Errors in Cloud Detection over the Arctic
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# of successful retrievals September 2007 CF Comparison
Rcf = - - - Data Source Acknowledgement:
# of possible retrievals @ o Anomalous September 2007: Record Minimum Sea Ice Extent The 2B-GEOPROF-LIDAR product from CloudSat data processing center.

The MODIS Level -2 cloud mask is from NASA GSFC LAADS web.
The top figure to the right shows the
cloud fraction(CF) vs the retrieval
cloud fraction(Rcf) minus CloudSat
cloud fraction vs the sea ice
concentration in 10° longitude by 3°
latitude regions over the arctic.

The AMSR-E is from NSIDC.
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The bottom figure to the right
compares the two cloud fractions for
September 2007: (a) Sept. 2007 CF
cloud amount anomaly, (b) Sept. 2007
Rcf anomaly, (c) RCF anomaly minus
CF anomaly for Sept. 2007, and (d) the
mean RCF minus the mean CF.
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The difference between 2007 and 2006 September to October (a) mean cloud fraction from MODIS, (b)
CloudSat/CALIPSO, and (c) AMSR-E SIC anomalies for 2007 versus the 2002-2007 mean. White areas for
CloudSat/CALIPSO signify an insufficient number of observations, with less than 1800 observations.
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