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We use dimensional analysis and direct numerical simulations to characterize specific
humidity statistics in the equilibrium (quasi-steady) entrainment regime of cloud-free
convective boundary layers that grow into linearly stratified free atmospheres. The first
three moments and the mean vertical flux are studied for arbitrary combinations of
free-atmosphere lapse-rates and surface fluxes of buoyancy and specific humidity. First,
we find the combination of these parameters that distinguishes between the entrainment-
drying regime and the surface-moistening regime. We also provide a zero-order model
describing both regimes. Second, we parametrize the variances in the mixed layer and
in the entrainment zone separately, based on convective and entrainment-zone scales,
respectively. We show that the large variances in the entrainment zone are not only due to
large production rates, but also due to low dissipation rates. Third, we provide the skewness
for any regime between the pure drying limit and the pure moistening limit. The variation
of the skewness indicates that knowing the sign of the skewness near the surface is often
insufficient to distinguish between drying and moistening regimes, in contrast to previous
conjectures. In a more general context, this paper further supports the applicability of direct
numerical simulations to investigate the atmospheric boundary layer, as inferred from the
degree of Reynolds number similarity observed in the results and from the consistency of
the derived parametrizations with field measurements.
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1. Introduction

Surface processes and cloud formation critically depend on the
moisture field in the planetary boundary layer. Measurement
campaigns and numerical simulations have provided considerable
insights into moisture properties during the last decades. For
instance, we have learned to distinguish between drying and
moistening regimes depending on the ratio between entrainment
and surface fluxes, we have learned that the variance of the specific
humidity peaks in the entrainment zone, and we have also learned
that dry air from the free atmosphere can penetrate deep into the
boundary layer, which favours a negative skewness of the specific
humidity in most of the mixed layer (e.g. Deardorft, 1974; Mahrt,
1991; Couvreux ef al., 2007; Turner et al., 2014; Wulfmeyer et al.,
2016, and references therein).

However, that previous work is mainly based on single-case
studies, i.e. particular combinations of surface fluxes and

free-atmosphere lapse-rates, and we are still missing the
parametrizations that allow us to extrapolate those results,
quantitatively, to different meteorological conditions. This paper
provides these parametrizations for one regime of the planetary
boundary layer, namely, the equilibrium (quasi-steady) entrain-
ment regime of a free convective boundary layer (CBL) that grows
into a linearly stratified atmosphere (Fedorovich ef al, 2004).
This regime occurs over land in strongly convective conditions,
e.g. during the late morning and early afternoon period. In
particular, we systematically analyze the specific humidity field,
and we parametrize its first three moments and mean vertical
flux for arbitrary meteorological conditions, which in that
regime means for arbitrary combinations of surface fluxes and
free-atmosphere lapse-rates of buoyancy and specific humidity.
We first study the transition between drying and moistening
regimes. For typical atmospheric conditions, entrainment tends to
dry the CBL whereas evapotranspiration tends to moisten it. These
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two counteracting processes are characterized by the entrainment
moisture flux and the surface moisture flux. When the former
dominates, the CBLis in the entrainment-drying regime; when the
latter dominates, the CBL is the surface-moistening regime. This
understanding has been well documented using observational
and numerical data (e.g. Mahrt, 1991; Couvreux et al, 2007).
However, in the equilibrium (quasi-steady) entrainment regime
of a CBL, the entrainment flux is a priori unknown. This motivates
the first goal of this paper: to find a parametrization of the
entrainment flux to predict the meteorological conditions for the
transition between drying and moistening regimes.

The second goal of this paper is to characterize the specific
humidity variance. Understanding and parametrizing the mois-
ture variance is crucial for accurately representing cloud forma-
tion in atmospheric models (e.g. Lewellen and Yoh, 1993; Neggers
et al., 2006; Siebert and Shaw 2017, and references therein). Pre-
vious work has shown that, for typical atmospheric conditions,
the moisture variance peaks in the entrainment zone (Moeng and
Wyngaard, 1984; Mahrt, 1991) and is not characterized by the
convective scales that characterize the variance in the mixed layer
(Deardorff, 1974; Sorbjan, 2005). In general and not only for the
moisture, parametrizing entrainment-zone properties as a func-
tion of the meteorological conditions has remained challenging
for decades, partly due to the lack of accurate data. Recently, Gar-
cia and Mellado (2014) provided parametrizations for buoyancy
properties in the entrainment zone of a shear-free CBL using data
from direct numerical simulation (DNS). Here, we extend this
work and provide parametrizations for the specific humidity.

Last, we investigate the skewness. The moisture skewness is
equally important for cloud formation, since condensation can
only occur once the positive tail of the probability density function
of specifichumidity surpasses the saturation vapour humidity (e.g.
Lewellen and Yoh, 1993; Naumann et al., 2013). Qualitatively,
we know that the specific humidity skewness is predominantly
negative in most of the mixed layer and becomes positive in the
upper part of the entrainment zone (Deardorff, 1974; Mahrt,
1991). We also know that the behaviour in the lower part of the
CBL is more variable, becoming positive when surface moistening
is strong enough (Mahrt, 1991; Couvreux et al., 2007). However, a
complete characterization of the moisture skewness for arbitrary
meteorological conditions is still missing. We provide it here for a
shear-free CBL penetrating into a linearly stratified atmosphere as
a function of the surface fluxes and free-atmosphere lapse-rates.
Our analysis also shows that knowing the sign of the skewness is
often insufficient to distinguish between drying and moistening
regimes, in contrast to previous conjectures based on single-case
studies (Mabhrt, 1991; Couvreux et al., 2007).

The analysis presented in this paper is based on DNS, dimen-
sional analysis, and a top-down—bottom-up decomposition of
the specific humidity. This formulation allows us to investigate

J. P. Mellado et al.

W > SDCI'
moistening

¢<chr

dryn}g

N2 Yq

buoyancy moisture

éBo éFq,o

Figure 1. Sketch of the vertical profiles of buoyancy, b, specific humidity, g,
and normalized top-down scalar, x. The parameters defining the problem are the
kinematic surface fluxes By and Fy, and the lapse rates in the free atmosphere —N?
and y,. The flux-ratio parameter, @, is defined in Eq. (38). The sketch depicts two
different moisture regimes: entrainment-drying regime (¢ < @) and surface-
moistening regime (¢ > ¢, ). [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.
com].
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the aforementioned dependencies on the surface fluxes and
free-atmosphere lapse-rates with one single simulation, and all
that remains is to ascertain the sensitivity of the results to the
Reynolds number. After explaining this formulation in section 2,
results are presented in two sections before the conclusions:
section 3 discusses statistical properties of the top-down scalar,
and section 4 constructs and discusses statistical properties of the
specific humidity.

2. Formulation

We consider a convective boundary layer that grows into a linearly
stratified atmosphere without clouds and without a mean wind
(Figures 1 and 2). The background profiles of buoyancy and
specific humidity in the free atmosphere are, respectively,

bngsz,

dbg = qbg,0 — V%>

(1a)
(1b)

where —N? and ¥4 are the lapse rates, and z is the vertical distance
from the surface. The subscript ‘bg’ indicates background. A list
of symbols is presented in Table 1. The surface is aerodynamically
smooth, and the surface kinematic fluxes of buoyancy and
specific humidity, By and F,y, are constant and horizontally
homogeneous. We assume F;o >0 and y, >0, i.e. a moist
surface and a dry free atmosphere.

2.1.  Governing equations

We consider the Navier—Stokes equations under the Boussinesq
approximation (Panton, 2005; Wyngaard, 2010):

O¢ui + ujdju; = —0ip + voju; + bdis, (2a)
dju; =0, (2b)

db + udjh = kb, (2¢)
0:q + uj0jqg = K djiq . (2d)

(q - ng .0 )/qrms, i

Figure 2. Vertical cross-section of the specific humidity for ¢ = ¢, i.e. at the transition between drying and moistening regimes. The field is normalized with the
humidity rms in the entrainment zone, gimsi (Eq. (65)). The short horizontal lines at both sides of the figure indicate z = zenc, i.e., the CBL depth defined in terms of
the encroachment length-scale (Eq. (5)). Data correspond to case Rey = 117 at Zepe /Lo = 21.5 (cf. Table 2). [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com].
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Table 1. List of most relevant symbols. The symbol & can be the buoyancy b, the
moisture g, or the normalized top-down scalar x.

Symbol  Description

F: Mean vertical flux of £&. The symbol B is used for the buoyancy flux,
following previous literature.

Fe; Entrainment flux, defined as the local maximum of the magnitude of
F¢ near the CBL top when this maximum exists.

Fe Reference entrainment flux (e.g. Eq. (41) for g).

Fe Surface flux, a constant in this study.

Fi ref Reference flux, sum of surface flux and reference entrainment flux.

Ly Reference Ozmidov scale, defined by Eq. (4).

Rey Reference Reynolds number, defined by Eq. (3).

Zenc Encroachment length-scale, defined by Eq. (5).

Zife Height of the local maximum of the magnitude of F; near the CBL top.

Zigt Height of the local maximum of the magnitude of the mean gradient
near the CBL top.

Ve Lapse rate in the free atmosphere, a constant in this study. It is equal to
—N? for the buoyancy.

8¢ Gradient thickness of the transition layer between the entrainment zone
and the free atmosphere (e.g. Eq. (B2) for g).

&bg Background profile in the free atmosphere.

Eenc Encroachment scale of &.

Emi Vertically averaged value between between 0 and ze,. (e.g. Eq. (48)
for q).

Eref Reference scale of £ (e.g. Eq. (39a) for q).

Erms,i Local maximum of the root-mean-square of & near the CBL top.

) Moisture flux-ratio parameter, defined by Eq. (38).

