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Analysis of Unsaturated Flow Under Antecedent Rainfall
#F2r2*(Park, Chang Kun), 1% 3% *(Sonu, Jung Ho)

L JFfaR 8o YEEHMRRS Az

G2 2EE Alushe AL Darcydd MHTERS 2UY 24Us) BB HLE
(¥-based) T= % (0-based) Q] t}-2=2} o] 7 x] seje) 1213 Richards(1931)4] o & 3 A)
.

COF =2 [xw ] - ED oy - b (12)
Bt (00 ) - A0 0 - ko w

9714 Ce @ RAMT IS wizjo] ojak yrazpe) HHE el 842559 (uater
capacity), ¥= EMI JHLE, 0 W4T, K S22, Do HaA = (diffusivity), tx
A3,z HHE FHE0) °F4=(positive-downward) o) 72l & Jehdc),
THYUS7L ¥2) 020 A(la)eh (1b)E wlzslr) ofs) H(la)e] 22 vr3de) zbzh 2 (1b)

o] &z Aol ¥lme, Al(la)e) eat ARl Hills 5(1989), Celia £(1990)0f 2]s}ul
Ha)e] o gs vfe 2zt Foj tjst HE-EAoM (o] 22 oo iyt g2] Wels}t ar).)
TSN 2718 gol qzbstod Helaer e} ), =% EH R P#i(nass balance)of g)o]
A Aoz & 2abE @A 0hE Holoh ki 2253 JhrtolojA gthmgLy cn
HAA S Dol wls) w5 oo sl W o gz, FEFYFM Z)0A YT (,,)
7b 2 3EE AR AUD)E ¥) $a.02) oA e w2} Boglo) YL Fos guisty
ek kel Hla)e] AHo e MR 5 So) d3d 2AM, A MR 22 ZAe)
A& a-(surface ponding) ZHE chE ) £2)s)e ez tdzioln, wat oje fFo
2 olFoizl & 7150 thsl AN BMT gtysnL VH(F-T2 2d$)0)mz 4(1a)
& A 28 5 srh uleld B droyn ARG o] felshid 2)(1a)-g A2staa) o
c}.

471 Aol 2h8" 4 gl 2z

0(z,0) = 0o(z) (2a)

¥(2,0) = ¥o(2) (2b)
°|3 G2t Yo 7h7} 213t 2w e srolk. AAzAE H2AAzAS shxz
Azzlo) e, B3AA2NL thad o) ol HelE ®AH 4 gle),

+ AgTidn Toos £z .zt
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0(0,t) = 01(1) (3a)

F(O,t) = #1(L) (3b)

-K(0¥/82-1) [ 2=0 = R(t) (3¢)
7] M 013} #1-2 bz A EY(z=0) oM 2] 3, BAMT gt LFolrt. 4] (3c) & DarcyA g ©]
gobg FEHolAL, ROE X Zdole] SEE(flw)g b, R0l BFHES

oj3}kal RCOolwd Fbg-g elnigich. stEAARAE

O(L,t) = ou(t) (4a)
¥(L,t) = W (L) (4b)
6'1’/82|2=L = O (40)

oz A" F 3la, L H71%2] 3Fo] v T KEzIA2) 2olola ongt ¥ni vlE(z=L)o]
Me] ¥4 BT gy sFolth A (db)ollM In(t)=00)53 z=Lof x]8}42d(water table)o] &
AME-E elolzla, A(de)v vietolrd BhHe) d3fqto] £xigkg e|v)ytc).

A3 (1990 0] byt BHUFFEYE U5FE HEBolele 7Idg Ahg3hd, UE g
(infiltration rate) i®} 7} % (cumulative infiltration) F& c}gzt o] HA|Y & )
t}.

it

i ez, v-6(z, t-a) ez (5)

F(t)

J;i(t)dt (6)

0§71 L& & 71g2] zlololn, MELZ Mo g Syt A (5)F A}&3lod B2 AMY
U ul 7 oW el SAsitiele 1 d9s mela 4 sloke Aol itk thal e
deje) ez 48y g xEN AAzRPHes Melshd A(a)e] $X5)7) ¥ BAE RS
o] & 0 aksr ¥ 2A](5)2} A(6)Z o]l Z3lo] RBEXRY REMS FAHog a4 gich

