Response to Reviewer 1 Comments
This study analyzes in-situ aircraft measurements in summer convective clouds over the UAE. Two cases
are analyzed – one is orographically triggered, and the other is over a flat desert terrain. The
measurements document the sub-cloud aerosols and the vertical evolution of cloud drop size distribution
and hydrometeors in the convective elements between cloud base near height of 3.5 km up to 7 km. The
data are analyzed in the context of assessment of cloud seeding potential for rain enhancement.
The aircraft data analysis and its interpretation have numerous issues which have to be resolved before
this paper can be accepted for publication.
We thank Reviewer 1 for the many insightful comments and suggestions. Below is our point-by-point
response to the provided comments.
There are several questions about data quality and inconsistencies:
1) Comment 1: 7d shows generally a larger concentration of PCASP than CPC particles, which is physically
impossible. The CPC concentrations are always more numerous by a wide margin, because the PCASP
particles are a subset of the CPC particles. Therefore, the claim made in lines 230-232 that CPC
concentrations greater than PCASP “allude to the hygroscopic nature of the ultra-fine background
aerosols” is unfounded.


Response to Comment 1: We thank the reviewer for raising this point. The CPC and PCASP instruments
have different sampling mechanisms – the CPC provides counts of ultra-fine mode aerosols (0.01–3
µm) through deliberate condensation of intercepted particles to reach sizes detectable by a laser
counter, while the PCASP measures dry aerosol particles sizes (0.1–3 µm) via particle-light scattering.
The CPC generally records less variability as it samples aerosols at a significantly larger volumetric rate
(50 cm3/s) compared to that of the PCASP (1 cm3/s) (Cai et al., 2013;Wiedensohler et al., 2012).
The time series in Figure 7d shows larger concentrations of PCASP compared to CPC particles during
the initial interval (13:44–13:45:30), and vice versa for the final interval (13:54–13:57). However, the
CPC particle concentrations fall within the 20% uncertainty margin (Rosenberg et al., 2012) of the
PCASP particle concentrations during the inner interval (13:47–13:54).
Given the different sampling mechanisms and inconsistencies between the observations from the two
instruments, we agree with the reviewer that the hygroscopic nature of the ultra-fine background
aerosols remains questionable. Nevertheless, the comparable measurements during the majority of
the flight time (13:47–13:54) suggests a smaller concentration of ultra-fine (0.01–0.1 µm) compared
to larger particles (0.1–3 µm).



Changes to Manuscript: Removed Lines 229–232 and added Lines 239–245: “The CPC generally
records less variability as it samples aerosols at a significantly larger volumetric rate (50 cm3/s)
compared to that of the PCASP (1 cm3/s) (Cai et al., 2013;Wiedensohler et al., 2012). Figure 7d shows
larger concentrations of PCASP compared to CPC particles during the initial interval (13:44–13:45:30),
and vice versa for the final interval (13:54–13:57). However, the CPC particle concentrations fall within
the 20% uncertainty margin (Rosenberg et al., 2012) of the PCASP particle concentrations during the
inner interval (13:47–13:54). The comparable measurements during the majority of the SF4 flight

track over the southwest (13:47–13:54) suggests a smaller concentration of ultra-fine (0.01–0.1 µm)
compared to larger particles (0.1–3 µm).”
2) Comment 2: The maximum FFSSP concentrations are even larger than the sub-clouds PCASP and CPC
concentrations, which is again physically impossible.


Response to Comment 2: The FFSSP concentrations are always less than PCASP concentrations during
the SF1 sub-cloud time series (see Figure 7b). However, in the case of the dustier sub-cloud conditions
of SF4 (Figure 7d), there are instances where the peak FFSSP concentrations are larger than the PCASP
(and CPC) concentrations, with relative differences less than 20%. Differences in flow rate, refractive
index, and relative humidity-dependent errors introduce inconsistencies in the calibration curves of
the optical sizing instruments with an average uncertainty of 28% considered acceptable for the intercomparison of their measurements (Moore et al., 2004;Reid et al., 2003).



Changes to Manuscript: The above paragraph is added in Lines 233–238.

3) Comment 3: Furthermore, the FCDP concentrations are even larger than the FFSSP concentrations by
up to a factor of 2.5, as evident in line 246. Nevertheless, the authors attempt to provide a physical
explanation arguing that most of the cloud droplets are smaller than a diameter of 6 µm (lines 247249), without showing it.
Response to Comment 3: Figure R1 below shows the mean sub-cloud particle size distributions
(limited to sizes < 20 µm) from the PCASP, FFSSP and FCDP instruments from (a) SF1 and (b) SF4. In
both cases, the FCDP overlaps well with the tail of the PCASP measurements (1.5–3 µm) and captures
sizes smaller than 6 µm which are missed by the FFSSP. For sizes of 6 µm and beyond, the FFSSP and
FCDP spectra appear to converge.
The FFSSP has legacy optics demonstrated in previous campaigns (Lawson et al., 2015;Lawson et al.,
2017) and while the FCDP is billed to have improved optics that are more sensitive to the smallest
particle sizes, the processing depends on cloud drop concentration and subjective selection of
processing variables. As outlined in Table 1, the FCDP is used for coarse mode aerosols, while the
legacy FFSSP is used for in-cloud measurements (Section 5.2). However, we state the FCDP in-cloud
measurements alongside the FFSSP measurements to indicate the variability between the
instruments which requires further work beyond the scope of the current paper. The comparison of
measurements from the two instruments remains relevant for calibration purposes, particularly for
their operation in highly polluted environments such as that in the UAE.