The variable u; is the velocity component in the direction of the
unit vector e;, p is a modified pressure divided by the constant
reference density, b is the buoyancy, and q is the specific humidity.
The parameter v is the kinematic viscosity, and « is the thermal
diffusivity. Equation (2¢) can be derived from the evolution
equations of the energy variable (e.g. potential temperature or
static energy) and specific humidity assuming that the mass
diffusivity of water vapour is equal to the thermal diffusivity, once
bhasbeen expressed as a linear combination of the energy variable
and specific humidity by linearizing the equations of state. The
operators d; and 9; are the partial derivatives with respect to time,
t, and with respect to the spatial coordinate x;j, and §;; is the
Kronecker delta. The Einstein summation convention applies to
Roman-letter indices throughout.

No-penetration, no-slip boundary conditions are imposed at
the bottom boundary of the computational domain, and no-
penetration, free-slip boundary conditions are imposed at the
top boundary. For the buoyancy and specific humidity, we use
the Neumann boundary conditions 9,b = N? and 9,9 = —y,
at the top boundary, and 9,b = —By/k and 9.9 = —F,0/«
at the bottom boundary (i.e. constant kinematic fluxes at
the top and at the bottom). Periodicity applies at the lateral
boundaries.

We use DNS, i.e. we solve the Navier—Stokes equations directly,
without any turbulence model (Coleman et al., 1990; Moin and
Mahesh, 1998). This technique removes the uncertainty associated
with turbulence models and numerical artifacts, which proves
convenient in the near-surface region and in the entrainment
zone because small scales become relevant there (Figure 2).
Despite Reynolds numbers in DNS being small compared to
those in the atmosphere, DNS is reaching a degree of Reynolds
number similarity that allows certain extrapolation of the results
to atmospheric conditions (e.g. Mellado, 2012; Jonker et al., 2013;
Waggy et al., 2013; Garcia and Mellado, 2014; van Heerwaarden
and Mellado, 2016).

Equations (2) are solved on a collocated, structured grid
using sixth-order, spectral-like compact finite differences to
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approximate spatial derivatives (Lele, 1992), and using a
low-storage, fourth-order Runge—Kutta scheme to advance the
discretized equations in time (Carpenter and Kennedy, 1994).
The divergence-free (or solenoidal) constraint is imposed by
decomposing the pressure-Poisson equation inside the periodic,
horizontal planes using a Fourier transform (Frigo and Johnson,
2005), and by factorizing the resulting set of equations along
the vertical direction (Mellado and Ansorge, 2012). Source files
with the implementation of this numerical algorithm and further
documentation can be found at https://github.com/turbulencia/
tlab (accessed 28 June 2017).

2.2.  Dimensional analysis

Dimensional analysis allows us to minimize the number of
simulations needed in the study (e.g. Panton, 2005). We apply
it in this section to the CBL dynamics, and in section 4 to the
specific humidity. From Eqs (2a)—(2c) and the corresponding
boundary conditions, we can infer that the control parameters
{v, k, By, N} fully characterize the CBL dynamics after an initial
transient or spin-up period, once the initial conditions have been
sufficiently forgotten. This set reduces to two non-dimensional
parameters, viz. the Prandtl number v/« and a reference Reynolds
number

Rey = By/(N*v) . (3)
Hence, without loss of generality, one single simulation allows us
to study the system for arbitrary combinations of surface buoy-
ancy flux, By, and stratification strength of the free atmosphere,
N2, for a given Prandtl number and Reynolds number (also Gar-
cia and Mellado, 2014; Mellado et al., 2016). We set the Prandtl
number equal to 1, which is a good approximation to the atmos-
pheric value & 0.7, and we investigate the sensitivity of the results
to Rey.

We will express the dependence of statistical properties on
height and time in terms of the non-dimensional variables z/zenc
and zenc /Lo, where L is the reference Ozmidov scale (Garcia and
Mellado, 2014)

Lo = (By/N*)'"2, (4)
and zep(t) is the encroachment length-scale (Garcia and Mellado,
2014; van Heerwaarden and Mellado, 2016)

Zoo 1/2
Zene = {ZNZ / ((b) —bbg)dz} :
0

Henceforth, angle brackets indicate a horizontal average.

The length-scale Ly is referred to as reference Ozmidov scale
because it provides an estimate for the Ozmidov scale (g/N?)!/?
in the CBL (Ozmidov, 1965; Smyth and Moum, 2000), since the
viscous dissipation rate in the CBL is an order-of-one fraction
of By. Ly proves useful in the discussion that follows because it
characterizes the upper region of the entrainment zone, where
the buoyancy stratification of the free atmosphere directly affects
the flow dynamics (Garcia and Mellado, 2014). Typical midday
atmospheric values of Lj vary between 20 and 200 m.

The length-scale zep, characterizes the CBL depth (cf. Figure 2).
We refer to it as the encroachment scale because it reduces to the
CBL depth in the encroachment regime of mixed-layer models
(Lilly, 1968; Carson and Smith, 1975). We use the symbol zg, to
distinguish this length from CBL depths defined in terms of local
properties in the entrainment zone, like the point of maximum

(5)
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buoyancy gradient or the point of minimum buoyancy flux,
for which the symbol z; is commonly used in the literature.
These pointwise definitions of the CBL depth are commensurate
with zene (Sullivan et al., 1998; Garcia and Mellado, 2014). The
encroachment length-scale has the advantage that it is an integral
definition, which is more robust than a pointwise definition, and
its time dependence can be obtained analytically by integrating
the following evolution equation for the mean buoyancy:

3((b) — brg) = 0:(kd:(b) — (U'W)). (6)
This equation follows from averaging Eq. (2¢) and from the
assumption that the background buoyancy profile is constant in
time (Eq. (1a)). The integration yields

_ 1/2
Zene/Lo = {2(1 + Rey IN(t — 1)}/,

(7)
to being an integration constant. The ratio ze,./Lo is a measure
of the scale separation between the CBL depth and the depth of
the upper region of the entrainment zone. For typical midday
atmospheric conditions zepc &~ 1000—2000 m, the ratio zenc/Lo
varies between 5 and 50. We focus on the equilibrium (quasi-
steady) entrainment regime, which sets in for ze,c/Lo 2 10—15
(Fedorovich et al., 2004; Garcia and Mellado, 2014).
2.3.  Definition of the normalized top-down scalar
Our analysis is based on a top-down—bottom-up decomposition
of the specific humidity (Moeng and Wyngaard, 1984; Wyngaard
and Brost, 1984). We adopt this approach because q becomes a
passive scalar when the problem is formulated in terms of b and
q instead of temperature and g — changing g without changing
b does not alter the CBL dynamics — and passive scalars can be
conveniently analyzed with such a decomposition (e.g. Cuijpers
and Holtslag, 1998; Patton et al., 2003; de Roode et al., 2004;
Moene et al., 2006).

There are two major steps in this approach. First, we define a
normalized top-down scalar as a linear combination of g and b
according to

q — qvgo — (Fqo/Bo) b
YaLo + (Fg0/Bo)N*Lg

X (8)

(cf. Figure 1). The numerator ensures that the surface flux of x
is zero, which is the condition defining a top-down scalar. The
denominator normalizes x such that vertical displacements of
order L in the free atmosphere induce scalar variations of order 1;
this normalization is not necessary, but it is convenient to simplify
the expressionsin the following sections. From Eq. (8) and the evo-
lution equations for the buoyancy and specific humidity (Eqs (2¢)
and (2d)), we obtain the following evolution equation for x:
Orx + ujdjx = K0ji)x. 9)
The boundary conditions are d,x = 0 at the bottom boundary
of the computational domain, and 8,x = —L;"' at the top
boundary. From Eq. (8) and the definitions of the background
profiles of buoyancy and specific humidity (Eqs (1)), we obtain
the following background profile for y:
Xog = —2z/Lo . (10)
The lapse rate of x in the free atmosphere is thus L, '. We will
use these definitions extensively in the following sections.
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The second step is to substitute the evolution equation for
the specific humidity (Eq. (2d)), by that of the top-down scalar
(Eq. (9)). The advantage of this substitution is that one single
simulation with b and y allows us to construct q for any moisture
condition {Fg0, V4> gbgo} according to

q = qvgo + (Fg0/Bo) b

+ {¥4Lo + (Fg0/Bo)N*Lo} x, (11)
after an initial transient (Appendix A). Since the dependence of b
and x on By and N? can be inferred from one single simulation,
this relationship implies that one single simulation is sufficient
to study the dependence of the specific humidity on the control
parameters {By, N?, y,, Fyo} indicated in Figure 1. Additionally,
we need to study the sensitivity of the results to the reference
Reynolds number Rey.

2.4.  Description of the simulations

We consider three simulations with three different reference
Reynolds numbers. Table 2 presents basic parameters. Cases
Rey = 42 and Rey = 117 have been studied before by Garcia and
Mellado (2014) and by Mellado et al. (2016) and further details of
the simulations can be found there. The final states of development
of the CBL in that previous work were ze,,. /Ly = 25.7 for Rey = 42
and zenc/Lo = 18.0 for Rey = 117. For the current analysis, we
have added yx at those times and continued the simulations
until zepe /Lo = 33.0 and zepe/Lo = 21.7. In the analysis below,
we have used data only after zen. /Lo = 27.0 and zenc/Lo = 19.0,
respectively, to remove part of the initial transient. Additionally,
we have considered a third case with Rey = 25, to better assess
the dependence of the results on the Reynolds number. This third
case is defined analogously to the previous two cases, but retains
the top-down scalar from the beginning of the simulation, when
Zenc/ LO ~ 0.

3. Top-down scalar

This section characterizes the mean, the variance, and the
skewness of the top-down scalar x as a function of the variables
{z/Zenc> Zenc/Lo} and the parameter Rey (cf. section 2.2). The
motivation is twofold. First, the top-down scalar represents the
specifichumidity in the pure drying regime, i.e. when the moisture
surface flux is negligible. Second, this characterization is later used
in section 4 to parametrize the corresponding specific humidity
statistics as a function of the control parameters {By, N2, ¥, Fy0}
indicated in Figure 1.

