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Abstract. A negative extratropical shortwave cloud feed-
back driven by changes in cloud optical depth is a feature
of global climate models (GCMs). A robust positive trend in
observed liquid water path (LWP) over the last two decades
across the warming Southern Ocean supports the negative
shortwave cloud feedback predicted by GCMs. This feature
has been proposed to be due to transitions from ice to liq-
uid with warming. To gain insight into the shortwave cloud
feedback we examine extratropical cyclone variability and
the response of extratropical cyclones to transient warming
in GCM simulations. Multi-Sensor Advanced Climatology
Liquid Water Path (MAC-LWP) microwave observations of
cyclone properties from the period 1992–2015 are contrasted
with GCM simulations, with horizontal resolutions ranging
from 7 km to hundreds of kilometers. We find that inter-
cyclone variability in LWP in both observations and mod-
els is strongly driven by the moisture flux along the cy-
clone’s warm conveyor belt (WCB). Stronger WCB mois-
ture flux enhances the LWP within cyclones. This relation-

ship is replicated in GCMs, although its strength varies sub-
stantially across models. It is found that more than 80 % of
the enhancement in Southern Hemisphere (SH) extratropical
cyclone LWP in GCMs in response to a transient 4 K warm-
ing can be predicted based on the relationship between the
WCB moisture flux and cyclone LWP in the historical cli-
mate and their change in moisture flux between the historical
and warmed climates. Further, it is found that that the robust
trend in cyclone LWP over the Southern Ocean in observa-
tions and GCMs is consistent with changes in the moisture
flux. We propose two cloud feedbacks acting within extra-
tropical cyclones: a negative feedback driven by Clausius–
Clapeyron increasing water vapor path (WVP), which en-
hances the amount of water vapor available to be fluxed into
the cyclone, and a feedback moderated by changes in the
life cycle and vorticity of cyclones under warming, which
changes the rate at which existing moisture is imported into
the cyclone. Both terms contribute to increasing LWP within
the cyclone. While changes in moisture flux predict cy-
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clone LWP trends in the current climate and the majority of
changes in LWP in transient warming simulations, a portion
of the LWP increase in response to climate change that is un-
explained by increasing moisture fluxes may be due to phase
transitions. The variability in LWP within cyclone compos-
ites is examined to understand what cyclonic regimes the
mixed-phase cloud feedback is relevant to. At a fixed WCB
moisture flux cyclone LWP increases with increasing sea sur-
face temperature (SST) in the half of the composite poleward
of the low and decreases in the half equatorward of the low
in both GCMs and observations. Cloud-top phase partition-
ing observed by the Atmospheric Infrared Sounder (AIRS)
indicates that phase transitions may be driving increases in
LWP in the poleward half of cyclones.

1 Introduction

Constraining the change in cloud reflectivity in response to
warming is key to offering a more accurate prediction of
21st century climate change. Caldwell et al. (2016) showed
that uncertainty in shortwave cloud feedback represented the
largest contribution to uncertainty in climate sensitivity in the
Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase 5 (CMIP5)
generation of models. Model uncertainty in the shortwave
cloud feedback is driven by differences in the representa-
tion of clouds in the planetary boundary layer, which con-
tribute strongly to albedo, but not to outgoing longwave ra-
diation (Hartmann and Short, 1980). These clouds exist at
a timescale and length scale that is much finer than even
the highest-resolution simulation and are thus parameterized,
leading to substantial disagreement in feedback from one
model to another.

The shortwave cloud feedback, while highly variable
across models, does have some qualitatively similar fea-
tures that appear in many CMIP-class global climate mod-
els (GCMs). The most salient of these is the dipole pattern
in the shortwave cloud feedback (Zelinka et al., 2012a, b,
2013, 2016). The shortwave cloud feedback dipole is char-
acterized by decreasing cloud coverage in the subtropics (a
positive feedback) and increasing cloud optical depth in the
extratropics (a negative feedback) in response to warming.
There is a growing consensus that the positive lobe of the
dipole, where subtropical cloud fraction decreases, is a ro-
bust feature of the climate system. Both empirical analysis
of observations (McCoy et al., 2017a; Clement et al., 2009;
Klein et al., 1995; Myers and Norris, 2015, 2016; Norris et
al., 2016) and very high-resolution simulations (Blossey et
al., 2013; Bretherton, 2015; Bretherton and Blossey, 2014;
Bretherton et al., 2013; Rieck et al., 2012) have substanti-
ated the subtropical positive feedback predicted by GCMs,
although it appears that traditional GCMs somewhat under-
predict the decrease in subtropical cloud cover in response to

warming and thus underestimate the positive feedback (Klein
et al., 2017).

With the growing consensus surrounding the positive lobe
of the dipole, a constraint on the negative lobe, where extra-
tropical cloud optical depth increases with warming, has in-
creased in importance as a significant source of uncertainty
in the global-mean shortwave cloud feedback. Evaluation of
model behavior and some observations indicate that the neg-
ative lobe is related to a transition from a more ice-dominated
to a more liquid-dominated state – the so-called mixed-phase
cloud feedback (McCoy et al., 2017b; Ceppi et al., 2016a;
Tsushima et al., 2006; Cheng et al., 2012; Naud et al., 2006;
Choi et al., 2014). This transition results in an increase in
small, bright liquid droplets at the expense of ice crystals
and thus an increase in albedo (Zelinka et al., 2012a; McCoy
et al., 2014). It is possible that this transition also decreases
precipitation efficiency by decreasing the number of frozen
hydrometeors (Field and Heymsfield, 2015; Morrison et al.,
2011; Heymsfield et al., 2009) and enhancing the total con-
densate.

GCMs struggle to realistically simulate mixed-phase
clouds. Evaluation of ice–liquid partitioning in GCMs partic-
ipating in CMIP5 showed that there was a 30 K temperature
range in which different models predicted an equal mixture
of ice and liquid within clouds (McCoy et al., 2016). This
model diversity in partitioning leads to a diversity in liquid
water path (LWP) response to warming and ultimately short-
wave cloud feedback in the extratropics (Tan et al., 2016).
Models that glaciate at a warmer temperature transition more
ice to liquid with warming, simply because they have a large
reservoir of susceptible cloud ice in the climate mean state
(McCoy et al., 2015b).

The mixed-phase cloud transition mechanism is partially
supported by the observationally inferred response of ex-
tratropical clouds to warming. Several studies have sub-
stantiated that cloud optical depth responds to atmospheric
and surface temperature in the midlatitudes, particularly the
Southern Ocean (SO) (Ceppi et al., 2016b; Terai et al.,
2016; Gordon and Klein, 2014). Multiple linear regression
of cloud optical depth on atmospheric stability and temper-
ature shows that increasing surface temperature tends to de-
crease cloud optical depth (Terai et al., 2016). These inves-
tigations examined the variability across the midlatitudes in
a non-phenomenological sense, making it difficult to assign
a mechanism to their diagnosed covariability between op-
tical depth, LWP, and temperature. Overall, it remains un-
clear if this optical depth change is directly related to shifts
in cloud phase because it is difficult to accurately measure
the phase of water in clouds and the total amount of frozen
water (Jiang et al., 2012). In addition to the difficulties in
measuring ice-phase cloud properties, the diversity in syn-
optic states in the midlatitudes further complicates this anal-
ysis. Bodas-Salcedo (2018) demonstrated that the radiative
signal from increased LWP associated with phase transitions
is masked by ice cloud within low-pressure systems. This
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shows that extratropical variability in LWP needs to be con-
sidered in the context of the regime it is occurring in. This
is supported by earlier studies that demonstrated that there
was strong regime dependence in the bias in reflected short-
wave radiation across Southern Hemisphere (SH) extratropi-
cal cyclones (Bodas-Salcedo et al., 2014). Shifts in cyclonic
regimes have been suggested as a possible explanation for
negative midlatitude shortwave cloud feedback. Tselioudis
and Rossow (2006) proposed that changes in cyclone fre-
quency and surface pressure in response to a doubling in CO2
could increase reflected shortwave radiation over the midlat-
itudes by 1.9 to 4.9 W m−2. Despite the complexity of mid-
latitude feedback processes, robust increases in extratropical
cloud cover (Norris et al., 2016) and liquid water path (Man-
aster et al., 2017) have been observed over the 25 years cov-
ered by satellite observations. It is reasonable to hypothesize
that warming in the extratropics might be driving these trends
partly via changes in cloud phase from ice to liquid. Can our
understanding of the large synoptic systems that dominate
the extratropics assist us in interpreting the long-term cloud
property trends observed across these regions?

In this study we follow a similar technique to Tselioudis
and Rossow (2006) and examine observations of midlatitude
cyclones to infer a feedback. However, this is difficult to in-
terpret in a causal sense. GCMs are used to support infer-
ences made by examining observed covariability in the cur-
rent climate. The cloud organization within midlatitude cy-
clone systems exists on a variety of length scales from syn-
optic (thousands of kilometers) to mesoscale cellular convec-
tion (kilometers). Traditional GCMs are able to capture the
overall synoptic length scale, but are typically too coarse to
capture the finer structures. Here, we utilize a diverse selec-
tion of GCMs with resolutions as fine as 7 km to examine
the impact of resolving these features. From these simula-
tions we hope to offer guidance as to what aspects of models
are important to capturing midlatitude variability and cloud
feedback.

We will show that the mixed-phase cloud feedback does
not explain all of the observed variability or trends in ex-
tratropical LWP within cyclones in both observations and
GCMs by showing that changes in moisture flux into the
cyclones predict the majority of the change in LWP in re-
sponse to warming. This is done by sorting our observa-
tions and simulations into cyclonic regimes across the ex-
tratropics. We show how clouds in cyclones have their LWP
variability explained by meteorological variability and that
trends in meteorological variability predict the majority of
decadal trends in cyclone LWP. Similarly, changes in cy-
clone LWP between simulations forced with observed sea
surface temperature (SST) and simulations with enhanced
SST can be explained by changes in moisture flux into cy-
clones. This work builds on earlier insight by Kodama et
al. (2014) who utilized aquaplanet simulations to posit that a
relationship between SST and water vapor path (WVP) mod-
ulated by Clausius–Clapeyron within extratropical cyclones

should lead to a negative cloud feedback, in keeping with
Betts and Harshvardhan (1987). We hope that the relation-
ships between synoptic state and cyclone cloud LWP in this
work provide a clear benchmark that models may be evalu-
ated against and will reduce uncertainty related to the extrat-
ropical shortwave cloud feedback in models.

2 Methods

In this section we discuss the methodology used to iden-
tify the low-pressure centers of midlatitude cyclones. We
compare microwave observations of cyclone properties to
global model simulations ranging from CMIP5 GCMs with
horizontal resolution in excess of 100 km to convection-
permitting GCMs with a resolution of approximately 7 km.
The methodology used to create the unified microwave ob-
servations and cloud-top phase and the model setup for the
global simulations are described in this section as well.

2.1 Data analysis

2.1.1 Cyclone compositing

Numerous studies have examined midlatitude variability by
compositing around cyclone centers (Field et al., 2011; Field
and Wood, 2007; Naud et al., 2016; Catto, 2016; Naud et al.,
2017; Grandey et al., 2013). Identification of cyclone centers
may be achieved by using pressure (Jung et al., 2006; Löptien
et al., 2008; Hoskins and Hodges, 2002; Field et al., 2008);
geopotential height (Blender and Schubert, 2000); or vortic-
ity (Sinclair, 1994; Hoskins and Hodges, 2002; Catto et al.,
2010). Here we follow the methodology described in Field
and Wood (2007). As in Field and Wood (2007) sea-level
pressure (SLP) is averaged to 2.5◦ resolution. Daily-mean
anomalies in SLP (p′0) are calculated by subtracting the aver-
age of SLP starting from 15 days before to 15 days after from
each day for each 2.5◦× 2.5◦ region. Candidate 2.5◦× 2.5◦

grid points were found using the following criterion:

dp′0
dx

dp′0
dy

< 3× 10−5 hPakm−2 (1)

and

d2p′0
dx2 +

d2p′0
dy2 > 6× 10−5 hPakm−2, (2)

where SLP <1015 hPa. These candidate 2.5◦× 2.5◦ grid
points are filtered to find the maximum negative anomaly
within a 2000 km radius of each grid point. Each compos-
ite is 4000 km across. Composited data are averaged onto
an equal-area grid centered around the maximum negative
anomaly. The averaging grid was 18 zonal bins by 19 merid-
ional bins. In this study we examine Northern Hemisphere
(NH) and SH cyclones. For consistency with previous stud-
ies utilizing the Field and Wood (2007) cyclone compositing
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algorithm, cyclone centers must have their center between 30
and 80◦ latitude. SH cyclones are flipped in the north–south
direction so that all cyclones are oriented with the pole to the
top of the figure. This is done to allow easy comparison of cy-
clone composites in the NH and SH. All cyclone means are
the average of all data within 2000 km of the cyclone center.
More complex analysis techniques exist that allow the defi-
nition of the edge of a cyclonic system (Pfahl and Sprenger,
2016). We have chosen to take averages around low-pressure
centers with a set radius.

Some microwave radiometer products are unavailable over
land or ice (e.g., surface wind), while others have larger
uncertainty resulting from atmospheric emission signals be-
ing occasionally overwhelmed by land or ice emission (e.g.,
cloud liquid water). Therefore, only cyclone centers with
50 % or more of the composite area located over ice-free
ocean are considered valid in cyclone composites from ob-
servations or models. Model data over sea ice or land are
removed from the composite to ensure parity with the obser-
vations.

2.1.2 Regression analysis

In this work we examine observed and simulated extratrop-
ical variability in the current climate in the context of linear
regressions. This framework is used to infer a climate feed-
back from changes in cyclone properties, and these inferred
feedbacks are tested in a set of simulations of transient warm-
ing following Qu et al. (2015).

In the cyclone compositing framework that this paper is
built on we examine (i) the variability of different variables
between cyclones within the coordinate system of the cy-
clone composite (e.g., the inter-cyclone variability in some
region of the composite); (ii) the variability in mean cyclone
properties across many cyclones; and (iii) the seasonal and
regional mean variability in cyclone means (e.g., the average
cyclone LWP for all cyclones in a given region). To add clar-
ity to our analysis we will refer to a given cyclone property X

as XCM when a cyclone-wide mean is taken (where the mean
of all data is within a 2000 km radius of the low-pressure cen-
ter) and XRM when we are examining the regional mean of
many different cyclones. In the case in which we will inves-
tigate the spatial variability around the low-pressure center,
we will write Xij to signify the different averaging regions
within the composite. In the case of some variables, only cy-
clone means are defined (e.g., WCB moisture flux into the
cyclone) and the “CM” subscript is not written. A list of
acronyms and subscripts is given in Table 1.

2.2 Observations and reanalysis

2.2.1 MAC-LWP

The Multi-Sensor Advanced Climatology (MAC) framework
used for developing monthly cloud water products (Elsaesser

Table 1. Acronyms and subscripts used in this work.

Acronym Definition

CCN Cloud condensation nuclei
CDNC Cloud droplet number concentration
CM Cyclone mean within a 2000 km radius

of the low-pressure center
GCM Global climate model
LWP Liquid water path
ij Mean within each averaging region of the cyclone
NH Northern Hemisphere
RM Regional mean of individual cyclone means
SH Southern Hemisphere
SLP Sea-level pressure
SO Southern Ocean
SST Sea surface temperature
WCB Warm conveyor belt
WVP Water vapor path
WS10 m Wind speed at 10 m

et al., 2017) is adapted for use here to create diurnal-cycle-
corrected and bias-corrected daily data sets for liquid wa-
ter path (LWP, where path is the mass in an atmospheric
column), 10 m wind speed, and water vapor path (WVP).
Bias correction was performed using observations from Aqua
MODIS. As a function of WVP and 10 m surface wind, Aqua
MODIS was used to determine clear-sky (here, by defini-
tion, LWP= 0) scenes, and these scenes were compared to
AMSR-E LWP. If a nonzero difference was computed be-
tween AMSR-E and MODIS LWP, this difference was re-
moved from all individual input LWP records (as a function
of WVP and wind) prior to processing in the MAC algorithm.
This LWP bias correction is discussed in more detail in El-
saesser et al. (2017).

