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Executive Summary Compare 2-Layer Model and SHDOM Truth With and Without Cloud-Surface
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is correct. 5 o 5% g E ITE E8R45%45° | The variability of the 2-layer Left: The 2-layer model accounts for 72% of the enhancement.
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well with the “truth” with some expected underestimation. F "o, L8 1 different cloud properties (e.g., surface bring the estimates close to the truth. But this leads to large
We further extend our model to include cloud-surface interaction using the fo0oooa”® COD&CF). over correction for large cloud albedo.
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fraction, large cloud aspect ratio. This over correction can be reduced by Viewing Angle (degrees) cloud and aerosol properties m
excluding scenes (10 km x 10km) with large cloud fraction for which the

Poisson model is not designed for. Further research is underway to account
for the contribution of cloud-aerosol radiative interaction to the enhancement.
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Compare Statistics Between 2-Layer Model and SHDOM Truth
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Similar to above but with cloud optical depth indicated.
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