Table 2. Simulation parameters.

Rey Grid Domain size Zenc/Lo Re, Re,
25 1280% x 512 (215Lg)? x162 Ly 35.9 2960 1440
42 2560 x 896 (215Ly)? x 81L, 33.0 4420 2400
117 51202 x 1024 (215Ly)% x 64L, 21.7 7060 4120

Columns 4—6 correspond to the final time in each of the three simulations. The
reference Ozmidov scale, Ly, is defined in Eq. (4). The encroachment length
scale, Zenc, is defined in Eq. (5). The convective Reynolds number is defined as
Rey = ZencWs /v, Where w, is the convective velocity (Eq. (30a)). The turbulent
Reynolds number is defined as Re; = max_{e?/(sv)}, where e = (u/u)/2 is the
turbulence kinetic energy and & = v((dxu; + 9;u;)dku;) is its viscous dissipation
rate; a Taylor-scale Reynolds number can be calculated as \/(20/3)Re; (Pope,
2000).
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Figure 3. Normalized profiles of (a) the mean top-down scalar and (b) its mean vertical flux. Lines indicate time averages over 3—8 convective time-scales Zenc /W
(5-8% of zenc /Lo ), and shadows mark intervals of two standard deviations around those averages. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com].

3.1.  Mean properties and bulk analysis
The mean buoyancy profile is characterized by the set of
encroachment scales {Zenc, Denc}, Where

bene = szenc . (12)

This means that the function b_,L(b)(z/Zenc » Zenc/Lo) is of order
one and becomes self-similar as the CBL expands in time (i.e.
independent of ze,c/Ly and only a function of the normalized
height z/ze,c). In particular, the vertically averaged buoyancy

Zenc
bl = z;n‘C/ (b) dz (13)
0
varies as by = B bene, where B =1.01£0.01 (Garcia and
Mellado, 2014).
Similarly, we define a vertically averaged scalar by

Zenc
Yo = 22 / () dz, (14)
0

and we use an integral analysis of the evolution equation for x
(Eq. (9)) to find an appropriate characteristic scale, xenc. This
integral analysis yields

/ () = o) dz = Ly (¢ — Ly0), (15)
0

where t, o is an integration constant equivalent to #, in Eq. (7).
The left-hand side can be estimated as

/w((x)—ng)dz%/em(m—)(bg)dz
0 0

(16)
= XmlZenc T+ (I/Z)Lalzgnc .
The right-hand side of Eq. (15) can be estimated as
12
KLy (t = ty0) ~ KLy (t — f) = ———0—ene (17)

~ 2Pr(Reg + 1)

when ¢ > t, o and t > t;, i.e. when the initial conditions have
been sufficiently forgotten. The last equality stems from Eq. (7).
For the high Reynolds numbers characteristic of the atmosphere,
Rep A~ 10°—107, this term is always negligible compared to any
of the two terms in Eq. (16), i.e. the decrease of xpy by the

(© 2017 The Authors. Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society

downward molecular flux is negligible compared to the decrease
by turbulent mixing with the free atmosphere. Hence, the integral
analysis of the evolution equation for y vyields the estimate
Xml ~ —(1/2) Zenc/Lo, which suggests the definition

Xenc = _(I/Z)L(;lzenc (18)
as encroachment scale for x. The self-similar behaviour of the
normalized profiles in Figure 3(a) confirms ze,e and xenc as
characteristic scales for the mean scalar, and we can write
Xml = By Xenc» Where B, & 1.16 (Table 3). We observe that values
corresponding to different Reynolds numbers are within 2%,
indicating a degree of Reynolds number similarity that supports
certain extrapolation of the results to atmospheric conditions.
This convergence towards Reynolds number similarity is further
discussed in section 4.
The mean vertical flux

Fy = (x'w) —«d:(x) (19)
can also be partly characterized from the analysis of the
evolution equation for (x ); henceforth, primes indicate turbulent-
fluctuation fields, e.g. x’ = x — (x). First, taking the vertical
derivative of the two sides of this evolution equation yields that
F, is approximately linear with respect to z, since the shape of the
vertical profile of (x ) is approximately time invariant in the mixed
layer (Figure 3(a)). Hence, F, increases from 0 at the surface (the
boundary condition) to a maximum F, ; near the inversion. We
will refer to F,; as entrainment flux of the top-down scalar.
Second, an order-of-magnitude analysis provides the following
estimate of the entrainment flux:

dxenc 1 1
F)(,i ~ _Zenc% = 5 encWencL() ' ELON, (20)
where
dz
Wene = de;C (21)

is a mean entrainment velocity. We have used the approximation
ZencWene ~ L%N , valid for high enough Reynolds numbers (cf.
Eq. (7)). Figure 3 confirms this analysis: when normalized with
Zenc and LoN, profiles of F, behave self-similarly and reach a
maximum magnitude between 0.55 and 0.60 near the inversion
(Table 3).
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Table 3. Self-similar constants of mean properties of the top-down scalar.

Reg Xml/Xenc Fx,i/(LON) Zigx /Zenc Zify /zenc
25 1.18 0.57 1.19 0.98
42 1.16 0.59 1.19 1.01
117 1.16 0.56 1.20 0.99

The mixed-layer value is defined by Eq. (14), and the encroachment scale by
Eq. (18). In the last two columns, z; g, is the height of minimum mean gradient,
and z;s, is the height of maximum flux, F, ;.

2.0
Reg=25 — Reg= 42 — Reg= 117
2 L5 Zi,g;(/Zenc
7 1.0 s e r——
TT 05 Zi,f)(/zenc /
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Zene/ Lo

Figure 4. Temporal evolution of the normalized heights of the minimum mean
gradient of top-down scalar, zjg,, and of its maximum mean flux, zf,. Lines
indicate time averages within an interval Aze,/Lo =1, and shadows mark
intervals of two standard deviations around those averages. [Colour figure can be
viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com].

Table 3 further presents reference heights defined in terms
of the top-down scalar, namely the height of minimum
mean gradient, zg,, and the height of maximum flux, z,.
After the initial transient, these reference heights become
proportional to ze,. and independent of Rey (Figure 4). The
corresponding heights defined in terms of the buoyancy satisty
Zigh/Zenc=1.24 £ 0.01 and z;fp/Zenc=1.1540.01 (Garcia and
Mellado, 2014). Hence, the minimum scalar gradient occurs
relatively close to the maximum buoyancy gradient, which will
help later to derive entrainment-zone scales. In contrast, the
scalar flux peaks at a distance & 0.15 zeye below the minimum
buoyancy flux, which is more than half the entrainment-zone
thickness (the entrainment-zone thickness is about 0.25 z, ). For
typical midday atmospheric conditions zepc & 1000—2000 m; this
result implies that the difference between the height of minimum
buoyancy flux and maximum scalar flux is & 150—300 m, which
indicates that some entrainment-zone properties can differ
significantly among scalar fields.

3.2, Zero-order bulk model

In this subsection, we derive a zero-order model for x. Bulk
models, such as the zero-order models sketched in Figure 1,
provide simple but accurate representations of the bulk properties
discussed in the previous subsection. Applied to the buoyancy,
an integral analysis provides the following expressions for the
properties defining the zero-order model (Fedorovich et al,
2004, give a review):

h(O) = 0[(0) Zenc > (223)
b0 = B benc, (22b)

B = —A©B,. (22¢)

The variable h(?) is the CBL depth, B;lo) is the buoyancy flux at
the CBL top, and the superscript ‘0’ indicates the zero-order
model. Substituting Eqs (22) into the mixed-layer and the
entrainment-rate equations for the buoyancy, we obtain that the
model coefficients satisfy the following relationships:

AV = (@) —1}/2,
,3(0) =1 —I—A(O))(l + 2A(0))71a(0) ,

(23a)
(23b)
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having used the approximation Re; ' & 0. One of the three model
coefficients {a®, B©, A©} remains free. It is common practice
to choose h(¥) to coincide with the height of minimum buoyancy
flux, z; ¢p,. For the equilibrium (quasi-steady) entrainment regime
of a CBL growing into a linearly stratified atmosphere, we know
that «® = 1.15 4 0.01 for this height (Garcia and Mellado,
2014), which implies A®) = 0.16 £ 0.01 and 8©) = 1.01 4 0.01.
As a result, the model value bigl) A2 1.01 bepc agrees with the actual
bulk value by, ~ 1.01 bepe.

For the top-down scalar, we can proceed similarly to the
analysis of the buoyancy summarized above. The mixed-layer
equation for x is

dy (0) 0
WO — OO /Lo + 1), (24)
where
dn©®
WEO) = dr = Ol(O)Wenc (25)

is the mean entrainment velocity associated with 4(?). We assume
that the CBL depth defined in terms of x is the same as that defined
in terms of b, i.e. h® = ¢z, is given from the bulk model for
b. We could adopt a different CBL depth for x, but this choice
proves convenient for the description of g in section 4. Besides,
the zero-order model is not designed to describe characteristics
inside the entrainment zone (Fedorovich et al., 2004), such as the
differences between the flux-based reference heights of b and x
presented in the previous subsection. Then, Eq. (24) is an ordinary
differential equation for the mixed-layer value as a function of
time. We can express x r(nol) asafunction of h(”) instead of t and write

0w = —w(h" /Lo + x3);

dX (0)
) ml
K(0) ml (26)

the initial condition is x r(nol) =0 at h© = 0. The solution to this
initial value problem is —(1/ 2K /Lo, which can be written in
terms of xenc as (cf. Eq. (18))

0
X =B tene B =,

(27)
Using a(® 22 1.15 from the bulk model for the buoyancy, we
obtain ﬁ)((o) ~ 1.15, which is very close to the value 8, ~ 1.16
obtained in the previous subsection (cf. Table 3). The mixed-layer
value in the zero-order model approximates very well the actual
mixed-layer value below z & 0.8 zy, (cf. Figure 3(a)).

