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Abstract. Information on atmospheric particles’ concentration and sizes are important for environmental and human health
reasons. Air quality monitor stations (AQMSs) for measuring Particulate Matter (PM) concentrations are found across the
United States, but only three AQMSs measure PM; s concentrations (mass of particles with an aerodynamic diameter of <2.5
um) in the Southern High Plains of West Texas (area > 1.8 x 10° km?). This area is prone to many dust events (~21 per year),
yet no information is available on other PM sizes, total particle number concentration, or size distribution during these events.
The Aerosol Research Observation Station (AEROS) was designed to continuously measure these particles’ mass
concentrations (PM1, PM2s, PM4, and PM3g) and number concentrations (0.25 — 35.15 pum) using three optical particle sensors
(Grimm 11-D, OPS, and DustTrak) to better understand the impact of dust events on local air quality. The AEROS aerosol
measurements unit features a temperature-controlled shed with a dedicated inlet and custom-built dryer for each of the three
aerosol instruments used. This article provides a description of AEROS as well as an intercomparison of the different
instruments using laboratory and atmospheric particles. Instruments used in AEROS measured similar number concentration
with an average difference of 2 + 3 cm™ (OPS and Grimm 11-D using similar particle size ranges) and similar mass
concentration, with an average difference of 8 + 3.6 ug m- for different PM sizes between the three instruments. Grimm 11-
D and OPS had similar number concentration and size distribution, using similar particle size range, and similar PMxg
concentrations (mass of particles with an aerodynamic diameter of <10 pm). Overall Grimm 11-D and DustTrak had a good
agreement in mass concentration, comparison using laboratory particles was better than that with atmospheric particles.
Overall, DustTrak measured lower mass concentrations compared to Grimm 11-D for larger particle sizes, and higher mass
concentrations for lower PM sizes. Measurement with AEROS can distinguish between various pollution events (natural vs
anthropogenic) based on their mass concentration and size distribution which will help to improve knowledge of the air quality

in this region.

1. Introduction

Particulate matter (PM) comprises microscopic solid and liquid particles suspended in the atmosphere, which can be generated
by anthropogenic or natural sources. PM is categorized by the size of the particle, with PM 1o representing a mass of particles

with an aerodynamic diameter up to 10 um. PM4, PM> 5 and PM; representing a mass of particles with an aerodynamic diameter
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ofup to 4, 2.5, and 1 pum, respectively. In general, PM measurements define as measurements where 50% of the particles with
the defined diameter (e.g., PM2s) will pass through a size-selective inlet. Smaller PMs can stay in the atmosphere for a long
time and travel far from their source. PM in the atmosphere determines air quality levels and has been found to degrade human
health (World Health Organization, 2016; Shiraiwa et al., 2017). The health impact is associated with particles smaller than
PMyo, as particles ranging from 5 to 10 pwm can settle in the upper respiratory system when inhaled, and smaller particles, such
as PM_s, can penetrate deep into the lungs (Ling and van Eeden, 2009; Goudie, 2014). The latter has been identified as a
leading contributor to the global burden of disease (Cohen et al., 2017; Lim et al., 2012).

In the United States (US), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) uses air quality monitoring stations (AQMSs) to
monitor ambient PMig and PM;s as hourly and daily average mass concentrations, but these stations generally have sparse
geographic coverage, located in fixed sites (mainly in large population centres) and are lacking in smaller cities and
underdeveloped regions. Additional monitoring networks provide information on PM2s and PMy in the US, including the
Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) network, which provides an additional 150 remote
and rural sites nationwide, but the PM3s and PMio samples are collected only every third day and provide only daily values
(Prenni et al., 2019). The EPA Chemical Speciation Monitoring Network (CSN) provides information on PM.s and the
chemical composition of ambient fine particles across 150 US urban sites (Solomon et al., 2014; EPA, 2022). The Surface
PARTiculate mAtter Network (SPARTAN) also provides information on PM2s and PMyo concentrations, but it has only two
sites in the US and none in the south-central part of the country (Snider et al., 2015). Low-cost sensors, such as PurpleAir, are
also increasingly used across the US, but their efficiency is still under investigation (Ardon-Dryer et al., 2020; Barkjohn et al.,
2021). None of the monitoring units mentioned above provides information on total particle number concentrations or particle
size distribution. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Earth System Research Laboratory (NOAA/ESRL)
Federated Aerosol Network provides this information, but it is stretched very thin, with only a few units across the US
(Andrews et al., 2019).

