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1. Introduction

[1] Zeng et al. [2011a] (hereafter referred to as Z11)
recently proposed a Representative Elementary Volume
(REV) scale two-phase heat and mass flow model and then
used the developed model to investigate the usually ignored
advective airflow effect on soil evaporation. The proposed
model, consisting of balance equations of water (liquid and
vapor), dry air, and heat, together with corresponding con-
stitutive equations, is developed mainly on the basis of
Thomas and Sansom’s [1995] model by additionally
accounting for thermal liquid film flow [Kay and
Groenevelt, 1974; Milly, 1982], water vapor dispersion
[Z11], dry air diffusion and dispersion [Z11], and heat of
wetting [de Vries, 1958; Milly, 1982]. Subsequently, the
model was calibrated using the field measured soil temper-
ature and soil moisture content collected from the Badain
Jaran Desert, representing an extremely dry climate condi-
tion. The simulated soil temperature agreed reasonably
well with the measured soil temperature at five depths
(Z11, Figure 2), however, this is not the case for soil water
content, particularly at depths of 20, 30, and 40 cm (Z11,
Figure 3). Z11 ascribed the mismatch between simulated
and measured soil water content to two possible reasons:
one is the likely incorrect assumption of homogeneous soil
hydraulic parameters along the 5 m simulation soil profile,
the other is the possible low sensitivity of soil moisture sen-
sor in measuring water content in extraordinarily dry envi-
ronment. While we agree with the above two possible
explanations, however, to our knowledge, other mecha-
nisms such as adsorption component of the soil water reten-
tion which was ignored in Z11 could also be responsible
for the mismatch between simulated and measured soil
water content in desert soils (discussed later in section 4.1).
Z11 then used the calibrated model to study advective air-
flow effect on evaporation in both low and high permeabil-
ity soils and found that neglecting soil airflow could result

in an underestimation of evaporation by 8.85% and 6.4% in
low and high permeability soils, respectively, during the 6
day period. This underestimation error was more significant
on the day right after a precipitation event (Z11, Figure 4)
because the fine sand was moderately dry (not very dry) af-
ter this small rainfall event which occurred at the end of the
first day. After systematically analyzing driving forces (soil
air pressure gradient, soil matric potential gradient, and soil
temperature gradient) and conductivity fields (mainly ther-
mal and isothermal hydraulic conductivity), Z11 concluded
that the underestimation error of evaporation was mainly
caused by underestimation of isothermal hydraulic conduc-
tivity (which we agree with) by neglecting airflow (which
we doubt). We commend Z11 for creatively investigating
this often neglected advective airflow effect on soil evapo-
ration and finding such insightful phenomena, however, it
seems to us that the advective vapor flux on increasing iso-
thermal hydraulic conductivity (hereafter denoted as KLh)
is overestimated in Z11 analysis. In addition, the negli-
gence of rainfall influence on discussing advective airflow
effect and the neglect of extending the water retention func-
tion and KLh to oven-dry condition is unwarranted.