The entrainment-rate equation provides the flux at the CBL
top in the zero-order model:

o _ oM o
F)(,i = We (7 + Xm1> . (28)

Lo

Substituting Eq. (25), Eq. (27) and h'® = a©z, into this
equation, and using the approximation ZencWenc %LéN (cf.
Eq. (7)), we obtain

Fol=(1/24A9) LN . (29)
Choosing h'® equal to the height of minimum buoyancy
flux, we obtain 1/2 + A© =~ 0.66. Figure 3(b) shows that the
resulting model flux approximates very well the actual flux below
z ~ 0.8 Zepc.

In summary, Eqs (27) and (29) accurately approximate bulk
properties of the normalized top-down scalar. These equations
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Figure 5. Normalized profiles of the rms of the turbulent fluctuation of (a) buoyancy and (b) top-down scalar. Lines indicate time averages over 3—8 convective
time-scales Zenc /Wy (5—8% of zenc /Lo ), and shadows mark intervals of two standard deviations around those averages. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.

com].

Table 4. Self-similar constants of second- and third-order moments.

Mixed layer Entrainment zone
Reg hrms/b* ers/X* Pby Sp S)( brms/bé‘ ers/X§ Sy Sx
25 1.06 4.23 0.17 1.89 —1.56 0.25 0.35 —2.60 7.85
42 1.06 4.50 0.17 1.84 —1.50 0.31 0.43 —2.75 8.70
117 1.04 4.35 0.14 1.80 —1.40 0.38 0.54 —3.15 9.25

Mixed-layer values are calculated at a height z = 0.5 Ze,.. Entrainment-zone values are maximum values. The buoyancy scale bs is defined as N?(0.1 zene + 85) (cf.

Eq. (32)) and the scalar scale x4 is defined as LO’l (0.31 Zene + 85) (cf. Eq. (36)).

already provide a good characterization of the specific humidity
in the pure drying regime. Additionally, we will use these results
in section 4 to construct a bulk model for the specific humidity
valid for arbitrary combinations of surface fluxes and lapse rates
in the free atmosphere.

3.3.  Variance in the mixed layer

The intensities of the turbulent fluctuations of the velocity and
buoyancy in the mixed layer are characterized by the following
convective scales (Deardorff, 1970):

(30a)
(30b)

Wy = (BOZenc)l/S’
b* = B()/W* .

This characterization means that temporally evolving vertical
profiles of root-mean-square (rms) of the velocity components
and buoyancy, when normalized with the CBL depth and w;
and by, become self-similar. Figure 5(a) illustrates this behaviour
for the buoyancy, where by, = (b'b')!/2. The dependence of the
normalized rms on the state of development of the CBL, zenc /Lo,
and on the reference Reynolds number, Rey, is less than 2% in the
equilibrium (quasi-steady) entrainment regime (also Table 4).
Correspondingly, we conjecture that the convective scale

X« = (1/2)LoN/w (31)
characterizes the intensity of the turbulent fluctuations of x in
the mixed layer. This expression is motivated by previous work
using x. A~ F, ;/wy as convective scale (Moeng and Wyngaard,
1984; Moene et al., 2006), and our previous finding that LyN
is a good estimate of the entrainment flux of the top-down
scalar, F, ; (Figure 3(b)). The factor 1/2 is explained in section 4.

(© 2017 The Authors. Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society

Figure 5(b) supports this definition of convective scale, since
the profiles of xms = (x"x'Y'/? below z & 0.8 zene become self-
similar when normalized with the CBL depth and x,. (also
Table 4).

We observe in Figure 5 and Table 4 that the normalized rms of
the top-down scalar in the mixed layer is significantly larger than
that of the buoyancy. This behaviour has been well documented
in the past, and it has often been attributed to the high production
rates of x2,, near the CBL top, where the magnitude of the mean
scalar gradient is maximum (e.g. Deardorff, 1974; Moene et al.,
2006). However, our data indicate that this cannot be the only
explanation, since we find a variance x2,, near the CBL top
that is larger than the variance {byys/(IN 2Ly)}? near the surface,
but the latter has a higher production rate (not shown). High
production rates of buoyancy variance near the surface are caused
by the high mean gradient that develops near aerodynamically
smooth surfaces (Mellado et al., 2016) or near surfaces with a
small roughness (e.g. Patton et al., 2003). Hence, production rates
of buoyancy variance near surfaces with small roughness can be
larger than production rates of scalar variance in the entrainment
zone, and still the scalar variance in the mixed layer can be larger.
Thus, there must be other reasons for the larger variance of
top-down scalars.

One reason we find is that the dissipation of variance of scalar
fields is as important as its production in this comparison. The
dissipation rate of buoyancy variance near the surface is large,
whereas the dissipation rate of top-down scalar near the CBL
top is small. This can be quantified in terms of the dissipation
time scale, i.e. the ratio between the variance and its molecular
dissipation rate (Moeng and Wyngaard, 1989). Figure 6 shows that
the dissipation time-scale is about 3—6 times larger for the top-
down scalar than for the buoyancy. We attribute this difference to
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Figure 6. Normalized profiles of the dissipation time-scales of (a) buoyancy, 7, = b%, /€5, and (b) top-down scalar, 7, = x2/¢,. The dissipation rates are defined
as g, = 2k (9;b'9;b’) and &, = 2« (d;x'd; x"). Lines indicate time averages over 3—8 convective time-scales Zenc /Wy (5—-8% of zenc /L), and shadows mark intervals of
two standard deviations around those averages. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com].

the different length-scales at which variance is created: buoyancy
variance near the surface is created at the surface scales, which
are much smaller than the CBL depth (Mellado et al, 2016),
whereas top-down variance near the CBL top is generated at
scales commensurate with the CBL depth. Hence, when surface
scales are much smaller than the CBL depth, as depicted in
Figure 2, the top-down variance needs more time to dissipate
because it first needs to be transferred to the small scales through
the break-up of large motions into smaller ones (the Richardson
cascade process; Pope, 2000).

3.4.  Variance in the entrainment zone

In the entrainment zone, convective scales do not characterize
turbulent-fluctuation fields, since byms/bx and xems/x: are
not self-similar there (Figure 5). Sorbjan (2005) proposed
entrainment-zone scales based on the local mean gradients,
which is supported by the significant correlation between the
variance and the local mean gradient observed in simulations
and measurements (e.g. Deardorff, 1974; Turner et al., 2014).
However, the dependence of the entrainment-zone mean
gradients on the CBL depth and the meteorological conditions
still needs to be provided. Garcia and Mellado (2014) derived first
approximations for these dependencies for the case considered
here, namely, a shear-free CBL penetrating into a linearly stratified
atmosphere. Their analysis leads to the following scaling law for
the maximum buoyancy rms:

brms,i ~ Cp NZ(O'I Zenc + 8b) (32)

The length-scale

(bbg - <b>)zi,gb . szi,gb - <b>z;,gb

0y = — =
P 0y — ())ay  (0:(D))zy, — N

(33)

is a gradient thickness characterizing the transition layer between
the entrainment zone and the free atmosphere (cf. figure 5 in
Garcia and Mellado, 2014). Henceforth, a subscript z; next to
a variable indicates that the variable is evaluated at that height,
which in Eq. (33) is the height of maximum buoyancy gradient.

The derivation of Eq. (32) involves two assumptions. First, we
assume

brms,i o Sb(azw))zi)gb = N25b + (bbg - <b))zi,gb’

(© 2017 The Authors. Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society

0.8 @)

R80= 25 —Reo= 42 —Re0= 117

0.4
0.2

byms /b

0.8 (b)

0.6
0.4
0.2

Xms! X5

(c)

2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5

5,15,

5 10 15 20 25

Zenc/ Lo

30 35 40

Figure 7. Temporal evolution of entrainment-zone properties: (a) buoyancy,
(b) top-down scalar, and (c) gradient thickness. The buoyancy scale bs is
defined as N?(0.1zenc + 8p) (cf. Eq. (32)) and the scalar scale xs is defined
as Lal(0.3lzenc +38,) (cf. Eq. (36)). Lines indicate time averages within an
interval Azenc/Lo = 1, and shadows mark intervals of two standard deviations
around those averages. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com].

where the last equality follows from the definition of §;, (Eq. (33)).
Second, we assume that (b) Zigh is a linear combination of by =
BN?zene and (bbg)zi,gb =N 2zi,gb, where the first contribution
represents the mean buoyancy at z = z; g, inside the penetrating
thermals and the second contribution represents the mean
buoyancy outside them. The weighting factors of this linear
combination would be the area fraction occupied by each region
(Deardorff et al., 1980). As a first approximation, we have
considered an area fraction of 0.5, which explains the term
0.1 Zepe in Eq. (32) because then

(bbg - <h))zi,gh ~ Nz(zi,gb — B Zenc) /2~ 0.1 szenc’

having used the results z; g, & 1.2 zenc and B ~ 1.01. (Garcia and
Mellado, 2014, used z; g, A 1.24 Zen and no area fraction, but in
retrospect it seems physically reasonable to incorporate an area
fraction in the derivation as explained above, even if the accuracy
of Eq. (32) remains similar.) Figure 7(a) shows that this choice
provides an approximation to byye; within 20%, which is the

Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc. 143: 2403-2419 (2017)

published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of the Royal Meteorological Society.


wileyonlinelibrary.com
wileyonlinelibrary.com

Moisture Statistics in Free Convection

2411

16 @)
1.4
12
1.0

0.8

2/ Zence

0.6

0.4

0.2

(b)

Zenc /Lo =32
Zene /Lo =32
—_— Reo = 117, Zenc/LO ~21

-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12
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variation observed between the two cases with largest Reynolds
numbers (also Table 4).