2. I gl AMEt: (llydraulic Properties)

24 ofie] sel5do e BRESESY B0 gk, BRRYSsT KRS 2
M Yy iete] TAE ety BHE dvdoR oE FAEA(CE el S(D), ¥
(8), )2 FAY 4 5. S FAINE), BHASE HEY B2ASE 2Fln) ¥ B2 0
°] g42M KW) %= KO Z FAMth.  Richardsil-g Ahgstod JEPIN 58-S sidsiedd &
Hagrael S45749-0) tizgt Esh Hastcl. Field £(1984), Nielsen -£(1986), Russo(1988)
= KW E F9sts A2 wffEzl #Ale] tol 2383 &7 Myt zickag o, o) s} =3}
FrAs K Auld ez vy fA 4% & glcka Rasta gl ukebd o)l Keol
thzt 2dxtg s Be] B KE o 23t B3l (B4 4 o223, pore-structure model)2)
BiZf2 vi=ole} & 4 glc). Childge}l Collis~George(1950), Burdine(1953), Marshall(1958),
Mualem(1976) -2 ole{tt HALZ sideh v} sl=u), vl o] 7ivkg Z3u 71 de] &

o]il gl¥ Mualem(1976) 232 v}-gz} zch.
B - ) dO Os dO -172
Ko = sz [[§488 1[8 o1 o
o471 M Kr(0) (=K(0)/Ka) &= AT £5AS, SE FAENE, 0.3 EHpg$o|rh,
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W WRESC) HzirkAle] BERYSY FeAs BYEE Adsisied, & dFodMe
ERRYre $579-F EF van Genuchten(1980)0] AUt} chg2 #Z2 A& Ahgstaat ¥

c}.
S(¥) = Tl'l'—lLa‘I'—Im (8

Kr(S) = S172{1-(1-St/®)m}2 ; p=1-1/n (9)
of7]M St HYMME, K=K/K:t SFsAs, Kevw 2RSS, a2} n vf7pisolct. 4
b FRAEES7E S A (la)e] $ERA5Y C(=do/dh) & 24 (8)F o]-B3to] thga} o] 3
Hxog 4 4 gith

C = (0a=6Or)-a (1-n)- |a¥[n~1 - (1+|a¥|n)1/n=2 (10)

K-¥ T K-odAEct o-¥374E dYdog Fite o] W4 Bolslng, Yoz It

Fe EAY 0¥ ZF olgsted (B nizid4E HEItazt gk & dFoAM ALg
¥ E5° g 3AYE ERAYS AkZol cohslod SAS(Statistical Analysis System)2]
DUD(Doesn’t Used Derivatives) -2 o]-&3}lod A](8)e] viriis- ag} ng F74&t Z 27} Table
10 iet} glch.

Table 1 Estimated Values of Parameters in van Genuchten(1980)’s Model Using SAS

0 MDC MWC 2 Ke |
Soil Type A0 | Os Or
a n a n (cm/sec)
Sand 0.04278|6.26690|0.0596114.76249]/0.01 |0.2710.09 | 0.0169
Caribou Silt Loam|/0.00866]3, 28803|0.0422811.99940{0.005 8.44 0.315] 0.00017

1): Soils are after Poulovassilis(1970), Topp(1871), respectively
2): AO’is the difference between residual molsture content
and moisture content of imaginary point.

van Genuchten(1980)2] RG34 2tod¥falofA S=00] B & FInin——00& Hr}. it} dut
Moz AFAEE AHEY Wind 2t 3oz Fgyo] glch,  upely & Ao van
Genuchten(1980)2] FR {347} ztod 3t =-FFolA Rabgt dnink-g 2AE}7] $8to] zbodha-3F R
t} A0’ etE A2 1/37d (imaginary point)-& 47d3lod IminZkrh 22 dee] ¥kE Hodslod
o7 g-5 HEESHT 47| HEIFAE 2 A7) st RERYSY 2 A2 2]
2 AZssigied, 2 2718 0’28 3l

Caribou Silt Loam(Topp,1971)0f4 6-¥3xof tigt A H 22}k 2 (8)2] AAMR 7T Fig.4.10]
SA]¥]o} glrh.  van Genuchten(1980)2] EX-F4lol AH2E 2 HEsIL IS8 4 4+ o,
53] 171 2710 YT (Fae) Bt 2 FolM HEyt 71E2]E kAU bS] A EEEs)
A glrh, X%t van Genuchten(1980) A2 o]-23%}o] Bfr4=(Kk-0) o|agiArg w A8t ZHapr}
Fig.4.20] vieh} gk, Folg3d R £H 5348 ol 8% KO) FAo) F5A4S5 UHAE
2 RSk gl ey @ B FAE(Topp 5(1966,1967), Topp(1969,1971), Talsma(1970),
Poulovassilis(1970), Vachaud®} Thony(1971))0] Aoz ibslglsol, 474 o]y yiato)
B3 o]y Aol vls) Ay oz txstA velvz] geng B o= B4 o)yl
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g BAsh EMT olHYALE neistaz vtk metd 2 Aol B4 28U 4
(9] Th7hH ag 0 FREFUAM) ash n@kg AHgstaxt gk,