2. Advective Flux on Increasing Isothermal
Hydraulic Conductivity is Overestimated

2.1. Conductivity Normalized Scale Index Should
Have ‘‘Sign Effect’’

[2] When defining normalized scale index (NSI) for con-
ductivity (Z11, equation 21), Z11 claimed that ‘‘there is no
positive or negative sign before the ratio of Condno_air to
Condair because the conductivity is always positive.’’ In
this way, the NSI for conductivity was calculated by ignor-
ing its ‘‘sign effect’’ corresponding to gradient. For
instance, in Z11, Figure 7C at hours 0 (midnight) to 8 (early
morning), the KLh with airflow in high permeability soils is
very large compared to that without airflow (i.e., the NSI
for KLh is large for this nighttime). However, during this
nighttime period, the soil matric potential gradient is down-
ward (Z11, Figure 7A), which means that the isothermal
liquid flux (product of soil matric potential gradient and
isothermal hydraulic conductivity) is also downward. This
indicates that during and after rainfall in the evening, the
moisture infiltration and redistribution processes occurred
in the soil [Zeng et al., 2009]. This is the reason why the
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soil moisture content at 10 cm depth increased during the
nighttime, which reflected the response of soil moisture to
the precipitation event at the end of day 1 [Zeng et al.,
2011b]. At hours 8 (early morning) to 18 (late afternoon),
the difference of KLh between with airflow and no airflow
is not very significant and the resulting NSI for KLh should
be relatively small for this daytime. However, during this
daytime period, the upward soil matric potential gradient
results in upward isothermal liquid flux and based on Z11,
a little smaller upward isothermal liquid flux with no air-
flow causes the corresponding underestimation error of
evaporation induced by neglecting airflow during the day-
time of the second day. Similar pattern could also be found
in low permeability soils (Z11, Figure 9). This indicates
that the NSI for KLh should also be averaged separately dur-
ing the different time within one day (e.g., day/night) corre-
sponding to the direction of hydraulic gradient. As such, it
is physically unclear to obtain the conductivity NSI results
in Z11 (i.e., NSI for KLh is 4.3 and 57.2 in the high and low
permeability soils, respectively) via averaging for the
whole second day. These calculations result in Z11 overes-
timated the advective airflow effect because the larger KLh

with airflow (i.e., larger NSI for KLh) during the night used
for soil water infiltration or redistribution during and after
rainfall is also incorrectly used for soil evaporation during
the daytime. In addition, similar to soil temperature gradi-
ent NSI calculation in Z11, the NSI for soil matric potential
gradient calculation should also be averaged for daytime
and nighttime explicitly in order to keep its physical
meaning.

2.2. Downward Advective Flux is the Smallest on Day
2

[3] Z11 used the generalized form of Darcy’s law in
two-phase flow theory to calculate advective vapor flux.
Neglecting gravitational effect, the advective vapor flux is
given by [after Z11]

qv ¼ �v

Sakg

�a

rPg ¼ �v

1� �
n

� �
kg

�a

rPg ð1Þ

where qv is advective vapor flux, �v is density of vapor, Sa

(¼1��/n) is the degree of air saturation in the soil, � is soil
moisture content, n is porosity, kg is intrinsic permeability
of porous media, �a is dynamic viscosity of air, r is gradi-
ent operator, and Pg is soil air pressure. Note that the rela-
tive air permeability is denoted as Sa (¼1��/n) in equation
(1) according to Z11 which is a linear relationship with soil
moisture content for simplicity. Figure 5B in Z11 shows
that for low permeability soils, the downward soil air pres-
sure head gradient during day 3 to day 6 is larger than that
on day 2, however, the soil moisture content (�) during the
same period (day 3 to day 6) should be smaller than that on
day 2 (Z11, Figure 3) because of the soil evaporation. Then
according to equation (1) shown above, the downward
advective vapor flux on day 2 should be much smaller than
that during day 3 to day 6. The same is true for high perme-
ability soils. Meanwhile, Z11’s logic for how the advective
effect works is that the downward advective liquid and
vapor fluxes induced by downward soil air pressure gradi-
ent during the daytime could moisten the near-surface layer
and consequently increase KLh. If airflow is ignored, the

absence of such downward advective fluxes will make the
KLh nearly stable during the day (Z11, paragraph 51).
Based on Z11’s logic, the advective effect should be more
evident during day 3 to day 6 but not day 2 since downward
advective vapor fluxes are larger during day 3 to day 6
compared to that on day 2. This means that the underesti-
mation error of evaporation induced by neglecting advec-
tive airflow should be larger during day 3 to day 6 and
smaller on day 2. However, such reasoning contradicted
the results presented in Figure 4 in Z11 which shows that
among day 2 to day 6, the underestimation error is most
significant on day 2 when the downward advective vapor
flux is the smallest. Furthermore, Z11’s logic could not ex-
plicitly explain the larger KLh (with airflow) during the
nighttime than that during the daytime in both high and low
permeability soils (Z11, Figures 7C, 9C). These arguments
cast doubts on the advective airflow effect on enhancing
isothermal hydraulic conductivity as assumed by Z11 and
consequently invalidate Z11’s conclusion that ‘‘when the
soil was very dry (e.g., desert sand) the enhanced vapor
transfer induced by the air pressure gradient can increase
the hydraulic conductivity tremendously.’’ In the above dis-
cussion, the advective liquid flux induced by soil air pres-
sure gradient is ignored mainly because of its small order
of magnitude compared to advective vapor flux during the
daytime (Z11, Figure 10).

