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Comparison of PM;, sources profiles at 15 French sites using a harmonized
constrained positive matrix factorization approach
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Similarity between all pair of profile
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Figure SI1: Similarity plot for all pair of profiles containing a “dust” factor. The mean + standard
deviation for a given source category are plotted. The size of the dot is proportional to the number
of pair of profile (from 10 to 66, shown in parenthesis in the legend). The green box highlights the
acceptable area for profile similarity according to Pernigotti and Belis (2018).
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28 Figure SI2: Uncertainties of OC* in the Biomass burning profile according to BS for each site. Top: Average OC*
29 concentration apportioned in pg.m>. Bottom: Proportion of OC* in the Biomass burning profile in pg.ug™. Dark dots
30 represent each BS value, and the boxplot represent the dispersion of the individual values (box: quartiles, caps:
31 min/max, whiskers: lower/greater than 1.5Xinter-quartiles range). The red dots are the value for the reference
32 constrained runs.
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