and parts of the fourth sector defined
here. Huang et al. (2019) indicated that 77% of extreme pre-
cipitation events over China are preceded by European
blocking events.

In Turkey, there was no relationship between blocking dura-
tion and MPF or blocking extent and MPF for the entire dataset
in any season or any phase of ENSO. Also, there was no rela-
tionship between BI and MPF during the winter and spring sea-
sons for the entire dataset. However, for the summer season, the
correlation coefficient was 0.35 and 0.50 for the entire dataset
and during NEU years, respectively. Additionally, for the fall
season, BI was correlated (CC = 0.43—significant at the 95%
level) with MPF in the dataset as well as during NEU years
(CC= 0.48—significant at the 95% level).

When examining the 10 wettest MPF blocking events
during the study period, it was shown that the blocking
center was located in the first and the second sector during
all seasons. Their mean BI values were 2.81, 2.23, 2.34,
and 2.81 for winter, spring, summer, and fall season events,
respectively. Omega-type blocking was observed during
cold season events, whereas no particular type of blocking
was observed during warm seasons. The average wind was
westerly during the 10 wettest events for any season and
the wind speed was larger for the wet events than during
the driest events as inferred using the geostrophic relation-
ship. When the 850-hPa charts were examined, there was
specific humidity advection out of the Mediterranean dur-
ing wet events for all seasons. There was a tendency to-
ward greater LN occurrence when examining the 10 events
with the highest MPF during winter, while there was a
tendency toward greater EN occurrence for both the
spring and summer seasons. There is no tendency for fall.
Nunes et al. (2017) found a tendency toward a greater LN
occurrence of extreme precipitation events during winter
over southwest Russia. This region is about 1200 km north
of Turkey across the Black Sea. They also found a tenden-
cy for El Niño season summer and fall extreme precipita-
tion events.

The blocking event associated with the greatest MPF
was also examined. The event took place between 31
October 2009 and 5 November 2009. This event was as-
sociated with a nationwide MPF of 0.73 and mean total

precipitation of 63.4 mm. The BI was 2.52 and the longi-
tudinal extent was 20°. During this event, heavy rainfall
and flash flood events were observed in some cities
located in Turkey. In order to understand the influence of
blocking as related to extreme precipitation events, a
detailed study similar to Nunes et al. (2017) should be
performed in the future. Finally, operational forecasters
or policy makers should use the results gained here as
guidance when blocking is anticipated in short-range or
long-range forecasts.
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