Because passive microwave cloud liquid water retrievals
must make assumptions regarding the partitioning of precip-
itating and nonprecipitating liquid, there is a systematic un-
certainty in the microwave LWP data set. The cyclone LWP
observations from this data set that are used in this study
are the estimated nonprecipitating liquid water averaged over
both cloudy and clear sky, with the bias (largely due to the
aforementioned precipitation partitioning errors) estimated
to be ∼ 0.01–0.02 kg m−2 for the midlatitude regions ana-
lyzed here (Greenwald et al., 2018).

MAC-LWP uses data from multiple microwave radiome-
ters to create a data set spanning 1988–2016. However, up
until 1991 the only data source was F08 SSM/I, which there-
fore implies greater uncertainty in daily averages prior to
1992 (since only two satellite overpasses per day would go
into such estimates). Thus, we consider this period less re-
liable and only observations from 1992 onwards are consid-
ered in this study. Because sea surface temperature and sea
ice coverage are only available through 2015 we do not ex-
amine extratropical cyclones after this period.

Atmos. Chem. Phys., 19, 1147–1172, 2019 www.atmos-chem-phys.net/19/1147/2019/



D. T. McCoy et al.: Cloud feedbacks in extratropical cyclones 1151

One possible caveat in our analysis is that the radiative
signal used to retrieve LWP may partly arise from upwelling
radiation due to wind roughening of the ocean surface or
emission from WVP. In such cases, LWP is biased in one
direction, while wind and/or WVP may be biased in an op-
posite direction (Elsaesser et al., 2017). However, retrievals
of WVP and wind speed have been shown to be unbiased rel-
ative to in situ observations, and thus such issues are likely
minimal (Mears et al., 2001; Wentz, 2015; Trenberth et al.,
2005; Meissner et al., 2001; Elsaesser et al., 2017).

2.2.2 MERRA-2

The Modern-Era Retrospective Analysis for Research and
Applications Version 2 (Bosilovich et al., 2015) (MERRA-2)
daily-mean sea-level pressure (SLP) was used to locate cy-
clone centers in the observational record from 1992 to 2015
using the algorithm described above.

2.2.3 AIRS cloud-top phase partitioning

The Atmospheric Infrared Sounder (AIRS) instrument on
NASA’s EOS Aqua satellite provides estimates of cloud
thermodynamic phase (liquid, ice, and unknown categories)
(Kahn et al., 2014). The cloud-phase algorithm is based on
a channel selection that exploits differences in the index
of refraction for liquid and ice (Nasiri and Kahn, 2008),
while more ambiguous spectral signatures are classified as
unknown phase. Jin and Nasiri (2014) showed that ice cloud
within the AIRS field of view is correctly identified in ex-
cess of 90 % of the time when compared to estimates of
thermodynamic phase from Cloud-Aerosol Lidar and In-
frared Pathfinder Satellite Observation (CALIPSO; Hu et al.,
2010). Liquid-phase clouds dominate subtropical stratocu-
mulus regimes (Kahn et al., 2017), while unknown-phase
clouds are found most frequently in trade cumulus regimes
and the cold sector of extratropical cyclones (Naud and
Kahn, 2015). Observations from the ascending and descend-
ing orbits of AIRS were averaged together to approximate a
daily mean.

2.2.4 SST and sea ice

The Met Office Hadley Centre sea ice and sea surface tem-
perature data set (HadISST.2.1.0.0, Titchner and Rayner,
2014) was used to provide sea ice coverage and sea surface
temperature (SST) within the cyclone composite for both
models and observations up until 2015. HadISST.2.1.0.0 SST
and sea ice cover was also used to provide boundary condi-
tions for the atmosphere-only PRIMAVERA simulations de-
scribed below.

2.3 Simulations

In this study we have assembled a broad array of GCMs
to examine their midlatitude variability. Model resolutions

range from quite coarse, consistent with long integrations
performed as part of CMIP5, to high-resolution simulations
performed under the auspices of PRIMAVERA for CMIP6,
UM-CASIM, ICON, and NICAM. These simulations have
long integration records and their trends may be compared to
observations. Two very high-resolution simulations (nearer
to 7 km horizontal resolution) are also considered. Because
of their demand on computational resources only short in-
tegrations are available, but they allow insight into the rep-
resentation of midlatitude processes in the convective grey
zone (Field et al., 2017). Simulations are described in detail
in the Supplement and are listed in Table 2. Short descrip-
tions of the CFMIP2 and PRIMAVERA model intercompar-
isons are provided below.

2.3.1 CFMIP2

We consider several models from the CMIP5 models par-
ticipating in CFMIP2. These models are listed in Table 2.
Atmosphere-only (AMIP) simulations using observed SST
as a boundary condition are available for the period 1979–
2008. In addition, simulations were performed with SST uni-
formly increased by 4 K (AMIP+4 K). The contrast between
these sets of simulations will be used to investigate warming-
induced changes in extratropical cyclones.

2.3.2 PRIMAVERA

The PRocess-based climate sIMulation: AdVances in high-
resolution modeling and European climate Risk Assess-
ment (PRIMAVERA) project is intended to develop high-
resolution GCMs. Several European modeling centers have
coordinated with each other to run instances of their CMIP6
models at increased horizontal resolution. These simulations
use Easy Aerosol (Voigt et al., 2014) to unify aerosol pertur-
bations across the models. At the time of writing, historical
simulations with prescribed SST and sea ice have been com-
pleted for the models analyzed here. These simulations allow
insight into whether increasing horizontal resolution impacts
the ability of models to realistically represent midlatitude
variability. High-resolution models are labeled HR, and low
resolution is labeled LR, with the exception of HadGEM3,
which has three resolutions (low resolution is labeled LM,
middle resolution is labeled MM, and high resolution is la-
beled HM). PRIMAVERA simulations are performed under
the HighResMIP protocols outlined by the Coupled Model
Intercomparison Project panel.

3 Results

3.1 Precipitation and WCB moisture flux

The majority of moisture ingested into extratropical cyclones
is imported along the warm conveyor belt (WCB) (Eckhardt
et al., 2004; Field and Wood, 2007). The WCB moisture flux
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Table 2. Brief descriptions of the models used in this study. The label in the left column is used in some figures for brevity in labeling. The
observations used in this study are discussed more completely in the Methods section.

Label Name Approximate References Time period
atmospheric
resolution

A Observations See Methods 1992–2015

B HadGEM2-A1 1.25◦× 1.875◦ Collins et al. (2011); 1979–2008
∼ 139 km× 208 km The HadGEM2

Development Team (2011)

C IPSL-CM5A-LR1 1.8947◦× 3.75◦ Dufresne et al. (2013) 1979–2008
∼ 211 km× 417 km

D MIROC51 1.4008◦× 1.40625◦ Watanabe et al. (2010) 1979–2008
∼ 156 km× 156 km

E IPSL-CM5B-LR1 1.8947◦× 3.75◦ Hourdin et al. (2013) 1979–2008
∼ 211 km× 417 km

F CNRM-CM51 1.4008◦× 1.40625◦ Voldoire et al. (2013) 1979–2008
156 km× 156 km

G NICAM 14 km Kodama et al. (2015) 1979–2007

H EC-Earth32 60 km Haarsma (2018) 1989–2014

I EC-Earth3-HR2 25 km 1989–2014

J CNRM-CM6-12 150 km Roehrig (2019) 1989–2014

K CNRM-CM6-1-HR2 50 km 1989–2014

L HadGEM3-GC31-LM2 130 km Williams et al. (2018) 1989–2014

M HadGEM3-GC31-MM2 60 km 1989–2014

N HadGEM3-GC31-HM2 25 km 1989–2014

ICON 10 km Giorgetta et al. (2018)

UM-CASIM 0.088◦× 0.059◦ McCoy et al. (2018b);
10 km× 7 km Hill et al. (2015)

1 CFMIP2, 2 PRIMAVERA.

is defined as

WCB= k ·WVPCM ·WS10 m CM, (3)

where WVPCM is the cyclone-mean water vapor path in
kg m−2, WS10 m CM is the cyclone-mean wind speed at 10 m
in m s−1, and k is a constant parameterizing the width of the
WCB as defined in Field and Wood (2007) and is calculated
by linear regression of the precipitation rate on WVPCM ·

WS10 m CM. Cyclone means are the average of all data within
a 2000 km radius of the cyclone center. We note that the
k in Field and Wood (2007) was based on AMSR-E data.
AMSR-E observes half the precipitation rate in cyclones that
CloudSat does (Naud et al., 2018; Field et al., 2011). For
consistency with previous literature we have chosen to use
the k based on AMSR-E observations (k = 2.66×10−7 m−1)

as calculated by Field and Wood (2007). Our results might
change slightly in a quantitative sense if another k is used,
but will remain qualitatively the same.

Although the moisture imported along the WCB may con-
dense and form clouds within the cyclone, in order to main-
tain water mass balance in extratropical cyclones, the mois-
ture flux into a cyclone must match the precipitation out of
the cyclone over a 2000 km radius. We find that the prod-
uct of WVP and wind speed within cyclones is a good pre-
dictor of precipitation rate in the GCMs considered in this
study (Table 2, Fig. S1 in the Supplement), in agreement
with what has been found for observations (Field and Wood,
2007). Thus the WCB flux is a proxy for the moisture flux
into a midlatitude cyclone that is balanced by the precipita-
tion for a quasi-steady state. Model values of the WCB width
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parameter (k) (Eq. 3) range from 2.41 to 4.11× 10−7 m−1

and are near to the k trained on AMSR-E data (Field and
Wood, 2007). It is interesting to note that the k value does
not appear to depend on model resolution and the lowest
and highest ks come from the high-resolution simulations
in ICON and UM-CASIM, respectively. However, this range
in k is within the observational uncertainty in precipitation
rate (Field et al., 2011). Naud et al. (2018) examined the ob-
served precipitation rate in extratropical cyclones and found
that the mean extratropical cyclone precipitation rate differed
substantially depending on whether a microwave radiome-
ter (0.08 mm hr−1; AMSR-E) or radar (0.17 mm hr−1; Cloud-
Sat) was used to measure precipitation rate. If we rescale the
AMSR-E precipitation rates so that the cyclone-mean precip-
itation rate is consistent with radar measurements, k should
be 5.67×10−7 m−1. Overall, the GCM cyclone precipitation
flux that is predicted by the simple model of WCB moisture
flux and the k inferred from the GCMs are well within the
observational uncertainty.

The WCB moisture flux provides a useful predictor of pre-
cipitation – both in the climate mean state and in projected
changes in rain rate via dynamical alterations (in wind speed)
and Clausius–Clapeyron-driven changes (in WVP). We com-
pare the distributions of WCB moisture flux, WS10 m CM, and
WVPCM in models and observations. The mean WCB mois-
ture flux in the GCMs considered in this study is generally
lower than the observations (Fig. S2a, b), with model bi-
ases ranging from −1.16 to −0.31 mm day−1 in the SH and
from−0.79 to+0.24 mm day−1 in the NH. This bias appears
to be linked to low 10 m wind speed in cyclones in mod-
els (Fig. S2c, d) as GCM WVPCM is near to the observed
distribution (Fig. S2e, f). One possibility is that this issue
is related to excessive surface drag over oceans, which is a
known issue in modeling tropical cyclones (Donelan et al.,
2004; Soloviev et al., 2014). Anecdotally, the CNRM-CM6
LR and HR GCMs cap surface drag and are the only two
GCMs whose mean wind speed is greater than or equal to the
observed wind speed. Based on this we suggested sensitivity
tests in GCMs to the capping of surface drag as a step toward
a realistic representation of midlatitude precipitation rates. If
this is the cause of lower surface wind speed in cyclones, then
it means that modeled midlatitude cyclones have been sys-
tematically underestimating precipitation through decreased
flux of moisture into the cyclone. It is also possible that
the low WS10 m CM in some of the GCMs reflects deficient
horizontal resolution (Strachan et al., 2013). The most bi-
ased cyclone-mean WS10 m speeds are the IPSL-CM5 and
CNRM-CM5 models, which have relatively low horizontal
resolutions. This may be coincidental as there does not ap-
pear to be a systematic trend in different resolution instances
of the same model within the PRIMAVERA GCMs.

3.2 LWP and WCB moisture flux

As shown in Sect. 3.1, precipitation within midlatitude cy-
clones is predicted by the WCB moisture flux. This provides
a useful way to understand changes in cyclone properties as
it gives a predictor of precipitation rate that can be decom-
posed into a contribution from dynamics (the wind speed)
and thermodynamics (the WVP).

In McCoy et al. (2018b) it was proposed that when aver-
aged over a sufficiently long period of time, cyclones were
in a steady state in which the environment – in particular the
moisture flux – dictated the precipitation rate out of the cy-
clone. If extratropical cyclones are in a steady state, then we
expect that an increased moisture flux should enhance cy-
clone LWP, providing that precipitation processes are dom-
inated by the warm rain process. This is because a higher
in-cloud LWP is needed to generate a higher rain rate be-
low cloud (Wood et al., 2009; Hill et al., 2015). Thus, an
areally averaged rain rate should increase as LWP increases,
either by increasing coverage of cloud or by increasing in-
cloud LWP. Both effects should translate to an enhancement
in cyclone albedo (at a fixed solar zenith angle; see the dis-
cussion in McCoy et al., 2018b). This makes understanding
the efficiency with which extratropical cyclones can convert
moisture flux to precipitation via cloud water key in under-
standing variability in extratropical albedo. We note that in
this study we utilize microwave observations of LWP, which
are the average of cloudy and clear regions, so increases in
either in-cloud LWP or cloud coverage should translate to an
increase in microwave-observed LWP. Similarly, the GCM
LWP is the average of clear and cloudy regions.

Extratropical cyclone LWP represents a key variable in
determining extratropical albedo, but does it scale with the
WCB moisture flux? A linkage between the moisture flux
into an extratropical cyclone and the total column liquid in
the cyclone has been demonstrated previously in McCoy et
al. (2018b). A caveat to this is that in McCoy et al. (2018b)
total liquid water path (TLWP, precipitating and nonprecipi-
tating liquid) was examined. Here, we examine the fraction
of the TLWP which is suspended in clouds (referred to as
LWP here).

Does LWPCM increase with the WCB moisture flux in the
same way that TLWPCM does? The efficiency with which
extratropical cyclones can shift vapor to rain determines the
relation between WCB moisture flux and LWPCM. In the lim-
iting case this efficiency might increase sufficiently rapidly
with the moisture flux that LWPCM would not increase in step
with the WCB moisture flux (all additional liquid becomes
rain). Because we cannot directly observe how extratropi-
cal cyclones partition precipitating and nonprecipitating liq-
uid (see Methods section), we cannot directly evaluate how
precipitation efficiency scales with the WCB moisture flux.
This represents an uncertainty in our analysis. However, we
can evaluate extratropical cyclone rain and cloud partition-
ing in high-resolution simulations as a check on the calcu-
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lations used in the MAC-LWP data set. LWPCM, TLWPCM
(rain+ cloud liquid), and the WCB moisture flux are calcu-
lated for extratropical cyclones observed using MAC-LWP
and as simulated by UM-CASIM (see Table 2). The param-
eterization that partitions cloud and rain water paths in the
MAC-LWP observations results in a decrease in the fraction
of liquid water path that is in clouds (LWPCM/TLWPCM) as
the WCB moisture flux decreases by −0.075 day mm−1 (see
the slope of the line in Fig. S3). Comparison to UM-CASIM
simulations shows a similar decrease in the fraction of liq-
uid water that is suspended in clouds (−0.087 day mm−1,
Fig. S3). Ultimately, the partitioning of rain and cloud water
in MAC-LWP and the microphysics scheme in UM-CASIM
both lead to an increase in LWP with the increasing WCB
moisture flux. This is likely due to autoconversion becoming
more efficient at higher LWP, leading to a more pronounced
flattening of the curve at higher LWP. It was shown in McCoy
et al. (2018b) that this behavior could be fit as LWP∝WCBp

or LWP∝ RRp, where RR is the rain rate, since the WCB
moisture flux and rain rate are linearly related.

We have examined how the WCB moisture flux predicts
precipitation. We have also examined how the partitioning
between rain and cloud changes as a function of the WCB
moisture flux. Now we will embark on an examination of the
relationship between the WCB moisture flux and LWP. We
will focus on the behavior of cyclones within the SH. This is
done for the following reasons: (1) the SH has a large, unbro-
ken expanse of midlatitude ocean to investigate; (2) GCMs
have well-documented and ongoing issues in accurately rep-
resenting cloudiness in these regions (Trenberth and Fasullo,
2010; McCoy et al., 2016; Grise et al., 2015); (3) the GCM-
predicted negative cloud optical depth feedback that is the
primary subject of this paper is most pronounced in the SH
(Zelinka et al., 2012a, 2016); and (4) observations and GCMs
show a robust trend in LWP in this region that is likely driven
by warming (Manaster et al., 2017; Norris et al., 2016). Ul-
timately, we focus on the SH for the sake of brevity. We find
extremely similar behavior in the NH and the plots in the pa-
per are reproduced in the Supplement for the NH.

