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11 Fig. S1 Diurnal trend of gaseous NH; concentration in YL site and UST site (mean value + 16)
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Fig. S2 Diurnal trend of particulate NH4* concentration in YL site and UST site (mean value £ 10)

Section S1. MARGA data validation

To ensure the accuracy of measurement, MARGA was calibrated with standard cation and
anion solutions every two to three months. Moreover, filter sampling was conducted at the same
site from January to December in 2016 to serve as a reference for MARGA data. Results showed a
good correlation between filter and MARGA measurements of sulfate and ammonium (Fig. S3 a,
b). However, the correlation of nitrate was not so good as sulfate and ammonium due to sampling
artifacts of filter measurement like volatility-induced loss, especially when the nitrate concentration
was low (Fig. S3 c). Overall, the results of filter measurements during the whole year of 2016

provide evidence for the reliability of MARGA data.

a) b)

Equation y=a+bx Equation y=a+tbx

7 |Intercept 0.38396 + 0.14111 Intercept 0.04189 + 0.17311]
Slope 0.81122 £ 0.0191 Slope 1.12145 £ 0.05957|
R-Square (COD)  0.97567 6+ |RSquare (COD)  0.88732

Ad R-Square 097512 g R-Square 088482

c) .
Equation y=a+bx
129 [intercept 1.83743 + 0.19499|
Siope 1.02693 + 0.08765|
R-Square (COD)  0.75311

|Ad. R-Square 0.74762

MARGA SO, (ug/m?)
MARGA NO;’ (1g/m?)
.

0 T T T T T T 1 0 T T T 1 0 T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Filter SO, (ug/m®) Filter NH,* (ug/m®) Filter NO;™ (ug/m®)

Fig.S3 Comparison between measurements by filters and MARGA during Jan. to Dec.2016 of a)



27 SO42', b) NH4+ and C) NO3'
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29 Fig.S4 Comparison between measured and predicted NH3, NH4", HNO;, NO;5~.
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32 Fig. S5 Diurnal trend of relative humidity during (a) Spring, (b) Summer, (c) Fall, (d) Winter from
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Fig. S6 Diurnal trend of temperature during (a) Spring, (b) Summer, (c) Fall, (d) Winter from
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Fig. S7 The sensitivity regime plot of data points colored by sulfate concentration under polluted
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Fig. S10 Variation of ¢(NOj;") and &(NH4*) with the reduction of sulfate, TNH; and TNOs.
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Fig. S12 The efficiency of controlling sulfate, TNO;, TNHj; in reducing total WSICs concentration
during a) fall and b) winter. Top: the reduction of WSICs concentration vs. the reduction

concentration of TNH;3, TNOj; or sulfate. Bottom: The derivative of the lines in the top plot.