Most of these monitoring methods are not affordable, with prices ranging from $50,000 to $250,000, but newer methods based
on optical particle sensors are becoming increasingly popular. These sensors rely on the principle of single-particle elastic light
scattering following Mie scattering theory, which enables determining the size and number of particles within a unit volume
of air (Masic et al., 2020). While some of these low-cost sensors (prices lower than $500) are gaining popularity, their
efficiency and accuracy compared to reference sensors are still in doubt (Masic et al., 2020; Ardon-Dryer et al., 2020). Mid-
price optical particle sensors ($10,000 — $20,000) have the advantage of a slightly more affordable price (than those of
reference units) as well as better accuracy than the low-cost units. Among the advantages of these units, they can provide
various types of measurement; for example, the Grimm 11-D (Grimm Aerosol Technik GmbH & Co. KG, Germany; Grimm
11-D, 2021) provides information on total particle number concentration and size distribution as well as information on mass

concentrations of various PMs. Some of these units can provide information on multiple mass fractions of PM simultaneously,
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which is an advantage to the gravimetric system which provides the mass concentration of only a single fraction (Masic et al.,
2020). Several studies have found mid-price optical particle sensors to be comparable to high-priced reference units as long as
the mid-price optical particle sensors undergo a regular (e.g., yearly) service and re-calibration (Viana et al., 2015; Jaafari et
al., 2018; Vasilatou et al., 2021).

The Southern High Plains in West Texas host a few of the reference monitoring methods. The West Texas region (an area
larger than 1.8x10° km?) has only a few, widespread AQMSs operated by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) (TCEQ, 2021) which measure only PM; s concentrations and provide no information on other PM sizes, total particle
number concentrations, or size distribution. While the air quality in this region is considered good overall (Kelley et al., 2020),
the region experiences many dust events (~21 per year) that reduce air quality (Kelley and Ardon-Dryer, 2021). Therefore,
routine, and long-term measurements are required for comprehensive monitoring of diverse pollution events in this region,
including dust events (Tong et al., 2012; Mahowald et al., 2014). Hence, there is a need to monitor particle mass concentrations
(of various PM sizes) and size distribution to understand how they change under distinct metrological and pollution conditions.
The Aerosol Research Observation Station (AEROS) was designed to address this need. This article provides information on
each of its aerosol instruments and compares the units using standard particles in the laboratory as well as atmospheric
measurements. Examples of aerosol measurements in various atmospheric conditions are presented to highlight AEROS’s

acuity in distinguishing between anthropogenic and natural pollution events.

2. Research Area and Measurement Station
2.1 Research Area

Measurements were taken in Lubbock, Texas, located in the Southern High Plains of West Texas (Fig. 1). This area is rural,
flat, and approximately 1 km above sea level, with an urban area surrounded by extensive agriculture fields, including cotton
(30% of national production) and cattle. It is a semi-arid environment with an average annual rainfall of 463 mm from 2000
through 2019, while the average annual rainfall for the same period in the US was 789 mm (Jaganmohan, 2021). The bare soil,
low soil moisture, and strong winds typical of this region are important factors in dust formation (Stout, 1989). Several studies
have found that this area is among the most prominent regions of dust events in the US (Orgill and Sehmel, 1976; Deane and
Gutmann, 2003).

2.2. AEROS

AEROS was installed 9.8 m above the ground on the rooftop of the Electrical Engineering building at Texas Tech University
(33°35'12.5"N 101°52'31.3"W; Fig. 1). AEROS’s design followed World Meteorology Organization Global Atmosphere
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Watch (WMO/GAW) aerosol measurement procedures, guidelines, and recommendations (WMO, 2016). It includes two units:

an aerosol measurements unit and Harvard Impactor (HI) filter sampler unit.

The HI filter sampler unit has two setups with three HI units in each (Fig. 1). The HI units collect daily gravimetric PM2sand
PMy, particles on filters substrates (Marple et al., 1987) in 24-hour cycles (midnight to midnight). The Hls are designed to
sample particles of 2.5 um and 10 um at flow rates of 16.7 and 10.0 L min™, respectively, using impactor stages in series with
polyurethane foam (PUF) impaction substrates (Lee et al., 2011). The 37-mm filters are pre- and post-weighed using an
electronic microbalance (XRP2U Microbalance) to provide gravimetric measurements. Filter are kept in the filter room which
follows U.S. EPA (EPA, 1997) regulation conditions of temperature in the range of 20-23 °C and relative humidity in the
range of 30-40%. To assure filter weight post sampling will not be impacted by hysteresis effect, filters post-aerosol collections
are kept in a Dry-Keeper Auto-Desiccator Cabinet for 48 hours until weight. The filter sampler unit was fully operational only
after September 2019 and therefore is not discussed in this article.