With the caveat in mind that we must infer the partition-
ing of liquid between rain and cloud in the observations, we
evaluate the ability of a wide array of GCMs to simulate the
response of cyclone-mean LWP (LWPCM) to the WCB mois-
ture flux in the Southern Ocean (30–80◦ S). We compare the
WCB moisture flux dependence of LWPCM in the models
listed in Table 2 and observations from MAC-LWP (Fig. 1).
Increasing the WCB moisture flux increases LWPCM in both
observations and models. As noted above, we should expect
this based on the warm rain process. A greater LWP is re-
quired to yield a larger precipitation rate (Wood et al., 2009;
Hill et al., 2015). As shown in Sect. 3.1 the precipitation rate
is well predicted by the WCB moisture flux. While the high-
resolution models (<100 km horizontal resolution) have a
slope of the WCB–LWPCM relationship that is in keeping
with the observed slope, they tend to have too low a LWPCM

Figure 1. Cyclone-mean LWP (LWPCM) as a function of the WCB
moisture flux in models and observations. LWPCM is shown aver-
aged into nine equal quantiles for the observations and each GCM.
The maximum bias in the observations (∼ 0.03 kg m−2) is shown
by a lighter blue line.

for a given WCB moisture flux. However, if the maximum
bias in observed LWPCM of 0.03 kg m−2 is assumed based
on an estimated range 0.01–0.02 kg m−2 (Greenwald et al.,
2018), then many of these models are in the possible obser-
vational range. It is also reasonable to suspect that models
that only generate clouds when the entire grid box is satu-
rated (e.g., there is no convection parameterization or cloud
scheme) will underestimate cloudiness.

It is suggested that the lower-resolution CFMIP2 mod-
els tend to have a much wider diversity in slopes than
the higher-resolution PRIMAVERA models, UM-CASIM,
NICAM, and ICON. This may reflect parametric uncertainty
in the representation of convection. UM-CASIM, NICAM,
and ICON do not parameterize convection and have ex-
tremely similar relationships between the WCB moisture flux
and LWP. Based on this we suggest that the relationship be-
tween the moisture flux and LWP may offer a possible evalu-
ation tool for the realism of convection within GCMs. How-
ever, this may also just by chance be related to the selection
of models presented here as the low-resolution HadGEM3-
GC31-LM has a reasonably close behavior to the higher-
resolution instances of that model (HadGEM3-GC31-MM,
and HadGEM3-GC31-HM). Overall, the constraint provided
by the WCB–LWPCM relationship shown here provides a
useful tool for GCMs to evaluate their climate mean-state
behavior in the extratropics.

As discussed in the paragraph above, the partitioning be-
tween rain and cloud shifts toward rain at higher moisture
fluxes (Fig. S3). This leads to the asymptotic nature of the
curves shown in Fig. 1. Presumably differences in the degree
to which the curve flattens at higher LWP as precipitation
becomes more efficient in some models reflect differences in
the way that precipitation is treated in the different GCMs,
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with (for example) autoconversion being stronger in some
models, leading to a more pronounced flattening of the LWP–
WCB curve (and vice versa). The asymptotic behavior of the
WCB–LWPCM curve is a second-order effect in our analysis
(we will return to this discussion in Sect. 3.3.3).

3.3 Long-term variability in observed cloud properties

3.3.1 Monthly-mean regional variability in
extratropical cyclone properties

The moisture flux into extratropical cyclones plays a domi-
nant role in determining their LWP and, ultimately, precip-
itation rate. How does this mechanism influence the cloud
feedback in the midlatitudes? In keeping with earlier stud-
ies (Myers and Norris, 2016; Qu et al., 2015) we examine
observed anomalous variability from 1992 to 2015 to infer
the cloud feedback in these regions within cyclones. We will
then utilize transient warming simulations in which SSTs
have been increased by 4 K to see if variability within the
current climate has the capability to predict the change in cy-
clone properties in a warmed climate. This technique follows
the analysis of stratocumulus clouds in Qu et al. (2015). The
Indian, Pacific, and Atlantic oceans between 30 and 80◦ S
are each examined individually (precise regions are shown
in Fig. S4). In this section we discuss cyclone means in the
context of the monthly means across all the cyclones in each
region. For each region the monthly-mean anomaly relative
to the monthly-mean climatology is calculated. Variables av-
eraged to regional means are denoted RM (see Table 1 for a
list of acronyms and subscripts).

Figure 2 shows the relation between the regional and
monthly mean of various cyclone properties. For each ocean
basin the average of the LWPCM for all cyclones for each
month is taken (LWPRM). The climatological LWPRM is sub-
tracted for each month to yield anomalies. The same proce-
dure is repeated for the WCB moisture flux. The relation be-
tween anomalies in LWPRM and WCB moisture flux anoma-
lies is shown in Fig. 2a. This allows us to examine the rela-
tion of various predictors across the population of cyclones
within a given basin in the Southern Ocean.

Anomalous variability in LWPRM in the SH extratropi-
cal oceans correlates with variability in the WCB moisture
flux (Fig. 2a). The South Pacific region has 42 % of monthly-
mean LWPRM anomalies explained by moisture flux anoma-
lies, the South Atlantic and Indian oceans have approx-
imately 30 % of their monthly anomalies in LWPRM ex-
plained by the moisture flux. Overall, the slope of the rela-
tion between anomalies in monthly-mean extratropical cy-
clone LWPRM and WCB moisture flux monthly means is
quite similar across these regions and the slope has very little
uncertainty.

Why do the different ocean basins have such different
explained variances (R2s) in the relationship LWPRM = a ·

WCBRM+ c+ residual? Presumably this relates to some un-

Figure 2. Observed monthly- and regional-mean anomalies in ex-
tratropical cyclone properties in the SH oceans (NH oceans are
shown in Fig. S5). (a) Cyclone monthly-mean LWPRM as a function
of WCBRM; (b) regional- and monthly-mean wind speed as a func-
tion of regional- and monthly-mean cyclone absolute (poleward)
latitude; (c) monthly-mean ln(WVP)RM as a function of SSTRM.
Each data point in the plot represents the monthly- and regional-
mean anomaly in a given variable within extratropical cyclones rela-
tive to the monthly-mean climatology. The shaded area corresponds
to the 95 % confidence interval on the fit. The R2 and best fit line
are listed for each subplot and for each ocean region. The R2 of all
monthly- and regional-mean anomalies is also noted (the variability
in regional- and monthly-mean anomalies is weighted equally be-
tween regions to calculate the overall R2). Bars on the sides of the
plot show the mean (marker), standard deviation (thick lines), and
90th percentile range (thin lines) of monthly- and regional-mean
anomalies for each region.

considered predictor in our analysis expressed through the
residual term. For example, cloud droplet number concen-
tration (CDNC) variability in cyclones substantially affects
LWP (McCoy et al., 2018b). The explained variances in the
different ocean basins are consistent with this. The explained
variance by the WCB moisture flux is higher in the South
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Pacific compared to the rest of the Southern Ocean where
intermittent phytoplankton blooms dramatically vary CDNC
(McCoy et al., 2015a; Meskhidze and Nenes, 2006; Charl-
son et al., 1987) and the NH where anthropogenic emissions
vary from year to year (McCoy et al., 2018a; Bennartz et al.,
2011). The global climate models that we focus on in this
study to do not provide CDNC as an output and we will re-
serve partitioning interannual variability in cyclone behavior
into contributions from meteorology and microphysics for
future study.

A large fraction (∼ 1/3) of SH ocean anomalies in
monthly- and regional-mean LWPRM may be explained by
WCB moisture flux anomalies alone and the sensitivity of
LWP to WCB moisture flux is robust and differs very little
from basin to basin. What in turn explains moisture flux vari-
ability? As shown in Eq. (3), the WCB moisture flux is the
product of WVP and wind speed. We will discuss the contri-
butions of each of these terms below.

Monthly-mean cyclone WS10 m RM, which is a proxy for
the input rate of moisture into the cyclone, enhances as
cyclones move poleward (Figs. 2b and S6). In the South-
ern Ocean 36 %–55 % of anomalous monthly variability in
wind speed is linearly related to cyclone latitude. Exami-
nation of cyclone-mean wind speed as a function of lati-
tude shows agreement in models and observations. In mod-
els and observations cyclone-mean wind speed increases to-
ward 60◦, and then decreases poleward of 60◦ in both hemi-
spheres (Fig. S6). Overall, the explained variance in anoma-
lous monthly- and regional-mean wind speed is 49 % across
all SH ocean basins (weighting all ocean basins equally).
This reflects the genesis and development of an extratropi-
cal cyclone. The genesis of extratropical cyclones occurs to-
ward the tropics and then over their life cycle cyclones move
toward the pole. During this life cycle they intensify, lead-
ing to enhancement in near-surface wind speed (Tamarin and
Kaspi, 2017; Beare, 2007; Bengtsson et al., 2009). Two im-
portant questions stand out in regards to our analysis: will
the genesis region of extratropical cyclones shift in a warmed
climate? Will extratropical cyclones develop differently in a
warmed climate?

The complexity of changes in the life cycle, frequency,
and intensity of extratropical cyclones under warming makes
it difficult to say confidently how their vorticity and sur-
face wind speed will change. There is a general consen-
sus that storm tracks will shift toward the poles as the cli-
mate warms (Barnes and Polvani, 2013; Yin, 2005; Lorenz
and DeWeaver, 2007; Bender et al., 2011b), but the mecha-
nism that prompts this poleward movement remains unclear
(Shaw et al., 2016). As they shift poleward storm tracks in-
tensify (Lorenz and DeWeaver, 2007; Yin, 2005; Ulbrich et
al., 2009). Simulations with greenhouse gas warming gen-
erally show decreased frequency of midlatitude cyclones,
but increases in cyclone intensity (Lambert and Fyfe, 2006;
Bengtsson et al., 2006; Geng and Sugi, 2003). This may be
related to changes in cyclone life cycle, with cyclones taking

longer to reach peak intensity over a longer propagation in a
warming world (Tamarin and Kaspi, 2017; Tamarin-Brodsky
and Kaspi, 2017). We will discuss the response to a transient
warming within CFMIP2 GCMs, for which the prescribed
SST is enhanced by 4 K in the following section.

Monthly-mean variability in extratropical cyclones
ln(WVP)RM is explained by SSTRM, with 80 % of anoma-
lous monthly mean variability in ln(WVP)RM predicted
by SSTRM (Fig. 2c). This linkage between anomalies
in cyclone-mean SST and anomalies in ln(WVP) via
Clausius–Clapeyron has been shown previously in Field et
al. (2008).

In summary, we propose that Southern Ocean cloud feed-
backs in cyclonic systems are not only related to the so-
called mixed-phase cloud feedback, but are contributed to by
changes in WVP and wind speed. Because increasing SST
increases WVP via Clausius–Clapeyron, which in turn in-
creases condensed water, this response to increasing SST is
easy to conflate with ice to liquid transitions. However, SST
alone is a poor predictor of LWPRM (Fig. S7). The vari-
ance in LWPRM explained by SST alone is less than 10 %
in any basin and the fits in the different basins are different
at 95 % confidence. This is consistent with the weak neg-
ative dependence of cloud optical depth on SST shown by
Terai et al. (2016). In the following sections we will continue
to investigate the dependence of cyclone LWP on the WCB
moisture flux in the current climate and investigate how this
mechanism might affect the extratropical cloud feedback.

3.3.2 Model–observation comparisons of extratropical
cyclone behavior

As shown above, observed extratropical cyclone LWPCM de-
pends on the WCB moisture flux. This translates to anoma-
lous regional- and monthly-mean variability in the WCB
moisture flux covarying with regional- and monthly-mean
anomalous variability in extratropical cyclone LWPRM. As
we saw in Fig. 1, climate model extratropical cyclone LWP
also depends on the WCB moisture flux, but models do not
agree on how sensitive cyclone LWPCM is to moisture flux.
In this section we examine how GCM regional- and monthly-
mean anomalous variability in extratropical cyclone proper-
ties compares to observations within the current climate.

First, we examine the ability of models to reproduce
the WCB moisture flux–LWPRM relation observed in the
SH. As in Fig. 2a, the slope of the best fit linear line be-
tween monthly-mean anomalies in cyclone LWPRM and the
WCB moisture flux is computed in each SH ocean basin,
and is summarized in Fig. 3a. The 95 % confidence on the
best fit line is also shown. All the models and the ob-
servations have a nonzero slope at 95 % confidence. The
slope of the WCB moisture flux–LWP relationship in IPSL-
CM5B-LR and CNRM-CM5 models is more than twice the
slope inferred from observations, while the CNRM-CM6
and HadGEM3 models have around half the observed slope.
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NICAM, HadGEM2, IPSL-CM5A-LR, and the EC-Earth
models compare favorably to the observations. Evaluation
of model variability shows that all models have over 20 %
of their LWPRM variability explained by WCB in the SH,
with some models able to explain up to 70 % of their anoma-
lous monthly- and regional-mean variability using the WCB
moisture flux (Fig. S8). Despite low explained variance in
some models, the relationship between the WCB moisture
flux and LWP is significant at 95 % confidence in all of the
models. As discussed in the previous section, variability in
warm cloud microphysics (e.g., CDNC) has been shown to
substantially affect cyclone LWP (McCoy et al., 2018b). The
inclusion of these or other processes as predictors should in-
crease explained variance by the regression model. For ex-
ample, NICAM, which has no aerosol–cloud adjustments,
has the highest variance explained by the WCB moisture flux
alone (50 %–75 %, depending on the basin; Fig. S8). Overall,
the variance explained in the current climate is of secondary
interest to the confidence in the slope of the relationship.

Next, we investigate the relation between mean abso-
lute (poleward) cyclone latitude and WS10 m in cyclones.
All models have a correlation between anomalous monthly-
mean poleward latitude and WS10 m RM at 95 % confidence
(Fig. 3b), in keeping with the agreement in the latitudinal
dependence of WS10 m CM shown in Fig. S6. The agreement
between the observed and modeled sensitivities is good and
most models overlap with the 95 % confidence on the obser-
vational sensitivity. This supports the idea that the models
presented here have a fairly consistent representation of the
cyclone life cycle in the current climate.

Finally, we examine the relation between ln(WVP)RM and
SSTRM in the GCMs as in Field et al. (2008). The relation
between SST and column water vapor in the models and in
the observations is quite similar (Fig. 3c), indicating that all
the models are able to somewhat accurately reproduce the
response in WVP associated with Clausius–Clapeyron and
warming.

3.3.3 Decadal trends in extratropical cyclone
properties

In Sect. 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 we discussed how monthly variabil-
ity in LWPRM may be predicted by moisture flux. This ex-
amination of the variability within the system suggests that
warming will lead to enhanced LWP across the midlatitude
ocean via enhanced WVP that may be fluxed into cyclones.
This means that the shortwave cloud feedback in the South-
ern Ocean (SO) may be partially driven by changes in WCB
moisture flux and not only by ice to liquid transitions. To
support this argument we examine whether warming on a
decadal scale across the midlatitudes is accompanied by an
increase in WCB moisture flux and cyclone LWP. This LWP
behavior has already been shown within the data record. Ex-
amination of zonal-mean LWP anomalies in the MAC-LWP
data record and in GCMs by Manaster et al. (2017) showed

Figure 3. The slope of the best fit line between monthly- and
regional-mean anomalies of different cyclone-mean properties.
Symbols denote different SH ocean basins (South Atlantic: squares,
South Indian: triangles, and South Pacific: circles). Model colors
are as in Fig. 1. Each model is labeled with a letter on the ordinate
(see Table 2). The observations are shown as “A”. The 95 % confi-
dence on the slope is noted for each basin. The shaded area shows
the 95 % confidence on the mean of the observed slope based on
the SH ocean basins. Panel (a) shows the slope of the regression of
cyclone LWPRM on WCB moisture flux, panel (b) shows the regres-
sion slope of the mean wind speed in cyclones on mean poleward
latitude, and panel (c) shows the regression slope of ln(WVP)RM on
SSTRM.

a robust positive trend in LWP. In this section we will exam-
ine the trend in cyclone LWP during the period 1992–2015
in the context of trends in moisture flux. This will be con-
trasted with the zonal-mean trend diagnosed by Manaster et
al. (2017).

