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7 [1] This study quantitatively assesses the sensitivity of
8 cloud droplet number (CDNC) to errors in cloud
9 condensation nuclei (CCN) predictions that arise from
10 application of Köhler theory. The CDNC uncertainty is
11 assessed by forcing a droplet activation parameterization
12 with a comprehensive dataset of CCN activity and aerosol
13 size and chemical composition obtained during the ICARTT
14 field campaign in August 2004. Our analysis suggests that,
15 for a diverse range of updraft velocity, droplet growth
16 kinetics and airmass origin, the error in predicted CDNC
17 is (at most) half of the CCN prediction error. This means
18 that the typical 20–50% error in ambient CCN closure
19 studies would result in a 10–25% error in CDNC. For the
20 first time, a quantitative link between aerosol and CDNC
21 prediction errors is available, and can be the basis of a robust
22 uncertainty analysis of the first aerosol indirect effect.
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28 1. Introduction

29 [2] Köhler theory, which predicts when aerosols
30 can activate into cloud droplets, lies at the heart of all
31 physically-based approaches used for assessments of the
32 aerosol indirect effect. Cloud condensation nuclei (CCN)
33 ‘‘closure’’, or, the ability to theoretically reproduce
34 observed CCN concentrations from aerosol size distribution
35 and chemical composition, is the ultimate test of Köhler
36 theory. Closure for ambient aerosol has not always been
37 successful [e.g., Liu et al., 1996; Covert et al., 1998;
38 Chuang et al., 2000; Wood et al., 2000; Cantrell et al.,
39 2001; Zhou et al., 2001; Roberts et al., 2002; VanReken et
40 al., 2003; Rissman et al., 2006] and has been attributed to
41 measurement uncertainties, assumptions on aerosol mixing
42 state and chemical composition, as well as the inability of
43 theory to fully describe the activation of carbonaceous
44 CCN.
45 [3] CDNC closure studies, in addition to estimation of
46 CCN properties from aerosol size and composition, require
47 observations of updraft velocity, w, hence are subject to
48 larger uncertainty than CCN calculations. Nevertheless,
49 CDNC closure has often been successful, even when
50 CCN closure is not achieved [Snider and Brenguier,

512000; Chuang et al., 2000; Snider et al., 2003; Conant et
52al., 2004; Meskhidze et al., 2005; C. Fountoukis et al.,
53Aerosol-cloud droplet concentration closure for clouds
54sampled during ICARTT 2004, manuscript in preparation,
552006, hereinafter referred to as Fountoukis et al., manuscript
56in preparation, 2006]. Although based upon a limited set of
57conditions, this finding suggests that large error in predicted
58CCN concentration may not necessarily yield large CDNC
59error. A comprehensive CCN-to-CDNC error analysis is
60required to assess whether this is a consistent feature of
61ambient clouds.
62[4] This study quantitatively assesses the sensitivity of
63CDNC to errors in CCN concentrations, with a focus on the
64error arising from application of ‘‘simple’’ Köhler theory.
65The CDNC uncertainty is assessed for diverse cloud for-
66mation conditions by forcing a droplet activation parame-
67terization with a comprehensive in-situ dataset of CCN and
68aerosol observations.

692. Methodology

70[5] Our analysis employs ground-based measurements of
71aerosol size, composition and CCN concentrations over a
72climatically important range of water vapor supersaturation,
73s. Köhler theory, combined with in-situ observations of
74aerosol size distribution and chemical composition yields
75‘‘predicted’’ CCN spectra (i.e., the aerosol number that will
76activate into droplets as a function of water vapor s). These
77‘‘observed’’ and ‘‘predicted’’ CCN spectra are introduced
78into a droplet activation parameterization; CDNC is com-
79puted over a wide range of updraft velocities, w and water
80vapor accommodation coefficients, a. The parameterization
81is used instead of a cloud parcel model because CCN
82spectra in the former are explicitly introduced; thus errors
83in CCN concentration can then be explicitly related to errors
84in cloud droplet number. Using a cloud parcel model would
85be cumbersome; the minor improvements in accuracy were
86not sufficient to justify its usage.

872.1. CCN and Aerosol Measurements

88[6] The observations dataset used in this study were
89obtained at the Thompson Farm (TF) site during the
90International Consortium for Atmospheric Research on
91Transport and Transformation (ICARTT) campaign (July–
92August 2004). TF is one of the four Atmospheric Investi-
93gation, Regional Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (AIR-
94MAP) monitoring stations maintained by the University of
95New Hampshire. TF is primarily characterized by regional
96aerosol mixed with some local biogenic sources [e.g.,
97DeBell et al. 2004]. A detailed description and analysis of
98the dataset is given by J. Medina et al. (Cloud Condensation
99Nuclei (CCN) closure on New England ambient aerosol
100during ICARTT 2004 field campaign: a) effects of size-
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101 dependent composition, manuscript in preparation, 2006,
102 hereinafter referred to as Medina et al., manuscript in
103 preparation, 2006). Measurements of the aerosol size dis-
104 tribution were obtained every two minutes with a TSI
105 Scanning Mobility Particle Sizer (SMPS, model 3080) that
106 included a Condensation Particle Counter (CPC, model
107 3010) and a long Differential Mobility Analyzer (DMA,
108 model 3081L) [www.tsi.com]. Aerosol mobility diameter
109 ranged between 7 and 289 nm, while the DMA operated
110 with a sheath to aerosol flow ratio of 10:1. Simultaneously,
111 size-resolved chemical composition was measured every
112 10 minutes with an Aerodyne Aerosol Mass Spectrometer
113 (AMS) [Jayne et al., 2000]. Köhler theory was then
114 applied to obtain the ‘‘predicted’’ CCN spectra.
115 [7] CCN concentrations were measured at 0.20, 0.30,
116 0.37, 0.50, and 0.60% s with a Droplet Measurement
117 Technologies, Inc. (DMT) streamwise thermal-gradient
118 cloud condensation nuclei counter [Roberts and Nenes,
119 2005; Lance et al., 2006]. CCN concentrations were mea-
120 sured for 6 minutes at each s, allowing a spectrum to be
121 obtained every 30 minutes. CCN and aerosol concentrations
122 are then hourly averaged. A total of 100 CCN spectra and
123 aerosol size distributions, measured between August 5 and
124 9, are used in our analysis. The aerosol number concentra-
125 tion ranged between 1366–8419 cm�3 with an average of
126 3786 ± 1360 cm�3 and the sulfate mass fraction ranged
127 between 0.06 and 0.54 with an average of 0.24 ± 0.09.