The gradient thickness can be approximated as (Garcia and
Mellado, 2014)

85 ~ 0.5w, /N = 0.5 (zenc/Lo)""* Lo, (34)

where the last equality follows from the definition of the convec-
tive velocity scale (Eq. (30a). According to this result and parcel
theory, &, can be interpreted as a penetration depth of thermals
into the free atmosphere: given a parcel of fluid with a vertical
velocity proportional to w, at its neutral-buoyancy level in a lin-
early stratified environment, the vertical displacement reached by
that parcel of fluid is proportional to w, /N, where N is the buoy-
ancy frequency of the environment. Equation (34) shows that L
characterizes the upper region of the entrainment zone (Eq. (4)),
since 0.5(zenc/Lo)"/> ~0.9-1.8 for the range zenc/Lo~5-50 that
corresponds to typical midday atmospheric conditions.

Equations (32) and (34) show that, as the CBL grows, the
contribution from N2z, to by dominates, i.e. the buoyancy
rms in the entrainment zone is increasingly determined by
the encroachment scale bene = N?zen.. However, for typical
atmospheric values, 8, can be a non-negligible fraction of the
entrainment-zone thickness (e.g. 30% for ze,/Lo~20) and the
contribution from N8, is important.

Equations (32) and (34) also show that the intensity of the
buoyancy fluctuation in the entrainment zone increases in time
as the CBL grows. Physically, the reason is the increase in time
of the difference between the buoyancy inside the penetrating
thermals and outside them. In contrast, byys in the mixed layer
decreases in time as the CBL grows, since b, decreases according
to Egs (30); the mixed layer becomes better mixed.

For the top-down scalar, we can proceed similarly to the
analysis of the buoyancy summarized above: first, we define a
gradient thickness

(ng - (X ) )Zi,gx
{02(Xbg — (X))} zig,

_ L(;lzi,gx + <X>zi,gx )

8 9
* (020X ))zg, +Lo

(35)

then, we assume
Xrms,i X _8)( (az<X>)zi,gX = Lal(sx - (ng_ <X>)Zi,g)( 5

last, we estimate ( X>Zi,gx as the average between xpy =
_(l/z)ﬂxL()_lZenc and (ng)zi,gx = —LO_IZi,gX (Eq. (10)). In this

(© 2017 The Authors. Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society

way, we obtain

Xrms,i ~ Cx2 L()_1(0~31 Zenc + 8)()’ (36)
having used the results z g, ~ 1.2z and B, & 1.16 (Table 3).
In principle, §, and §; could be different. However, Figure 7(c)
shows that §, = §;, which implies that one single length-scale,
namely the penetration depth, characterizes both scalars at the
top of the entrainment zone. Hence, Eqs (34) and (36) provide
the scalar rms in the entrainment zone as a function of the CBL
depth and the meteorological conditions. The uncertainty in the
approximation of yyns; is also on the order of 20%, as inferred
from Figure 7(b) and Table 4. Equation (36) indicates that, as
occurred with the buoyancy, the scalar rms in the entrainment
zone grows in time and it is increasingly determined by the
encroachment scale.

3.5.  Skewness

We conclude the discussion of the top-down scalar by analyzing its
skewness, Sy = (x'°)/ s In the entrainment zone, the skewness
of the top-down scalar and the skewness of the buoyancy,
Sy = (b?)/b} ., have opposite signs but otherwise a similar
vertical structure (Figure 8). The skewness of the buoyancy
is negative in the entrainment zone and reaches the absolute
minimum at z & 1.3z, i.e. above the height of maximum
gradient (or maximum rms), which occurs at zjg A 1.2 Zenc.
This negative skewness represents the penetration of updraughts
into the free atmosphere: the tops of the updraughts occupy a
small fraction of a horizontal cross-section and their buoyancy
is smaller than that in the environment. Concomitantly, the
skewness of the top-down scalar in the entrainment zone is
positive, reaching an absolute maximum at z & 1.3 z¢,, for a
similar argument: moist updraughts are penetrating into an
increasingly drier fluid. At z/ze,c & 1.1-1.2, i.e. slightly below
the height of maximum magnitudes of the mean gradients (or
maximum rms), the skewnesses reverse sign. This is caused by the
entrainment of buoyant and dry air from the free atmosphere,
which converges towards the centres of the subsiding regions.
This behaviour agrees with previous observational and numerical
data (Deardorff, 1974; Mahrt, 1991; Couvreux et al., 2005; Turner
etal,2014).

Further down into the mixed layer, differences in the vertical
structure of S, and S, become more prominent because of the
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different boundary conditions at the surface. The top-down scalar
has a zero surface flux, and mixed-layer properties are strongly
determined by entrainment zone properties, the magnitude of the
skewness decreasing from 2 at the top of the mixed layer to less
than 1 near the surface. For the buoyancy, the surface flux induces
a larger magnitude of the near-surface skewness, around 2, as a
result of warm fluid particles converging towards the relatively
narrow updraughts that define the cellular structure of the CBL.

We will see in the following section that the skewness of the
specific humidity above z & 0.8 z¢p is very similar to the skewness
of the top-down scalar. However, below that height, the skewness
of specific humidity can strongly vary with the meteorological
conditions.

4. Specific humidity

Statistical properties of the specific humidity depend on
{Fg.0> ¥g» Gbgo} in addition to {z/zencs Zenc/Lo} and Rey (cf.
section 2.2). However, dimensional analysis allows us to reduce
the number of additional control parameters from three to
essentially just one, which facilitates the analysis and description
of moisture statistics. For that purpose, we write Eq. (11) in the
non-dimensional form

(q— ng,O)/Qref = X/ Xref + @ b/bres (37)
where
2N’E, 2F,
9= =t (38)
quO +N Fq,() Fq,ref

is a flux-ratio parameter varying between 0 and 2. For notational
convenience, we have introduced the following reference scales:

(39a)
(39b)
(39¢)

qref = (1/2)(L0N)_1Fq,ref >
Xref = (1/2)(L0N)71F)(,ref = 1/2’
bret = (1/2)(LoN) ™" Fpref = N*Lo,

where Ly is defined in Eq. (4). The reference fluxes Fj,;ef = 2By
and F, rf = LoN are the sums of entrainment contributions
N?Lo(LoN) = B, and Ly 'Lo(LyN) = LoN, respectively, and
surface contributions By and 0. Analogously, we have defined

Fq,ref = Fq,l + F, L0 > (40)

where

Fy1 = v4BoN~? = ygLo(LoN) (41)
provides a reference scale for the entrainment flux of specific
humidity in the drying regime, as demonstrated in the following
sections. The last equality allows us to interpret F, | as the product
of a moisture scale y,Lo and a velocity scale LyN = (ByLo) 173 The
prefactors 1/2 in the definitions of gref, brer and yer result from
the integral analysis of the corresponding evolution equations (as
explained in section 3.1).

The choices of the flux-ratio parameter ¢ and the reference
moisture flux F . to characterize the specific humidity are not
unique and warrant further explanation. We could have chosen
Fyo or Fy, instead of Fyrer, and we could have used Fj1/F;0
instead of ¢ following previous studies of passive scalars in CBLs
with an imposed strong inversion (e.g. Moeng and Wyngaard,
1984; de Roode et al., 2004; Moene et al., 2006). We favour ¢,
first because it naturally leads to the reference scales for moisture
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and moisture flux defined before (cf. Eqs (39a) and (40)) and
the convective scale introduced in section 4.3 (cf. Eq. (61)),
and these scales already account for a leading-order dependence
of moisture statistics on meteorological conditions. At the same
time, the condition ¢ ~ 1 still correspondsto F,1/F;0 ~ 1,i.e.an
entrainment flux comparable with the surface flux, which marks
the transition between drying and moistening regimes (Mahrt,
1991).

A second reason for our choice of flux-ratio parameter and
reference moisture flux is that they lead to weighting factors
of order one in a bottom-up—top-down decomposition of the
specific humidity field (cf. Eq. (37)):

(q— ng,O)/Qref =@ (b/bres + x) + (2 — ) x. (42)

The first term on the right-hand side is a bottom-up contribution
proportional to ¢; the normalized field b/b,ef + x hasa zero lapse
rate in the free atmosphere and a constant surface flux LyN. The
second term is a top-down contribution proportional to (2 — ¢);
the normalized field x has a zero surface flux and a constant lapse
rate that leads to an entrainment flux proportional to LyN (cf.
section 3.1).

In summary, the analysis of moisture statistics introduces
solely one additional non-dimensional parameter, ¢, and
statistical properties of (q — qug0)/qref can be fully characterized
as functions of two independent variables, {z/Zenc, Zenc/Lo}s
and two independent parameters, {¢, Rep}. Typical mid-
day atmospheric values are By~ (0.3-1.0)x1072m?s~3,
N~ (0.6-1.8)x 1072571, Yq~(0-2.0)x 10 gkg 'm™!

and Fg0~(0.3-1.0)x 10 'gkg 'ms™! (equivalently,
latent  heat fluxes ~(100-300)Wm™2, or evapo-
ration rates ~(3-10)mmday~!). Hence, we find
F;1~(0-5.0)x107'gkg ™ 'ms™!, and ¢ can practically

adopt any possible value between its theoretical limits, 0 and 2;
we explore this interval in the following analysis.