In this study we are pursuing a regime-oriented approach
to understanding extratropical variability. Do the zonal-mean
trends in Manaster et al. (2017) agree with the trends in ex-
tratropical cyclone behavior? Because Manaster et al. (2017)
investigated trends in the latitude band 44.5–59.5◦ S we sub-
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Figure 4. (a) SH cyclone LWPRM in observations (thick blue line) and models (colors as in Fig. 1) for which cyclones are centered between
44.5 and 59.5◦ S. A 2-year running mean has been applied to simplify the plot. (b) The red shaded area shows the zonal-mean Southern
Ocean LWP trend calculated in Manaster et al. (2017) (Southern Ocean defined as 44.5–59.5◦ S therein). Trends in cyclone LWPRM from
observations and models are shown in dark colors (where LWPRM is calculated using cyclones centered in the same region as Manaster et al.,
2017). Models and observations are labeled by a letter on the ordinate (see Table 2). Observations are labeled as “A”. The 95 % confidence in
each trend is shown using error bars. A multiple linear regression of LWPCM on SSTCM and WCB moisture flux is used to partition the trend
into contributions from WCB and SST changes. The trend in LWPRM predicted by the regression model (Eq. 4) and changes in SSTRM are
shown in (c), and the trend in LWPRM associated with WCB is shown in (d). The trend from models and observations consistent with their
multiple linear regression models and changes in SSTRM and WCB are shown in (b) using lighter colors and labeled as (S) for SST and (W)
for WCB.

set our data record to only consider cyclones centered in
this latitude band so that a more direct comparison can
be made. Trends in Southern Ocean regional-mean cyclone
LWPRM and zonal-mean LWP as calculated by Manaster
et al. (2017) over the last two decades are similar (Fig. 4a,
b; 2.40± 0.58 g m−2 decade−1 within extratropical cyclones
versus 1.8±0.8 g m−2 decade−1 in the zonal-mean (Manaster
et al., 2017), where uncertainty is the 95 % confidence inter-
val). Given that cyclones cover approximately half the South-
ern Ocean (Bodas-Salcedo et al., 2014), this in-cyclone trend
can account for a good portion of the overall zonal-mean sig-
nal.

We have shown in the previous section that around a third
of the monthly- and regional-mean variability in cyclone
LWPCM is related to variability in the WCB moisture flux
(Fig. 2a). A regression on SST alone explains less than a
tenth of the variance (Fig. S7). Consistent with this, we could
use the simple regression model LWPCM = a ·WCB+ c+

residual trained on the observational record to see if the LWP
trend in the Southern Ocean is consistent with the trend in
the WCB moisture flux. It is possible that some of this trend
that is related to changes from ice to liquid phase that is be-

ing obscured by WCB moisture flux variability. Both changes
from ice to liquid and the WCB moisture flux (via WVP and
Clausius–Clapeyron) will be associated with variability in at-
mospheric temperature. To examine this we need to disentan-
gle changes related to the synoptic state and changes in SST
in the observational record. We attempt this utilizing a simple
regression model fitting to a two-dimensional plane in WCB
moisture flux and SST space. This fit splits the variability
into a WCB moisture flux term and a term associated with
SST variations around a given WCB moisture flux (Fig. 5).
If changes from ice to liquid water are an important factor in
the cloud feedback in this region, then increasing SST at a
fixed WCB moisture flux should correspond to an increase in
LWP.

Regressing on WCB moisture flux and SST simultane-
ously is problematic as SST changes ultimately drive a sig-
nificant fraction of WCB moisture flux changes via Clausius–
Clapeyron. Analogously, SST and atmospheric stability co-
vary, but have differing effects on cloud cover, and similar
linear regression analysis has been undertaken to disentangle
their contributions and infer the shortwave cloud feedback
(Qu et al., 2015; Klein et al., 2017; Terai et al., 2016).
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Figure 5. Average Southern Ocean cyclone LWPCM binned as a
function of SSTCM and WCB moisture flux for the latitude band
44.5 to 59.5◦ S, following Manaster et al. (2017). Contours of cy-
clone distribution are shown in white. The mean cyclone WCB
moisture flux and SSTCM for 1992 and 2015 are shown as blue
and red points, respectively. Error bars show the 95 % confidence
on the mean.

To try and partition variance in the Southern Ocean into
components related to synoptic variability and a component
related to the variance in SST around the synoptic state, we
train the regression model

LWPCM = a ·WCB+ b ·SSTCM+ c+ residual. (4)

This regression model is trained on the population of SH
cyclone means from 1992 to 2015 and centered in the latitude
band considered in Manaster et al. (2017). In this analysis
we ignore the power law dependence of LWP on the WCB
moisture flux (Fig. 1). In the following section we show that
this assumption does not substantially affect the predictabil-
ity of the change in cyclone LWP in response to warming.
The regression model trained on the observational record has
coefficients

LWPCM = (28.71± 0.42) ·WCB− (0.29± 0.1) ·SSTCM

+ 3.70± 1.21, n= 18842, R2
= 0.53. (5)

As can be seen in Fig. 5 LWPCM primarily depends on the
WCB moisture flux. At a fixed WCB moisture flux, changes
of ±5 K in the SST do not correspond to significant changes
in LWP. Because of this most of the long-term trend in
LWPCM averaged across the Southern Ocean can be ex-
plained by changes in the WCB moisture flux alone (Fig. 4b,
d). This is not to say that changes in SST do not have any
effect – clearly they do via the WVP term in the WCB mois-
ture flux. Most of the increase in the WCB moisture flux may
be explained by steadily increasing cyclone WVP, driven by
enhanced SST (Fig. S9). However, changes in SST indepen-
dent of WCB do not predict the trend in LWP. This is also
shown in schematic form in Fig. 5: between 1992 and 2015
SST increases and the WCB moisture flux increases, driven
by Clausius–Clapeyron, but the shift in SST has relatively lit-

tle effect independent of the shift to a higher WCB moisture
flux.

The regression model in Eq. (5) uses variability in the
WCB moisture flux and SST to predict variability in cyclone
LWP. As discussed above, SST variability drives changes in
WVP via Clausius–Clapeyron, leading to covariability be-
tween the WCB moisture flux and SSTCM (r = 0.84 over the
1992–2015 period in both hemispheres; see also the contours
of cyclone population in Fig. 5). While the WCB moisture
flux and SSTCM are fairly colinear, SSTCM is only poorly
correlated with LWPCM (r = 0.25). The correlation between
LWPCM and WCB moisture flux is much stronger (r = 0.63).
As discussed in Sect. 3.3.1, the correlation between monthly-
and regional-mean anomalies in SST and LWP are also weak
and are inconsistent between basins. Thus, despite being a
good predictor of the WVP component of WCB moisture
flux, SSTCM, it is a poor predictor of cyclone LWPCM, which
is consistent with the lack of a trend associated with SST
variability independent of WCB moisture flux variability in
Fig. 4.

The coefficient relating the WCB moisture flux and LWP
in Eq. (5) is relatively insensitive to whether or not SST is
included as a predictor. If WCB moisture flux is used as
the only predictor, then the coefficient relating WCB mois-
ture flux to LWP changes to 28.13± 0.40 g m−2 day mm−1.
If only SST is used as predictor, then the coefficient relat-
ing SST and LWP changes sign (+2.90± 0.12 g m−2 K−1).
This is because SST is a good predictor of the WCB moisture
flux so if the WCB moisture flux is not held constant in the
regression, the coefficient relating SST to LWP absorbs vari-
ability related to the WCB moisture flux. This also shows that
studies using SST alone to infer the climate feedback in this
region will lead to non-robust predictions of the change in
LWP because SST will covary with the WCB moisture flux
in the mean climate, but the change in SST in response to
greenhouse-gas-driven warming will not be the same as the
change in the WCB moisture flux. This argument infers the
change in LWP from current variability – to further support
this analysis we will turn to transient warming simulations in
Sect. 3.3.4.

Once the trend in the WCB moisture flux is accounted
for, relatively little room is left for an effect related to phase
changes (Fig. 4b). SST was included as a predictor in Eq. (4)
to see if variations in SST at a constant WCB moisture flux
led to an increase in LWP consistent with a transition from
ice to liquid. It was found that SST increases corresponded to
a slight decrease in LWP at a given WCB moisture flux. This
is consistent with SST acting as a proxy for several other
boundary-layer processes such as weakening the inversion
strength and the buoyancy-driven reductions in cloud cover
(Bretherton and Blossey, 2014). Overall, we cannot take the
trends in the observational record of cyclone LWP as a sign
of a strong mixed-phase cloud feedback because most of the
trend is predicted by changes in synoptic state.
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Comparison of the trend in Southern Ocean LWPRM for
the models listed in Table 2 is shown in Fig. 4b. Despite the
models being run in AMIP mode with prescribed SSTs, there
is significant variability in the trend in LWPRM in the pe-
riod 1992–2015 (note that CFMIP2 models simulated 1979–
2008). The GCMs all show a positive trend that is significant
at 95 % confidence, but generally underpredict the strength
of the trend. It is also interesting to note that the trend in
LWPRM across the Southern Ocean is almost completely ex-
plained by WCB moisture flux variability in all the GCMs.
In the following section we will revisit this puzzle and use
spatial variability within cyclone composites and cloud-top
phase to attempt to disentangle the contributions of ice-to-
liquid transitions and WCB moisture flux.

Of course this only examines variability within extrat-
ropical cyclones. One possibility is that in anticyclones all
long-term trends relate to phase transitions consistent with
the mixed-phase cloud feedback. However, this seems un-
likely given the extensive analysis performed by Terai et
al. (2016) demonstrating a substantial contribution to cloud
optical depth variability in the Southern Ocean from vari-
ability in estimated inversion strength (Wood and Bretherton,
2006), and a lesser contribution linearly related to SST. It
is also worth noting that increased SST predicted decreased
cloud optical depth (Terai et al., 2016). Thus, it is unlikely
that all the change in cloud properties in anti-cyclonic re-
gions is related to phase transitions and it is more likely that
the change in cloud properties in these regions is dominated
by changes in boundary-layer cloudiness, consistent with en-
hancing inversion strength (Terai et al., 2016), which is a
well-quantified feature of boundary-layer cloud cover (Wood
and Bretherton, 2006; Klein and Hartmann, 1993). We re-
serve a more complete examination of cloud variability com-
posited around both high- and low-pressure centers for a fu-
ture paper and will focus on examining low-pressure centers
in the present work.

The WCB moisture flux and cyclone LWP are covariable
(Fig. 2a). This infers that warming over the midlatitudes
should result in an increase in LWP as the WCB moisture
flux increases following Clausius–Clapeyron. The trend in
cyclone LWP over the Southern Ocean in response to warm-
ing agrees with this inference made from internal variability
(Fig. 4a). We will now examine a simplified prediction of
what the change in cyclone LWP might look like in response
to a uniform warming. If we assume that the distribution of
wind speed remains unchanged, that frequency of occurrence
of cyclones remains unchanged, and that WVP increases by
6 % K−1 due to increasing SST (Fig. 3c), we can estimate the
change in the WCB moisture flux consistent with a uniform
1 K warming (Fig. 6). In this paper we have been utilizing a
linear fit between the WCB moisture flux and cyclone LWP.
As can be seen in Fig. 6a the shape of the relationship be-
tween WCB moisture flux and cyclone LWP is better rep-
resented by an exponential fit (as in McCoy et al., 2018b).
However, the variance in LWP explained by either function

is nearly identical. The linear relationship between the WCB
moisture flux and LWPCM predicts an increase of 3.62 g m−2

in the SH (Fig. 6d) in response to the change in WCB mois-
ture flux shown in Fig. 6c. If the exponential fit is used the
change in cyclone LWP is 3.71 g m−2. Thus, use of a linear
relationship between the WCB moisture flux and LWP may
slightly underestimate the change in cyclone LWP to warm-
ing.

Does this prediction offer any more information than an
analysis using SST alone? The dependence of LWPCM on
SSTCM in the SH is shown in Fig. 6b. The relationship ap-
pears to be somewhat non-monotonic (LWP increases with
SST until 10 ◦C and then decreases) and the correlation is
substantially weaker than between the WCB moisture flux
and LWPCM. Linear regression of LWPCM on SSTCM and
a 1 K increase in SSTCM predict a 1.12 g m−2 increase in
LWPCM, nearly a third of the prediction based on changes
in the WCB moisture flux. We offer this quick estimate in
order to provide an approximate scale to the potential of the
WVP-mediated changes in extratropical cyclone LWP in a
warming climate. An estimate of the change in reflectivity
consistent with this change in cyclone LWP will be offered in
Sect. 3.4, when we examine the change in cyclone structure
in response to change in the WCB moisture flux. In the fol-
lowing section we will investigate whether WCB-moisture-
flux-driven increases in LWP can explain the warming re-
sponse in GCMs.

3.3.4 Predicting the cyclone LWP response in transient
warming simulations

In Sect. 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 we examined month-to-month re-
gional variability. In Sect. 3.3.3 we examined whether trends
in SST, WCB moisture flux, and cyclone LWP from 1992 to
2015 were consistent with the predictions based on month-
to-month variability. The analysis in these sections inferred
that the increasing WCB moisture flux should increase cy-
clone LWP in a warming world. In this section we will test
the assumption that the relationship between the WCB mois-
ture flux and LWP can predict the warming response of a
model. At the time of writing the only GCMs considered
in this study that have simulated a global increase in tem-
perature (outside of the observational record) are the GCMs
participating in CFMIP2 (see Table 2). The CFMIP2 GCMs
performed a set of simulations in which the specified SST
in the atmosphere-only (AMIP) runs was increased by 4 K
(AMIP+ 4 K). The CFMIP2 GCMs represent a wide array of
different relationships between the WCB moisture flux and
cyclone LWP and it is hoped that even though we have lim-
ited our analysis of cyclone behavior in a warmed climate to
these models, it still provides insight into the broader collec-
tion of models examined in the rest of this study.

Comparison of the WCB moisture flux–LWP relationship
(see Fig. 1) between the AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K CFMIP2
simulations shows that they are fairly similar in the SH
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Figure 6. (a) The LWPCM observed in SH as a function of the WCB moisture flux; the best fit line to the observations using the form
LWPCM = a ·WCBb

+c is shown using a green line. A simple linear fit is shown in yellow. The observations are binned into equal quantiles
for visual clarity. Error bars show a standard deviation within each bin. (b) The fit of cyclone LWPCM to SSTCM. (c) The distribution of
SH WCB moisture flux in the current climate, and when the WVP moisture flux is scaled by 1.06 consistent with a uniform 1 K increase in
SST. The difference in the WCB moisture flux is noted in the title. (c) The distribution of LWPCM in the current climate and as predicted
by the fits shown in (a) and (b). The LWPCM when SST is increased by 1 K as predicted by the fits in (a) is based on scaling WVP by 1.06.
The LWPCM predicted by the fit shown in (b) is based on SST increasing uniformly by 1 K. The mean difference of LWPCM between the
prediction and the climate mean state is noted in the legend.

(Fig. 7). Only IPSL-CM5A-LR has a substantially different
relationship between LWPCM and the WCB moisture flux in
the AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K simulations. Examination of the
NH shows that all the models display a downward shift in the
WCB moisture flux–LWP relationship in the warmed simu-
lations (Fig. S10). It is unclear why the WCB moisture flux–
LWP relationship in the NH shifts downward, while it shifts
upward in the SH in only one of the GCMs. At least in the
SH this upward shift is conceptually consistent with a de-
crease in precipitation efficiency due to decreased ice-phase
precipitation. In this case an increase in cyclone LWP would
be in line with the necessity of balancing precipitation out of
the cyclone and moisture flux into the cyclone (McCoy et al.,
2018b).

To test whether the current climate’s variability can be
used to predict the future (as in Qu et al., 2015) we train
a linear regression model of the form LWPCM = a ·WCB+
c+ residual for each GCM. The regression model is fit us-
ing the variability in the present-day AMIP simulations. Cy-
clone LWP in the AMIP+ 4 K simulations is predicted based
on the regression model and the WCB moisture flux in the
AMIP+ 4 K simulations. To reiterate, if we know the rela-
tionship between the moisture flux and cyclone LWP in the
current climate, and we know how moisture flux changes,
then can we predict the change in cyclone LWP?