3. The Effect of Rainfall Should Be Emphasized

[4] Without emphasizing the rainfall influence, it seems
inappropriate to investigate the evaporation underestima-
tion caused by ignoring airflow in Z11’s analysis. To our
understanding, the key to explain the second day’s underes-
timation error of evaporation induced by ignoring airflow is
to interpret why the soil moisture content in the upper soil
layers with airflow is higher than that without airflow dur-
ing and after the precipitation event occurring at the end of
first day [Zeng et al., 2011b, Figure 9]. One of the possible
reasons is that the air viscous resistance effect [Morel-Sey-
toux and Billica, 1985a], which is considered in the Z11’s
proposed two-phase heat and mass flow model through the
air balance equation, to some extent retarded the infiltrated
water originated from the rainfall to move into the deeper
soil layers and thus kept the near-surface soil layers wetter,
particularly during the nighttime of the second day. To this
end, the larger soil moisture content in the upper soil layers
with airflow (corresponding to larger KLh with airflow)
would cause higher soil evaporation during the daytime on
day 2. Air compression effects [Morel-Seytoux and Billica,
1985b] or air entrapment effects [Wang et al., 1998], which
could also result in the retardation of infiltrated water, are
less likely in Z11 case due to the relatively open soil col-
umn system (no ponding or surface runoff in the soil sur-
face and bottom boundary is also open) where mobile air
cannot be confined. As such, the rainfall influence on dis-
cussing advective airflow effect should not be ignored in
Z11 case. In other words, without this rainfall event, we
could expect that during the entire 6 days, the evaporation
rate between with-airflow and without-airflow should be
the same just as the first day shows. Furthermore, Z11 did
not explicitly explain why the evaporation rate is the largest
at the end of the first day but not during the daytime of the
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second day (when soil water content is highest among the 6
days) after the rainfall event. We suggest it is probably
related to the upper boundary condition adopted in Z11
work.

4. Soil Hydraulic Properties Should Be Extended
for the Full Range Saturation

4.1. Extending Soil Water Retention to Account for
Adsorption Forces

[5] Z11 used the classical parametric models of van
Genuchten [1980]-Mualem [1976] (VGM) to calculate iso-
thermal unsaturated hydraulic conductivity KLh. However,
the VGM model is typically applicable in the wet to moder-
ately wet range where water is mainly held by capillary
forces and is known to underestimate KLh under moderately
dry and dry conditions where isothermal liquid film flow
induced by adsorption forces dominates [Rossi and Nimmo,
1994; Tuller and Or, 2001]. Therefore, a large number of
efforts were made to extend the classical capillary force
based water retention curve models [Brooks and Corey,
1964; van Genuchten, 1980] to include the adsorption
forces [Ross et al., 1991; Campbell and Shiozawa, 1992;
Rossi and Nimmo, 1994; Fayer and Simmons, 1995;
Morel-Seytoux and Nimmo, 1999; Webb, 2000; Khlosi
et al., 2006; Lebeau and Konrad, 2010; Zhang, 2011] in
order that these extended models could be used to appropri-
ately simulate soil water movement particularly under dry
conditions. For instance, Andraski and Jacobson [2000]
incorporated the Rossi and Nimmo [1994] full-range water
retention function in the UNSAT-H numerical model
[Fayer and Jones, 1990] to simulate coupled water, heat
and vapor transport in a layered Nevada desert soil. They
found that Rossi and Nimmo (RN) function could improve
prediction of not only water potential in near-surface soil

layers (particularly under dry conditions) but also tempera-
ture throughout the soil profile. Recently, Sakai et al.
[2009, 2011] also adopted the Fayer and Simmons [1995]
full-range water retention function in their coupled water
and heat modeling.