For conciseness, we will discuss specific humidity properties
derived only from the simulation with the highest Reynolds
number, Rey = 117. The uncertainty in specific humidity
properties due to Reynolds number effects is similar to that
found in the properties of the buoyancy and the top-down scalar:
of order 5% or less in mixed-layer properties, and of order 20%
or less in entrainment-zone properties (cf. Table 4). Although
20% is arguably non-negligible, the observed Reynolds number
dependence strongly indicates convergence towards Reynolds
number similarity: a change of Reynolds number by a factor of 1.7
between Rey = 25 and Rey = 42 yields variations in entrainment-
zone properties of & 20%, which is the same variation observed
when the Reynolds number is changed even more strongly, by a
factor of & 3, between Rey = 42 and Rey = 117. The Taylor-scale
Reynolds number corresponding to Rey = 117 is

Rey, = t/A/v = /(20/3)Re; ~ 160

(cf. Table 2), where t// = (2¢/3)"/? is the magnitude of the velocity
fluctuation and A = (15vu/?/¢)'/? is a Taylor length-scale (Pope,
2000). This convergence towards Reynolds number similarity
at Taylor-scale Reynolds numbers Re; = 100—200 agrees with
that reported in other turbulent flows (Dimotakis, 2000), and
supports the conclusion reached in previous studies that DNS is
becoming applicable to study atmospheric flows (e.g. Mellado,
2012; Jonker et al., 2013; Waggy et al., 2013; Garcia and Mellado,
2014; van Heerwaarden and Mellado, 2016).
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Figure 9. Contour plots of (a) the normalized mean specific humidity and (b) its mean vertical flux as a function of the normalized distance from the surface and
the flux-ratio parameter ¢ (cf. Eq. (38)). ¢ = 0 corresponds to pure drying conditions and ¢ = 2 to pure moistening conditions. [Colour figure can be viewed at

wileyonlinelibrary.com].

4.1.  Mean properties and bulk analysis

Within this section, we will discuss statistical properties of the
specific humidity in the same sequence as we discussed statistical
properties of the top-down scalar in section 3. We start with
the mean properties. Normalized mean properties of g can be
obtained from

({q) — ng,O)/(QrefZenc/LO) =

(x)/(XrefZenc/Lo) + @ (b) / (brefzenc/Lo)  (43)

and

Fq/Fq,ref = Fx/Fx,ref + @ B/Fpref - (44)
Equation (43) stems from Eq. (37), and Eq. (44) follows from
Eq. (19) and the definitions of the mean vertical fluxes of buoyancy
and specific humidity:

B= (b'w) — kd,(b) (45)

and

Fy=(qw) —«d,(q). (46)
In the equilibrium (quasi-steady) entrainment regime, the
dependence of normalized mean properties on Zzey/Lo is
negligible (cf. section 3.1), and thus we only need to examine
the dependence on {z/zenc,}. This dependence is provided
graphically in Figure 9. For ¢ &~ 0 we are close to the pure drying
regime: the CBL dries because the flux of moisture out of the CBL
(entrainment drying) dominates over the surface flux into the
CBL (surface moistening). The flux increases from approximately
0 near the surface to a maximum near the inversion equal to
Fyi & {Fy,i/(LoN)} Fyret ~ 0.56 Fy,1 (47)

as obtained by substituting ¢ &~ 0 into Eq. (44) and using the
estimate F, ;/(LoN) ~ 0.56 for the normalized entrainment flux
of the top-down scalar (cf. Table 3). This maximum defines the
entrainment flux of specific humidity in pure drying conditions.
Hence, Eq. (47) confirms the interpretation of the parameter F,
as a reference scale for the entrainment flux of specific humidity
(cf. Eq. (41)). As ¢ increases — due to a slower growth of the

(© 2017 The Authors. Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society

CBL (smaller By or larger N), due to a larger surface flux Fj,
or due to a smaller lapse rate y, (cf. Eq. (38)) — the CBL dries
less rapidly because surface moistening increasingly compensates
entrainment drying. For values of ¢ slightly greater than 1, the
surface moistening starts to dominate over entrainment drying
(Figure 9(b)) and the CBL starts to moisten (Figure 9(a)). The
cross-over value ¢, that marks this transition between drying
and moistening regimes will be obtained analytically below. For
@ ~ 2 we approach the pure moistening regime: F,, is negligible
compare to F;o and F,o fully characterizes the mean vertical
flux, which decreases from F, to & F, /2 across the mixed layer
(Figure 9(b)).

Analytically, we can obtain the vertically averaged specific
humidity

Zenc
Gl = Zene / (q) dz (48)
0
by substituting (g) as provided by Eq. (43) into the right-hand
side of the definition of gy, and using Eqs (13) and (14). This
substitution yields

qml = qbg0 + ,Bq QrefZenc/Lo » (49)

where

Ba=9B—By- (50)
The coefficients  ~ 1.01 and B, & 1.16 characterize the mixed-
layer values of buoyancy and top-down scalar (cf. section 3.1).
The linear dependence of 8, on ¢ quantifies the linear variation
with ¢ depicted in Figure 9(a). The condition f; = 0 provides
the cross-over value

o =B By ¥ 1.15 (51)
to distinguish between the drying regime (¢ < @) and the
moistening regime (¢ > ¢). The corresponding ratio between
the surface flux and the reference flux is (Fg0/Fyref)or = @oer/2 &
0.57. Consistently, the contour in Figure 9(b) corresponding to
this value is approximately vertical, indicating a constant vertical
flux F; = Fyo below z ~ 0.8 zenc. The ratio Fgo/Fyrer & 0.57 at
¢ = @ approximately coincides with the ratio F,;/F, rf ~ 0.56
at ¢ =0 (cf. Eq. (47)). Hence, transition occurs when the
surface flux of specific humidity, in units of Fg .f, has increased
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to match the entrainment flux of specific humidity in pure
drying conditions. However, note that the entrainment flux
concomitantly increases with F,o because F,.f increases: at
transition, the vertical flux of specific humidity below z & 0.8 z¢y¢
is Fy~Fy0 = ¢a/(2 — @r)Fg1~1.35F,;1, which is more than
twice the entrainment flux of specific humidity in the pure drying
regime, Fy; ~ 0.56 Fy 1.

The magnitude of g is represented by grefZenc/Lo. We
can readily check that this scale provides the correct order
of magnitude of mean specific humidity in the mixed
layer. For typical atmospheric conditions, one finds LyN ~
1ms™' and Fyref = Fgo + Fg1 ~ 0.1-0.6 gkg 'ms™!, which
implies gref = (1/2)Fq,ref(LoN)_1 ~ 0.05-0.3 gkg™!; for a state
of development of the CBL z¢,¢/Ly &~ 1050, this implies mean
specific humidities in the range 0.5—15 gkg ™!, in agreement with
observations (Couvreux et al., 2005, 2007; Muppa et al., 2016;
Wulfmeyer et al., 2016).

To conclude the bulk analysis of the specific humidity, we
express qm in terms of the basic parameters by substituting
Egs (38) and (39a) into Eq. (49). This substitution yields

qml = ng,o —0.58 yqzenc +0.43 (Fq,O/BO)NZZenc 5 (52)

where the numerical factors stem from g,/2~ 0.58 and
B — By/2~0.43. This expression shows explicitly the two
contributions to gp: an entrainment contribution proportional
to the lapse rate and a surface contribution proportional to
the surface flux. This result further supports the definition
of grer in Eq. (39a) because we can write this definition as
qref = (1/2)y4Lo+(1/2)(Fg0/Bo)N*Lo and thus we can interpret
dref as the sum of reference magnitudes of the entrainment and
surface contributions in Eq. (52).

4.2.  Zero-order bulk model

As discussed in section 3.2, a zero-order model provides a simple
but accurate description of bulk properties, which motivates
the construction of such a model for the specific humidity. A
zero-order model for the specific humidity can be constructed by
combining the zero-order models for the buoyancy and top-down
scalar according to Eq. (37). For the mean specific humidity, this
combination yields

qr(gl) = qog,0 + ,8,;0) GrefZenc/Lo - (53)
The coefficient ﬁflo) is defined by
0) = (0) (0)
By =B =By (54)

where ) and B? are given in section 3.2 in terms of the model

coefficient a'?) (or, equivalently, A”)). The cross-over value of
the flux-ratio parameter in the zero-order model is

- 2 )
(PE?) — (,3(0)) 1’3)((0) _

= Tx@Eoy M

(55)
where the numerical value corresponds to a® ~ 1.15, ie. the
case in which the model CBL height is chosen to coincide with
the height of minimum buoyancy flux.

For the flux of specific humidity, the combination of the zero-
order models for the buoyancy and top-down scalar leads to a
linear profile that varies between Fy o at the surface and

EY = /2 {14 2= 04} Fyre (56)
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at the CBL top. Substituting ¢ = ¢ into this expression yields
(F;?i) )er = Fy0, which implies a constant vertical flux in the mixed
layer and thus a steady mean specific humidity at transition
between drying and moistening regimes, as expected.

In terms of the basic parameters (cf. Figure 1), the zero-order
model can be summarized as

61](31) = {qbg,0 — O-SSVqunc =+ 0~43(Fq,O/BO)NZZenc >
F\¥ = 0.5Fy + 0.66 ,BN 2,

(57a)
(57b)

where the numerical factors stem from g{” /2~ 0.58, g% —
ﬁ)((o)/Z A~ 0.43 and 1/2 4+ A ~ 0.66. The good approximation
to the parametric dependence of gy in Eq. (52) by the
parametric dependence of qgl) in Eq. (57a) stems from the good
approximation of by and xm by biﬁl) and yx r(nol), respectively
(cf. section 3.2). Equations (57) provide the leading-order
dependence of mean properties of specific humidity on the
surface fluxes and lapse rates in the free atmosphere. This is the
first result that we were looking for.
4.3.  Variance in the mixed layer
As mentioned in the introduction, not only mean properties but
also properties of the turbulent fluctuations of specific humidity
are key for understanding cloud formation. We discuss the vari-
ance and the skewness of the specific humidity during the remain-
ing sections, focusing on the dependence of these statistical prop-
erties on the surface fluxes and lapse rates in the free atmosphere.
The turbulent fluctuation of the specific humidity, ¢ =
q — (q), can be expressed as a linear combination of the turbulent
fluctuations of b and x by subtracting Eq. (43) multiplied by
Zenc/Lo from Eq. (37):

q//‘hef = X//Xref +¢ b//bref . (58)

Hence, the specific humidity variance can be obtained from

qus/qfef :(ers/Xref)2 + (pz(brms/bref)z

+ 2905y (Xrms/ Xref) (Brms/ bref). (59)
In addition to the profiles b;ns and xrms, discussed in section 3.3,
we need the correlation coefficient ppy, = (V' x")/(brms Xrms) as
a function of {z/Zenc, Zenc/Lo} to obtain the specific humidity
variance as a function of {z/Zenc, Zenc/Lo, ¢}. This correlation
coefficient is presented in Figure 10(a). We see that the
dependence of py, on the state of development of the CBL,
Zenc/ Lo, is small, less than 5% of the variation with the normalized
height, z/zenc, so that we can consider pp, to be solely a function
of the normalized height as a first approximation. The vertical
variation of py, with height is similar to the vertical variation
of the correlation between temperature and specific humidity
reported previously in the literature (Deardorff, 1974; Mahrt,
1991): it is positive in the lower part of the CBL because of warm
and moist thermals, and negative in the upper part because of
entrainment of warm and dry air. Here we find a similar structure
even in the absence of surface moistening (the surface flux of
X 1is zero), which indicates that the warm thermals are still less
dry than the fluid between them because of mixing along the
recirculation paths followed by the entrained air.