Changes in the WCB moisture flux explain the majority of
cyclone LWP difference between the AMIP+ 4 K and AMIP
simulations (Fig. 8). Over 80 % of the difference in Southern
Hemisphere cyclone LWP between AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K
is explained by differences in the WCB moisture flux in four

Figure 7. As in Fig. 1, but contrasting the AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K
simulations in the CFMIP2 simulations.

out of five of the models. The change in cyclone LWP in
IPSL-CM5A-LR is 30 % greater than the change predicted
by the WCB moisture flux alone, consistent with a potential
phase-transition-driven increase in LWP. For completeness
the same calculation was carried out in the NH. Differences
in Northern Hemisphere cyclone LWP between AMIP and
AMIP+ 4 K are within 25 % of the prediction based on the
AMIP WCB moisture flux–LWP relationship and the differ-
ence in the WCB moisture flux (Fig. S11).

The ability of the regression model to explain changes in
LWP is quite high, although its ability to explain monthly-
and regional-mean variability is not exceptionally high in
some of the GCMs (Fig. S8). As discussed in Sect. 3.3.1, the
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Figure 8. The difference in cyclone LWP in the SH between AMIP
and AMIP+ 4 K simulations versus the difference in SH cyclone
LWP inferred from changes in the WCB moisture flux and the rela-
tionship between the WCB moisture flux and LWPCM in the current
climate. The 1-to-1 line is shown as a dark dashed line.

residual term in Eq. (4) is generated by predictors not con-
sidered in our analysis, for example, cloud droplet number
concentration (CDNC), which has been shown to have sub-
stantial predictive ability (McCoy et al., 2018b). These un-
considered predictors might contribute to the variance in the
current climate, leading to a lower explained variance by the
regression model, but if these other predictors do not change
between the AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K simulations then the re-
gression model will be able to accurately predict the change
in LWP between these simulations. For example, aerosol
emissions do not change between AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K.
By extension CDNC is unlikely to change so variance un-
explained by this factor in the historical climate is unimpor-
tant for explaining the change in LWP between AMIP and
AMIP+ 4 K.

It appears that the relationships between extratropical cy-
clone latitude and wind speed and between SST and cyclone
WVP from the current climate hold in a warmed climate. As
cyclones shift poleward in response to warming, their mean
wind speed increases (Fig. 9). Similarly, as SSTs rise, WVP
increases. As prescribed by the AMIP+ 4 K simulations, the
SST rises in both hemispheres, leading to increasing WVP.
The response in mean cyclone position is varied and diffi-
cult to interpret in the context of a greenhouse-gas-induced
warming due to the fixed SST imposed in these simulations.
The mechanism that links the mean cyclone latitude and cy-
clone wind speed is not clear, but one possibility is that cy-
clone life cycle changes in response to warming, leading to
changes in the average wind speed within a cyclone as the

average latitude range in which cyclones exist changes. We
reserve understanding why mean cyclone location and wind
speed change in this way for a future paper using both uni-
form increases in SST and a more realistic warming pattern.

In summary, we find that most of the cyclone LWP trend
in the SH observational record can be explained by a steady
increase in the WCB moisture flux, as opposed to a transi-
tion to less-glaciated clouds. We support this result by con-
trasting CFMIP2 AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K simulations. More
than 80 % of the difference in SH cyclone LWP between
these simulations can be explained by changes in the WCB
moisture flux. In the next section we will utilize observations
of cloud-top phase to further examine how cloud glaciation
might affect cyclone LWP.

3.4 The spatial distribution of LWP within cyclones

3.4.1 Sensitivity to the WCB moisture flux and SST

In Sect. 3.3 we have investigated the link between large-scale
meteorology, as characterized by the WCB moisture flux, and
extratropical cyclone LWP averaged to a cyclone mean, or
the regional scale. The moisture flux along the WCB explains
a great deal of the variability in cyclone LWP in models and
observations. Increases in the WCB moisture flux also pre-
dict the decadal trend in SH LWPRM. Over 80 % of the cy-
clone LWP response in the SH can be explained using the
GCM’s current variability and the predicted change in the
WCB moisture flux. All of these lines of evidence show that
mixed-phase transitions do not account for the majority of
the increase in LWP in response to warming, and ultimately
the negative feedback in extratropical cyclones. In this sec-
tion we will use observations of cloud-top phase to exam-
ine whether any variability in extratropical cyclone LWP can
be linked to a transition from ice to liquid consistent with
a warming signal (that is to say, phase transitions consistent
with the mixed-phase cloud feedback).

We will examine the response of LWP within the cyclone
composite (LWPij ) based on multiple linear regression on
the WCB moisture flux into the cyclone and SSTij . Similarly
to Eq. (4), the regression model considered here is

LWPij = aij ·WCB+ bij ·SSTij + cij + residualij , (6)

where the subscripts i and j refer to areal averages within
the composites in the longitudinal and poleward direc-
tions (see Table 1). Each averaging region is approximately
200 km× 200 km. Values for the coefficients are calculated
by fitting the regression model across cyclones in each av-
eraging region ij. To simplify our presentation and compare
across GCMs and observations, we show the regression co-
efficients for the GCMs in Table 2 and the observations av-
eraged in the longitudinal direction. The zonal means of co-
efficient values of aij and bij are shown in Fig. 10 (full com-
posite maps of aij and bij are shown in Fig. S12, but show
little additional structure in the longitudinal direction). Un-
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Figure 9. Changes in cyclone-mean wind speed at 10 m (WS10 m) and the natural log of WVP between AMIP and AMIP+ 4 K simulations
plotted against changes in mean poleward cyclone latitude and SST, respectively. Open symbols show the change over the NH and closed
symbols show the change over the SH. The best fit line to the NH and SH is noted in each plot along with 95 % confidence in the slope.

Figure 10. The multiple linear regression slopes from Eq. (6) aver-
aged zonally across the composite. The x axis shows distance from
the low-pressure center oriented toward the pole. Regression slopes
from the NH are shown in (Fig. S13). Panel (a) shows the slope
relating the WCB moisture flux into the cyclone and LWPij (units
are kg mm day−1 m−2). Panel (b) shows the slope of the regression
relating SSTij and LWPij (kg m−2 K−1). The 95 % confidence in-
tervals in the zonal-mean regression slope are shown as shading.

surprisingly, there is a strong positive relationship between
the WCB moisture flux and LWPij throughout the cyclone
(e.g., the coefficient aij in Eq. 6). Increasing SSTij tends to
covary with increased LWPij in the part of the composite
poleward of the low and with decreased LWPij in the portion
of the composite equatorward of the low (e.g., bij ).

Comparison between models and observations shows that
there is variability between models and observations regard-

ing the sensitivity of LWPij to the WCB moisture flux into
the cyclone (Fig. 10a), which is consistent with the range of
slopes shown in Fig. 1. However, the relation between LWPij

and SSTij within the composite is fairly similar across mod-
els (Fig. 10b). Increasing SST in the equatorward part of the
composite tends to covary with decreasing LWPij and in-
creasing SSTij in the poleward part of the composite covaries
with increases in LWPij .

This negative relationship between local changes in SSTij

and LWPij within the part of the composite that is equa-
torward of the low agrees with previous studies showing
breakup in midlatitude stratocumulus with advection over
warmer SSTs due to decoupling of the subcloud layer (Nor-
ris and Iacobellis, 2005), and is consistent with the prevailing
hypothesis regarding warm clouds in the subtropical trade
cumulus and stratocumulus regions (Klein et al., 2017). It
is possible that the poleward enhancement in LWPij in re-
sponse to enhancement in SSTij may relate to shifts from
ice to liquid cloud, but it might also relate to other meteo-
rological controls on cloud cover and thickness (Grise and
Medeiros, 2016).

Do the changes in LWP inferred from Eq. (6) translate
into a meaningful change in reflected shortwave radiation?
As shown in Bodas-Salcedo (2018) and Bodas-Salcedo et
al. (2016), the effect of changes in LWP is highly dependent
on the cloud regime that they are occurring in. In particu-
lar, overlying cloud can act to blunt the effect of changes
in LWP on top-of-the-atmosphere reflected shortwave ra-
diation. For example, an optically thick layer of ice cloud
over the liquid in the cyclone would result in very little im-
pact from LWP variability. We offer an approximate calcula-
tion of the change in reflected shortwave radiation consistent
with the coefficients calculated in Eq. (6) using observations
from CERES. The idea underlying this calculation is that the
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CERES top-of-the-atmosphere reflected shortwave radiation
will include the effects of overlying ice cloud. The sensi-
tivity in reflected shortwave radiation to LWP will be low-
ered by the effects of ice cloud. Daily-mean all-sky albedo
from CERES SYN1DEG (Doelling et al., 2016; Wielicki et
al., 1996) was calculated from 3-hourly data from 2003 to
2015, for which the solar zenith angle does not exceed 45◦

(see McCoy et al., 2018b for a full discussion of these data).
Regression of albedo on LWP variability gives an empiri-
cal relationship between LWP and albedo (Fig. S14). Radia-
tive fluxes are more readily comparable to previous studies of
cloud feedbacks. Thus, the change in albedo is scaled by the
annual mean insolation taken from the CERES EBAF-TOA
edition 4 data set (Loeb et al., 2009) averaged over 30–80◦ to
give the change in W m−2 per change in LWP. While empir-
ical, this is a relatively simple way to examine the effects of
overlying ice cloud blunting the effects of underlying liquid
variability on top-of-the-atmosphere albedo.

We find that LWP is always positively correlated with
albedo (Fig. S14). At zeroth order we expect this based on
the robust positive relationship between cloud fraction and
all-sky albedo (Bender et al., 2011a, 2017), and remember-
ing that microwave LWP is the average of in-cloud liquid and
clear sky. If we multiply the relationships for the SH from the
regression model (Eq. 6, Fig. S12a, b) by the slope of the re-
gression between LWP and albedo, then this gives the change
in albedo across the cyclone composite consistent with a unit
increase in the WCB moisture flux or SST. The WCB mois-
ture flux increases by approximately 0.2 mm day−1 for a 1 K
increase in SST in the SH if wind speed is held constant
and WVP increases following Clausius–Clapeyron (Fig. 6c).
Thus, we scale the change in albedo per unit change in the
WCB moisture flux by 0.2 mm day−1 to give a change in
albedo related to changes in the WCB moisture flux consis-
tent with a 1 K SST increase (assuming no change in wind
speed). In the context of Eq. (6) the net change in reflected
shortwave radiation that is implied by a 0.2 mm day−1 in-
crease in the WCB moisture flux is 0.87 W m−2 and reflected
shortwave radiation decreases by 0.23 W m−2 for a 1 K SST
increase. Again, these empirical calculations are simplistic
and are only intended to approximate the effect of the blunt-
ing of the efficacy of liquid on driving changes in top-of-
the-atmosphere albedo. Overall, we find that the changes
in LWP that are empirically linked to changes in the WCB
moisture flux and SST in the multiple regression shown in
Eq. (6) translate to reasonably large negative and positive
feedbacks, respectively. These implied feedbacks may be
contrasted with the zonal-mean cloud feedbacks from the
CFMIP2 and CFMIP1 models, with a strongest value for
the negative lobe of the shortwave cloud feedback dipole of
−2 W m−2 in some GCMs (Zelinka et al., 2013, 2016).

3.4.2 Insight from cloud phase observed by AIRS

We have shown that LWP covaries with the WCB moisture
flux at a fixed SST and how SST and LWP covary at a fixed
WCB moisture flux within cyclones. It is also shown that the
LWP changes associated with changes in SST, and the mois-
ture flux could have the capability to appreciably change the
reflected shortwave flux in extratropical cyclones. Is this in-
crease in LWPij with increasing SSTij at a fixed WCB mois-
ture flux in the poleward half of the composite from phase
transitions? We examine the sensitivity of cloud top phase to
SSTij and WCB to see if there is any consistency in regions
where clouds become more liquid dominated and regions
where the LWPij sensitivity to SSTij suggests a phase transi-
tion. Cloud-top phase was measured by the AIRS instrument
during the period 2003–2015. It is important to caveat the
following analysis by noting that, unlike the other observa-
tional data sets used in this paper (MAC-LWP and CERES),
data from AIRS are not diurnally averaged. Data are only
available for the Aqua satellite’s overpass times. The effects
of this temporal subsetting of the data are not clear. How-
ever, the goal of the analysis we are pursuing is qualitative.
Our intention is to see if liquid cloud phase increases at the
expense of ice phase with increasing SST in the same regions
that LWP increases with increasing SST. Figure S15 shows
cyclone-composited AIRS observations. The structure of the
ice and liquid phase exhibits a reasonable ice cloud shield
and liquid warm sector – indicating that it may shed at least
some light on variability in cloud-top phase within cyclones.

As discussed in the Methods section, when the cloud is
broken, mixed-phased, or possibly supercooled liquid, the in-
frared signature becomes weak and the cloud top is flagged as
unknown by AIRS. Here, we examine the probability that a
given cloud-top phase (liquid, ice, or unknown) was detected
by AIRS given that any phase detection was made in a cy-
clone composite framework. We examine how phase depends
on the WCB moisture flux and how it depends on SSTij . This
is done analogously to the analysis performed in Sect. 3.4.1
in the context of multiple linear regression.

p(x)ij = aij ·WCB+ bij ·SSTij + cij + residualij , (7)

where p(x)ij is the probability of a cloud-top phase being an
arbitrary phase x (ice, liquid, or unknown) given that a phase
detection was made.

In this work we have focused on the SH for brevity be-
cause it is interesting from a modeling perspective and be-
cause the behavior of cyclone LWP as a function of the WCB
moisture flux in the NH is approximately the same, giving lit-
tle additional explanatory value to including it. However, the
preponderance of unknown-topped cloud observed by AIRS
in the SH necessitates contrasting NH and SH midlatitude
oceans to offer insight into whether cloud-top phase changes
might explain some of the response of LWP to SST within
cyclones.
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Figure 11. The coefficients in the multiple linear regression relating the probability of liquid, ice, and unknown cloud-top phase to the WCB
moisture flux (units are day mm−1) into the cyclone and SSTij within the cyclone (units are K−1, Eq. 6). All data are from the NH. Panels
(a, b) relate to the probability of liquid topped clouds, panels (c, d) to ice-topped clouds, and panels (e, f) to unknown phase. Note that all
probabilities are the probability of detecting a specific phase, given that a phase detection has been made. The first row shows the coefficient
relating the WCB moisture flux into the cyclone to cloud-top phase probability. The second row shows the coefficient between SSTij and
cloud-top phase.

Figure 12. As in Fig. 11, but for the SH.

The coefficients from training Eq. (6) across cyclones
in the SH are shown in Fig. 12. Overall, the effect of in-
creasing moisture flux into the cyclone is to increase the
frontal cloud which is ice-topped (Fig. 12c). The ice cloud
is anti-correlated with SST – as one would intuitively ex-
pect (Figs. 11d and 12d). However, most of this is along
the comma-shaped frontal region, consistent with Bodas-
Salcedo (2018). In the SH increasing SSTs covary with en-
hancement in the prevalence of unknown cloud tops at the
expense of the liquid and ice fraction across the entire cy-
clone composite (Fig. 12b, d, f).

While the SST dependence of LWPij is quite simi-
lar across models and observations in both hemispheres
(Figs. 10b, S14), the dependence of observed cloud-top

phase on SSTij is different in the NH and SH. This because
AIRS identifies a very large fraction of the SH clouds as un-
known phase.

In the NH, the probability of liquid-topped clouds in-
creases with increasing SST in the poleward part of the
composite (Fig. 11b). Toward the Equator, increasing SST
increases the fraction of unknown cloud tops (Fig. 11f).
Increasing liquid fraction in the poleward half of NH cy-
clones over warmer SSTs (Fig. 11b) is consistent with transi-
tions from a more ice-dominated to a more liquid-dominated
state. The covariance of LWPij and SSTij in these regions
(Figs. 10b, S12b, d, S13b) appears to bear out this explana-
tion. This may simply reflect an increase in liquid at the ex-
pense of ice, or it may reflect an increase in overall conden-
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sate via suppression of the efficient depletion of cloud con-
densate via ice-phase precipitation (Field and Heymsfield,
2015).

