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Figure S1 Comparisons of f{RH) fitting curves following three different parameterization schemes

for winter.
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Figure S2 Comparisons of f{RH) fitting curves following three different parameterization schemes

for summer.



Autumn PM, ¢ < 35 ug m3
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Figure S3 Comparisons of f{RH) fitting curves following three different parameterization schemes
for autumn.
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Figure S4 Frequency distributions of {80) under different pollution levels for three seasons.



