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Table S1 Blank and nuclear bomb peak corrected f,s and error (u) obtained from the **C
measurement as well as OC (blank corrected) data for all measured filters.

Date ocC o U (F) OC  U(OCu)
(kg cm®) (lmem?)  (gem?)
1/3/2014 18 0578  0.020 10.4 11
1/8/2014 12 0507  0.021 6.1 0.7
1/15/2014 10 0543  0.025 5.4 0.6

1/23/2014 16 0.572 0.020 9.1 1.0
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Fig. S1. (a) Location of sampling sites (LZU and CAREERI) and MPA China Stations
and (b) the setup of instruments
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Fig. S2. Scatter plot of values calculated with “Improved-ambient” method versus that
with “Aiken ambient” method.



IN
o
<)

w
o
o

=
o
o

0

NR-PM, + BC (ug m”)
N
o
o

PN TN BT R AT B AT

St mton

300 - @)

1/11

2014

400

w
o
o

NR-PM, + BC (g m")
= N
o o
o o

o

(b)

1/14

117 1/20 1/23

Date (BJT: UTC + 8)

—ton

s

— 300
; 2 o~ {F=090
+ B 1S 4 Slope = 1.48 +.0:004
L [e)) 4
200 5 =200+ 9
= O [ @
[ 3 o foeld 2014-1-31 &
L [} + . :
- 100 ’5‘ ='100 2014-1-21 &
, O 3
3“ o 2014-1-11 -
e Z 2
-0 01—
126 129 21 2/4 0 50 100 150 200

SMPS Volume (um° m*)

E 500 _.300 (b )

1/11
2014

i

117 1/20

1/14

LY
14
.2
LA

1/23
Date (BJT: UTC + 8)

CER A r=0.71
F 400 % o 1 Slope =0.73%°0.004
P = ] o
(63} = a
F300= © 5
@ @ 2014-1-31 @
: L 3 + By ‘:'|
‘ H &! .. P20 7. = Sy 2014-1-21 ¢
k¢ a . ’ e oL o % 8
i d f 13- 100 o . 2014-1-11
1] 8 - ol Z e
r " . . r r . . . . . . O T LI ¥ LI I | L |
! ' ! ' 0 100 200 300 400

126 129 21 2/4 PM2.5 (ug m ")

Fig. S3 Inter-comparisons between PM1 (NR-PM1 + BC) mass concentration and the
data of acquired by parallel instruments: (a) particle volume by a SMPS and (b) PM2.5
by a TEOM. (a’) and (b’) are the corresponding scatter plots, respectively.
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Fig. S4 Scatter plot of measured ammonium versus predicted ammonium using the
concentrations of sulfate, nitrate, and chloride. (report RIE in the ms including RIE_NO3,

RIE_SO4)
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Fig. S5 Four factors solution analyzed by PMF
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Fig. S6 Five factors solution analyzed by PMF
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Fig. S7 Six factors solution analyzed by PMF
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Fig. S8 Averaged air temperature profiles measured at Yuzhong on 8:00 (Morning T
profile) and 20:00 (Evening T profile) during January 2014.
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Fig. S9 The contributions of (a) six ionic categories to PMF factors and (b) PMF factors

to six ionic categories
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Fig. S10 Scatter pIOtS of (a) f5500A‘ BBOA, CCOA, sub VS. f5700A, BBOA, CCOA, subs and (b) feanzo
OOA, BBOA, CCOA, sub VS. fC3H50+ OOA, BBOA, CCOA, sub- The measured OA data points are
colored by time of the day. The corresponding values of the six OA factors identified by
PMF in this study are also shown.
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