The decrease in both liquid and ice fraction and the in-
crease in unknown cloud tops over warmer SSTs in the equa-
torward portion of NH cyclones and in the entirety of SH cy-
clone composites is perplexing. One possibility is that it may
be linked to transitions from closed to open mesoscale cel-
lular convection (McCoy et al., 2017c; Norris and Iacobellis,
2005), leading to weaker infrared signals and thus unknown
cloud-top phase classification from AIRS (Nasiri and Kahn,
2008; Kahn et al., 2011). This may point toward the path-
way of higher SST, more cumuliform cloud, and more bro-
ken cloud (Norris and Iacobellis, 2005), which is also con-
sistent with other empirical studies of low cloud cover in the
subtropics (Klein et al., 2017). Another possibility is that the
Southern Ocean is much more dominated by supercooled liq-
uid cloud (Chubb et al., 2013; Kanitz et al., 2011; Hu et al.,
2010; Tan et al., 2014) and it does not have the same phase
transition sensitivity as the NH oceans.

4 Conclusions

We have examined the behavior of extratropical cyclones
(centered 30–80◦) in models and long-term microwave ob-
servations for the period 1992–2015. We use the warm con-
veyor belt (WCB) moisture flux to characterize the synop-
tic state of these cyclones. The WCB moisture flux is the
product of water vapor path (WVP) and wind speed at 10 m
(WS10 m) averaged within 2000 km of the cyclone center. As
the moisture flux along the WCB increases, the liquid water
path (LWP) within the cyclone increases (Figs. 1, 2a). The
ability of GCMs to reproduce this relationship is examined
using an array of models from high-resolution simulations
within the convective grey zone to coarse resolutions typi-
cal of fully coupled GCMs performing climate integration.
It is found that the sensitivity of cyclone LWP to the WCB
moisture flux in these GCMs varies by a factor of 2 around
the observed sensitivity. There was not a systematic depen-
dence of this relationship on resolution (Fig. 1). However,
convection-permitting models agreed well with each other
and the observations – indicating that parametric uncertainty
within convective parameterizations may contribute to uncer-
tainty in the relationship between the WCB moisture flux and
cyclone LWP in GCMs.

The WCB moisture flux into cyclones will increase as
the planet warms because WVP scales with temperature fol-
lowing Clausius–Clapeyron. Because cyclone LWP increases
with the WCB moisture flux, this is projected to lead to a neg-
ative shortwave cloud feedback. A simple calculation hold-
ing wind speed and cyclone frequency of occurrence fixed
and assuming that WVP changes by 6 % estimates an in-
crease in cyclone LWP of 3.62 g m−2 in the SH (Fig. 6). An
empirical calculation of brightening estimates that changes

in cyclone LWP due to the enhanced WCB moisture flux
would equate to a brightening of 0.87 W m−2 within South-
ern Ocean cyclones, which is an appreciable fraction of the
multimodel mean shortwave cloud feedback (McCoy et al.,
2016; Zelinka et al., 2013).

Within the observational record we can only infer feed-
backs from covariability, but by using model simulations of
transient warming we can see if these inferences have predic-
tive ability. Analysis of simulations performed with observed
SSTs and SST enhanced by 4 K shows that differences in the
WCB moisture flux can explain the majority of the change in
simulated cyclone LWP between the current climate and the
warmed climate (Fig. 8). Thus, the relationship between the
WCB moisture flux and cyclone LWP in the current climate
may be used to understand cloud feedbacks. Based on this,
we propose two extratropical cloud feedbacks within cyclone
systems:

1. The first is a Clausius–Clapeyron-mediated local feed-
back whereby increasing atmospheric temperature en-
hances the available moisture to be fluxed into the cy-
clone. This feedback is in line with the feedback pro-
posed in Betts and Harshvardhan (1987), but is ex-
pressed in the framework of a midlatitude cyclone,
which imposes a structure on the derivative of the moist
adiabat with respect to temperature.

2. The second is a dynamical feedback related to changes
in the genesis and development of cyclones in response
to warming, which in turn affects the wind speed and
thus the flux of moisture into the cyclone. The sign
of the wind-speed-driven feedback appears to be un-
certain in a warming climate, but this relationship cre-
ates a pathway between synoptic-scale dynamics and
the cloud feedback.

Cloud-top phase observed by AIRS was used to investi-
gate whether changes in LWP within cyclones unexplained
by the WCB moisture flux were consistent with a transition
from ice to liquid phase. In the equatorward half of cyclones
LWP decreases with increasing SST, and in the poleward half
of cyclones LWP increases with increasing SST. Utilizing
cloud-top phase data from AIRS, we show that changes from
ice to liquid cloud could contribute to increasing LWP with
increasing SST in the poleward half of cyclone composites
(Figs. 11b and 12b). In the equatorward half of NH cyclone
composites and across all of SH cyclones, unknown phase
(broken or mixed-phase) cloud tops become more frequent
as SST increases (Fig. 11f). This may be consistent with the
breakup of stratocumulus over warmer SSTs (Norris and Ia-
cobellis, 2005).

In summary, we find a robust relationship between the
moisture flux into extratropical cyclones and their LWP in
observations and GCMs (Fig. 3a). This relationship has the
ability to explain cyclone-to-cyclone variability, regional-
and monthly-mean variability across ocean basins (Fig. 2a),
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and the observed trend in Southern Ocean LWP from 1992
to 2015 (Fig. 4). While we can only examine covariability
within the observational record, we can examine the tran-
sient climate response within GCMs to see if this relation-
ship has utility in predicting the response of extratropical cy-
clone LWP to climate change. It is found that over 80 % of
the LWP change in extratropical cyclones can be explained
using their change in the WCB moisture flux and the rela-
tionship between the WCB moisture flux and cyclone LWP
in their simulations of the present climate. We propose that
the relationship between the WCB moisture flux and liquid
water path in midlatitude cyclones is a key aspect of whether
a GCM will have a strongly or weakly negative shortwave
cloud feedback in the extratropics and thus acts as a useful
constraint on climate sensitivity (Caldwell et al., 2016).
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daac-bin/FTPSubset2.pl?LOOKUPID_List=M2T1NXSLV; last ac-
cess: 20 July 2017). CERES data were downloaded through the
ordering interface at https://ceres-tool.larc.nasa.gov/ord-tool/jsp/
SYN1degEd4Selection.jsp (last access: 16 September 2017).

Supplement. The supplement related to this article is available
online at: https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-1147-2019-supplement.

Author contributions. All authors contributed ideas and helped edit
the paper. DTM and PRF planned the paper and wrote the text.
PRF created simulations in the Unified Model. BJS, AAH, and
JMW created the CASIM microphysics package. GSE created the
MAC-LWP dataset. Cyclone compositing and data analysis were
performed by DTM. Data analysis of NICAM simulations was pro-
vided by CK. Data analysis of AIRS data was provided by BK. Data
analysis of the ICON simulations was provided by TM.

Competing interests. The authors declare that they have no conflict
of interest.

Acknowledgements. We thank Johannes Quaas and two anony-
mous reviewers for help in improving the paper. Chihiro Kodama
acknowledges the support of the Japan Society for the Promotion
of Science (JSPS) KAKENHI, grant number 17H04856, and the
support of MEXT through the Integrated Research Program for Ad-
vancing Climate Models (TOUGOU program), Stragetic Programs
for Innovative Research (SPIRE) Field 3 using the K computer
resources (proposal number hp120279, hp130010, and hp140219),
and the FLAGSHIP2020 within the priority study4 (Advancement
of meteorological and global environmental predictions utilizing

observational “Big Data”). A portion of this work was carried out
at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL), California Institute of Tech-
nology, under a contract with the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration. The effort of Mark D. Zelinka was funded by the
RGCM Program of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and was
performed under the auspices of the U.S. DOE by Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory under contract DE-AC52-07NA27344.
Gregory S. Elsaesser acknowledges support from the NASA
MEaSUREs program (via a subcontract with the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory, grant no. GG008658). Daniel T. McCoy and Paul
R. Field acknowledge support from the PRIMAVERA project,
funded by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 programme, grant
agreement no. 641727. We acknowledge use of the MONSooN
system, a collaborative facility supplied under the Joint Weather
and Climate Research Programme, a strategic partnership between
the Met Office and the Natural Environment Research Council.

Edited by: Johannes Quaas
Reviewed by: two anonymous referees

References

AIRS Science Team/Joao Texeira: AIRS/Aqua L2 Support Re-
trieval (AIRS+AMSU) V006, Goddard Earth Sciences Data and
Information Services Center (GES DISC), Greenbelt, MD, USA,
https://doi.org/10.5067/Aqua/AIRS/DATA207, 2013.

Barnes, E. A. and Polvani, L.: Response of the Midlati-
tude Jets, and of Their Variability, to Increased Greenhouse
Gases in the CMIP5 Models, J. Climate, 26, 7117–7135,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-12-00536.1, 2013.

Beare, R. J.: Boundary layer mechanisms in extratropi-
cal cyclones, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 133, 503–515,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.30, 2007.

Bender, F. A. M., Charlson, R. J., Ekman, A. M. L., and
Leahy, L. V.: Quantification of Monthly Mean Regional-Scale
Albedo of Marine Stratiform Clouds in Satellite Observa-
tions and GCMs, J. Appl. Meteorol. Clim., 50, 2139–2148,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jamc-d-11-049.1, 2011a.

Bender, F. A. M., Ramanathan, V., and Tselioudis, G.: Changes in
extratropical storm track cloudiness 1983–2008: observational
support for a poleward shift, Clim. Dynam., 38, 2037–2053,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-011-1065-6, 2011b.

Bender, F. A. M., Engström, A., Wood, R., and Charl-
son, R. J.: Evaluation of Hemispheric Asymmetries in Ma-
rine Cloud Radiative Properties, J. Climate, 30, 4131–4147,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-16-0263.1, 2017.

Bengtsson, L., Hodges, K. I., and Roeckner, E.: Storm tracks and
climate change, J. Climate, 19, 3518–3543, 2006.

Bengtsson, L., Hodges, K. I., and Keenlyside, N.: Will Extratropical
Storms Intensify in a Warmer Climate?, J. Climate, 22, 2276–
2301, https://doi.org/10.1175/2008jcli2678.1, 2009.

Bennartz, R., Fan, J., Rausch, J., Leung, L. R., and Heidinger, A. K.:
Pollution from China increases cloud droplet number, suppresses
rain over the East China Sea, Geophys. Res. Lett., 38, L09704,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011gl047235, 2011.

Betts, A. K. and Harshvardhan: Thermodynamic con-
straint on the cloud liquid water feedback in climate

www.atmos-chem-phys.net/19/1147/2019/ Atmos. Chem. Phys., 19, 1147–1172, 2019

http://daac.gsfc.nasa.gov/
http://daac.gsfc.nasa.gov/
https://disc.gsfc.nasa.gov/daac-bin/FTPSubset2.pl?LOOKUPID_List=M2T1NXSLV
https://disc.gsfc.nasa.gov/daac-bin/FTPSubset2.pl?LOOKUPID_List=M2T1NXSLV
https://ceres-tool.larc.nasa.gov/ord-tool/jsp/SYN1degEd4Selection.jsp
https://ceres-tool.larc.nasa.gov/ord-tool/jsp/SYN1degEd4Selection.jsp
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-1147-2019-supplement
https://doi.org/10.5067/Aqua/AIRS/DATA207
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-12-00536.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.30
https://doi.org/10.1175/jamc-d-11-049.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-011-1065-6
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-16-0263.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/2008jcli2678.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011gl047235


1168 D. T. McCoy et al.: Cloud feedbacks in extratropical cyclones

models, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 92, 8483–8485,
https://doi.org/10.1029/JD092iD07p08483, 1987.

Blender, R. and Schubert, M.: Cyclone tracking in different spa-
tial and temporal resolutions, Mon. Weather Rev., 128, 377–384,
2000.

Blossey, P. N., Bretherton, C. S., Zhang, M. H., Cheng, A. N., Endo,
S., Heus, T., Liu, Y. G., Lock, A. P., de Roode, S. R., and Xu, K.
M.: Marine low cloud sensitivity to an idealized climate change:
The CGILS LES intercomparison, J. Adv. Model. Earth Sy., 5,
234–258, https://doi.org/10.1002/jame.20025, 2013.

Bodas-Salcedo, A.: Cloud Condensate and Radiative Feedbacks at
Midlatitudes in an Aquaplanet, Geophys. Res. Lett., 45, 3635–
3643, https://doi.org/10.1002/2018GL077217, 2018.

Bodas-Salcedo, A., Williams, K. D., Ringer, M. A., Beau, I., Cole,
J. N. S., Dufresne, J. L., Koshiro, T., Stevens, B., Wang, Z.,
and Yokohata, T.: Origins of the Solar Radiation Biases over
the Southern Ocean in CFMIP2 Models, J. Climate, 27, 41–56,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-13-00169.1, 2014.

Bodas-Salcedo, A., Andrews, T., Karmalkar, A. V., and Ringer,
M. A.: Cloud liquid water path and radiative feedbacks over
the Southern Ocean, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43, 10938–10946,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL070770, 2016.

Bosilovich, M., Akella, S., Coy, L., Cullather, R., Draper, C., and
Gelaro, R.: MERRA-2, Initial evaluation of the climate, Tech.
Rep. Ser., Global Modeling and Data Assimilation, edited by:
Koster, R. D., NASA/TM-2015-104606, 2015.

Bretherton, C. S., Blossey, P. N., and Jones, C. R.: Mech-
anisms of marine low cloud sensitivity to idealized cli-
mate perturbations: A single-LES exploration extending the
CGILS cases, J. Adv. Model. Earth Sy., 5, 316–337,
https://doi.org/10.1002/jame.20019, 2013.

Bretherton, C. S.: Insights into low-latitude cloud feedbacks from
high-resolution models, Philos. T. Roy. Soc. A, 373, 20140415,
2015.

Bretherton, C. S. and Blossey, P. N.: Low cloud reduction in a
greenhouse-warmed climate: Results from Lagrangian LES of
a subtropical marine cloudiness transition, J. Adv. Model. Earth
Sy., 6, 91–114, https://doi.org/10.1002/2013MS000250, 2014.

Caldwell, P. M., Zelinka, M. D., Taylor, K. E., and Mar-
vel, K.: Quantifying the Sources of Intermodel Spread in
Equilibrium Climate Sensitivity, J. Climate, 29, 513–524,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-15-0352.1, 2016.

Catto, J. L.: Extratropical cyclone classification and its
use in climate studies, Rev. Geophys., 54, 486–520,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016RG000519, 2016.

Catto, J. L., Shaffrey, L. C., and Hodges, K. I.: Can climate models
capture the structure of extratropical cyclones?, J. Climate, 23,
1621–1635, 2010.

Ceppi, P., Hartmann, D. L., and Webb, M. J.: Mechanisms of the
Negative Shortwave Cloud Feedback in Middle to High Lati-
tudes, J. Climate, 29, 139–157, https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-
15-0327.1, 2016a.

Ceppi, P., McCoy, D. T., and Hartmann, D. L.: Observational
evidence for a negative shortwave cloud feedback in mid-
dle to high latitudes, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43, 1331–1339,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015gl067499, 2016b.

Charlson, R. J., Lovelock, J. E., Andreae, M. O., and Warren, S. G.:
Oceanic phytoplankton, atmospheric sulfur, cloud albedo and cli-

mate, Nature, 326, 655–661, https://doi.org/10.1038/326655a0,
1987.

Cheng, A. N., Xu, K. M., Hu, Y. X., and Kato, S.: Impact of a cloud
thermodynamic phase parameterization based on CALIPSO ob-
servations on climate simulation, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 117,
15, https://doi.org/10.1029/2011jd017263, 2012.

Choi, Y. S., Ho, C. H., Park, C. E., Storelvmo, T., and Tan, I.: Influ-
ence of cloud phase composition on climate feedbacks, J. Geo-
phys. Res.-Atmos., 119, 3687–3700, 2014.

Chubb, T. H., Jensen, J. B., Siems, S. T., and Manton, M.
J.: In situ observations of supercooled liquid clouds over
the Southern Ocean during the HIAPER Pole-to-Pole Ob-
servation campaigns, Geophys. Res. Lett., 40, 5280–5285,
https://doi.org/10.1002/grl.50986, 2013.

Clement, A. C., Burgman, R., and Norris, J. R.: Observational and
Model Evidence for Positive Low-Level Cloud Feedback, Sci-
ence, 325, 460–464, 2009.