Figure R1. Mean sub-cloud particle size distributions (sizes < 20 µm) from the PCASP, FFSSP and FCDP instruments
from (a) SF1 and (b) SF4.

The physical interpretation of the measurements has the following issues:
4) Comment 4: Lines 275-276; 289-291: The broadening of the drop size distributions is interpreted as
an evidence for the hygroscopic characteristics of background ultrafine aerosols. It is also ascribed to
the effects of strong updraft and turbulence. However, examination of Fig. 11 shows that the peak of
the FFSSP concentrations increases systematically with height and with decreasing temperature. This
has to be this way in a hypothetical adiabatic cloud without coalescence, regardless of all the
considerations raised by the authors. The increase beyond an adiabatic rate would be potentially
explained by coalescence and the effects of turbulence and drop spectrum shape on it.
Response to Comment 4: Avoiding entrainment effects is particularly challenging in the dry
environment of the UAE, where even the most undiluted penetrations are contaminated by
downdrafts (see Table 2 in the manuscript). Figure R2 below shows the observed (FFSSP, FCDP and
hotwire) and calculated adiabatic liquid water contents at different temperatures from (a) SF1 and (b)
SF4. The penetrated clouds are generally sub-adiabatic near their bases (~9 C).

Figure R2. FFSSP, FCDP, hotwire and the calculated adiabatic liquid water contents at different temperatures from
(a) SF1 and (b) SF4.

Hence, the updraft is strongly influenced by entrainment as shown by the sub-adiabatic LWC in both
cases. Any broadening is expected from condensational growth. To further investigate this, Figure R3
below shows a plot of temperature versus effective radius (Reff) from averages of cloud penetrations
during the UAE flight campaign and two previous campaigns over the southeastern United States
(SEUS) and Philippine Sea which co-authors Lawson and Woods participated in. The gray shading is
the region where Freud and Rosenfeld (2012) predict active coalescence would occur. There is a
consensus in the literature that a value of Reff > ~ 12 to14 μm is required to initiate the formation of
drops that trigger the coalescence process (Rosenfeld and Gutman, 1994;Gerber, 1996;Andreae et al.,
2004;Freud and Rosenfeld, 2012). Thus, the larger the value of Reff near cloud base favors
development of coalescence higher in the cloud. Reff values from the UAE measurements never
extend beyond the threshold value for an active collision-coalescence, unlike those recorded over the
SEUS and Philippine Sea.

Figure R3. Temperature versus effective radius (Reff) from averages of cloud penetrations from the UAE campaign
and two previous campaigns the co-authors led the southeastern United States (SEUS) and Philippine Sea. The gray
shading is the region where Freud and Rosenfeld (2012) predict active coalescence would occur.

5) Comment 5: Lines 312-314: The mere existence of aerosols at the size range of hygroscopic flare
particles does not serve as indication for seeding potential. The important property is the
concentrations of these background aerosols compared to the concentrations of flare aerosols which
is required for achieving a desirable extent of rain enhancement, at least in theory according to
previous research. The authors state that more simulations should be conducted, but this does
exempt them from the need to go deeper in assessing the already available knowledge about that.
Some of that knowledge is given in Segal et al. (2004), which the authors referenced erroneously in
another context.


Response to Comment 5: We agree with the reviewer on the need to elaborate further on the role of
concentration (and size) of natural CCN concentrations in relation to seeding potential.
The characteristics of the background aerosol population, namely their size, concentration and
chemical composition are considered key precursory properties to determine, and potentially
improve, the effectiveness of seeding. Segal et al. (2004) report optimum seeding CCN concentrations
of 700 cm-3 in Mediterranean and extreme continental background conditions. This concentration is
unrealistic in seeding operations and does not account for the impact of large background CCN which
is further investigated by their simulations comparing seeded parcels with/without large, natural CCN
centered on a diameter of 0.6 µm with concentrations of 0.15 and 0.3 cm-3. Their results show a
decrease in seeding impact when the large, natural CCN concentrations increased from 0.15 to 0.3

cm-3. This was attributed to the competition with the prescribed seeding particles centered on a 10
µm diameter with a concentration of 0.032 cm-3. Moreover, the original calculations of Ivanova et al.
(1977) suggest CCN diameters larger than 5 µm serve as efficient raindrop embryos, while Segal et al.
(2007) establish a minimum concentration of 0.025 cm3 for such particles to cause a noticeable
increase in warm rain production from a rising cloud parcel under typical conditions in Texas.
The UAE measurements show natural GCCN diameters (5–10 um) concentrations between 0.25–0.15
cm-3 which are an order of magnitude larger than the seeding concentration suggested by Segal et al.
(2004, 2007). Also, the UAE sub-cloud aerosol sizes extend from 0.01–100 µm with total
concentrations ranging from 500–800 cm-3. Hence, all three conceptual models for hygroscopic
seeding outlined by Rosenfeld et al. (2010) are applicable to clouds studied over the UAE, namely,
accelerating collision-coalescence by the competition effect (~1 µm), broadening the cloud drop size
distribution by the tail effect (1–10 µm), and introducing ultra-giant seeding particles (>10 µm) to
serve as rain drop embryos. These effects need to be thoroughly tested in model simulations based
on the observations presented here.
The modeling work with different seeding material is in progress and is summarized in Geresdi et al.
(2021).


