Reply to Review/comment #3 by Luca Lelli

Dear Luca,

We appreciate your comment on our manuscript and for bringing to our attention certain
statements where we may have missed the intended point. The references you provided
were indeed helpful in clarifying our message. All given line numbers refer to the diff-version
of the manuscript, which is attached below.

We acknowledge the significant advantage of satellite missions in their ability to cover large
spatial scales, as opposed to the point measurements typically obtained from ground-based
instruments. However, we agree that some of our statements may have been overly
emphasized. The figure you provided in your comment highlights the promising
advancements in low-level cloud detection achieved by satellites. In response, we have
expanded the paragraph discussing various satellite-based approaches, their strengths, and
weaknesses (lines: 35-51).

The statements which were referred to in the comment:

‘In both the introduction (lines 54-56: "Yet ... missing.") and the conclusion (lines 298-301:
"In conclusions ... clouds") it is stated that clouds, whose altitude is very low (~150 m, if | am
not mistaken), cannot be characterized by means of satellite retrievals.’

were revised and read now as:

An Arctic-wide quantification of these low-level clouds and the disentangling
of their radiative effects from those from higher clouds is still difficult. (lines: 94-95)

and

In conclusion, the following key statements from our study remain. Through our literature
review, we have demonstrated that quantifying the abundance and determining the
properties of the lowest-level Arctic clouds, ranging from just above the surface to about 150
m still poses challenges on remote-sensing approaches from the ground, aircraft, and
satellite. The main reason for this gap is, that current remote-sensing techniques, or their
implementation, struggle to disentangle the effects of the lowest clouds from higher-
reaching ones and hence provide a detailed characterization of these clouds. (lines: 366-371)

We hope that these statements, along with our review of the latest studies, now offer a
more realistic representation of the current state-of-the-art regarding the satellite (as well
as ground-based and aircraft) capabilities to derive cloud properties in the Arctic.
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Abstract. Quantifying the role of clouds in the Earth’s radiation budget is essential for improving our understanding of the
drivers and feedbacks of climate change. This holds in particular for the Arctic, the region currently undergoing the most rapid
changes. This region, however, also poses significant challenges to remote-sensing retrievals of clouds and radiative fluxes, in-
troducing large uncertainties in current climate data records. In particular, low-level stratiform clouds are common in the Arctic
but are, due to their low altitude, challenging to observe and characterize with remote-sensing techniques. The availability of
reliable ground-based observations as reference is thus of high importance. In the present study, radiative transfer simulations
based on state-of-the-art ground-based remote sensing of clouds are contrasted to surface radiative flux measurements to assess
their ability to constrain the cloud radiative effect. Cloud radar, lidar, and microwave radiometer observations from the PS106
cruise in the Arctic marginal sea ice zone in summer 2017 were used to derive cloud micro- and macrophysical properties by
means of the instrument synergy approach of Cloudnet. Closure of surface radiative fluxes can only be achieved by a realistic
representation of the low-level liquid-containing clouds in the radiative transfer simulations. The original, likely erroneous,
representation of these low-level clouds in the radiative transfer simulations tet-led to errors in the cloud radiative effect of
43 Wm~2, The present study highlights the importance of jointly improving retrievals for low-level liquid-containing clouds
which are frequently encountered in the high Arctic, together with observational capabilities both in terms of cloud remote

sensing and radiative flux observations. Concrete suggestions for achieving these goals are provided.

1 Introduction

In the past 30 years, the surface temperature in the Arctic has increased by more than twice the globally averaged increase.
In addition, the differential temperature rise has intensified over the same period (Chylek et al., 2022). This phenomenon of
the increased warming in the Arctic is knew-known as Arctic amplification ;-and is attributed to several feedback mechanisms
(Wendisch et al., 2017; Goosse et al., 2018). Clouds play a complex role in the context of Arctic amplification. On the one
hand, clouds influence other processes and feedback mechanisms driving the rapid changes in the Arctic, such as the ice-albedo
feedback (He et al., 2019; Kay et al., 2016). On the other hand, clouds directly impact the atmospheric radiative fluxes.

One measure of the impact of clouds on the radiation budget is the cloud radiative effect (CRE). The macro- and micro-

physical properties of clouds (e.g., phase, particle shape and size, vertical extent) strongly influence the magnitude of the
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CRE, as well as the interaction of radiative fluxes with surface properties (e.g., surface albedo, skin temperature). A way
to determine the CRE is to measure the radiative fluxes below and above the cloud, as it can be done, for example, with
tethered balloon platforms (Egerer et al., 2019; Lonardi et al., 2022) or airerafts{Beckeret-al;2023)and-determine-the-CRE
aircraft (Becker et al., 2023). The CRE can the be determined by comparing the different profiles. Here, the temporal differ-
ence between the measurements due to the aseend-or-deseend-ascent or descent time of the platform needs to be considered.
A more common approach to study the CRE is the utilization of radiative transfer simulations (e.g., Kay and L’Ecuyer, 2013;
Shupe et al., 2015; Ebell et al., 2020; Barrientos-Velasco et al., 2022). Such simulations are based on the input of cloud
propertiesand-. The simulations provide vertically resolved radiative fluxes for the same period for both cloudy and cloud-free
conditions. The simulated fluxes can be evaluated, e.g., against surface measurements. By contrasting the cloudy and cloud-free
seenarioscenarios, the radiative effect of clouds can be determined.

Satellite products of Wra&atwe fluxes are available for the entire Arctic;and-can-be-compared-toradiative
- Active satellite retrievals based on
cloud radar and lidar synergies, such as DARDAR (Cazenave et al., 2019) or CAPTIVATE (Mason et al., 2023), can retrieve
the vertical structure of cloud microphysical properties. The applied cloud radar, however, can suffer from ground clutter
Additionall ., Kato et al., 2018; Stengel et al., 2020
properties from passive satellite observations and ground-based remote sensing at four Arctic sites. The authors showed an
agreement of the cloud fraction of clouds with an optical thickness of 3 or higher of better than 90%. In addition, they
highlighted that the differences in the derived cloud top heights are generally less than 500 m. Based on 34 years of satellite

a warming trend at the surface. Kay and L’Ecuyer (2013) aj

roaches for passive sensors are established (e. assive Sensors

lied a combination of active and passive satellite observations

and found an annual-mean surface net warming effect of clouds over the Arctic Ocean between 2000 and 2011 by 10 Wm™

Yetthe-investigation-Lelli et al. (2023) assessed the CRE of Arctic clouds based 20 years of satellite observations. The authors
observed a trend of more liquid clouds over the open ocean, inducing a cooling effect at the surface. The authors pointed out that

this effect has seasonal and regional differences and that the effect is weaker above closed ice areas and the marginal ice zone
and strongest in summer. Yet, investigations of small-scale processes need-require the application of models and measurements

with a smaller feetprintfootprint, as ground-based remote-sensing approaches offer. Shupe et al. (2015) and Ebell et al. (2020),
for instance, each have investigated 2 years of ground-based remote sensing and radiative transfer simulations at the land-based
sites in Utqiagvik, USA, and Ny—/eklesund, Svalbard, respectively. Barrientos-Velasco et al. (2022) studied radiative fluxes ob-
served during the Polarstern cruise PS106 (Wendiseh-et-al5-2649)(cruise track is shown in Fig. 1, Wendisch et al., 2019) per-
formed in May - July 2017 in the marginal sea-ice zone, north and north-east of Svalbard, of the Arctic eeean-Ocean and
contrasted them to radiative transfer simulations as well as satellite observations. The surface flux differences reported in these
studies, averaged over the investigated period, between simulations and observations were within a range of 23 W m~2 for

the solar and -7 W m™2 for the terrestrial radiative fluxes. Shupe et al. (2015) reported that the largest biases were found
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for clear-sky and iee-eloud-ice-cloud situations. In Ebell et al. (2020) a large difference between the observed and simulated
fluxes were found during the summer months, which was attributed to clouds missed by the observations. Barrientos-Velasco
et al. (2022) reported similar challenges for the ground-based observations for low-level mixed-phase clouds and ice clouds.
Huang et al. (2022) compared radiative fluxes derived form satellites observations to those measured on the ground, during the
ear-long Multidisciplinary drifting Observatory for the Study of Arctic Climate (MOSAIC) expedition (Shupe et al., 2022).
The authors reported an average surface flux difference between the satellite-based and ground-based retrievals of £15 Wm™2
for April to September 2020. Differences in the upwelling radiative fluxes were partially attributed to an underestimated
surface albedo in the satellite footprint and differences in the downwelling fluxes to an underestimation of the atmospheric

optical thickness in the satellite retrieval.
The dominant contribution to the Arctic surface CRE is caused by low-level mixed-phase clouds (Shupe and Intrieri, 2004).

In medeHing-modeling studies, it has been shown that these clouds can provide a critical contribution to extreme melting events
of the Greenland ice sheet (Bennartz et al., 2013) and have increased the surface downward terrestrial radiative fluxes during
this event by 100 W m~2 (Solomon et al., 2017). Additionally, Turner et al. (2007) showed the necessity of an accurate repre-

2

sentation of low-level liquid-containing clouds with a liquid-water path (LWP) below 0.1 kg m™~ in radiative transfer studies.

