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Figure 2 : Global distribution of Hydrometeor fraction of June 2008 for a 1 km height layer as observed by CloudSat (a) and simulated by radar simulator (b)
Figure 3: As observed by CALIPSO (c) and simulated by lidar simulator (d). The altitude of the center of the layer is shown in the title of each plot.
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Figure 4: Radar simulator: Hydrometeor fraction a 1.5 km June 2008
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Conclusions :
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To obtain a stable result a greater number of sub-columns is needed for radar and Low-level clouds; we have a decreasing number of sub-columns with increasing of period average.
After that 150 sub-columns was chosen to use both simulators with simultaneity in daily and monthly scales.

The comparison of outputs of COSP simulator with radar and lidar observations shows: the importance of doing these monthly diagnostics over orbital path of the satellite CALIPSO and Cloudsat;
the underestimation of deep convective cloud top and of marine stratocumulus in the east part of subtropical anticyclonical areas; instead an overestimation of Cloudy fraction in the ITCZ.
Complementarity between the radar and the lidar observations : Thin higher clouds (cirrus) detected by lidar and Medium-low clouds detected by radar.
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