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= In [1], cloud perimeter distributions are derived assuming all

perimeter classes have equal total tlux. Figure 3: Perimeter distributions derived from satellite data and the

Figure 2: Slopes of the histograms in figure 3 compared to theory. 5

. The re_sult implies .the numbgr n density of cloud perimeters p is is the slope of the histogram: see equation 1. There is broad SAM Giga-LES model, accounting for edge biases shown in figure 1.
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= Cloud areas are similarly power-law distributed and a fractal Why the disagreement? Satellite-measured perimeters show robust disagreements with theory

dimension converts area and perimeter [5] and model across surface types, latitudinal bands, and seasons

The slope B is notably close to the fractal dimension D = 4/3, (figures 4 and 5)

suggesting perimeter p needs to be replaced with pD in the theory
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can be misinterpreted as a scale break. Wood & Field, 2011; [4] Calahan & Joseph 1989; [5] Lovejoy, 1982 Figure 5: B by surface type