The authors used remote sensing and models to highlight the sensitivity of the radiative effect of these clouds to small LWP per-

turbations and the challenge to-aceurately-derive-their-of accurately deriving the cloud microphysical properties. The properties
of low-level mixed-phase clouds are subject to boundary-layer processes and the radiative forcing produced by higher-level
clouds above (Griesche et al., 2021; Shupe et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2019), and their presence is critical to atmospheric stability
(Sedlar, 2014), surface conditions (Solomon et al., 2017), as well as large-scale processes (Huang et al., 2021).

Only a few ship-based studies have been performed in the Arctic Ocean with the ability to continuously derive height-resolved
cloud microphysical properties-, i.e., were equipped with a collocated cloud radar and lidar. Low-level clouds in the Arctic have

been observed during the aircraft campaign ACLOUD (Arctic CLoud Observations Using airborne measurements during polar Day, Wend;

which was performed simultaneously with the first month of the PS106 cruise (Mech et al., 2019). Even though, also limited
to clouds above 150 m, during ACLOUD a peak of low-level clouds just above the lowest detection range of the applied cloud

radar was observed. Shupe et al. (2005) reported for the year-long Arctic ice drift SHEBA (Surface Heat Budget of the Arctic Ocean, Uttal

erformed in 1997 and 1998 that the lowest detectable cloud base was at 105 m. For similar, but shorter campaigns, as the Arctic
Summer Cloud Ocean Study (ASCOS, Tjernstrom et al., 2014) and the Arctic Ocean expedition (AO2018, Viillers et al., 2021
erformed in 2008 and 2018, respectively, the lowest detected range gate was around 150 m, with no height-resolved microphysical

roperties derived for clouds below that height (Shupe et al., 2013; Viillers et al., 2021). During the ACSE (Arctic Clouds in Summer Expe:

campaign conducted in 2014, a cloud radar was operated, which had its lowest range gate at 80 m and a maximum height of
5980 m (Achtert et al., 2020). Based on the measurements taken during this campaign Cloudnet had identified an unusuall
high frequency of aerosol and insect occurrence (for the Arctic), despite the rather low cloud radar detection limit. This has

been attributed to missing cloud identification (Achtert et al., 2020). To account for these miss-classifications the occurrence of
fog was identified by an in-situ visibility sensor on the ship. Yet, due to their very low altitude, these clouds still pose challenges

to state-of-the-art remote-sensing approaches. An Aretie-wide-Arctic-wide quantification of these elouds-and-low-level clouds
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and the disentangling of their radiative effects is-still-missingfrom those from higher clouds is still difficult. By means of lidar
observations performed during the PS106 cruise, an occurrence of clouds located below an altitude of 165m, i.e., below the

lowest detection range of most remote-sensing techniques, during 25% of the observational time was determined (Griesche
et al., 2020). Griesche et al. (2020) elaborated that these low-level clouds with occurrence heights between around 20 and 150
m above ground are located in the blind zones of many ground-based, spaceberne-space-borne, and airborne remote-sensing
techniques. Hence, their spatial extent was to date not quantifiable. It is likely that they cover large portions of the marginal sea
ice zone where humid marine air masses pass over the cold sea ice.

In this manuscript, we will demonstrate the relevance of the low-level clouds on the CRE by means of a selected case
study. We propose a method to reduce downward radiative flux biases of low-level stratus clouds (LLS) by evaluating the flux
differences between 1-D radiative transfer simulations and observations collected during the PS106 cruise. The simulations
were performed with the TROPOS (Leibniz Institute of Tropospheric Research) Cloud and Aerosol Radiative effect Simulator
(T-CARS) (Barlakas et al., 2020; Witthuhn et al., 2021; Barrientos-Velasco et al., 2022). Cloud properties derived by the
instrument synergy approach Cloudnet (Illingworth et al., 2007; Tukiainen et al., 2020) served as realistic input parameters
for the radiative transfer simulations and the surface radiation measurements of the OCEANET-Atmosphere facility (hereafter
referred to as OCEANET) as true validation data. Cloudnet combines active and passive remote-sensing observations to derive
macro- and microphysical cloud properties. To address the challenges of Arctic clouds, especially the frequent occurrence
of optically-thick, low-level clouds, the standard Cloudnet output had to be adjusted. Therefore, new approaches to derive
the ice-crystal effective radius (ref ice) and for the detection of LLS were introduced in Griesche et al. (2020) and were
added to the Cloudnet processing chain. While using Cloudnet products in the radiative transfer model led to cases with good
agreement between simulated and observed radiative fluxes at the surface during the PS106 cruise, there were other cases where
the biases were larger than the radiometer instrumental uncertainties. Here, we quantify the contribution of low-level liquid-
containing clouds to the observed differences between simulated and observed surface radiative fluxes. Therefore, an effective
improvement of the Cloudnet cloud properties was used to simulate radiative fluxes during the PS106 cruise by applying the
additional information on LLS clouds presented in Griesche et al. (2020) to T-CARS. These model results are compared to
a control simulation without the improved low-level cloud treatment. This approach allows us to determine the surface CRE
caused by low-level mixed-phase clouds.

Section 2 gives a brief introduction inte-to the applied observations, the radiative transfer simulations, and the treatment of
the low-level stratus clouds is given. In Sect. 3 the resulting surface CRE is presented by means of a case study obtained during
the PS106 cruise. First, the detection of liquid clouds and the quantification of their properties is introduced. In a-the next step,
their relevance for the radiative transfer simulations is evaluated. A discussion of the results and general conclusions are given

in Sect. 4.
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Figure 1. Cruise track of the PS106 expedition. The black star marks the position during the presented case study on 13 July 2017.

2 Methods
2.1 OCEANET observations

In this study, the required cloud properties were derived based on the instrument synergy approach of Cloudnet. During the
PS106 cruise, the mobile remote-sensing supersite OCEANET from TROPOS performed continuous observations of the at-
mospheric structure (Griesche et al., 2020). By default, OCEANET is equipped with a multiwavelength Raman lidar Polly*T
(Engelmann et al., 2016), a microwave radiometer HATPRO (Rose et al., 2005), and broadband pyranometer and pyrge-
ometer. For the PS106 cruise, OCEANET was complemented for the first time with a motion-stabilized and heave-corrected
cloud radar MIRA-35 (Gorsdorf et al., 2015; Griesche et al., 2020). This data was processed by Cloudnet in order to derive
cloud macro- and microphysical properties, such as the liquid-water content (LWC) and the ice-water content (IWC), and the
liquid-droplet effective radius (ref,1iq), and reg ice. The liquid and ice cloud microphysical properties were derived based on
the combination of cloud radar, lidar, microwave radiometer, and radiosonde observations. The IWC and reg jice are based on
an empirical relationship between the radar reflectivity factor and temperature (Hogan et al., 2006; Griesche et al., 2020). The

cloud radar reflectivity and the assumption of a marine stratus cloud with a cloud droplet number concentration of 100 cm >

Frisch et al., 2002).
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2.2 T-CARS simulations

T-CARS is a Python-based environment for simulating vertically resolved broadband radiative fluxes and heating rates for
cloudy and cloud-free conditions from the surface to the top of the atmosphere. The radiative transfer simulations were per-
formed by means of the 1-D Rapid Radiative Transfer Model for General Circulation Model applications (RRTMG, Barker
et al., 2003; Clough et al., 2005; Mlawer et al., 1997) which has been implemented into T-CARS. For this study, near-surface
temperature and pressure measured aboard Polarstern, extrapolated atmospheric properties of humidity, temperature, and pres-
sure from the radiosondes launched every 6 hours throughout the whole cruise from Polarstern, and atmospheric trace-gases
profiles (i.e., Anderson et al., 1986) were used as input to T-CARS. The input parameter for the surface albedo is based on the
collocated data to the ship location of CERES Synoptic 1-degree Ed. 4.1 products (Minnis et al., 2021). Additionally, cloud
properties like LWC, IWC, rqf 1ig, and Tef ice are necessary to perform the simulations. Here, the cloud properties derived by
Cloudnet, based on the remote-sensing observations were applied. The method implemented in this analysis first compares the
simulated radiative fluxes with observed values of downward solar (SD) and terrestrial radiative-fluxes-(TD) and then derives
the CRE at the surface, following Barrientos-Velasco et al. (2022). The current study defines the CRE as the difference between

an all-sky and a clear-sky atmosphere.
2.3 Improved low-level stratus liquid microphysical properties for radiative transfer simulations

For the realization of reliable radiative transfer simulations, an accurate representation of the atmospheric state in the model is
necessary. The nature of Arctic clouds, especially the optically thick, low-altitude clouds, poses challenges on the task to derive
the cloud microphysical properties for the entire tropospheric column. Strong lidar signal attenuation inside the LLS makes the
continuous application of existing ref ice retrievals which apply lidar-radar instrument synergy, as used, e.g., for the DARDAR-
CLOUD algorithm (Cazenave et al., 2019), impossible. Hence, reg ijcc Was derived based on cloud radar measurements alone,
as proposed by Griesche et al. (2020). This method ensures the continuous identification of microphysical properties up to
cloud top. The low altitude of the clouds, which was frequently below the lowest range gate of the cloud radar, was addressed
using the near-range capabilities of the lidar PollyX™. The near-range channel allowed a cloud detection down to a height of