Collins, W. J., Bellouin, N., Doutriaux-Boucher, M., Gedney, N.,
Halloran, P., Hinton, T., Hughes, J., Jones, C. D., Joshi, M., Lid-
dicoat, S., Martin, G., O’Connor, F., Rae, J., Senior, C., Sitch,
S., Totterdell, I., Wiltshire, A., and Woodward, S.: Development
and evaluation of an Earth-System model – HadGEM2, Geosci.
Model Dev., 4, 1051–1075, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-4-1051-
2011, 2011.

Doelling, D. R., Haney, C. O., Scarino, B. R., Gopalan,
A., and Bhatt, R.: Improvements to the Geostationary
Visible Imager Ray-Matching Calibration Algorithm for
CERES Edition 4, J. Atmos. Ocean. Tech., 33, 2679–2698,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jtech-d-16-0113.1, 2016.

Donelan, M. A., Haus, B. K., Reul, N., Plant, W. J., Sti-
assnie, M., Graber, H. C., Brown, O. B., and Saltzman,
E. S.: On the limiting aerodynamic roughness of the ocean
in very strong winds, Geophys. Res. Lett., 31, L18306,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004GL019460, 2004.

Dufresne, J.-L., Foujols, M.-A., Denvil, S., Caubel, A., Marti, O.,
Aumont, O., Balkanski, Y., Bekki, S., Bellenger, H., and Ben-
shila, R.: Climate change projections using the IPSL-CM5 Earth
System Model: from CMIP3 to CMIP5, Clim. Dynam., 40,
2123–2165, 2013.

Eckhardt, S., Stohl, A., Wernli, H., James, P., Forster, C., and
Spichtinger, N.: A 15-Year Climatology of Warm Conveyor
Belts, J. Climate, 17, 218–237, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0442(2004)017<0218:aycowc>2.0.co;2, 2004.

Elsaesser, G. S., O’Dell, C. W., Lebsock, M. D., Bennartz, R.,
Greenwald, T. J., and Wentz, F. J.: The Multi-Sensor Advanced
Climatology of Liquid Water Path (MAC-LWP), J. Climate, 30,
10193–10210, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-16-0902.1, 2017.

Field, P. R. and Wood, R.: Precipitation and Cloud Struc-
ture in Midlatitude Cyclones, J. Climate, 20, 233–254,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI3998.1, 2007.

Field, P. R., Gettelman, A., Neale, R. B., Wood, R., Rasch, P. J., and
Morrison, H.: Midlatitude Cyclone Compositing to Constrain
Climate Model Behavior Using Satellite Observations, J. Cli-
mate, 21, 5887–5903, https://doi.org/10.1175/2008JCLI2235.1,
2008.

Field, P. R., Bodas-Salcedo, A., and Brooks, M. E.: Using model
analysis and satellite data to assess cloud and precipitation in
midlatitude cyclones, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 137, 1501–1515,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.858, 2011.

Atmos. Chem. Phys., 19, 1147–1172, 2019 www.atmos-chem-phys.net/19/1147/2019/

https://doi.org/10.1029/JD092iD07p08483
https://doi.org/10.1002/jame.20025
https://doi.org/10.1002/2018GL077217
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-13-00169.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL070770
https://doi.org/10.1002/jame.20019
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013MS000250
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-15-0352.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016RG000519
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-15-0327.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-15-0327.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015gl067499
https://doi.org/10.1038/326655a0
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011jd017263
https://doi.org/10.1002/grl.50986
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-4-1051-2011
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-4-1051-2011
https://doi.org/10.1175/jtech-d-16-0113.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004GL019460
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2004)017<0218:aycowc>2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2004)017<0218:aycowc>2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-16-0902.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI3998.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/2008JCLI2235.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.858


D. T. McCoy et al.: Cloud feedbacks in extratropical cyclones 1169

Field, P. R. and Heymsfield, A. J.: Importance of snow to
global precipitation, Geophys. Res. Lett., 42, 9512–9520,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL065497, 2015.

Field, P. R., Broz̆ková, R., Chen, M., Dudhia, J., Lac, C.,
Hara, T., Honnert, R., Olson, J., Siebesma, P., de Roode, S.,
Tomassini, L., Hill, A., and McTaggart-Cowan, R.: Explor-
ing the convective grey zone with regional simulations of a
cold air outbreak, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 143, 2537–2555,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.3105, 2017.

Geng, Q. and Sugi, M.: Possible change of extratropical cyclone
activity due to enhanced greenhouse gases and sulfate aerosols –
Study with a high-resolution AGCM, J. Climate, 16, 2262–2274,
2003.

Giorgetta, M. A., Brokopf, R., Crueger, T., Esch, M., Fiedler, S.,
Helmert, J., Hohenegger, C., Kornblueh, L., Köhler, M., and
Manzini, E.: ICON-A, the atmosphere component of the ICON
Earth System Model. Part I: Model Description, J. Adv. Model.
Earth Sy., 10, 1613–1637, 2018.

Gordon, N. D. and Klein, S. A.: Low-cloud optical depth feedback
in climate models, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 119, 6052–6065,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JD021052, 2014.

Grandey, B. S., Stier, P., Grainger, R. G., and Wagner, T. M.: The
contribution of the strength and structure of extratropical cy-
clones to observed cloud-aerosol relationships, Atmos. Chem.
Phys., 13, 10689–10701, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-10689-
2013, 2013.

Greenwald, T. J., Bennartz, R., Lebsock, M., and Teixeira, J.: An
Uncertainty Data Set for Passive Microwave Satellite Obser-
vations of Warm Cloud Liquid Water Path, J. Geophys. Res.-
Atmos., 123, 3668–3687, https://doi.org/10.1002/2017jd027638,
2018.

Grise, K. M. and Medeiros, B.: Understanding the Varied Influence
of Midlatitude Jet Position on Clouds and Cloud Radiative Ef-
fects in Observations and Global Climate Models, J. Climate, 29,
9005–9025, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-16-0295.1, 2016.

Grise, K. M., Polvani, L. M., and Fasullo, J. T.: Reexamining
the Relationship between Climate Sensitivity and the Southern
Hemisphere Radiation Budget in CMIP Models, J. Climate, 28,
9298–9312, https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-15-0031.1, 2015.

Haarsma, R.: EC-Earth3.2.P – The PRIMAVERA version, in prepa-
ration, 2018.

Hartmann, D. L. and Short, D. A.: On the Use of Earth Ra-
diation Budget Statistics for Studies of Clouds and Climate,
J. Atmos. Sci., 37, 1233–1250, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0469(1980)037<1233:OTUOER>2.0.CO;2, 1980.

Heymsfield, A. J., Kennedy, P. C., Massie, S., Schmitt, C., Wang,
Z., Haimov, S., and Rangno, A.: Aircraft-Induced Hole Punch
and Canal Clouds: Inadvertent Cloud Seeding, B. Am. Meteorol.
Soc., 91, 753–766, https://doi.org/10.1175/2009BAMS2905.1,
2009.

Hill, A. A., Shipway, B. J., and Boutle, I. A.: How sensi-
tive are aerosol-precipitation interactions to the warm rain
representation?, J. Adv. Model. Earth Sy., 7, 987–1004,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014MS000422, 2015.

Hoskins, B. J. and Hodges, K. I.: New perspectives on the Northern
Hemisphere winter storm tracks, J. Atmos. Sci., 59, 1041–1061,
2002.

Hourdin, F., Grandpeix, J.-Y., Rio, C., Bony, S., Jam, A., Cheruy, F.,
Rochetin, N., Fairhead, L., Idelkadi, A., Musat, I., Dufresne, J.-

L., Lahellec, A., Lefebvre, M.-P., and Roehrig, R.: LMDZ5B: the
atmospheric component of the IPSL climate model with revisited
parameterizations for clouds and convection, Clim. Dynam., 40,
2193–2222, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-012-1343-y, 2013.

Hu, Y. X., Rodier, S., Xu, K. M., Sun, W. B., Huang, J. P., Lin,
B., Zhai, P. W., and Josset, D.: Occurrence, liquid water con-
tent, and fraction of supercooled water clouds from combined
CALIOP/IIR/MODIS measurements, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos.,
115, D00H34, https://doi.org/10.1029/2009jd012384, 2010.

Jiang, J. H., Su, H., Zhai, C., Perun, V. S., Del Genio, A.,
Nazarenko, L. S., Donner, L. J., Horowitz, L., Seman, C., Cole,
J., Gettelman, A., Ringer, M. A., Rotstayn, L., Jeffrey, S., Wu,
T., Brient, F., Dufresne, J.-L., Kawai, H., Koshiro, T., Watan-
abe, M., LÉcuyer, T. S., Volodin, E. M., Iversen, T., Drange, H.,
Mesquita, M. D. S., Read, W. G., Waters, J. W., Tian, B., Teix-
eira, J., and Stephens, G. L.: Evaluation of cloud and water vapor
simulations in CMIP5 climate models using NASA “A-Train”
satellite observations, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 117, D14105,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JD017237, 2012.

Jin, H. and Nasiri, S. L.: Evaluation of AIRS cloud-thermodynamic-
phase determination with CALIPSO, J. Appl. Meteorol. Clim.,
53, 1012–1027, 2014.

Jung, T., Gulev, S. K., Rudeva, I., and Soloviov, V.: Sensitivity of
extratropical cyclone characteristics to horizontal resolution in
the ECMWF model, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 132, 1839–1857,
https://doi.org/10.1256/qj.05.212, 2006.

Kahn, B. H., Nasiri, S. L., Schreier, M. M., and Baum, B. A.:
Impacts of subpixel cloud heterogeneity on infrared thermody-
namic phase assessment, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 116, D20201,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JD015774, 2011.

Kahn, B. H., Irion, F. W., Dang, V. T., Manning, E. M., Nasiri, S. L.,
Naud, C. M., Blaisdell, J. M., Schreier, M. M., Yue, Q., Bowman,
K. W., Fetzer, E. J., Hulley, G. C., Liou, K. N., Lubin, D., Ou, S.
C., Susskind, J., Takano, Y., Tian, B., and Worden, J. R.: The
Atmospheric Infrared Sounder version 6 cloud products, Atmos.
Chem. Phys., 14, 399–426, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-399-
2014, 2014.

Kahn, B. H., Matheou, G., Yue, Q., Fauchez, T., Fetzer, E. J.,
Lebsock, M., Martins, J., Schreier, M. M., Suzuki, K., and
Teixeira, J.: An A-train and MERRA view of cloud, thermo-
dynamic, and dynamic variability within the subtropical ma-
rine boundary layer, Atmos. Chem. Phys., 17, 9451–9468,
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-17-9451-2017, 2017.

Kanitz, T., Seifert, P., Ansmann, A., Engelmann, R., Althausen,
D., Casiccia, C., and Rohwer, E. G.: Contrasting the im-
pact of aerosols at northern and southern midlatitudes on het-
erogeneous ice formation, Geophys. Res. Lett., 38, L17802,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011gl048532, 2011.

Klein, S. A. and Hartmann, D. L.: The Sea-
sonal Cycle of Low Stratiform Clouds, J. Cli-
mate, 6, 1587–1606, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0442(1993)006<1587:tscols>2.0.co;2, 1993.

Klein, S. A., Hartmann, D. L., and Norris, J. R.: On the Rela-
tionships among Low-Cloud Structure, Sea Surface Tempera-
ture, and Atmospheric Circulation in the Summertime Northeast
Pacific, J. Climate, 8, 1140–1155, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0442(1995)008<1140:OTRALC>2.0.CO;2, 1995.

Klein, S. A., Hall, A., Norris, J. R., and Pincus, R.: Low-Cloud
Feedbacks from Cloud-Controlling Factors: A Review, Surv.

www.atmos-chem-phys.net/19/1147/2019/ Atmos. Chem. Phys., 19, 1147–1172, 2019

https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL065497
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.3105
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JD021052
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-10689-2013
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-10689-2013
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017jd027638
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-16-0295.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-15-0031.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(1980)037<1233:OTUOER>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(1980)037<1233:OTUOER>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/2009BAMS2905.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014MS000422
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-012-1343-y
https://doi.org/10.1029/2009jd012384
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JD017237
https://doi.org/10.1256/qj.05.212
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JD015774
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-399-2014
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-399-2014
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-17-9451-2017
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011gl048532
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1993)006<1587:tscols>2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1993)006<1587:tscols>2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1995)008<1140:OTRALC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(1995)008<1140:OTRALC>2.0.CO;2


1170 D. T. McCoy et al.: Cloud feedbacks in extratropical cyclones

Geophys., 38, 1307–1329, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10712-017-
9433-3, 2017.

Kodama, C., Iga, S., and Satoh, M.: Impact of the sea surface
temperature rise on storm-track clouds in global nonhydrostatic
aqua planet simulations, Geophys. Res. Lett., 41, 3545–3552,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014GL059972, 2014.

Kodama, C., Yamada, Y., Noda, A. T., Kikuchi, K., Kajikawa, Y.,
Nasuno, T., Tomita, T., Yamaura, T., Takahashi, H. G., Hara, M.,
Kawatani, Y., Satoh, M., and Sugi, M.: A 20-Year Climatology
of a NICAM AMIP-Type Simulation, J. Meteorol. Soc. Jpn., 93,
393–424, https://doi.org/10.2151/jmsj.2015-024, 2015.

Lambert, S. J. and Fyfe, J. C.: Changes in winter cyclone frequen-
cies and strengths simulated in enhanced greenhouse warming
experiments: results from the models participating in the IPCC
diagnostic exercise, Clim. Dynam., 26, 713–728, 2006.

Loeb, N. G., Wielicki, B. A., Doelling, D. R., Smith, G. L., Keyes,
D. F., Kato, S., Manalo-Smith, N., and Wong, T.: Toward Optimal
Closure of the Earth’s Top-of-Atmosphere Radiation Budget,
J. Climate, 22, 748–766, https://doi.org/10.1175/2008jcli2637.1,
2009.

Löptien, U., Zolina, O., Gulev, S., Latif, M., and Soloviov, V.: Cy-
clone life cycle characteristics over the Northern Hemisphere in
coupled GCMs, Clim. Dynam., 31, 507–532, 2008.

Lorenz, D. J. and DeWeaver, E. T.: Tropopause height and
zonal wind response to global warming in the IPCC sce-
nario integrations, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 112, D10119,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JD008087, 2007.

Manaster, A., O’Dell, C. W., and Elsaesser, G.: Evaluation of
Cloud Liquid Water Path Trends Using a Multidecadal Record
of Passive Microwave Observations, J. Climate, 30, 5871–5884,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-16-0399.1, 2017.

McCoy, D. T., Hartmann, D. L., and Grosvenor, D. P.: Observed
Southern Ocean Cloud Properties and Shortwave Reflection. Part
II: Phase Changes and Low Cloud Feedback, J. Climate, 27,
8858–8868, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-14-00288.1, 2014.

McCoy, D. T., Burrows, S. M., Wood, R., Grosvenor, D. P.,
Elliott, S. M., Ma, P. L., Rasch, P. J., and Hartmann, D.
L.: Natural aerosols explain seasonal and spatial patterns
of Southern Ocean cloud albedo, Sci. Adv., 1, e1500157,
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500157, 2015a.

McCoy, D. T., Hartmann, D. L., Zelinka, M. D., Ceppi, P., and
Grosvenor, D. P.: Mixed-phase cloud physics and Southern
Ocean cloud feedback in climate models, J. Geophys. Res.-
Atmos., 120, 9539–9554, https://doi.org/10.1002/2015jd023603,
2015b.

McCoy, D. T., Tan, I., Hartmann, D. L., Zelinka, M.
D., and Storelvmo, T.: On the relationships among
cloud cover, mixed-phase partitioning, and planetary
albedo in GCMs, J. Adv. Model. Earth Sy., 8, 650–668,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015ms000589, 2016.

McCoy, D. T., Eastman, R., Hartmann, D. L., and Wood, R.: The
Change in Low Cloud Cover in a Warmed Climate Inferred from
AIRS, MODIS, and ERA-Interim, J. Climate, 30, 3609–3620,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-15-0734.1, 2017a.

McCoy, D. T., Hartmann, D. L., and Zelinka, M. D.: Mixed-Phase
Cloud Feedbacks in: Mixed-phase Clouds: Observations and
Modeling, edited by: Andronache, C., Elsevier, 2017b.

McCoy, D. T., Bender, F. A.-M., Grosvenor, D. P., Mohrmann,
J. K., Hartmann, D. L., Wood, R., and Field, P. R.: Predicting

decadal trends in cloud droplet number concentration using re-
analysis and satellite data, Atmos. Chem. Phys., 18, 2035–2047,
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-2035-2018, 2018a.

