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These figures and tables have all been included in response to reviewer comments.
They need to be viewed alongside our responses, so that reviewers can appreciate how
their comments have shaped our manuscript. Figure and table captions are included
here, followed by the figures and tables themselves.
Fig S1: Measured CCN0.2 values between the 3rd and 10th January 2017, after filtering for possible ship stack contamination. The ACE-SPACE vessel transited through 5
model gridboxes during this period. We average all measurements collected in locations, over one or more days, within each model gridbox, for comparison with monthly
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mean model output. These average values and one standard deviation of the measurement data are shown in red at the central time for each measurement subset. From left
to right, these values correspond to the five model gridboxes in Fig. 1 between around
60oE and 90oE, at the following latitude and longitudes: 1) 49.5oS, 65.5oE, 2) 49.5oS,
69.5oE, 3) 54oS, 77oE, 4) 54oS, 84.5oE and 5) 56.5oS, 92oE.
Fig. S3. Two-dimensional marginal probability density distributions for a) sea spray
emission flux scale factor (Sea_Spray) and the Accumulation aerosol mode dry deposition velocity scale factor (Dry_Dep_Acc), b) sea spray emission flux scale factor and
dimethylsulfide surface water concentration scale factor (DMS), c) sea spray emission
flux scale factor and cloud droplet pH (Cloud_pH), and d) Accumulation aerosol mode
dry deposition velocity scale factor and dimethylsulfide surface water concentration
scale factor. Individual parameter ranges are plotted according to their constrained
values (table S3), not the full range of values used in the original sample of model
variants as shown in Fig. 3, Fig. 5 and Fig. S2.
Fig. S4. Ratio of ERA-Interim wind speed differences (between measurement and
simulated years) to the measurement year. Monthly mean winds from 2006 (matching
the AER PPE) were subtracted from monthly mean winds for December 2016 to April
2017 (matching the ACE-SPACE campaign) to calculate the differences. The map is
an assimilation of data between months, where data is presented at each location for
months corresponding to the timing of the ACE-SPACE measurement campaign.
Table 1. Annual and monthly mean cloud drop number concentrations over the Southern Ocean (over the region between 50oS and 60oS at around 1km altitude above
sea level) in the original unconstrained sample and the sample of model variants constrained to ACESPACE campaign measurements. Mean values and 95% credible interval values are shown for each sample, with interquartile ranges in brackets. For
comparison, we show cloud drop concentrations calculated from MODIS instrument
data following Grosvenor et al., (2018) for the year 2008 (SI Methods: Measurements).
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Table S1: Individual measurement type constraint threshold values and exceedance
tolerance values for December to April, as well as the percentage of the one million
member sample retained by each constraint. Exceedance tolerances values are percentages of the number of measurements in each month.
Table S2: Threshold values and exceedance tolerance values for December to April, as
well as the percentage of the one million member sample retained by each constraint.
Exceedance tolerances values are percentages of the number of measurements in
each month. These constraints are combined to retain around 3% of the one million
member sample of model variants, as described in the main article.
Table S3. Ranges and inter-quartile ranges of marginal parameter distributions from individual constraints using measured concentrations of CCN0.2, CCN1.0, non-sea-salt
sulfate and N700, as well as for the combined constraint. These individual constraints
are those described in table S2 and were combined to constrain the model and make
Fig. 3. Values are marked in bold where the individual measurement type constraint
moves the range, 25th or 75th percentile closer towards the range or percentiles of
the combined constraint than other measurement types, relative to the unconstrained
values.
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Fig. 1. Fig. S1. A new figure in response to reviewer comments
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Fig. 2. Fig. S3. A new figure in response to reviewer comments
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Fig. 3. Fig. S4. A new figure in response to reviewer comments
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Fig. 4. Table 1. A new table in response to reviewer comments
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Fig. 5. Table S1. A new table in response to reviewer comments
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Fig. 6. Table S2. A new table in response to reviewer comments
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Fig. 7. Table S3. A new table in response to reviewer comments
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