50 m above the instrument and to adjust the cloud base height accordingly (Griesche et al., 2020). This approach is applied to

a case study on 13 July 2020. The location of Polarstern during the case study is marked by the black star in Fig. 1 and the

observations are shown in Fig. 2.
The liquid phase detection in Cloudnet is based on the observed lidar attenuated backscatter coefficient, but the retrievals

for LWC and ref 14 rely on the cloud radar reflectivity. The etoud-radar-measurementslowest height range of the cloud radar,
however, are-limited-to-altitudes-above-is located 165 m above the ground. In addition, in the case of a complete lidar signal
attenuation below the lowest cloud radar range gate, no liquid phase is identified by Cloudnet in the whole column, as it is the
case in Fig. 2 around 05:00 UTC and often between 07:50 — 09:30 UTC. Consequently, no liquid-water cloud microphysical
properties were derived. Therefore, the LLS cloud mask was used to identify the presence of a liquid-water cloud below the

lowest range gate of the cloud radar. In the case of a detected LLS, the column integrated LWC (hereafter denoted as LWPrwc)
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Figure 2. Profiles of cloud radar reflectivity (a), lidar attenuated backscatter coefficient (b), and Cloudnet target classification (c) between 0
and 10 km height, and LWP (d) for 13 July 2017 01:00 UTC to 11:00 UTC. The two dashed lines mark the time of the radiosonde launches
for the profiles shown in Fig. 4 (b) and (c).

was compared to the LWP derived by the MWR HATPRO. The LWC derived by Cloudnet is scaled to the LWP from HATPRO.
Hence, both quantities are identical if Cloudnet had identified a liquid-water cloud. If no liquid-water cloud was identified, no
LWC was derived by Cloudnetand-the-valuesfor-the HATPRO-EWPand- WP, i.e., LWPrwc differis equal to zero. Yet, such
a strong lidar signal attenuation can only be caused by the presence of a liquid-dominated cloud layer. In this case, reg 1iq Was

estimated using the difference between the LWP from HATPRO and LWPp ¢ (denoted as ALWP).



To determine a representative LWP-1cg 14 relationship, the reg 1iq product as derived by Cloudnet for surface-coupled low-
180 level stratus clouds during the PS106 cruise was analyzed. Surface-coupled clouds were defined as clouds with a quasi-constant
potential temperature 6 profile below the liquid-dominated cloud layer, following Gierens et al. (2020). The potential temper-
ature profile was calculated from the temporal closest radiosonde, which were launched every 6 hours. A surface-coupled
cloud was identified if the difference between the cumulative mean of # and 6 did not exceed 0.5 K between the surface and
the liquid-dominated cloud base. In addition, only clouds with a liquid-dominated layer less than 200 m thick were analyzed.
185 In Fig. 3 the resulting distribution of reg 1;q for LWP between 0 and 0.3 kg m~2 is shown. Based on these results, a linear
LWP-1eg 1iq relationship for ALWP below 0.15kg m~—2 was applied and values between 5 and 15 um were used for re 1iq.
For ALWP larger than 0.15 kg m~2 a constant ref 1;q of 15 zm was utilized. Finally, the liquid cloud microphysical properties
for the radiative transfer simulations were estimated as follows. For each time step a height-constant reg j;q derived by the
LWP-1. 1iq relationship was applied to the layer determined by the LLS identification and the LWC was determined by an

190 adiabatic scaling of ALWP inside the LLS boundaries.

3 ResultsCase study: 13 July 2017 - Signal attenuation by LLS
3.1 €asestudy:13-July2017—Signal-attenuation- by LLS

To evaluate the improved procedure for improved CRE retrieval, and to highlight the benefits of the introduced low-level
mixed-phase cloud detection and the estimation of the microphysical properties, its application is presented here for a case

195 study from 13 July 2017. In Fig. 2 an overview of the cloud observations between 01:00 UTC and 11:00 UTC is presented. The
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Figure 3. Box plot depicting the reg 1iq distribution from optically thick surface-coupled low-level clouds during the PS106 cruise, for
different LWP. The median value is represented by the orange bar. The blue boxes show the 25 and 75 percentile and the caps mark the

minimum and maximum values (circles show outliers).
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corresponding radiosonde profiles up to 4 km height are given in Fig. 4. Figure 5 shows the derived Cloudnet liquid and ice
microphysical products.

The period started with a liquid-water-dominated stratus cloud layer, which was located between 0.5 km and 1 km height
and slowly descended towards lower altitudes. At the beginning of this period, the layer was thermodynamically decoupled
from the surface, as can be seen by the 6 profile in Fig. 4 (a). With decreasing cloud base height, this layer became coupled to
the surface (Fig. 4 (b)), and precipitation formed after 02:00 UTC. Between 04:30 UTC and 05:30 UTC and after 06:30 UTC
the entire cloud layer was below the lowest detection limit of the cloud radar, and hence of Cloudnet, and was therefore
not identified by the original classification. Above this layer, at 2.5 km height and between 03:00 UTC and 08:00 UTC an
altocumulus cloud was observed. This cloud was only classified as *'mixed-phase’ (green) or ’liquid’ (blue) when the lidar
was able to penetrate this layer. In the case of complete lidar signal attenuation in the layer below, the altocumulus layer was
classified as ’ice’ cloud (yellow). The missing liquid-water identification is reflected in the Cloudnet products as presented in
Fig. 5. After 04:30 UTC, LWC (Fig. 5 (a)) and reg 1iq (Fig. 5 (b)) of the altocumulus layer as well as of the LLS cloud deck
was only occasionally determined.

In Fig. 6 (a) the simplified Cloudnet classification mask (above 165 m) combined with the LLS cloud classification mask
(below 165 m) is shown. This mask revealed the presence of an LLS cloud almost continuously during the entire period after
02:00 UTC. Only during a short situation of very few or no low clouds from 06:30 UTC to 07:30 UTC no LLS was identified.
Figure 6 (b) depicts the LWP derived by HATPRO in blue and the difference ALWP which is shown in orange. Two periods
with increased ALWP can be identified. The first period was observed between 04:30 UTC and 05:30 UTC with ALWP up to
0.15 kg m~2. During this period the altocumulus layer was present above the LLS at 2.5 km height. Between 07:30 UTC and
11:00 UTC ALWP was again elevated, with values between betweern-0.03 kg m~2 and 0.08 kg m 2.

The increased values of ALWP verified the presence of liquid-water clouds as already indicated by the LLS mask. These

clouds were not identified by the standard Cloudnet classification. Thus, using the standard Cloudnet classification, the radia-
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Figure 4. Thermodynamic profiles of temperature (blue), potential temperature (black), and relative humidity (red) up to 4 km height for

three radiosonde launches relevant for the analyzed period. The start time and date are given above the respective profiles.
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Figure 5. Profiles of microphysical cloud products for the same period as shown in Fig. 2 derived by Cloudnet. Panel (a) shows LWC, (b)
Teffliq, (€) IWC, and (d) ref ice- The two dashed lines mark the radiosonde launches for the profiles shown in Fig. 4 (b) and (c).

tive effect of these clouds would be calculated solely based on their ice macro and microphysical properties, leading to an

underestimation of the TD and an overestimation of the SD at the surface. In the following, the effect of incorporating the
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identified liquid-water clouds into the radiative transfer simulations of T-CARS is evaluated.

Three sets of radiative transfer simulations were performed to investigate the effect of the improved low-level stratus quan-
tification. The-eentrolrun-First, the control run was conducted
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Figure 6. Panel (a) shows the low-level cloud mask for the same period as shown in Fig. 2 derived from the Polly*™ near range signal
(below 165 m) combined with a simplified Cloudnet classification mask (above 165 m). All clouds are shown in brown, aerosol in green and
clear sky in blue. White areas denote situations where no Cloudnet data is available. In panel (b) LWP determined by the MWR HATPRO is
depicted in blue. Additionally, the deviation between LWP derived by HATPRO and by the integration of LWC, ALWP, is shown in orange.

radiative simulation using the improved Cloudnet input based on the approach described in Sect. 2.3 was realized. This simu-
lation, called scaled run, consisted of first identifying missed liquid-water clouds and then deriving their cloud droplet effective

radius. Finally, also a simulation assuming a clear-sky situation was performed. The results for SD and TD at the surface are

shown in Fig. 7 (a) and (c) (for clarity reasons a running mean of 5 minutes was applied). Tn-green—theradiativefluxesfrom

are-presented—The observed SD in Fig. 7 (a) are on the first order driven by the solar zenith angle and thus follow a diurnal
circle. Variations from this distribution can be caused by the presence of clouds, especially liquid-water-containing clouds.
Under these cloudy conditions, the SD fluctuated from about 90 W m~2 at 01:00 UTC to a maximum of more than 500 W m—2
at around 09:10 UTC. The peaks in the SD at approximately 07:20, 09:05 and 10:00 UTC were caused by a broken cloud
situation at the horizon during low solar elevation angles, identified by observations of an all-sky camera (not shown). With the
appearance of LLS shortly after 04:30 UTC the simulated SD from the control run deviated considerably from the observations.
Between 04:30 and 05:30 UTC the simulated SD from the control run reached values above 350 W m~2 and were similar to
the clear-sky fluxes, while the observations were below 200 W m~2. The derived SD based on the scaled run showed a much
better agreement with the observations.

