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Fig. S1. Volume size distribution from 0.05 to 15 um (dV/din(r) (um3/pum?2))
during 2—-10 December 2014 and 1-10 January 2015 (China Standard Time(CST)).

Comparative statistics using indicators :Pearson's correlation coefficient (r), the
Mean Error (ME), Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and Root Mean Square Error
(RMSE) are widely used parameters in previous studies to evaluate the instrumental
performances [1] and also reliability of WRF Chem model simulation results [2,3],

Among them, the "r" is the



correlation between the simulations and observations, the Mean Error (ME) is a
measure of overall bias for continuous variables, and the Root Mean Square Error
(RMSE) is the square root of the average squared error of the simulations. The

specific calculation formula for each statistic is as follows:

>(p,~ P)o,~0)

r=—— - (S1)
\/ (p,-py \/ > (0, -0

ME=—3(p,-0,) s2)

MAE=1 35,0, (S3)

i=1

RMSE= /1 2( p-o) (S4)
ni=1 '

Where pi is the simulation, o; is the observation, and # is the total number of hours

for which the simulations are compared with observations.
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Fig. S2. Comparison between model simulation and China Environmental

Monitoring Station observation value of PM2.5 concentration.

Figure S2 shows the comparison between model simulations and observations of

PM2.5 concentration. The correlation coefficient is 0.62, which indicates that the model

well simulates the PM2.5 data during the haze pollution period.
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