128 2.2. Cloud Droplet Formation Parameterization

129 [8] The Nenes and Seinfeld [2003] activation parameter-
130 ization, together with its recent extensions by Fountoukis
131 and Nenes [2005] is one of the most comprehensive, robust
132 and flexible formulations available for global models. Its
133 accuracy has been evaluated with detailed numerical
134 cloud parcel model simulations [Nenes and Seinfeld,
135 2003; Fountoukis and Nenes, 2005] and in-situ data for
136 cumuliform and stratiform clouds of marine and continental

137origin [Meskhidze et al., 2005; Fountoukis et al., manuscript
138in preparation, 2006]. The parameterization is based on the
139framework of an ascending cloud parcel and utilizes the
140concept of ‘‘population splitting’’, in which droplets are
141classified by the proximity to their critical diameter. The
142latter allows the computation of parcel maximum s and
143CDNC from the solution of an algebraic equation. Popula-
144tion splitting allows for the computationally efficient and
145rigorous treatment of almost any aerosol size distribution
146function; formulations are currently available for sectional
147[Nenes and Seinfeld, 2003] and lognormal aerosol distribu-
148tions [Fountoukis and Nenes, 2005]. The parameterization
149can accurately treat externally mixed aerosol with size-
150varying composition and complex ‘‘chemical effects’’
151[e.g., Nenes et al., 2002], such as the presence of slightly
152soluble species and surfactants that depress surface tension
153and droplet growth kinetics.

1542.3. Analysis

155[9] CCN observations are by nature discrete and cannot
156be directly used in cloud models for accurate calculation
157of droplet number. This issue is resolved by fitting the
158observations to a prescribed functional relationship; we
159employ the ‘‘modified power law’’ CCN spectrum [Cohard
160et al., 1998, 2000],

F sð Þ ¼ kCsk�1

1þ hs2ð Þl
ð1Þ

161where F(s) is the CCN concentration as a function of s (i.e.,
163‘‘CCN spectrum’’), C is the total aerosol concentration
164(cm�3), and k, h and l are unitless coefficients determined
165from the fitting. The numerator in equation (1) is the
166‘‘power law’’ expression of Twomey [1959]; Cohard et al.
167[1998, 2000] introduced the denominator so that F(s)
168asymptotes to C at high s (�10% for ambient aerosol).
169[10] The ‘‘observed’’ CCN spectra, Fo(s), are obtained by
170fitting equation (1) to two sets of constraints: i) the CCN
171measurements, and, ii) Fo(s) � C when s � 8% (i.e., all
172CCN activate when s � 8%). The ‘‘predicted’’ CCN spectra,
173Fp(s), are obtained by fitting equation (1) to CCN concen-
174trations calculated from the size distribution, chemical
175composition and Köhler theory. Fo(s) and Fp(s) are deter-
176mined for each hourly average in the dataset, and, the values
177for k, h and l are obtained from least squares minimization.
178Figure 1 presents an example of the fitting procedure. The
179CCN observations (open triangles) are fitted to the ‘‘ob-
180served’’ CCN spectrum (dashed line), while the computed
181CCN concentrations are fitted to the ‘‘predicted’’ CCN
182spectrum (solid line). The fitting does an excellent job of
183reproducing the measurements, with a residual error usually
184within experimental uncertainty.
185[11] Figure 2 presents the intercomparison between Fo(s)
186and Fp(s) for all 100 spectra and for s between 0.1% and
1871.0%. Fo(s) and Fp(s) on average agree to within 12% and
188mostly to within 50%. The error statistics and tendency for
189CCN overprediction is consistent with published closure
190studies [e.g., Covert et al., 1998; Guibert et al., 2003], and
191can arise from measurement uncertainty, simplifying
192assumptions regarding aerosol mixing state and composi-
193tion [Wood et al., 2000; Snider and Brenguier, 2000;
194Medina et al., manuscript in preparation, 2006].

Figure 1. An example of CCN spectra obtained between
12:30 and 13:30 (LST) on August 5, 2004. The CCN
observations are shown in open triangles, the dashed line
represents the ‘‘observed’’ spectrum fit, and the solid line
corresponds to ‘‘predicted’’ spectrum fit obtained from the
observed aerosol size distribution and chemical composition.
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