The observed TD at the surface are driven by the optical thickness of clouds and the temperature of the cloud base, which
defines the respective terrestrial emission of the cloud. The stratus cloud that was present below 1 km height almost during

the entire period with rather high temperatures of above —5 °C caused the observed TD up to 320 W m~2. Smallerdeviations
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240 Deviations were observed when the LLS cloud deck was broken, at around 05:00 UTC and after ©607:00 UTC (see Fig. 7 (c)).
The presence of the stratocumulus at 2.5 km height with roughly the same temperature produced comparable TD. With the
disappearance of the stratocumulus and still a broken cloud situation of the LLS deck at 07:30 UTC (see Fig. 2 (e)) TD was

reduced to 285 W m~2. Same as for the SD, a clear improvement of the simulated TD using the scaled run can be seen.
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Figure 7. Results of the T-CARS simulations for the downward solar (SD) (a) and terrestrial radiative fluxes (TD) (c) at the surface for the
same period as shown in Fig. 2. In blue, the radiative fluxes derived for the control run and in green for the scaled run are shown together
with the respective measured values from the OCEANET pyranometer or pyrgeometer in orange. In light blue, the clear sky results from
the T-CARS simulations are depicted. Additionally, the occurrence of LLS clouds is indicated by the gray LLS flag at the bottom of panels
() and (c). The black LWP flag indicates periods with ALWP > 0.05kgm 2. A histogram of the respective differences (simulations minus
observations) is given in panels (b) and (d). The dashed lines in (b) and (d) depict the corresponding mean values and the dotted lines show

the two-o standard deviation. The gap at 02:40 UTC is due to missing Cloudnet data.

12



245

250

255

260

265

270

275

In Fig. 7 (b) and (d) the histogram of the differences in the SD and TD (simulations minus measurements) for the scaled run
(green) and the control run (blue) are shown. Good performances of T-CARS based on the default Cloudnet classification mask
applied in the control run were derived during situations when higtid-water-liquid water was identified inside the clouds, e.g.,
until 04:30 UTC. After 04:30 UTC the differences between the measurements and the control run were up to +200 W m~2
for the SD and —75 W m~2 for the TD during periods when Cloudnet failed to identify liquid and classified the clouds as
pure ice. The mean downward flux difference and the respective standard deviation for the control run during the complete
period analyzed was (54 £ 82) W m~2 for SD and {—13 £ 173 Wm~2 for TD (blue dotted and dashed lines in Fig 7 (b) and
(d), respectively) suggesting an underestimation of the opacity of the simulated cloud. As already indicated by the time series,
applying the approach with a more realistic LLS representation used in the scaled run, the average differences were much
smaller. In this case, the mean downward flux difference and the standard deviation for SD was-(were 15 =613 W m~2, and for
TD ¢(—3 &= 8) Wm~2 (green dashed and dotted lines in Fig 7 (b) and (d), respectively).

The resulting CRE at the surface can be derived based on the upwelling and downwelling radiative fluxes from the T-CARS
simulations for all-sky and clear-sky conditions. Figure 8 (a) shows the net surface CRE for the scaled run in green and for
the control run in dashed-bluedashed blue. Diurnal variations are one of the main drivers of the atmospheric CRE during the
presented period. At the beginning of the period, a slightly positive CRE was found due to the lower solar elevation angle, which
turned negative at around 01:30 UTC. However, the deviations based on the adjustments in the cloud classification as already
apparent in Fig. 7 (a) and (c) propagate and arise also in the net atmospheric CRE. The resulting differences in the determined
CRE, control run minus scaled run, are shown in Fig. 8 (b). Differences between the results based on the two approaches
of up to 90 W m~2 were calculated, e.g., around 10:00 and 11:00 UTC. On average, the CRE based on the control run was
—22Wm~2, and the CRE based on the scaled run was —65 W m~2 during the presented period. Hence, when applying the
adjusted Cloudnet classification scheme compared to the default one, the net surface CRE decreased on average by 43 W m~2,

as the cooling effect induced by the clouds in the solar range dominated over the cloud terrestrial warming in this situation.

4 Discussion and conclusion

The presented case study shows the potential of obtaining more realistic radiative fluxes by using an improved liquid-water
cloud detection in the input to the radiative transfer simulations. In case of a failed liquid-cloud detection, large discrepancies
between the simulated and observed radiative fluxes were observed. As reason—for-a-a reason for such a failed cloud detec-
tion, the complete attenuation of the lidar signal at height levels below the lowest detected range gate of the cloud radar (i.e.,
165 meters) was identified. Clouds at such low altitudes are frequently observed in the high Arctic but are less common in

lower latitudes. The p

radar—and-tidar—The-instrument limitations presented in this manuscript apply also to satellite and airborne observations
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Figure 8. Time series of net surface CRE derived by T-CARS for the same period as shown in Fig. 2. In panel (a) the CRE derived based
on the original Cloudnet classification applied in the control run (dashed blue) and the adjusted approach used in the scaled run (green) are

depicted. In panel (b) the respective difference (control minus scaled) is shown.

(Mech et al., 2019; Mioche et al., 2015; Papakonstantinou-Presvelou et al., 2022) and were an issue that was also reported

in previous ground-based remote-sensing studies:

was-identiied-by-an-in-situ-visibility-sensor-on-the-ship—, as was pointed out in Sec. 1.
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A key challenge encountered in this study is the complete lidar signal attenuation just above the surface and the resulting
failed liquid-water detection. One potential solution would be the application of a cloud radar multipeak analysis as proposed,
e.g., by Radenz et al. (2019) (peakTree), or the application of artificial neural networks (Kalesse-Los et al., 2022; Schimmel
et al., 2022). These techniques, however, make use of cloud radar measurements s-and are therefore only applicable for-to
higher-reaching clouds. For the low-level clouds discussed in this manuscript, with a cloud top below the lowest range gate of
the cloud radar, these radar-based approaches are of limited use. Single-layer LLS, i.e., LLS without another cloud layer above
165 m, have been observed for about 5 % of the entire PS106 cruise, and-with daily maximum occurrence up to 40 % (Griesche
et al., 2020). Together with overlaying clouds, LLS have been observed for 25 % of the cruise. The horizontal visibility sensor
aboard Polarstern frequently missed these clouds as well, because the LLS base was frequently too high. Hence, the Polly*T
near-field capabilities turned out to be crucial to detect these low-level clouds.

Besides the detection of the LLS, also the determination of the cloud microphysics for these clouds poses a challenge. Ap-
proaches for LWC and reg 1iq, as they are, for example, implemented in Cloudnet, often rely on cloud radar reflectivity (e.g.,
Frisch et al., 2002; O’Connor et al., 2005). Additional approaches using lidar Raman dual-field-of-view capabilities exist mean-
while (Jimenez et al., 2020, this technique did not yet exist for the PS106 cruise). However, to apply these techniques a complete
overlap between the laser pulse footprint and the receiving field-of-view is mandatory. Thus, these methods are not applicable
for-the-to the discussed low-level clouds. Approaches based on active remote sensing from satellites, as-for-example-such as
the DARDAR-CLOUD algorithm (Cazenave et al., 2019), or aircrafts, such as the observations from Ehrlich et al. (2019),
suffer from ground clutter in the-lower altitudes and hence also struggle to observe the low-level clouds (Mieche-et-al52045)
(Mioche et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2017). Passive satellite products, such as the SYN1deg from Clouds and the Earth’s Radiant

Energy System (CERES) often have significant errer-errors in their retrieved parameters and the vertical structure of multilayer

cloud conditions : s : R aEr -

Heneein-(Rutan et al., 2015; Minnis et al., 2019; Yost et al., 2021). Hence, here the liquid-water cloud microphysical prop-
erties were derived by an effective analysis of the LWP for surface-coupled, single-layer liquid clouds and a statistical analysis
of Teft 1iq determined during the PS106 cruise. The calculated values of the radiative fluxes suggest that by applying the ad-
justed method radiative closure is determined-achieved for the analyzed period. The mean flux differences (SD: 15W m~2, TD:
-3W m~2) were below the instrumental uncertainties (i.e., =20 W m~2 pyranometer (SD) and =10 W m~2 for pyrgeometer
(TD), (Lanconelli et al., 2011)). Due to the short period analyzed, the presented case can not be seen as representative for-of
the Arctic other than for the specific time and location. The results still fit into previous studies on the broader picture of the
CRE in the Arctic, as—for-examplefor example, reported by Shupe et al. (2015), Ebell et al. (2020) and Barrientos-Velasco
downward radiative fluxes were measured.

The presented findings demonstrate that a detailed characterization of the low-level clouds can significantly improve the
quality of radiative transfer simulations. In the standard configuration of processing schemes for cloud microphysical products,
such as Cloudnet, these low-level clouds are often underrepresented. Unless otherwise considered, this lack of low-level clouds

eventually leads to large differences in the calculated CRE. A difference in the derived surface CRE of up to 90 W m~2
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was calculated in the presented case study ;-when these low-level clouds were considered in T-CARS input compared to the
application of the standard Cloudnet products. Comparing the control and the scaled simulation, a positive contribution of the
low-level liquid-containing cloud to the surface net CRE of 43 W m~2 was found. The resuts-result underlines the findings of
previous radiative studies, which have shown that low-level clouds are of great importance for the Arctic radiation budget. An
accurate representation of these clouds in radiative simulations is hence a prerequisite for the understanding of a piece of the
puzzle of Arctic amplification. The presented case also highlights the importance for-of accurate radiative flux measurements.
The approach to consider the missed liquid-containing clouds in the radiative transfer simulations by constant values of the
droplet effective radius already reduced the mean difference between the modeled and measured radiative fluxes below the
measurement uncertainty.