[6] Similar to the work of Andraski and Jacobson [2000]
and Sakai et al. [2009, 2011], a synthetic coupled water-
vapor-heat simulation analysis was conducted to investi-
gate the necessity of adopting full-range water retention
function under dry conditions. The soil hydraulic parame-
ters employed for the sand are shown in Table 1, in which
Z11 and this study corresponded to VGM model and Fayer
and Simmons [1995]-Mualem [1976] (FSM) model parame-
terization, respectively. HYDRUS-1D code [�Simu

�
nek

et al., 2008] was adopted to implement the synthetic simu-
lation, which is similar to the scenario of Saito et al.
[2006]. Figure 1a shows that the simulated soil water con-
tent at 20 cm depth with FSM model is smaller than that
with VGM model (the same trend for 30 and 40 cm depths,
results not shown). This indicated that if such full-range
water retention function was also used in Z11 simulation,
the overestimation of simulated soil water content (com-
pared to the measured ones) at 20, 30, and 40 cm depths
would probably be reduced. Figure 1b displays that the
evaporation rate with FSM model is typically larger than
that with VGM model during the daytime of Day of the
Year (DOY) 328–DOY 334 when the soil is continuously
dry. The assumed rainfall occurred at the beginning of
DOY 335 effectively increased the soil water content and
consequently enhanced the evaporation rate at the daytime
of DOY 335. However, due to this rainfall event, the evap-
oration rate with FSM model is very similar to that with
VGM model during DOY 335–DOY 337 when the soil is
not very dry. With the further drying of the soil, the evapo-
ration rate with FSM model is again larger than that with
VGM model during DOY 338–DOY 340. Figure 1c shows
that during the whole simulation period (DOY 328–DOY
340), the cumulative evaporation with FSM model (0.544
cm) is larger than that with VGM model (0.432 cm). Fig-
ures 1b and 1c indicated that without accounting for
adsorption component in the soil water retention curve, the
evaporation would be underestimated under dry soil condi-
tions. This synthetic simulation results suggest that in Z11
case, although on day 2 (right after the rainfall) when the
soil is not very dry, accounting for adsorption component

Table 1. Hydraulic Property Parameters Used in the Synthetic
Numerical Simulations

Sample �s �r (�a) � (cm�1) n Ks (cm d�1)

Sand (Z11)a 0.382 0.017 0.00236 3.6098 172.8
Sand (this study)a 0.382 0.037 0.00236 3.8000 172.8

aZ11 and this study corresponded to the van Genuchten-Mualem (VGM)
model and Fayer and Simmons-Mualem (FSM) model, respectively.
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Figure 1. (a) Soil water content at 20 cm depth, (b) evaporation rate, and (c) cumulative evaporation
between Fayer and Simmons-Mualem (FSM) and van Genuchten-Mualem (VGM) model during the sim-
ulation time period (Day of the Year [DOY] 328–DOY 340).
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in the soil water retention curve is probably not highly sig-
nificant, however, employing full range water retention
function is still important for a relatively complete investi-
gation of evaporation underestimation mechanisms in Z11,
particularly for day 1 and day 3 to day 6 when the soil is
dry.

