Comparing the atmospheric planetary boundary layer (PBL) in a high-resolution model with
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8. Conclusions and future work

* |Is ICON-LEM capable of reproducing the
main low cloud features compared to
observations?

* A method for comparing one-to-one ground-based observations and model output has been tested on one case study. ICON-LEM reproduces the major part of PBL clouds even if some
are missed and some “fake” clouds with small LWP are generated.

* Good agreement among Z, from radiosondes and ICON-LEM despite some rare spikes at noon is found; cloud formation does not seem to be strictly coupled to the thermodynamics of the Z,

= Clouds fraction is lower in the model, especially in the early morning during the first PBL development, in occurrence of spikes of Z.-, and after 15:00 when the variance of the vertical velocity
decreases compared to observations.

* Do any major biases exist?

* If so, which model physics or cloud-
/precipitation processes can they be
attributed to?
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