To challenge the remaining deviations of the observed and simulated radiative fluxes, future studies should, for example,
also consider the-spatial cloud homogeneity. Especially when analyzing mobile observations in the Arctic, where the complex-
ity among the interaction of variable low sun angles, multiple reflections due to cloud inhomogeneities, and variable surface
conditions (i.e., open ocean, marginal ice zone, ice surfaces) increases. Therefore, extending the analysis to improve the un-
derstanding of 3-D radiative effects is also recommended. The difference between 3-D and 1-D simulations has been assessed
by, e.g., Barker et al. (2012). In their study, the authors compared the results of the two different simulations based on satellite
cloud observations. Incorporating 3-D effects into radiative transfer simulations, they found differences for the solar surface
radiative fluxes of up to 30 Wm~2, compared to simulations which-that only apply 1-D effects. Additionally, ground-based
remote sensing is frequently performed in a vertical or almost vertical direction. Hence, the divergence of the viewing angle
of ground-based remote-sensing instruments and the solar zenith angle can cause differences in the cloud properties applied in
the radiative transfer simulations and the cloud situation influencing the measured radiative fluxes. Accordingly, 3-D scanning
remote sensing with lidar and radar can be expected to provide improvements in both, the detection of cloud inhomogeneities

as well as in the detection of LLS.

During PS106 different limitations were encountered, such as unreliable radiative flux measurements due to shadowing
effects caused by the ship’s superstructure, precipitation on the radiometers, or very low sun elevation angles, which prevented
the application of the presented approach to the whole campaign period. To exclude the influence of such challenges and to
constrain this study to the effect caused by low-level clouds, this study concentrates on one single case only. However, further
investigation is needed to tackle the above-mentioned remaining deviations and to further investigate the radiative transfer
simulations based on the derived cloud propetties. In order to do so, the presented approach will be applied to observations from
the year-long MOSAIC expedition (Engelmann et al., 2021; Shupe et al., 2022). MOSAiC was an ice-breaker-based expedition,
conducted from fall 2019 until fall 2020 in the high Arctic, and has achieved unprecedented detailed observations of the Arctic
system. The combination of upward and downward-directed radiative flux measurements performed during MOSAIC will
enable us a direct comparison of the CRE. These measurements were not only performed at the surface but also, for example,
with tethered balloon systems (Lonardi et al., 2022). Additionally, the variety of pyranometers and pyrgeometers applied durin
MOSAIC offers the possibility to minimize instrument limitations, as encountered during PS106. Also, to contrast the effects
of low-level clouds on the radiative budget in the Arctic and Antarctic, we will apply the presented method to data from the
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COALA (Continuous Observations of Aerosol-cLoud interaction in Antarctica) project. In the framework of COALA, the

OCEANET-Atmosphere suite is deployed for one year at the Germany Antarctic station Neumayer III (70.65° S, 8.25° E

height above sea level: 43 m, WMO code: 89002), which enables us a similar analysis as presented here.

In conclusion, the following key statements from our study remain. As-we-showedin-aThrough our literature review, we have

demonstrated that quantifying the abundance and determining the properties of the lowest-level Arctic cloudsatheights-between
. ranging from just above the surface and-to about 150 m is—stit-unknewn—Main-still poses challenges on remote-sensin
approaches from the ground, aircraft, and satellite. The main reason for this gap is, that current remote-sensing techniques, or

their implementation, prehibit-the-struggle to disentangle the effects of the lowest clouds from higher-reaching ones. Hence
current retrievals have difficulties to provide a detailed characterization of these low-level clouds. When such clouds are missed

from the analysis, considerable biases in the determination of CRE occur. During the summer months over the marginal sea
ice zone, such clouds were, e.g., found to be present during 25% of the observation time. LWP-thresholding and incorporation
of optimized near-range lidar data are promising approaches to enable a thorough representation of LLS. Further improvement
can be expected by using enhanced observational capabilities such as scanning radar or lidar, as well as by a transition from

1-D to 3-D radiative transfer modeling for capturing cloud inhomogeneities.

Data availability. The Cloudnet data are published via the Pangaea data archive and available under Griesche et al. (2019, 2020a, b, c, d, e, f, g).

The radiative transfer simulations are published via Zenodo and available under Barrientos-Velasco (2023).

Author contributions. HG and CBV developed the study concept. HG led the data analysis and interpretation, and performed the Cloudnet
processing. CBV performed the radiative transfer simulations. All authors actively contributed to the analysis and discussion. HG wrote the

manuscript with input from all co-authors.

Competing interests. The contact author has declared that none of the authors has any competing interests.

Acknowledgements. The authors gratefully acknowledge the funding by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research
Foundation) — Project Number 268020496 — TRR 172, within the Transregional Collaborative Research Center “ArctiC Amplification: Cli-
mate Relevant Atmospheric and SurfaCe Processes, and Feedback Mechanisms (AC)3”. We also acknowledge the funding from Bundesmin-
isterium fiir Bildung und Forschung for the project Combining MOSAIC and Satellite Observations for Radiative Closure and Climate
Implications (MOSARICs) (Project Number 03FO890A). The authors also acknowledge support through ACTRIS-2 under grant agreement

no. 654109 from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme.

17



390

395

400

405

410

415

420

References

Achtert, P., O’Connor, E. J., Brooks, I. M., Sotiropoulou, G., Shupe, M. D., Pospichal, B., Brooks, B. J., and Tjernstréom, M.: Properties of
Arctic liquid and mixed-phase clouds from shipborne Cloudnet observations during ACSE 2014, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 20,
14 983-15 002, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-14983-2020, 2020.

Anderson, G., Clough, S., Kneizys, F., Chetwynd, J., and Shettle, E.: AFGL atmospheric constituent profiles (0—120 km), techreport, AIR
FORCE GEOPHYSICS LAB HANSCOM AFB MA, https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a175173.pdf, last access: 24 September 2020,
1986.

Barker, H. W., Stephens, G., Partain, P,, Bergman, J., Bonnel, B., Campana, K., Clothiaux, E., Clough, S., Cusack, S., Delamere, J., Ed-
wards, J., Evans, K., Fouquart, Y., Freidenreich, S., Galin, V., Hou, Y., Kato, S., Li, J., EJ, M., and Yang, F.: Assessing 1D Atmospheric
Solar Radiative Transfer Models: Interpretation and Handling of Unresolved Clouds, Journal of Climate - J] CLIMATE, 16, 26762699,
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2003)016<2676:ADASRT>2.0.CO;2, 2003.

Barker, H. W., Kato, S., and Wehr, T.: Computation of Solar Radiative Fluxes by 1D and 3D Methods Using Cloudy Atmospheres Inferred
from A-train Satellite Data, Surveys in Geophysics, 33, 657-676, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10712-011-9164-9, 2012.

Barlakas, V., Deneke, H., and Macke, A.: The sub-adiabatic model as a concept for evaluating the representation and radiative effects of
low-level clouds in a high-resolution atmospheric model, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 20, 303-322, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-
20-303-2020, 2020.

Barrientos-Velasco, C.: Single column 1D radiative transfer simulations for a case study of low-level-stratus clouds in the central Arctic
during PS106, https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7674007, 2023.

Barrientos-Velasco, C., Deneke, H., Hiinerbein, A., Griesche, H. J., Seifert, P., and Macke, A.: Radiative closure and cloud effects on the
radiation budget based on satellite and shipborne observations during the Arctic summer research cruise, PS106, Atmospheric Chemistry
and Physics, 22, 9313-9348, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-22-9313-2022, 2022.

Becker, S., Ehrlich, A., Schifer, M., and Wendisch, M.: Airborne observations of the surface cloud radiative effect during different seasons
over sea ice and open ocean in the Fram Strait, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 23, 7015-7031, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-7015-
2023, 2023.

Bennartz, R., Shupe, M. D., Turner, D. D., Walden, V. P, Steffen, K., Cox, C. J., Kulie, M. S., Miller, N. B., and Pettersen, C.: July 2012
Greenland melt extent enhanced by low-level liquid clouds, Nature, 496, 83-86, https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12002, 2013.

Cazenave, Q., Ceccaldi, M., Delanog, J., Pelon, J., GroB, S., and Heymsfield, A.: Evolution of DARDAR-CLOUD ice cloud re-
trievals: new parameters and impacts on the retrieved microphysical properties, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 12, 2819-2835,
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-2819-2019, 2019.

Chylek, P., Folland, C., Klett, J. D., Wang, M., Hengartner, N., Lesins, G., and Dubey, M. K.: Annual Mean Arctic Ampli-
fication 1970-2020: Observed and Simulated by CMIP6 Climate Models, Geophysical Research Letters, 49, ¢2022GL099 371,
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1029/2022GL099371, €2022GL099371 2022GL099371, 2022.

Clough, S., Shephard, M., Mlawer, E., Delamere, J., Iacono, M., Cady-Pereira, K., Boukabara, S., and Brown, P.: Atmospheric radia-
tive transfer modeling: a summary of the AER codes, Journal of Quantitative Spectroscopy and Radiative Transfer, 91, 233 — 244,

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jgsrt.2004.05.058, 2005.