4.2. Extending Soil Hydraulic Conductivity to Account
for Film Flow

[7] Meanwhile, extending the capillary flow based rela-
tive hydraulic conductivity model [e.g., Mualem, 1976] to
include isothermal film flow could be found in the work of
Peters and Durner [2008], Lebeau and Konrad [2010], and
Zhang [2011]. Peters and Durner [2008] simulated an iso-
thermal evaporation scenario and found that the evapora-
tion rate could be underestimated by more than an order of
magnitude by neglecting film flow in the hydraulic conduc-
tivity model. Similar results also could be found in Vander-
borght et al.’s [2010] work. Furthermore, the field
experimental results in a dry Tanzanian soil by Goss and
Madliger [2007] also indicated that the evaporation rate
would be underestimated due to the underestimation of hy-
draulic conductivity coefficients caused by neglecting
adsorbed water films. Although including isothermal film
flow would not induce significant improvement in soil hy-
draulic conductivity calculation as long as the soil water
retention is already extended to oven-dry condition [Lebeau
and Konrad, 2010, Figure 16 and Table 4], however, for a
comparatively complete investigation of the full-range soil
hydraulic conductivity parameterization effect on the soil
evaporation, it seems still necessary to extend the soil hy-
draulic conductivity model to include the isothermal film
flow processes in Z11 case, particularly for those days
when the soil is so dry that the KLh calculated by VGM
model almost approaches zero (Z11, paragraph 49).

[8] Given the importance of employing full range satura-
tion soil hydraulic properties when simulating coupled
water and heat transfer under low soil water content envi-
ronments such as desert [Scanlon et al., 1997] or after for-
est fires [Massman, 2012], it is suggested that accounting
for adsorption force in water retention curve and isothermal
film flow in soil hydraulic conductivity probably should not
be neglected in Z11 case. Smits et al. [2012] were perhaps
the first to take into account full range saturation parame-
terization of both water retention function and unsaturated
hydraulic conductivity in the coupled water-air-heat numer-
ical simulation.

5. Conclusion

[9] In summary, the work presented by Z11 is undoubt-
edly challenging and intriguing. Whether the enhanced
vapor transfer induced by soil air pressure gradient is
important or not is still not conclusive. For example, Rose
[1968] found that the advective vapor flow caused by air
pressure gradient only accounted for 0.1% of the total
vapor flux under his experimental condition. In Z11’s anal-
ysis, the authors concluded that the enhanced vapor transfer
caused by the downward air pressure gradient could
increase isothermal hydraulic conductivity remarkably and
thus indirectly leads to the high upward isothermal liquid
flux, which will contribute to soil evaporation during the

daytime. However, the above discussions indicated that
Z11 probably overestimates the advective vapor flux capa-
bility on increasing isothermal hydraulic conductivity.
Under Z11’s unique field experimental condition, the rain-
fall influence on the advective airflow effect should not be
ignored. The infiltrated water originated from the precipita-
tion could probably be retarded by the air viscous resist-
ance effects and this resulted in the higher soil water
content in the upper soil layers with airflow during the
whole second day, which consequently caused the larger
soil evaporation rate with the airflow model. Furthermore,
negligence of accounting for adsorptive component of soil
water retention and isothermal film flow of unsaturated hy-
draulic conductivity renders the Z11’s analysis incomplete
given the overall dry soil condition in Z11.
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sharing his modified HYDRUS-1D code used in this work. We also thank
Nandita Gaur and the anonymous referees for valuable discussions that
improved the quality of this manuscript.

References
Andraski, B. J., and E. A. Jacobson (2000), Testing a full-range soil-water

retention function in modeling water potential and temperature, Water
Resour. Res., 36(10), 3081–3089, doi:10.1029/2000WR900193.

Brooks, R. H., and A. T. Corey (1964), Hydraulic properties of porous
media, Hydrol. Pap. 3, pp. 1–27, Colo. State Univ., Fort Collins, Colo.

Campbell, G. S., and S. Shiozawa (1992), Prediction of hydraulic properties
of soils using particle-size distribution and bulk density data, in Proceed-
ings of the International Workshop on Indirect Methods for Estimating
the Hydraulic Properties of Unsaturated Soils, edited by M. T. van Gen-
uchten, F. J. Leij, and L. J. Lund, pp. 317–328, Univ. of Calif., Riverside.

de Vries, D. A. (1958), Simultaneous transfer of heat and moisture in po-
rous media, Trans. AGU, 39(5), 909–916.