McCoy, D. T., Field, P. R., Schmidt, A., Grosvenor, D. P., Ben-
der, F. A.-M., Shipway, B. J., Hill, A. A., Wilkinson, J. M.,
and Elsaesser, G. S.: Aerosol midlatitude cyclone indirect ef-
fects in observations and high-resolution simulations, Atmos.
Chem. Phys., 18, 5821–5846, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-
5821-2018, 2018b.

McCoy, I. L., Wood, R., and Fletcher, J. K.: Identifying Me-
teorological Controls on Open and Closed Mesoscale
Cellular Convection Associated with Marine Cold Air
Outbreaks, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 122, 11678–11702,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JD027031, 2017c.

Mears, C., Smith, D. K., and Wentz, F. J.: Comparison of special
sensor microwave imager and buoy-measured wind speeds from
1987 to 1997, J. Geophys. Res.-Oceans., 106, 11719–11729,
2001.

Meissner, T., Smith, D., and Wentz, F.: A 10 year intercomparison
between collocated Special Sensor Microwave Imager oceanic
surface wind speed retrievals and global analyses, J. Geophys.
Res.-Oceans., 106, 11731–11742, 2001.

Meskhidze, N. and Nenes, A.: Phytoplankton and Cloudi-
ness in the Southern Ocean, Science, 314, 1419–1423,
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1131779, 2006.

Morrison, H., de Boer, G., Feingold, G., Harrington, J.,
Shupe, M. D., and Sulia, K.: Resilience of persis-
tent Arctic mixed-phase clouds, Nat. Geosci., 5, 11–17,
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1332, 2011.

Myers, T. A. and Norris, J. R.: On the Relationships be-
tween Subtropical Clouds and Meteorology in Observations
and CMIP3 and CMIP5 Models, J. Climate, 28, 2945–2967,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-14-00475.1, 2015.

Myers, T. A. and Norris, J. R.: Reducing the uncertainty in sub-
tropical cloud feedback, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43, 2144–2148,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL067416, 2016.

Nasiri, S. L. and Kahn, B. H.: Limitations of bispectral infrared
cloud phase determination and potential for improvement, J.
Appl. Meteorol. Clim., 47, 2895–2910, 2008.

Naud, C. M. and Kahn, B. H.: Thermodynamic Phase and Ice
Cloud Properties in Northern Hemisphere Winter Extratropical
Cyclones Observed by Aqua AIRS, J. Appl. Meteorol. Clim., 54,
2283–2303, https://doi.org/10.1175/jamc-d-15-0045.1, 2015.

Naud, C. M., Del Genio, A. D., and Bauer, M.: Observational con-
straints on the cloud thermodynamic phase in midlatitude storms,
J. Climate, 19, 5273–5288, 10.1175/jcli3919.1, 2006.

Naud, C. M., Posselt, D. J., and van den Heever, S. C.: Aerosol op-
tical depth distribution in extratropical cyclones over the North-
ern Hemisphere oceans, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43, 10504–510511,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL070953, 2016.

Naud, C. M., Posselt, D. J., and van den Heever, S. C.: Observed Co-
variations of Aerosol Optical Depth and Cloud Cover in Extrat-
ropical Cyclones, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 122, 10338–310356,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JD027240, 2017.

Naud, C. M., Booth, J. F., Lebsock, M., and Grecu, M.: Obser-
vational Constraint for Precipitation in Extratropical Cyclones:
Sensitivity to Data Sources, J. Appl. Meteorol. Clim., 57, 991–
1009, https://doi.org/10.1175/jamc-d-17-0289.1, 2018.

Atmos. Chem. Phys., 19, 1147–1172, 2019 www.atmos-chem-phys.net/19/1147/2019/

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10712-017-9433-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10712-017-9433-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014GL059972
https://doi.org/10.2151/jmsj.2015-024
https://doi.org/10.1175/2008jcli2637.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JD008087
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-16-0399.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-14-00288.1
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500157
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015jd023603
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015ms000589
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-15-0734.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-2035-2018
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-5821-2018
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-5821-2018
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JD027031
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1131779
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1332
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-14-00475.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL067416
https://doi.org/10.1175/jamc-d-15-0045.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL070953
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JD027240
https://doi.org/10.1175/jamc-d-17-0289.1


D. T. McCoy et al.: Cloud feedbacks in extratropical cyclones 1171

Norris, J. R. and Iacobellis, S. F.: North Pacific Cloud Feed-
backs Inferred from Synoptic-Scale Dynamic and Ther-
modynamic Relationships, J. Climate, 18, 4862–4878,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli3558.1, 2005.

Norris, J. R., Allen, R. J., Evan, A. T., Zelinka, M. D.,
O’Dell, C. W., and Klein, S. A.: Evidence for climate
change in the satellite cloud record, Nature, 536, 72–75,
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature18273, 2016.

Pfahl, S. and Sprenger, M.: On the relationship between extratrop-
ical cyclone precipitation and intensity, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43,
1752–1758, https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL068018, 2016.

Qu, X., Hall, A., Klein, S. A., DeAngelis, and Anthony, M.: Pos-
itive tropical marine low-cloud cover feedback inferred from
cloud-controlling factors, Geophys. Res. Lett., 42, 7767–7775,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL065627, 2015.

Rieck, M., Nuijens, L., and Stevens, B.: Marine Boundary Layer
Cloud Feedbacks in a Constant Relative Humidity Atmosphere,
J. Atmos. Sci., 69, 2538–2550, https://doi.org/10.1175/JAS-D-
11-0203.1, 2012.

Roehrig, R.: CMIP 6, available at: http://www.umr-cnrm.fr/cmip6/
references, last access: January 2019.

Shaw, T. A., Baldwin, M., Barnes, E. A., Caballero, R., Garfinkel,
C. I., Hwang, Y. T., Li, C., O’Gorman, P. A., Rivière, G., Simp-
son, I. R., and Voigt, A.: Storm track processes and the op-
posing influences of climate change, Nat. Geosci., 9, 656–664,
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2783, 2016.

Sinclair, M. R.: An objective cyclone climatology for the Southern
Hemisphere, Mon. Weather Rev., 122, 2239–2256, 1994.

Soloviev, A. V., Lukas, R., Donelan, M. A., Haus, B. K., and Gi-
nis, I.: The air-sea interface and surface stress under tropical
cyclones, Sci. Rep., 4, 5306, https://doi.org/10.1038/srep05306,
2014.

Strachan, J., Vidale, P. L., Hodges, K., Roberts, M., and Demory,
M.-E.: Investigating Global Tropical Cyclone Activity with a Hi-
erarchy of AGCMs: The Role of Model Resolution, J. Climate,
26, 133–152, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-12-00012.1, 2013.

Tamarin, T. and Kaspi, Y.: The poleward shift of storm tracks under
global warming: A Lagrangian perspective, Geophys. Res. Lett.,
44, 10666–10674, 2017.

Tamarin-Brodsky, T. and Kaspi, Y.: Enhanced poleward propaga-
tion of storms under climate change, Nat. Geosci., 10, 908–913,
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-017-0001-8, 2017.

Tan, I., Storelvmo, T., and Choi, Y.-S.: Spaceborne lidar observa-
tions of the ice-nucleating potential of dust, polluted dust, and
smoke aerosols in mixed-phase clouds, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos.,
119, 6653–6665, https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JD021333, 2014.

Tan, I., Storelvmo, T., and Zelinka, M. D.: Observational constraints
on mixed-phase clouds imply higher climate sensitivity, Science,
352, 224–227, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aad5300, 2016.

Terai, C. R., Klein, S. A., and Zelinka, M. D.: Constraining the low-
cloud optical depth feedback at middle and high latitudes using
satellite observations, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 121, 9696–9716,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JD025233, 2016.

The HadGEM2 Development Team: Martin, G. M., Bellouin, N.,
Collins, W. J., Culverwell, I. D., Halloran, P. R., Hardiman, S.
C., Hinton, T. J., Jones, C. D., McDonald, R. E., McLaren, A. J.,
O’Connor, F. M., Roberts, M. J., Rodriguez, J. M., Woodward,
S., Best, M. J., Brooks, M. E., Brown, A. R., Butchart, N., Dear-
den, C., Derbyshire, S. H., Dharssi, I., Doutriaux-Boucher, M.,

Edwards, J. M., Falloon, P. D., Gedney, N., Gray, L. J., Hewitt,
H. T., Hobson, M., Huddleston, M. R., Hughes, J., Ineson, S., In-
gram, W. J., James, P. M., Johns, T. C., Johnson, C. E., Jones, A.,
Jones, C. P., Joshi, M. M., Keen, A. B., Liddicoat, S., Lock, A. P.,
Maidens, A. V., Manners, J. C., Milton, S. F., Rae, J. G. L., Rid-
ley, J. K., Sellar, A., Senior, C. A., Totterdell, I. J., Verhoef, A.,
Vidale, P. L., and Wiltshire, A.: The HadGEM2 family of Met Of-
fice Unified Model climate configurations, Geosci. Model Dev.,
4, 723–757, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-4-723-2011, 2011.

Titchner, H., A. and Rayner, N., A.: The Met Office Hadley Centre
sea ice and sea surface temperature data set, version 2: 1. Sea
ice concentrations, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 119, 2864–2889,
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JD020316, 2014.

Trenberth, K. E. and Fasullo, J. T.: Simulation of Present-Day and
Twenty-First-Century Energy Budgets of the Southern Oceans,
J. Climate, 23, 440–454, https://doi.org/10.1175/2009jcli3152.1,
2010.

Trenberth, K. E., Fasullo, J., and Smith, L.: Trends and variability in
column-integrated atmospheric water vapor, Clim. Dynam., 24,
741–758, 2005.

Tselioudis, G. and Rossow, W. B.: Climate feedback implied by
observed radiation and precipitation changes with midlatitude
storm strength and frequency, Geophys. Res. Lett., 33, L02704,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GL024513, 2006.

Tsushima, Y., Emori, S., Ogura, T., Kimoto, M., Webb, M. J.,
Williams, K. D., Ringer, M. A., Soden, B. J., Li, B., and An-
dronova, N.: Importance of the mixed-phase cloud distribution
in the control climate for assessing the response of clouds to car-
bon dioxide increase: a multi-model study, Clim. Dynam., 27,
113–126, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-006-0127-7, 2006.

Ulbrich, U., Leckebusch, G., and Pinto, J. G.: Extra-tropical cy-
clones in the present and future climate: a review, Theor. Appl.
Climatol., 96, 117–131, 2009.

Voigt, A., Stevens, B., Bony, S., and Boucher, O.: Easy Aerosol –
a modeling framework to study robustness and sources of un-
certainties in aerosol-induced changes of the large-scale atmo-
spheric circulation, WCRP, 2014.

Voldoire, A., Sanchez-Gomez, E., Salas y Mélia, D., Decharme,
B., Cassou, C., Sénési, S., Valcke, S., Beau, I., Alias, A.,
Chevallier, M., Déqué, M., Deshayes, J., Douville, H., Fernan-
dez, E., Madec, G., Maisonnave, E., Moine, M. P., Planton,
S., Saint-Martin, D., Szopa, S., Tyteca, S., Alkama, R., Bela-
mari, S., Braun, A., Coquart, L., and Chauvin, F.: The CNRM-
CM5.1 global climate model: description and basic evaluation,
Clim. Dynam., 40, 2091–2121, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-
011-1259-y, 2013.

Watanabe, M., Suzuki, T., O’ishi, R., Komuro, Y., Watanabe, S.,
Emori, S., Takemura, T., Chikira, M., Ogura, T., and Sekiguchi,
M.: Improved climate simulation by MIROC5: mean states, vari-
ability, and climate sensitivity, J. Climate, 23, 6312–6335, 2010.

Wentz, F. J.: A 17-yr climate record of environmental parameters
derived from the Tropical Rainfall Measuring Mission (TRMM)
Microwave Imager, J. Climate, 28, 6882–6902, 2015.

Wielicki, B. A., Barkstrom, B. R., Harrison, E. F., Robert
III, B. L., Smith, G. L., and Cooper, J. E.: Clouds
and the Earth’s Radiant Energy System (CERES): An
Earth Observing System Experiment, B. Am. Mete-
orol. Soc., 77, 853–868, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0477(1996)077<0853:catere>2.0.co;2, 1996.

www.atmos-chem-phys.net/19/1147/2019/ Atmos. Chem. Phys., 19, 1147–1172, 2019

https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli3558.1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature18273
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL068018
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL065627
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAS-D-11-0203.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAS-D-11-0203.1
http://www.umr-cnrm.fr/cmip6/references
http://www.umr-cnrm.fr/cmip6/references
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2783
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep05306
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-12-00012.1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-017-0001-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JD021333
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aad5300
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JD025233
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-4-723-2011
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JD020316
https://doi.org/10.1175/2009jcli3152.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GL024513
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-006-0127-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-011-1259-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-011-1259-y
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0477(1996)077<0853:catere>2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0477(1996)077<0853:catere>2.0.co;2


1172 D. T. McCoy et al.: Cloud feedbacks in extratropical cyclones

Williams, K., Copsey, D., Blockley, E., Bodas-Salcedo, A., Calvert,
D., Comer, R., Davis, P., Graham, T., Hewitt, H., and Hill, R.:
The Met Office global coupled model 3.0 and 3.1 (GC3. 0 and
GC3. 1) configurations, J. Adv. Model. Earth Sy., 10, 357–380,
2018.

Wood, R. and Bretherton, C. S.: On the relationship between strat-
iform low cloud cover and lower-tropospheric stability, J. Cli-
mate, 19, 6425–6432, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli3988.1, 2006.

Wood, R., Kubar, T. L., and Hartmann, D. L.: Understand-
ing the Importance of Microphysics and Macrophysics for
Warm Rain in Marine Low Clouds. Part II: Heuristic Mod-
els of Rain Formation, J. Atmos. Sci., 66, 2973–2990,
https://doi.org/10.1175/2009jas3072.1, 2009.

Yin, J. H.: A consistent poleward shift of the storm tracks in simu-
lations of 21st century climate, Geophys. Res. Lett., 32, L18701,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GL023684, 2005.

Zelinka, M. D., Klein, S. A., and Hartmann, D. L.: Com-
puting and Partitioning Cloud Feedbacks Using Cloud Prop-
erty Histograms. Part II: Attribution to Changes in Cloud
Amount, Altitude, and Optical Depth, J. Climate, 25, 3736–3754,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-11-00249.1, 2012a.

Zelinka, M. D., Klein, S. A., and Hartmann, D. L.: Computing
and Partitioning Cloud Feedbacks Using Cloud Property His-
tograms. Part I: Cloud Radiative Kernels, J. Climate, 25, 3715–
3735, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-11-00248.1, 2012b.

Zelinka, M. D., Klein, S. A., Taylor, K. E., Andrews, T., Webb,
M. J., Gregory, J. M., and Forster, P. M.: Contributions of Dif-
ferent Cloud Types to Feedbacks and Rapid Adjustments in
CMIP5, J. Climate, 26, 5007–5027, https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-
d-12-00555.1, 2013.

Zelinka, M. D., Zhou, C., and Klein, S. A.: Insights from a re-
fined decomposition of cloud feedbacks, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43,
9259–9269, https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL069917, 2016.

Atmos. Chem. Phys., 19, 1147–1172, 2019 www.atmos-chem-phys.net/19/1147/2019/

https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli3988.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/2009jas3072.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GL023684
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-11-00249.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-11-00248.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-12-00555.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-12-00555.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GL069917

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Data analysis
	Cyclone compositing
	Regression analysis

	Observations and reanalysis
	MAC-LWP
	MERRA-2
	AIRS cloud-top phase partitioning
	SST and sea ice

	Simulations
	CFMIP2
	PRIMAVERA


	Results
	Precipitation and WCB moisture flux
	LWP and WCB moisture flux
	Long-term variability in observed cloud properties
	Monthly-mean regional variability in extratropical cyclone properties
	Model--observation comparisons of extratropical cyclone behavior
	Decadal trends in extratropical cyclone properties
	Predicting the cyclone LWP response in transient warming simulations

	The spatial distribution of LWP within cyclones
	Sensitivity to the WCB moisture flux and SST
	Insight from cloud phase observed by AIRS


	Conclusions
	Data availability
	Supplement
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Acknowledgements
	References