18


https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-14983-2020
https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a175173.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2003)016%3C2676:ADASRT%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10712-011-9164-9
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-303-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-303-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-303-2020
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7674007
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-22-9313-2022
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-7015-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-7015-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-7015-2023
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12002
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-2819-2019
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1029/2022GL099371
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jqsrt.2004.05.058

425

430

435

440

445

450

455

460

Ebell, K., Nomokonova, T., Maturilli, M., and Ritter, C.: Radiative Effect of Clouds at Ny—Alesund, Svalbard, as Inferred from Ground-Based
Remote Sensing Observations, Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology, 59, 3 — 22, https://doi.org/10.1175/JAMC-D-19-0080.1,
2020.

Egerer, U., Gottschalk, M., Siebert, H., Ehrlich, A., and Wendisch, M.: The new BELUGA setup for collocated turbulence and radiation
measurements using a tethered balloon: first applications in the cloudy Arctic boundary layer, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 12,
4019-4038, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-4019-2019, 2019.

Ehrlich, A., Wendisch, M., Liipkes, C., Buschmann, M., Bozem, H., Chechin, D., Clemen, H.-C., Dupuy, R., Eppers, O., Hartmann,
J., Herber, A., Jikel, E., Jarvinen, E., Jourdan, O., Kistner, U., Kliesch, L.-L., Kollner, F., Mech, M., Mertes, S., Neuber, R., Ruiz-
Donoso, E., Schnaiter, M., Schneider, J., Stapf, J., and Zanatta, M.: A comprehensive in situ and remote sensing data set from the Arctic
CLoud Observations Using airborne measurements during polar Day (ACLOUD) campaign, Earth System Science Data, 11, 1853-1881,
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-11-1853-2019, 2019.

Engelmann, R., Kanitz, T., Baars, H., Heese, B., Althausen, D., Skupin, A., Wandinger, U., Komppula, M., Stachlewska, I. S., Amiridis, V.,
Marinou, E., Mattis, L., Linné, H., and Ansmann, A.: The automated multiwavelength Raman polarization and water-vapor lidar PollyXT:
the neXT generation, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 9, 1767-1784, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-9-1767-2016, 2016.

Engelmann, R., Ansmann, A., Ohneiser, K., Griesche, H., Radenz, M., Hofer, J., Althausen, D., Dahlke, S., Maturilli, M., Veselovskii, 1.,
Jimenez, C., Wiesen, R., Baars, H., Biihl, J., Gebauer, H., Haarig, M., Seifert, P., Wandinger, U., and Macke, A.: Wildfire smoke, Arctic
haze, and aerosol effects on mixed-phase and cirrus clouds over the North Pole region during MOSAIC: an introduction, Atmospheric
Chemistry and Physics, 21, 13 397-13 423, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-13397-2021, 2021.

Frisch, S., Shupe, M., Djalalova, I., Feingold, G., and Poellot, M.: The Retrieval of Stratus Cloud Droplet Effective Radius with Cloud Radars,
Journal of Atmospheric and Oceanic Technology, 19, 835-842, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0426(2002)019<0835:TROSCD>2.0.CO;2,
2002.

Gierens, R., Kneifel, S., Shupe, M. D., Ebell, K., Maturilli, M., and Lohnert, U.: Low-level mixed-phase clouds in a complex Arctic environ-
ment, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 20, 3459-3481, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-3459-2020, 2020.

Goosse, H., Kay, J. E., Armour, K. C., Bodas-Salcedo, A., Chepfer, H., Docquier, D., Jonko, A., Kushner, P. J., Lecomte, O., Massonnet, F.,
Park, H.-S., Pithan, F., Svensson, G., and Vancoppenolle, M.: Quantifying climate feedbacks in polar regions, Nature Communications, 9,
1919, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04173-0, 2018.

Gorsdorf, U., Lehmann, V., Bauer-Pfundstein, M., Peters, G., Vavriv, D., Vinogradov, V., and Volkov, V.: A 35-GHz Polarimetric Doppler
Radar for Long-Term Observations of Cloud Parameters—Description of System and Data Processing, Journal of Atmospheric and
Oceanic Technology, 32, 675-690, https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-14-00066.1, 2015.

Griesche, H., Seifert, P., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J.. OCEANET-ATMOSPHERE PollyXT measurements during PO-
LARSTERN cruise PS106, https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.899458, 2019.

Griesche, H., Seifert, P., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J.: Cloudnet IWC during PS106, https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919452,
2020a.

Griesche, H., Seifert, P., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J.: OCEANET-ATMOSPHERE low level stratus clouds during PS106,
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.920246, 2020b.

Griesche, H., Seifert, P., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J.: Cloudnet LWC during PS106, https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919383,
2020c.

19


https://doi.org/10.1175/JAMC-D-19-0080.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-4019-2019
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-11-1853-2019
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-9-1767-2016
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-13397-2021
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0426(2002)019%3C0835:TROSCD%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-3459-2020
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04173-0
https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-14-00066.1
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.899458
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919452
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.920246
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919383

465

470

475

480

485

490

495

Griesche, H., Seifert, P., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J..: OCEANET-ATMOSPHERE Cloud radar Mira-35 during PS106,
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919556, 2020d.

Griesche, H., Seifert, P., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J.: OCEANET-ATMOSPHERE Mircowave Radiometer Hatpro during
POLARSTERN cruise PS106, https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919359, 2020e.

Griesche, H., Seifert, P, Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J.: Cloudnet ice particles effective radius during PS106,
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919386, 2020f.

Griesche, H., Seifert, P., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., and Biihl, J.: Cloudnet liquid droplet effective radius during PS106,
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919399, 2020g.

Griesche, H. J., Seifert, P., Ansmann, A., Baars, H., Barrientos Velasco, C., Biihl, J., Engelmann, R., Radenz, M., Zhenping, Y., and Macke,
A.: Application of the shipborne remote sensing supersite OCEANET for profiling of Arctic aerosols and clouds during Polarstern cruise
PS106, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 13, 5335-5358, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-13-5335-2020, 2020.

Griesche, H. J., Ohneiser, K., Seifert, P., Radenz, M., Engelmann, R., and Ansmann, A.: Contrasting ice formation in Arctic clouds: surface-
coupled vs. surface-decoupled clouds, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 21, 10357-10374, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-10357-
2021, 2021.

He, M., Hu, Y., Chen, N., Wang, D., Huang, J., and Stamnes, K.: High cloud coverage over melted areas dominates the impact of clouds on
the albedo feedback in the Arctic, Scientific Reports, 9, 9529, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-44155-w, 2019.

Hogan, R. J., Mittermaier, M. P, and Illingworth, A. J.: The Retrieval of Ice Water Content from Radar Reflectivity Factor and
Temperature and Its Use in Evaluating a Mesoscale Model, Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology, 45, 301-317,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAM2340.1, 2006.

Huang, Y., Ding, Q., Dong, X., Xi, B., and Baxter, I.: Summertime low clouds mediate the impact of the large-scale circulation on Arctic sea
ice, Communications Earth and Environment, 2, 38, https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-021-00114-w, 2021.

Huang, Y., Taylor, P. C., Rose, F. G., Rutan, D. A., Shupe, M. D., Webster, M. A., and Smith, M. M.: Toward a more realis-
tic representation of surface albedo in NASA CERES-derived surface radiative fluxes, Elementa: Science of the Anthropocene, 10,
https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.2022.00013, 2022.

Illingworth, A. J., Hogan, R. J., O’Connor, E., Bouniol, D., Brooks, M. E., Delanoé, J., Donovan, D. P., Eastment, J. D., Gaussiat, N.,
Goddard, J. W. F,, Haeffelin, M., Baltink, H. K., Krasnov, O. A., Pelon, J., Piriou, J.-M., Protat, A., Russchenberg, H. W. J., Seifert,
A., Tompkins, A. M., van Zadelhoft, G.-J., Vinit, F.,, Willén, U., Wilson, D. R., and Wrench, C. L.: Cloudnet, Bulletin of the American
Meteorological Society, 88, 883—-898, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-88-6-883, 2007.

Jimenez, C., Ansmann, A., Engelmann, R., Donovan, D., Malinka, A., Schmidt, J., Seifert, P., and Wandinger, U.: The dual-field-of-view
polarization lidar technique: a new concept in monitoring aerosol effects in liquid-water clouds — theoretical framework, Atmospheric
Chemistry and Physics, 20, 15247-15 263, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-15247-2020, 2020.

Kalesse-Los, H., Schimmel, W., Luke, E., and Seifert, P.: Evaluating cloud liquid detection against Cloudnet using cloud radar Doppler
spectra in a pre-trained artificial neural network, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 15, 279-295, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-
279-2022, 2022.

Kato, S., Rose, F. G., Rutan, D. A., Thorsen, T. J., Loeb, N. G., Doelling, D. R., Huang, X., Smith, W. L., Su, W., and Ham, S.-H.: Surface
Irradiances of Edition 4.0 Clouds and the Earth’s Radiant Energy System (CERES) Energy Balanced and Filled (EBAF) Data Product,
Journal of Climate, 31, 4501-4527, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-17-0523.1, 2018.

20


https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919556
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919359
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919386
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.919399
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-13-5335-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-10357-2021
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-10357-2021
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-10357-2021
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-44155-w
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAM2340.1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-021-00114-w
https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.2022.00013
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-88-6-883
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-20-15247-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-279-2022
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-279-2022
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-279-2022
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-17-0523.1

500

505

510

515

520

525

530

Kay, J. E. and L’Ecuyer, T.: Observational constraints on Arctic Ocean clouds and radiative fluxes during the early 21st century, Journal of
Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 118, 7219-7236, https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50489, 2013.