Fayer, M. J., and T. L. Jones (1990), UNSAT-H Version 2.0: Unsaturated
soil water and heat flow model, Publ. PNL-6779, Pac. Northwest Natl.
Lab., Richland, Wash.

Fayer, M. J., and C. S. Simmons (1995), Modified soil water retention func-
tions for all matric suctions, Water Resour. Res., 31(5), 1233–1238,
doi:10.1029/95WR00173.

Goss, K.-U., and M. Madliger (2007), Estimation of water transport based
on in situ measurements of relative humidity and temperature in a dry
Tanzanian soil, Water Resour. Res., 43, W05433, doi:10.1029/
2006WR005197.

Kay, B. D., and P. H. Groenevelt (1974), On the interaction of water and
heat transport in frozen and unfrozen soils: I. Basic theory; the vapor
phase, Soil Sci. Soc. Am. Proc., 38(3), 395–400, doi:10.2136/
sssaj1974.03615995003800030011x.

Khlosi, M., W. M. Cornelis, D. Gabriels, and G. Sin (2006), Simple modifi-
cation to describe the soil water retention curve between saturation and
oven dryness, Water Resour. Res., 42, W11501, doi:10.1029/
2005WR004699.

Lebeau, M., and J.-M. Konrad (2010), A new capillary and thin film flow
model for predicting the hydraulic conductivity of unsaturated porous
media, Water Resour. Res., 46, W12554, doi:10.1029/2010WR009092.

Massman, W. J. (2012), Modeling soil heating and moisture transport under
extreme conditions: Forest fires and slash pile burns, Water Resour. Res.,
48, W10548, doi:10.1029/2011WR011710.

Milly, P. C. D. (1982), Moisture and heat transport in hysteretic, inhomoge-
neous porous media: A matric head-based formulation and a numerical
model, Water Resour. Res., 18(3), 489–498, doi:10.1029/WR018
i003p00489.

Morel-Seytoux, H. J., and J. A. Billica (1985a), A two-phase numerical
model for prediction of infiltration: Applications to a semi-infinite soil
column, Water Resour. Res., 21(4), 607–615, doi: 10.1029/WR02
1i004p00607.

Morel-Seytoux, H. J., and J. A. Billica (1985b), A two-phase numerical
model for prediction of infiltration: Case of an impervious bottom, Water
Resour. Res., 21(9), 1389–1396, doi: 10.1029/WR021i009p01389.

MOHANTY AND YANG: COMMENTARY

7834



Morel-Seytoux, H. J., and J. R. Nimmo (1999), Soil water retention and
maximum capillary drive from saturation to oven dryness, Water Resour.
Res., 35(7), 2031–2041, doi:10.1029/1999WR900121.

Mualem, Y. (1976), A new model for predicting the hydraulic conductivity
of unsaturated porous media, Water Resour. Res., 12(3), 513–522,
doi:10.1029/WR012i003p00513.

Peters, A., and W. Durner (2008), A simple model for describing hydraulic
conductivity in unsaturated porous media accounting for film and capil-
lary flow, Water Resour. Res., 44, W11417, doi:10.1029/
2008WR007136.

Rose, C. W. (1968), Water transport in soil with a daily temperature wave.
II. Analysis, Aust. J. Soil Res., 6(1), 45–57, doi:10.1071/SR9680045.

Ross, P. J., J. Williams, and K. L. Bristow (1991), Equation for extending
water-retention curves to dryness, Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J., 55(4), 923–927,
doi:10.2136/sssaj1991.03615995005500040004x.

Rossi, C., and J. R. Nimmo (1994), Modeling of soil water retention from
saturation to oven dryness, Water Resour. Res., 30(3), 701–708,
doi:10.1029/93WR03238.

Saito, H., J. �Simu
�
nek, and B. P. Mohanty (2006), Numerical analysis of

coupled water, vapor, and heat transport in the vadose zone, Vadose Zone
J., 5(2), 784–800, doi:10.2136/vzj2006.0007.