3. ZEHBAR2 £k

Al (1a)0) Thgr 423095 £33 uf Hills 5(1989)0] #ek&t predictor—corrector '
g o)estaxt gk, Al(la)odd )zted tish A UapEsta predictorodM A= At/2chy)
Atz shm, Zztol Tish FdAEsty thezl ol predictord uehie AEHE FU F 3
}. o7]A HjAH-g SUATIE YSRGS c R4S K A nazteld Z)A s Lok
¢ A (¥ -¥) = gy Keel Ham ¥ 8- W)
- orhye Koo ¥ - ¥y 91 - ¥ - g (Klegem Kip) (1)
K12 = 5 ( Kl KD) (11b)
Correctorolr] €2+ K& nA]7tod A o]zl ¥n3} predictorofsd AHAMR: ¥*& o]-&3lod &+ C2} K
Z zbzp W@t zh(zhz o, Ko g A 2R 7|x|HA|A correctorof el ¥n+ie] zk-g 4k
staal stod, sigste A2 o2} Hch
G =L (cr e cb), KiSuem o (K KT KB+ kD) (2ab)
whebr 21(11a) ek 8]53bA correctorof tigh AHEAlS thgah ol 3 4 gloh. Correctoro]]
Mx A7t ALE sbod, Fsharal shis §n+12 predictoroid AR ¥*E o] &3tod A
t}.

el Cut- ¥ = grlgye Kie( B B #e- ¥

- Wllgz—jz KEny (80— §H e ¥ - 9E) - &% ( K5y 0— K59 ,0) (13)

4. HATRERIZY EAlshe HILM WHIS M

2 ooiol At HiTEARToN TIY SAMAY BEE So) KiTFEme] d%E o9 LU
9)=x]E2 AWy uat gk, AEY HFZ Sand(Poulovassilis, 1970)0]at, 2H2% PERIEMFS
Fig.30] EA]8)o} gl uje} zrh. & 0st<300sec Ftol BEARSHAE R(=2Ks, K«=0.0169cm/sec) &
7ha) 3= 4FIRER7) W 8%) L 300st<700sec Eotole BEFZ}F Fubelgirizl 700<t<1000sec E3to]
Fozke RS 7hAli HAFRERVY WARtch.  Ab2¥ MRE BIRECES 2l Edo] fidnw 7] 7 of)
L B E2(Flu) BIMEMSS A2st ZeY Fofi AEY @45ze)(ponding depth) & FA3haL
DA FHETo} ooleb 2AG Algsisich Aert ukdyd X EdolA R=03) EEEAAZ
A Aestgich. AED BHr|EL 2 BuolA ¥ao) A Aefrt ohvla BAY 3tol
02) Aelz shgich. 1 o] g o-¥TAleld EAMT Fci(capillary fringe)7} EAsH7] whwel
o}, mab 27)zAe dhEer E71Euol ghed3ba(00=0.09)0] EAfste Aotk o]e 27

stolM REMES welshal g 2xshel aedst $A80F wlashozt ok ojHRYs 2y

— 186 —



sta] ¢ghZ Aol £2HEIFY e FulEIFAIE AH8313la, olyuAts neyt P ol W
22(1993)0] Zider RERR EAElS A-gstsich. uletM A7) A 7390l thslod v)2E} 350
M oA st AkAbE Wl P Estaat ghel.

BKE AHfigRe] t=800, 700, 1000secd uf “F7] A Zd-p-of iyt EKE HrHghigo)
Fig.4ol wlat ®A)¥lo] gla, olof st mAMTty HExIFao] Fig.5001 mA|slo] i),
Fig.4olA & 4 gl5ol L1M7 ZTubs 2)7H(t=300sec) o M= £ SF41-2 o] &3} FRIE
Hgg 1tt Aee A2 Y5 22 F Holx|gh, FulEFA g o]-ggt Ak FEuido] )
7 wre] 2ls¥sla glok. 29l SyUH 27H(300<t<700sec) oA GAE BoHHSC) Yoju=
ol #HATBERIZ Al abshe A1ZH(t=700sec) oA At xgl, BEHE S 22t A5 #$5% ARy
7go] ok welA dAAstH FEHMe] MALEr) MY =Hg o 5 3, FolEIFAE o]R
3 58 g ARy o] s dEstA dojuind Sexde] da&es) skt bEE 4 5
glcth. o)e]gF A2} Watsonz} Sardana(1987)e] #4F 73 zbe} drjstch, mA ¢rz e Fig.5
ojd o & gl®o] Fig.4e] Fazxldde] Ad3ka} v)&shA vehdch