Kay, J. E., L’Ecuyer, T., Chepfer, H., Loeb, N., Morrison, A., and Cesana, G.: Recent Advances in Arctic Cloud and Climate Research,
Current Climate Change Reports, 2, 159-169, https://doi.org/10.1007/s40641-016-0051-9, 2016.

Lanconelli, C., Busetto, M., Dutton, E. G., Kénig-Langlo, G., Maturilli, M., Sieger, R., Vitale, V., and Yamanouchi, T.: Polar baseline surface
radiation measurements during the International Polar Year 2007-2009, Earth System Science Data, 3, 1-8, https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-
3-1-2011, 2011.

Lelli, L., Vountas, M., Khosravi, N., and Burrows, J. P.: Satellite remote sensing of regional and seasonal Arctic cooling showing a multi-
decadal trend towards brighter and more liquid clouds, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 23, 2579-2611, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-
23-2579-2023, 2023.

Liu, Y., Shupe, M. D., Wang, Z., and Mace, G.: Cloud vertical distribution from combined surface and space radar-lidar observations at two
Arctic atmospheric observatories, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 17, 5973-5989, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-17-5973-2017, 2017.

Lonardi, M., Pilz, C., Akansu, E. F, Dahlke, S., Egerer, U., Ehrlich, A., Griesche, H., Heymsfield, A. J., Kirbus, B., Schmitt, C. G., Shupe,
M. D., Siebert, H., Wehner, B., and Wendisch, M.: Tethered balloon-borne profile measurements of atmospheric properties in the cloudy
atmospheric boundary layer over the Arctic sea ice during MOSAIC: Overview and first results, Elementa: Science of the Anthropocene,
10, https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.2021.000120, 000120, 2022.

Mason, S. L., Hogan, R. J., Bozzo, A., and Pounder, N. L.: A unified synergistic retrieval of clouds, aerosols, and precipitation from Earth-
CARE: the ACM-CAP product, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 16, 3459-3486, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-16-3459-2023, 2023.

Mech, M., Kliesch, L.-L., Anhiuser, A., Rose, T., Kollias, P., and Crewell, S.: Microwave Radar/radiometer for Arctic Clouds (MiRAC):
first insights from the ACLOUD campaign, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 12, 5019-5037, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-5019-
2019, 2019.

Minnis, P., Sun-Mack, S., Jr., W. L. S., Hong, G., and Chen, Y.: Advances in neural network detection and retrieval of multilayer clouds for
CERES using multispectral satellite data, in: Remote Sensing of Clouds and the Atmosphere XXIV, edited by Comerén, A., Kassianov,
E. L., Schifer, K., Picard, R. H., Weber, K., and Singh, U. N., vol. 11152, p. 1115202, International Society for Optics and Photonics,
SPIE, https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2532931, 2019.

Minnis, P., Sun-Mack, S., Chen, Y., Chang, F.-L., Yost, C. R., Smith, W. L., Heck, P. W., Arduini, R. F., Bedka, S. T., Yi, Y., Hong, G., Jin, Z.,
Painemal, D., Palikonda, R., Scarino, B. R., Spangenberg, D. A., Smith, R. A., Trepte, Q. Z., Yang, P., and Xie, Y.: CERES MODIS Cloud
Product Retrievals for Edition 4—Part I: Algorithm Changes, IEEE Transactions on Geoscience and Remote Sensing, 59, 2744-2780,
https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.2020.3008866, 2021.

Mioche, G., Jourdan, O., Ceccaldi, M., and Delanoé, J.: Variability of mixed-phase clouds in the Arctic with a focus on the Svalbard region:
a study based on spaceborne active remote sensing, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 15, 2445-2461, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-15-
2445-2015, 2015.

Mlawer, E. J., Taubman, S. J., Brown, P. D., lacono, M. J., and Clough, S. A.: Radiative transfer for inhomogeneous atmospheres:
RRTM, a validated correlated-k model for the longwave, Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 102, 16 663-16 682,
https://doi.org/10.1029/97JD00237, 1997.

O’Connor, E. J., Hogan, R. J., and Illingworth, A. J.: Retrieving Stratocumulus Drizzle Parameters Using Doppler Radar and Lidar, Journal
of Applied Meteorology, 44, 14-27, https://doi.org/10.1175/jam-2181.1, 2005.

21


https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50489
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40641-016-0051-9
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-3-1-2011
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-3-1-2011
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-3-1-2011
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-2579-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-2579-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-2579-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-17-5973-2017
https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.2021.000120
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-16-3459-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-5019-2019
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-5019-2019
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-5019-2019
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2532931
https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.2020.3008866
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-15-2445-2015
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-15-2445-2015
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-15-2445-2015
https://doi.org/10.1029/97JD00237
https://doi.org/10.1175/jam-2181.1

535

540

545

550

555

560

565

570

Papakonstantinou-Presvelou, 1., Sourdeval, O., and Quaas, J.: Strong Ocean/Sea-Ice Contrasts Observed in Satellite-Derived Ice
Crystal Number Concentrations in Arctic Ice Boundary-Layer Clouds, Geophysical Research Letters, 49, €2022GL098 207,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2022GL098207, 2022.

Philipp, D., Stengel, M., and Ahrens, B.: Analyzing the Arctic Feedback Mechanism between Sea Ice and Low-Level Clouds Using 34 Years
of Satellite Observations, Journal of Climate, 33, 7479-7501, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-19-0895.1, 2020.

Radenz, M., Biihl, J., Seifert, P., Griesche, H., and Engelmann, R.: peakTree: a framework for structure-preserving radar Doppler spectra
analysis, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 12, 4813-4828, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-4813-2019, 2019.

Rose, T., Crewell, S., Lohnert, U., and Simmer, C.: A network suitable microwave radiometer for operational monitoring of the cloudy
atmosphere, Atmospheric Research, 75, 183 — 200, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosres.2004.12.005, 2005.

Rutan, D. A., Kato, S., Doelling, D. R., Rose, F. G., Nguyen, L. T., Caldwell, T. E., and Loeb, N. G.: CERES Synoptic Prod-
uct: Methodology and Validation of Surface Radiant Flux, Journal of Atmospheric and Oceanic Technology, 32, 1121 — 1143,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-14-00165.1, 2015.

Schimmel, W., Kalesse-Los, H., Maahn, M., Vogl, T., Foth, A., Garfias, P. S., and Seifert, P.: Identifying cloud droplets beyond lidar at-
tenuation from vertically pointing cloud radar observations using artificial neural networks, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 15,
5343-5366, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-5343-2022, 2022.

Sedlar, J.: Implications of Limited Liquid Water Path on Static Mixing within Arctic Low-Level Clouds, Journal of Applied Meteorology
and Climatology, 53, 2775-2789, http://www.jstor.org/stable/26176468, 2014.

Shupe, M. D. and Intrieri, J. M.: Cloud Radiative Forcing of the Arctic Surface: The Influence of Cloud Properties, Surface Albedo, and
Solar Zenith Angle, Journal of Climate, 17, 616-628, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2004)017<0616:CRFOTA>2.0.CO;2, 2004.

Shupe, M. D., Uttal, T., and Matrosov, S. Y.: Arctic Cloud Microphysics Retrievals from Surface-Based Remote Sensors at SHEBA, Journal
of Applied Meteorology, 44, 1544 — 1562, https://doi.org/10.1175/JAM?2297.1, 2005.

Shupe, M. D., Persson, P. O. G., Brooks, I. M., Tjernstrom, M., Sedlar, J., Mauritsen, T., Sjogren, S., and Leck, C.: Cloud and boundary layer
interactions over the Arctic sea ice in late summer, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 13, 9379-9399, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-
9379-2013, 2013.

Shupe, M. D., Turner, D. D., Zwink, A., Thieman, M. M., Mlawer, E. J., and Shippert, T.: Deriving Arctic Cloud Microphysics at
Barrow, Alaska: Algorithms, Results, and Radiative Closure, Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology, 54, 1675 — 1689,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAMC-D-15-0054.1, 2015.

