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1. Motivation ABSTRACT

*most Arctic clouds occur below 2 km altitude

*they have a large impact on the radiative surface energy budget

*to improve low-level cloud representation in climate models
using CloudSat, its limitations must be known

=evaluation of CloudSat by high-resolution airborne observations

2. Data
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4. Results and conclusions
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* CloudSat's blind zone misses a cloud fraction of 32 % 2+ (d) (b, €), and
3. Method (Fig. 2a) and half of the total (mainly light) precipitation. 2.0 - erent ere
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Il. along-track integration (Fig. 1c)
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V. application of sensitivity threshold (-27 dBZ; Fig. 1e)

by 16 pp (Fig. 3a, c).
Cold air outbreaks affect the profiles over different surfaces
(Fig. 2¢, f) and circulation weather types (Fig. 3b, d).
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2) comparison with original CloudSat data for 4 underflights (Fig. 1f)
3) comparison with original MiRAC observations over all campaigns
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Fig. 3: Cloud fraction
profiles from MIRAC (CFu;
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the simulated profiles (CFsim,
second row). Profiles are
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