When looking for scaling laws for g, we have to consider the
mixed layer and the entrainment zone separately. In the mixed
layer, the convective scales defined by Eqs (30) and (31) are the

Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc. 143: 2403-2419 (2017)

published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of the Royal Meteorological Society.



Moisture Statistics in Free Convection

2415

6@ (b)
14l
120
1O e N
2
& 0.8
B A
0.6} - Lo e e S
Reg=725, Zenc/Lo=21
0.4 '—R€0=25, Zenc/LO:32m€ ....... |
0a| — Reo=42, zenc/Lo=32
—R€0=117,ZenC/L0=21 : : :
-1.0 -0.8 -0.6 -04 -0.2 0.0 -1 0 1
Pby

Pbby

Pbyy

Figure 10. Profiles of (a) correlation coefficient and (b, ¢) normalized third-order moments of buoyancy and top-down scalar. Lines indicate time averages over 3-8
convective time-scales zenc /Wy (5—8% 0f Zenc/Lo), and shadows mark intervals of two standard deviations around those averages. [Colour figure can be viewed at

wileyonlinelibrary.com].
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Figure 11. Contour plots of the normalized specific humidity (a) rms and (b) skewness as a function of the normalized distance from the surface and the flux-ratio
parameter ¢ (cf. Eq. (38)): ¢ = 0 corresponds to pure drying conditions and ¢ = 2 to pure moistening conditions. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.

com].

appropriate scales. We can rewrite Eq. (59) as

qus/qi :(ers/X*)z + ¢2(brms/b*)2

+ 2(/) pbx(ers/X*)(brms/b*)) (60)

having defined

qx = (I/Z)Fq,ref/w* (61)
as convective scale of the specific humidity, and having used
the relationships gu/qref = Ux/bret = X/ Xref = LoN/wy. This
expression for the convective scale stems from

1
G, = / (Fgoz/h + Egu(1 — /W) d(z/h),  (62)
0

i.e. g«wy is equated to the vertical average of a linear reference
flux that varies from Fg at the surface to Fy,; at the CBL top (e.g.
Cuijpers and Holtslag, 1998; Moene et al., 2006). This definition
of convective scale generalizes Deardorff’s definition (Deardorff,
1970), which retains only a surface-flux contribution.

The function g 'Gims(z/Zenc>®) is provided graphically in
Figure 11(a). We observe that this function is relatively constant
in the centre of the mixed layer. Analytically, we can use the

(© 2017 The Authors. Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society

coefficients in Table 4 to write

Grms = 4.3(1 +0.068 ¢ 4 0.057 p*)'/? g, (63)

valid for z = 0.52z¢. This expression shows that gyms/q. in
the centre of the mixed layer varies less than 20% with ¢,
which supports g, as characteristic scale for the specific humidity
rms. Therefore, the dependence of g;ys on the meteorological
conditions is well characterized by the dependence of g,. In terms
of the basic parameters, the convective scale is

Gx = (1/2)Fqo/ws + (1/2)Fg1 /wy . (64)

Hence, the variance increases whenever the surface flux or entrain-
ment flux of specific humidity increases because the humidity
difference between the ascending and descending branches of the
convective cells increases. Concomitantly, as the CBL grows or
the surface flux By strengthens, w, increases and the variance
decreases because the air is better mixed. For typical atmospheric
conditions, one finds Fyref = Fgo + Fg1~0.1-0.6 gkg 'ms™!
and w, ~ 2ms~!, which implies g, ~0.02—0.15 gkg_l. Hence,
the specific humidity rms is on the order of 0.1-0.7 gkg~! in the
mixed layer, which is consistent with measurements (Wulfmeyer,
1999; Couvreux et al., 2007; Muppa et al., 2016; Wulfmeyer et al.,
2016).
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However, near the surface and in the entrainment zone, the
ratio gyms/qx« varies more strongly with ¢ than in the mixed layer,
confirming that the convective scale g, is not appropriate in those
regions (Figure 11(a)). The variance increases with the surface flux
faster than g, near the surface (gems/q« grows with ¢), and slower
than g, in the entrainment zone (gyms/g« diminishes with ¢). The
reason for this behaviour is that the increasingly stronger surface
flux causes increasingly stronger near-surface fluctuations, but
this enhancement weakens away from the surface due to mixing.

Last, we note that, in the pure moistening regime (¢ = 2), the
near-surface variance becomes comparable to the entrainment-
zone variance (Figure 11(a)). This occurs despite production rates
near the surface being more than ten times as large (not shown).
The reason for this apparent contradiction was already exposed
in section 3.3: near the surface, the variance concentrates in the
small scales and dissipation rates are large enough to compensate
the higher production rates. Hence, the large humidity variance
in the entrainment zone is not only due to large production rates,
but also due to small dissipation rates.

4.4. Variance in the entrainment zone

In the upper part of the entrainment zone, where the variance of
buoyancy and top-down scalar peak, b and x are strongly anti-
correlated (cf. Figure 10(a)). Vertical motions in a region where
the mean gradients of buoyancy and scalar have opposite sign
cause positive buoyancy fluctuations that coincide with negative
scalar fluctuations. Using the approximation pp,; ~ —1.0 in
Eq. (59), together with Eqs (32) and (36), we obtain

Jrms,i ~

refLg 1{0.23 Zenc +(1.08—0.38 ) (0.1 zenc +83))  (65)

as an estimate for the specific humidity rms in the entrainment
zone, having used the results ¢, &~ 0.38 and ¢, ~ 0.54 (cf.
Table 4). Equation (65) has a form similar to Eqs (32) and
(36) for the buoyancy and the top-down scalar, respectively,
and it can be interpreted similarly, namely as a scaling law
Grms,i X _Sq(az“]))zi,gq = anq - (ng - <q>)zi,gq> where Sq is a
gradient thickness defined similarly to §, in Eq. (33) or §, in
Eq. (35) (Appendix B). The magnitude of gyns; is represented
by & 0.3 grefZenc/ Lo, 1.e. 30% of the typical mixed-layer value (cf.
Eq. (49)). Therefore, Eq. (65) predicts that the specific humidity
rms in the entrainment zone is on the order of 0.3—-4.5gkg™!,
which is consistent with measurements (Wulfmeyer, 1999;
Couvreux et al., 2005, 2007; Turner ef al., 2014; Muppa et al.,
2016; Wulfmeyer et al., 2016).

Equation (65), along with Eq. (63), is the second main result
that we were looking for, since both expressions allow us to
calculate the rms in the mixed layer and in the entrainment zone
for arbitrary combinations of surface fluxes and lapse rates in the
free atmosphere (cf. Figure 1).

4.5.  Skewness
Using Eq. (58), the third-order moment of the specific humidity

can be obtained from the third-order moments of the buoyancy
and top-down scalar according to

(q) (xrms)s 5 (bmf
A + ¢* Sp( =
qi X XA ¢ by

Xrms brms Xrms brms
o) Gl (52 o () 0
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We have expressed (q”)/q> in terms of the skewness of the
buoyancy and the top-down scalar, S and S,, and in terms of
Poby = <b/2X/>/(b§merms) and ppy, = <b/X/2>/(brmSXr2ms)- The
reason is that, in the mixed layer, these normalized terms are
approximately independent of the state of development of the
CBL, Zene /Lo (Figures 8 and 10(b) and (c)), so that the leading-
order dependence of () on zen/Lo is captured by bims, Xrms
and the convective scales. In the entrainment zone, the region of
strong vertical variation in those profiles slightly descends and
narrows as the CBL grows, which is due to the slight decrease over
time of the entrainment-zone thickness relative to ze,. (Garcia and
Mellado, 2014). However, the change in magnitude with ze,c/Lo
remains small, within statistical convergence. The dependence
on the Reynolds number also remains small, within statistical
convergence. Hence, we focus on the dependence on z/zeyc
and ¢.

From Eqs (60) and (66), we can obtain the skewness
Sq = (4”)/ @} - The function S;(z/Zenc, @) is provided graphically
in Figure 11(b). For ¢ ~ 0, i.e. in the pure entrainment-drying
regime, we recover the skewness of the top-down scalar (cf.
Figure 8(b)). The predominance of negative skewness in the
mixed layer for the drying regime has been well documented in
the past, and it is associated with tongues of dry air from the
free atmosphere penetrating deep into the CBL (Deardorff, 1974;
Mahrt 1991; Couvreux et al., 2005; Lanotte and Mazzitelli, 2013).
These tongues are clearly visible in Figure 2.