Shupe, M. D., Rex, M., Blomquist, B., Persson, P. O. G., Schmale, J., Uttal, T., Althausen, D., Angot, H., Archer, S., Bariteau, L., Beck, 1.,
Bilberry, J., Bucci, S., Buck, C., Boyer, M., Brasseur, Z., Brooks, I. M., Calmer, R., Cassano, J., Castro, V., Chu, D., Costa, D., Cox, C. J.,
Creamean, J., Crewell, S., Dahlke, S., Damm, E., de Boer, G., Deckelmann, H., Dethloff, K., Diitsch, M., Ebell, K., Ehrlich, A., Ellis,
J., Engelmann, R., Fong, A. A., Frey, M. M., Gallagher, M. R., Ganzeveld, L., Gradinger, R., Graeser, J., Greenamyer, V., Griesche, H.,
Griffiths, S., Hamilton, J., Heinemann, G., Helmig, D., Herber, A., Heuzé, C., Hofer, J., Houchens, T., Howard, D., Inoue, J., Jacobi, H.-
W., Jaiser, R., Jokinen, T., Jourdan, O., Jozef, G., King, W., Kirchgaessner, A., Klingebiel, M., Krassovski, M., Krumpen, T., Lampert, A.,
Landing, W., Laurila, T., Lawrence, D., Lonardi, M., Loose, B., Liipkes, C., Maahn, M., Macke, A., Maslowski, W., Marsay, C., Maturilli,
M., Mech, M., Morris, S., Moser, M., Nicolaus, M., Ortega, P., Osborn, J., Pitzold, F., Perovich, D. K., Petdja, T., Pilz, C., Pirazzini, R.,
Posman, K., Powers, H., Pratt, K. A., Preuler, A., Quéléver, L., Radenz, M., Rabe, B., Rinke, A., Sachs, T., Schulz, A., Siebert, H., Silva,
T., Solomon, A., Sommerfeld, A., Spreen, G., Stephens, M., Stohl, A., Svensson, G., Uin, J., Viegas, J., Voigt, C., von der Gathen, P.,

22


https://doi.org/10.1029/2022GL098207
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-19-0895.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-12-4813-2019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosres.2004.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-14-00165.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-5343-2022
http://www.jstor.org/stable/26176468
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2004)017%3C0616:CRFOTA%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAM2297.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-9379-2013
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-9379-2013
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-9379-2013
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAMC-D-15-0054.1

575

580

585

590

595

600

605

Wehner, B., Welker, J. M., Wendisch, M., Werner, M., Xie, Z., and Yue, F.: Overview of the MOSAIC expedition: Atmosphere, Elementa:
Science of the Anthropocene, 10, https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.2021.00060, 00060, 2022.

Solomon, A., Shupe, M. D., and Miller, N. B.: Cloud—Atmospheric Boundary Layer—Surface Interactions on the Greenland Ice Sheet during
the July 2012 Extreme Melt Event, Journal of Climate, 30, 3237 — 3252, https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-16-0071.1, 2017.

Stengel, M., Stapelberg, S., Sus, O., Finkensieper, S., Wiirzler, B., Philipp, D., Hollmann, R., Poulsen, C., Christensen, M., and McGarragh,
G.: Cloud_cci Advanced Very High Resolution Radiometer post meridiem (AVHRR-PM) dataset version 3: 35-year climatology of global
cloud and radiation properties, Earth System Science Data, 12, 41-60, https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-12-41-2020, 2020.

Tjernstrom, M., Leck, C., Birch, C. E., Bottenheim, J. W., Brooks, B. J., Brooks, I. M., Bicklin, L., Chang, R. Y.-W., de Leeuw, G., Di Liberto,
L., de la Rosa, S., Granath, E., Graus, M., Hansel, A., Heintzenberg, J., Held, A., Hind, A., Johnston, P., Knulst, J., Martin, M., Matrai,
P. A., Mauritsen, T., Miiller, M., Norris, S. J., Orellana, M. V., Orsini, D. A., Paatero, J., Persson, P. O. G., Gao, Q., Rauschenberg, C.,
Ristovski, Z., Sedlar, J., Shupe, M. D., Sierau, B., Sirevaag, A., Sjogren, S., Stetzer, O., Swietlicki, E., Szczodrak, M., Vaattovaara, P.,
Wahlberg, N., Westberg, M., and Wheeler, C. R.: The Arctic Summer Cloud Ocean Study (ASCOS): overview and experimental design,
Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 14, 2823-2869, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-2823-2014, 2014.

Tjernstrom, M., Shupe, M. D., Brooks, I. M., Persson, P. O. G., Prytherch, J., Salisbury, D. J., Sedlar, J., Achtert, P., Brooks, B. J., Johnston,
P. E., Sotiropoulou, G., and Wolfe, D.: Warm-air advection, air mass transformation and fog causes rapid ice melt, Geophys. Res. Lett.,
42, 5594-5602, https://doi.org/10.1002/2015g1064373, 2015.

Tukiainen, S., O’Connor, E., and Korpinen, A.: CloudnetPy: A Python package for processing cloud remote sensing data, Journal of Open
Source Software, 5, 2123, https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02123, 2020.

Turner, D. D., Vogelmann, A. M., Austin, R. T., Barnard, J. C., Cady-Pereira, K., Chiu, J. C., Clough, S. A., Flynn, C., Khaiyer, M. M.,
Liljegren, J., Johnson, K., Lin, B., Long, C., Marshak, A., Matrosov, S. Y., McFarlane, S. A., Miller, M., Min, Q., Minimis, P., O’Hirok, W.,
Wang, Z., and Wiscombe, W.: Thin Liquid Water Clouds: Their Importance and Our Challenge, Bulletin of the American Meteorological
Society, 88, 177 — 190, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-88-2-177, 2007.

Uttal, T., Curry, J. A., McPhee, M. G., Perovich, D. K., Moritz, R. E., Maslanik, J. A., Guest, P. S., Stern, H. L., Moore, J. A., Turenne,
R., Heiberg, A., Serreze, M. C., Wylie, D. P,, Persson, O. G., Paulson, C. A., Halle, C., Morison, J. H., Wheeler, P. A., Makshtas, A.,
Welch, H., Shupe, M. D., Intrieri, J. M., Stamnes, K., Lindsey, R. W., Pinkel, R., Pegau, W. S., Stanton, T. P., and Grenfeld, T. C.:
Surface Heat Budget of the Arctic Ocean, Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, 83, 255-276, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0477(2002)083<0255:SHBOTA>2.3.CO;2, 2002.

Vinjamuri, K. S., Vountas, M., Lelli, L., Stengel, M., Shupe, M. D., Ebell, K., and Burrows, J. P.: Validation of the Cloud_CCI (Cloud Climate
Change Initiative) cloud products in the Arctic, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 16, 2903-2918, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-16-
2903-2023, 2023.

Viillers, J., Achtert, P., Brooks, I. M., Tjernstrom, M., Prytherch, J., Burzik, A., and Neely III, R.: Meteorological and cloud conditions during
the Arctic Ocean 2018 expedition, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 21, 289-314, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-289-2021, 2021.
Wendisch, M., Briickner, M., Burrows, J. P., Crewell, S., Dethloff, K., Ebell, K., Liipkes, C., Macke, A., Notholt, J., Quaas, J., Rinke, A.,
and Tegen, L.: Understanding causes and effects of rapid warming in the Arctic, Eos, 98, 22-26, https://doi.org/10.1029/2017EO064803,

2017.

Wendisch, M., Macke, A., Ehrlich, A., Liipkes, C., Mech, M., Chechin, D., Dethloff, K., Velasco, C. B., Bozem, H., Briickner, M., Clemen,
H.-C., Crewell, S., Donth, T., Dupuy, R., Ebell, K., Egerer, U., Engelmann, R., Engler, C., Eppers, O., Gehrmann, M., Gong, X.,
Gottschalk, M., Gourbeyre, C., Griesche, H., Hartmann, J., Hartmann, M., Heinold, B., Herber, A., Herrmann, H., Heygster, G., Hoor, P.,

23


https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.2021.00060
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-16-0071.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-12-41-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-2823-2014
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015gl064373
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02123
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-88-2-177
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0477(2002)083%3C0255:SHBOTA%3E2.3.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0477(2002)083%3C0255:SHBOTA%3E2.3.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0477(2002)083%3C0255:SHBOTA%3E2.3.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-16-2903-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-16-2903-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-16-2903-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-289-2021
https://doi.org/10.1029/2017EO064803

610 Jafariserajehlou, S., Jékel, E., Jarvinen, E., Jourdan, O., Késtner, U., Kecorius, S., Knudsen, E. M., Kollner, F., Kretzschmar, J., Lelli, L.,
Leroy, D., Maturilli, M., Mei, L., Mertes, S., Mioche, G., Neuber, R., Nicolaus, M., Nomokonova, T., Notholt, J., Palm, M., van Pinx-
teren, M., Quaas, J., Richter, P., Ruiz-Donoso, E., Schifer, M., Schmieder, K., Schnaiter, M., Schneider, J., Schwarzenbock, A., Seifert, P.,
Shupe, M. D., Siebert, H., Spreen, G., Stapf, J., Stratmann, F., Vogl, T., Welti, A., Wex, H., Wiedensohler, A., Zanatta, M., and Zeppenfeld,
S.: The Arctic Cloud Puzzle: Using ACLOUD/PASCAL Multiplatform Observations to Unravel the Role of Clouds and Aerosol Particles

615 in Arctic Amplification, Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, 100, 841-871, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-18-0072.1,
2019.

Witthuhn, J., Hiinerbein, A., Filipitsch, F., Wacker, S., Meilinger, S., and Deneke, H.: Aerosol properties and aerosol-radiation interactions in
clear-sky conditions over Germany, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 21, 14 591-14 630, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-14591-2021,
2021.

620 Yost, C. R., Minnis, P.,, Sun-Mack, S., Chen, Y., and Smith, W. L.: CERES MODIS Cloud Product Retrievals for Edition
4—Part II: Comparisons to CloudSat and CALIPSO, IEEE Transactions on Geoscience and Remote Sensing, 59, 3695-3724,
https://doi.org/10.1109/tgrs.2020.3015155, 2021.

Yu, Y., Taylor, P. C., and Cai, M.: Seasonal Variations of Arctic Low-Level Clouds and Its Linkage to Sea Ice Seasonal Variations., Journal

of geophysical research: Atmospheres, 124, 12 206—12 226, https://doi.org/10.1029/2019JD031014, 2019.

24


https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-18-0072.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-14591-2021
https://doi.org/10.1109/tgrs.2020.3015155
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019JD031014