Fig.6Z 7] A 73-5-of thsted 2](5)-F o]-&3to] 23 REXKS vz EA3t glck. F3HS
F e FutEIFAE o3t ol uAg ajtt A xlE;y 2 bo] Ao s
ztz} 56, 94, S6seco|il, thITRERICl chsh 2z} 42, 64, S56seco|ti. FulEFAE o]23t Ay
&2 fAERECl 71 AA Jehvn, BREHRE 8y 49 %I oyt 2z 2l
Zto] FolEF M FHFIFA-g o8k -] ZEAzE 2lojolq WAsl S 4 5 3T
=3 AR B3F RERS FAY sAE olFu, AYFeRe) FYFpol BERe] o
FAsHA stAst g8 & o slth oleiyt VAL LTEERCl ol3l 71T Ul BEY Fol
oju] £zt gleng, ulelM F3Fpof olgt x|3d mapA|gbo] AsFree] Ferr) o W
et @ERS o F25] Fastr] wlEolch sfupsty BARBREYE 2R SASR Z P 2
& HEE2 TS Sogof s)Fslr] ulgolt}. Fig. 7 7] M 7ol tistol 4 ()& o|&
3t R R -E ¥R EAskaL gla, 8 Alzke] tistod zhzbe] Ape] HriAEo)
Table 20§ v}er} glth.

Table 2 Cumulative Infiltration

T — 1
t=300 sec t=700 sec t=1000 sec
Casel? —
F(cm) | rate2? F(cm) rate F(cm) rate
MwC 3.8738 100% 3.8738 100% 7.3443 97%
MDC 4.2959 111% 4.2959 111% 8.0959 107%
Hysteresis | 3.8738 - 3.8738 - 7.5333 -

1) ¢ MWC, MDC & Hysteresis : numerical analysis considering Main Drying,
Main Wetting Curve & Hysteresis loop,, respectively
2 : te(%) = Cumulative Infiltration (x100)
- rate " Cumulative Infiltration Considering Hysteresis X

Table 2044 & & 31Ro] HATRERZF Bile A12H(t=300sec) oYM & Fut-EFg o]y ¢
olHYRE 2yt AHero PAUEREE o HAHE FoiAabsta Qo #RITRARF7T Tue
A17H(t=1000sec) M = of 7XH = ZhAabsta gleh. =4t £HRFHE o] P t=300sec
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M FEHES Te% e B% S WETE AL YA, t=1000secolH & o
AL st ok wlebd Weld MERSS nestal g A9, FUEIARC £

S3A-g o] 83lod PER T FIIHEER AEsle o] wpgbAsicl o stebsicl. o)yt A
7}= Whisler®?} Watson(1969)2] @ 2}e}l o x)3tch.

5. &

o] KFMEHY Bx534-(vater retention function)2} F45H5E Lleluye ERIQ)
van Genuchten(1980) B3 2 A&xlgE 2l me|3l= L RichardsA 2 $2A|s]A sl uj 2olslA A}
28oj3l 5 lFE 4 & ik w3k ARAFeor Exfsle 2dslelM 0131**%} eyt 4=
2)sh}b azedsta] k2 FAlsie}e) vl Fulod g 2 HAE A 4 dch FokF
A5 ol-&3r A e ATy v Bu) “;1’"“3}51 ol tE Y A MY
AR A o] 7 e)A AR o S Stk vlE¥ FEE MY ul o)HYUAAE oY 5
g A9, R ZES Y u FolEFHuc 2HEIAE AHEshe o] upEasio
Aege g 23F A% TR olFvul, ANAsrct %It AE80] o 37
st TFERsEZ 8 o4 & slch. 2 olfe Aol 23 HILM EWEMY UFH el o]
o] Exjsta gleng, F3}oof 23t Almyd Zeha|zto] Mzt ee] e} o welx]s] u)
Fole} ket

0

R

(a2, vl 2s) vy o2 ojdolM oleydd msie) 7da)l H-8”, Mguida At
sho)] =2, 1993.2

DUFFE, WAZ, 845, “UWFEL UFo) v WY - RichardsFH g o] g5tod
A A e scssie] wlz”, Agoien 2avis FodFRI, A,
#j2%., 1991
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Fig.4 Comparison of Moisture Content Profiles
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