As we increase the flux-ratio parameter, the skewness remains
practically invariant above z & 0.8 zep, 1.e. the skewness in the
upper part of the CBL is practically the same in the drying
and moistening regimes. The skewness is on the order of —1
in the upper part of the mixed-layer, becomes positive slightly
below the height of minimum mean gradient or maximum rms
(zi,gg & 1.2 Zenc), and reaches a maximum above it, at z & 1.3 Zepc.
This behaviour is consistent with previous data from observations
and simulations (Deardorff, 1974; Couvreux et al., 2007; Turner
et al., 2014; Muppa et al., 2016).

In contrast, S, varies strongly with ¢ below z ~ 0.8 zepc, and
in the lower 20% of the CBL S, can even change from negative
in the drying regime to positive in the moistening regime. The
use of the sign of the skewness to distinguish between drying and
moistening regimes has often been discussed in the literature.
Mahrt (1991) proposes such an approach based on the analysis of
the source term in the evolution equation of () for the limiting
cases of pure drying or pure moistening. However, Couvreux
et al. (2007) shows that the transport term is also important, and
the correspondence between the sign of the skewness and the type
of regime should be restricted at most to the lower part of the
CBL. Here, we further see that this is also not the case because
the relationship between the sign of the skewness and the type
of regime depends not only on ¢ but also on the distance to the
surface (cf. Figure 11(b)): between z ~ 0.1 zep and z & 0.2 zepc,
we can have a negative skewness in half of the moistening regime
(¢ Z ¢ ~ 1.15); below z & 0.1 zene, we can have a positive
skewness in half of the drying regime (¢ < ¢ ~ 1.15). Hence,
knowing sign of the skewness is often insufficient to distinguish
between drying and moistening regimes.

5. Conclusions
We have developed parametrizations for the first three moments

and the mean vertical flux of specific humidity in the equilibrium
(quasi-steady) entrainment regime of cloud-free CBLs without
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a mean wind. The analysis has been based on a top-
down-bottom-up decomposition. Appropriately combining the
buoyancy and top-down scalar, we have constructed the specific
humidity field for arbitrary combinations of control parameters
{Bo> N?, ¥4, Fg0}, where By and —N? are the surface flux and
lapse rate of buoyancy, and F; and y, are the surface flux and
lapse rate of specific humidity.

Direct numerical simulations have been used to ascertain the
coefficients of the scaling laws. The sensitivity of the results to the
Reynolds number is & 5% or less in mixed-layer properties, and
~20% or less in entrainment-zone properties, despite changes
in Reynolds number by a factor of 3. This degree of Reynolds
number similarity further supports the applicability of direct
numerical simulations to investigate some aspects of atmospheric
turbulence.

We have first studied mean properties and the transition
between drying and moistening regimes. We have shown
that the entrainment flux of specific humidity in the pure
drying regime is commensurate with y,B)N~2. Based on this
result, we have demonstrated that the flux-ratio parameter
@ = 2F;0/(Fgo + v4BoN ~2) proves convenient to characterize
the statistical properties of the specific humidity: it varies
between 0 for the pure drying regime and 2 for the
pure moistening regime, and the transition between drying
and moistening regimes occurs at ¢¢ ~ 1.15. This condition
corresponds to F;g ~ 1.35y,BoN ~2, a relationship that allows
us predict the moisture regime of the shear-free CBL for
given meteorological conditions. Based on these results, we
have constructed a zero-order model for the specific humidity
(Egs (57)).

We have then discussed the rms of q. We have demon-
strated that, in the mixed layer, the convective scale
qs = (1/2)(Fgo + )/qBoN_z)/W* explains more than 80% of the
variation of the specific humidity rms with ¢. A parametriza-
tion for the remaining 20% variation has also been provided,
in case it is needed (Eq. (63)). As expected, the convective scale
does not characterize the near-surface region nor the entrain-
ment zone. Near the surface, the specific humidity rms increases
faster with ¢ than the convective scale, and in the entrainment
zone slower. The reason is that the increase of the surface flux
with ¢ enhances near-surface fluctuations, but this enhancement
weakens away from the surface due to mixing. The specific humid-
ity rms in the entrainment zone has been parametrized based
on entrainment-zone scales (Eq. (65)). We have also demon-
strated that the large rms in the entrainment zone is not only
due to large production rates, but also due to low dissipation
rates.

Last, we have studied the skewness. The skewness of q is
negative in the mixed layer and becomes positive slightly below
the height of minimum mean gradient of g (or maximum rms),
in agreement with previous observational and numerical data. In
addition, we have found that this behaviour is independent of
@, i.e. independent of the surface fluxes and lapse rates in the
free atmosphere. However, in the lower 20% of the CBL depth,
the skewness depends strongly on both the vertical distance
from the surface and the meteorological conditions. Between
z~ 0.1 zene and z & 0.2 zepc, the skewness is negative in half of
the moistening regime (¢ 2 ¢ & 1.15); below that region, the
skewness is positive in half of the drying regime (¢ < ¢ & 1.15).
Hence, using a positive skewness near the surface as an indicator of
the moistening regime, as conjectured before based on single-case
studies, is not robust.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Proof of Eq. (11)
Let use construct the following scalar field:
& =q— qvgo — (Fgo/Bo) b
— {vqLo + (Fg0/Bo)N’Lo} x . (A1)

From the evolution equations for ¢, b and x, we obtain that the
evolution equation for & is

0:& + uj0;E = k0§, (A2)
with the Neumann boundary conditions d,& = 0 at the top and
bottom boundaries, and the background profile is &, = 0. Hence,
& tends to zero as turbulence mixes vertically any initial condition
of &. The solution & = 0 implies Eq. (11), which is what we
wanted to demonstrate.

Provided an initial condition & # 0 within a depth §; next to
the surface, an estimate for the rate of decrease of & once zene 2 8¢

~

can be obtained from the evolution of the vertically averaged value

1 [
/ (&) dz.
Zenc Jo

Since the vertical integral of (£) is constant, the vertically
averaged value decreases as z_, i.e. as t71/2 (Eq. (7)).

enc’

Appendix B: Interpretation of Eq. (65)

Here we demonstrate that Eq. (65) for gyms; can be interpreted
similarly to Eq. (32) for by and Eq. (36) for xims,i, namely as an
approximation to the rms in the entrainment zone by the product
of the gradient thickness and the local mean gradient,

qrms,i ~ _CqZ 8q(az (q) )Zi,gq . (Bl)

Zigq is the height of minimum gradient of the mean specific
humidity, and the gradient thickness of the specific humidity is
defined by

(qbg - (q) )Zi,gq

= @)y (B2)
{92(qbg — (q) )}zi,gq

8y =

We organize the discussion in two steps. As a first step,
we relate zjg, and §; to the corresponding properties of the
buoyancy and top-down scalar using Eq. (43). This equation and
the approximation zj g, ~ z; g, which is satisfied within 5% (cf.
section 3), imply that the minimum mean gradient of g also
occurs near that height, i.e. z; 4y & z 4. We denote that common
height by zs. With this result, we can substitute Eq. (43) into
Eq. (B2) and use Eqs (33) and (35) to obtain

((Sq - 5X)X;fl{3z(ng - (X))}zi,g

+‘ﬂ(8q_5b)br_e%{az(bbg_<l7>)}zi,g: 0. (B3)

Since 8, ~ 8y, (cf. Figure 7(c)) and this equation needs to be
satisfied for any ¢, the solution is 8, ~ &;. We denote that
common thickness by §.

As a second step, we recall that the definitions of § yield

8(0,(b))zy = N?8 4 (bog — b))z
_5(82<X))zi,g = Lala - (ng - <X>)zi,g>
_5(82<q>)2i,g = an - (ng - (q))zi)g-

(B4)
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The mean values in the right-hand side are unknown. As a first
approximation, we estimate them as an average between the
values inside and outside the penetrating thermals,

(b)zi,g =0 bml + (1 - O‘)(bbg)zi)ga
(X)zg =0 xm + (1 = 0)(Xbg)z, (B5)
<q>zi,g = 0 (ml + (1 - G)(qbg)zi,g)

where 0 < ¢ < 1 is an intermittency factor, i.e. the area fraction
occupied by the penetrating thermals in a horizontal cross-section
at z = z;,. We obtain the following expressions:

8(az<b>) = NZ(S +o {(bbg)zi)g - bml},

—=8(02(x )z, = Ly '8 — 0 {(Xbg)zg — Xmibs

Zi‘g

(B6)
_8(82<q) )Zi,g = an -0 {(qbg)zi,g - le}>

Substituting into these equations the result z,~1.2zen (cf.
Table 3) and the parametrizations for the mixed-layer values
derived in sections 3.1 and 4.1, we obtain
8(az(h>)zi,g= brefL(;l {8 +o (1-2 - ﬂ)zenc})
_8(32<X>)zi,g: XrefLo_1 {26 +0(2.4 — ﬁx )Zenc)s
_8(8z<q>)zi,g= QrefLal{(Z—QO)(S‘l‘U [1-2(2_(p)+ﬁq]zenc}-

(B7)

Usingo = 1/2, the first equation multiplied by ¢y, yields Eq. (32),
and the second equation multiplied by c,, yields Eq. (36). We
now show that the third equation multiplied by c,, approximates
Eq. (65). For that purpose, we note that the previous expressions
satisfy

_5(az(q) )Zi,g _ _8(82<X>)zi,g —9 6(82<b))zi,g i (BS)
ref Xref bref
which implies
qrms,i — Xrms,i —9 brms,i ) (B9)
Cq2 qref Cy2 Xref w2 href

If we approximate the constants ¢;;20.38 and c,,20.54 (cf.
Table 4) by their mean value 0.46, which is valid within 20%, and
we assume ¢ ~ 0.46, we can write

b .
—9 l;““’l . (B10)
ref

qrms,i ~ Xrms,i

qref Xref

This equation leads to Eq. (65), which is what we wanted to
demonstrate.
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