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This study analyzes 13.5 hours (6 flights) of data collected by a Droplet Measurement Technologies - Cloud Condensation Nuclei Counter (DMT-CCNC), a Passive Cavity Aerosol Spectrometer Probe (PCASP-100X), a TSI — Condensation
Particle Counter (CPC-3772), and a Hot-wire Liquid Water Content (LWC) probe during the Spring 2009 Saudi Arabia Precipitation Enhancement field campaign in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. The main objective of this work is to study aerosol-cloud
interactions. Analysis started by conducting quality assurance on the data set that is very important due to the intrinsic measurement errors associated with the instruments used for this study.
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shown in these scatter plots. ratios using a Gaussian kernel. ratio, whereas the sizes illustrate the amount these refined cases.
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