Changes to Manuscript: Added first two paragraphs in the above response to Section 5.3 Lines 332–
348.

6) Comment 6: Lines 314-316: The peak concentrations at cloud base is much smaller than 20 µm.
According to Fig. 11 the peak drop concentrations at cloud base reaches only 7 µm in both flights.


Response to Comment 6: We agree with the reviewer but the original statement was “above” (i.e.
sub-cloud) instead of “at” cloud base. We revised the statement for further clarity.



Changes to Manuscript: revised Lines 353–355: “the ambient aerosols appear to be hygroscopic in
nature with their deliquescence and growth to peak concentrations of ~7 µm sizes at cloud base.”

7) Comment 7: Lines 318-319: To claim that the large salt and dust particles causes a significant
competition effect requires a quantitative assessment of the observed concentrations of these large
particles compared to the theoretical concentrations that would have such an effect with a magnitude
of practical importance. Again, there is available relevant knowledge that should be referenced and
discussed.


Response to Comment 7:
In line with our response to comment 5, Segal et al. (2004) simulated seeded parcels with and without
large, natural CCN centered on a diameter of 0.6 µm with concentrations of 0.15 and 0.3 cm-3. Their
results show a decrease in seeding impact when the large, natural CCN concentrations increased from
0.15 to 0.3 cm-3. This was attributed to their competition with the prescribed seeding particles
(centered on a 10 µm diameter with a concentration of 0.032 cm-3). Also, the original calculations of
Ivanova et al. (1977) suggest CCN diameters larger than 5 µm to serve as efficient raindrop embryos,
while Segal et al. (2007) establish a minimum concentration of 0.025 cm3 for such particles to cause a
noticeable increase in warm rain production from a rising cloud parcel under typical conditions in

Texas. The UAE measurements show natural GCCN diameters (5–10 um) concentrations between
0.25–0.15 cm-3 which are an order of magnitude larger than the seeding concentration suggested by
Segal et al. (2004, 2007).
Again, all three conceptual models for hygroscopic seeding outlined by Rosenfeld et al. (2010) are
applicable to clouds studied over the UAE, namely, the competition effect (~1 µm), tail effect (1–10
µm), and rain embryo (>10 µm) effect. These effects need to be thoroughly tested in model
simulations based on observations from the current paper. The modeling work with different seeding
material is in progress and is summarized in Geresdi et al. (2021).


Changes to Manuscript: addressed in response to comment 5 above.

8) Comment 8: Line 320-321: Segal et al. (2004) did NOT claim that seeding effect is smaller with larger
background CCN concentrations. He rather claimed that the seeding effect is larger with a greater
amount of seeding material, up to an optimal point.


Response to Comment 8: Following our response to comment 7, Segal et al. (2004) state (Page 30,
Paragraph 3): “Note that, in the presence of significant concentrations of natural large CCN, the
seeding effect decreases significantly due to the efficient collision process initiated by droplets growing
on these CCN. One can say that, in these cases, clouds have already been seeded by natural, large CCN
(Rosenfeld et al., 2002)”.

9) Comment 9: Lines 21; 341-344: The authors state that there is no collision and coalescence (CC) in the
lowest 1000 m of the clouds. However, the important question is the extent of CC at all heights, and
is there any evidence of CC at any height? This is very important, because precipitation can often
initiate as supercooled rain drops. Furthermore, the abundance of CC promotes ice multiplication,
further accelerating the precipitation initiation. This should be assessed to the possible extent from
the aircraft data.


Response to Comment 9: No indication of C-C is observed within any of the upper levels listed in Table
2 and displayed in Figures 9, 10 and 11. In the upper levels of SF1 (-12.6 and -12.4 C), a dominant
population of liquid drops (d<50 µm) is observed with very few ice particles showing a habit of sector
plates (as expected by nucleation at -12 C). LWCs of ~1.4 g.m-3 with strong updrafts (~17.8 m.s-1) and
MVDs less than 20 µm are observed at these sub-freezing levels. Similar observations are also
recorded in the upper levels of SF4 with no signs of ice multiplication.



Changes to Manuscript: The above paragraph is added in Lines 384–388.

10) Comment 10: Line 75: Lawson et al. (2019) is missing in the reference list.


Response to Comment 10: This reference was listed in Line 466 in the original manuscript – now Line
523 in the revised manuscript.
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