Sakai, M., N. Toride, and J. �Simu
�
nek (2009), Water and vapor movement

with condensation and evaporation in a sandy column, Soil Sci. Soc. Am.
J., 73(3), 707–717, doi:10.2136/sssaj2008.0094.

Sakai, M., S. B. Jones, and M. Tuller (2011), Numerical evaluation of sub-
surface soil water evaporation derived from sensible heat balance, Water
Resour. Res., 47, W02547, doi:10.1029/2010WR009866.

Scanlon, B. R., S. W. Tyler, and P. J. Wierenga (1997), Hydrologic issues
in arid, unsaturated systems and implications for contaminant transport,
Rev. Geophys., 35(4), 461–490, doi:10.1029/97RG01172.

�Simu
�
nek, J., M. �Sejna, H. Saito, M. Sakai, and M. T. van Genuchten

(2008), The HYDRUS-1D software package for simulating the move-
ment of water, heat, and multiple solutes in variably saturated media,
Version 4.0, HYDRUS Software Ser. 3, Dep. of Environ. Sci., Univ. of
Calif. Riverside, Riverside.

Smits, K. M., V. V. Ngo, A. Cihan, T. Sakaki, and T. H. Illangasekare
(2012), An evaluation of models of bare soil evaporation formulated

with different land surface boundary conditions and assumptions, Water
Resour. Res., 48, W12526, doi:10.1029/2012WR012113.

Thomas, H. R., and M. R. Sansom (1995), Fully coupled analysis of heat,
moisture, and air transfer in unsaturated soil, J. Eng. Mech., 121(3), 392–
405, doi:10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9399(1995)121:3(392).

Tuller, M., and D. Or (2001), Hydraulic conductivity of variably saturated
porous media: Film and corner flow in angular pore space, Water Resour.
Res., 37(5), 1257–1276, doi:10.1029/2000WR900328.

van Genuchten, M. T. (1980), A closed-form equation for predicting the
hydraulic conductivity of unsaturated soils, Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J., 44(5),
892–898, doi:10.2136/sssaj1980.03615995004400050002x.

Vanderborght, J., A. Graf, C. Steenpass, B. Scharnagl, N. Prolingheuer, M.
Herbst, H.-J. Hendricks Franssen, and H. Vereecken (2010), Within-field
variability of bare soil evaporation derived from eddy covariance meas-
urements, Vadose Zone J., 9(4), 943–954, doi:10.2136/vzj2009.0159.

Wang, Z., J. Feyen, M. T. van Genuchten, and D. R. Nielsen (1998), Air
entrapment effects on infiltration rate and flow instability, Water Resour.
Res., 34(2), 213–222, doi: 10.1029/97WR02804.

Webb, S. W. (2000), A simple extension of two-phase characteristic curves
to include the dry region, Water Resour. Res., 36(6), 1425–1430,
doi:10.1029/2000WR900057.

Zeng, Y., Z. Su, L. Wan, Z. Yang, T. Zhang, H. Tian, X. Shi, X. Wang, and
W. Cao (2009), Diurnal pattern of the drying front in desert and its appli-
cation for determining the effective infiltration, Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci.,
13(6), 703–714, doi:10.5194/hess-13-703-2009.

Zeng, Y., Z. Su, L. Wan, and J. Wen (2011a), A simulation analysis of the
advective effect on evaporation using a two-phase heat and mass flow
model, Water Resour. Res., 47, W10529, doi:10.1029/2011WR010701.

Zeng, Y., Z. Su, L. Wan, and J. Wen (2011b), Numerical analysis of air-
water-heat flow in unsaturated soil: Is it necessary to consider airflow in
land surface models?, J. Geophys. Res., 116, D20107, doi:10.1029/
2011JD015835.

Zhang, F. Z. (2011), Soil water retention and relative permeability for con-
ditions from oven-dry to full saturation, Vadose Zone J., 10(4), 1299–
1308, doi:10.2136/vzj2011.0019.

MOHANTY AND YANG: COMMENTARY

7835


	l