The aerosol measurements unit has been operational since March 14, 2019. It includes a shed that is temperature controlled by
an air conditioning unit (Pioneer inverted WAS/WY'S Series) that maintains a continuous temperature of 22 °C. Four rain-
protected sampling inlet units are installed at 2.9 m from the rooftop floor (1 £ 0.01 m from AEROS rooftop) to minimize
influences from the surrounding area. Each rain-protected inlet unit collects total suspended particles and is connected to a
stainless steel tube (0.013 m diameter; 0.5 inches). Inside the station, each stainless steel inlet tube (from the outside) is
connected to a custom-built in-line dryer unit that removes condensed-phase water from the collected particles (Fig. 1). Each
dryer is 0.5 m long and contains a 0.013 m diameter metal wire mesh screen. A Swagelok reducer connects the dryers to a
0.0064 m diameter (1/4 inch) stainless steel tube. Conductive silicone tubes connect the small stainless steel tubes to the various
instruments. Each inlet is connected to a different instrument, the flow in each inlet varies based on the instrument used (1.0
or 1.2 L min?). The average distance from the dryer to the instrument is about 0.24 m. Figure S1 provides a schematic design
of the inlet to the instruments. There are no bends tubes in any part of the inlet tubes from the inlet to the instrument, and the
entire sampling tube was kept to a minimum to minimize diffusion losses. Also, all the inlet tubes are aligned with the dryer
and with the instrument to minimize particle loss. A calculation of the Reynolds number (Re) of each inlet and its instrument
indicated that the aerosol flow in the inlets tubes is laminar (Re < 850). Calculation of particle loss in inlets (from rain protector
to instrument) was performed using the particle loss calculator (von der Weiden et al., 2009). Calculations were made for
particles in the size range of 0.25 to 41 um (based on particle size measured by instrument), using different particle types of
different density and shape factors (based values in Table 1 in Ardon-Dryer et al., 2015). Particle loss was below 5% for

particles of 0.25 pm and below 0.01% for particles in the size range of 1-2 um.
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Figure 1. Location of AEROS (A) in the South High Plains of West Texas with locations of meteorological station (B) and
TCEQ PM;s station (C). The photos show the filter sampler unit with Harvard Impactor (HI;1) units and the aerosol

measurements unit (outside and inside view with dryers and instruments 2-Grimm 11-D, 3-OPS, and 4-DustTrak).

2.2.1 Instruments used in the aerosol measurements unit

Each of the three inlets is connected to a separate aerosol instrument, and an additional inlet is kept available for aerosol
collection using a filter holder (see Fig. 1). Three distinct particle instruments monitor PM concentrations, total particle number
concentrations, and size distributions. The three instruments include TSI 3330 Optical Particle Sizer (OPS) (TSI, OPS3330
Shoreview, MN, USA), a DustTrak DRX aerosol monitor (TSI 8533EP, Shoreview, MN, USA), and Grimm 11-D system
Portable Aerosol Spectrometer (Grimm Aerosol Technik GmbH & Co. KG, Germany). The three instruments are on a build

shelf at the same height and at sufficient distance from one another to avoid interference (Fig. 1).

The OPS unit measures total particle number concentration as well as particle size distributions in 16 channels (bins) from 0.3
to 10 pm. It works on the principle of optical scattering from single particles. Particles are illuminated using a laser beam
shaped to a thin sheath that is focused below the inlet nozzle. As particles pass through this light sheath, they scatter light in
the form of pulses that are counted and sized simultaneously. The OPS time resolution is 1 min, with a flow rate is 1.0 L min-
! which can reach a particle number concentration of up to 3,000 particle cm with a size resolution of < 5% at 0.5 um and
with measurements error of 0.001 cm3 (TSI, personal communication). There is an option to calculate total mass concentration
for particles of up to 10 pm (representing PM1o). The OPS is calibrated by the manufacturer using different sizes of polystyrene
latex sphere particles (PSL). In the operation of the OPS, the particle density is assumed as 1 g cm3, and no information on
the reflective index is added, as there is very limited knowledge of the atmospheric particle chemical and mineralogical
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composition in this region (Gill et al., 2000; 2009) and, therefore, no way to correctly capture the particles’ density or refractive
index, which are needed to convert the particle concentrations which are based on optical diameter to aerodynamic sizes. The
OPS has been used previously in many laboratory settings (Ardon-Dryer et al., 2015; Yamada et al., 2015; Hsiao et al., 2016)
and indoor experiments (Mglgaard et al., 2015; Maragkidou et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2020). Several studies that examined the
performance of the OPS under diverse laboratory conditions have found it to be comparable with various reference units
(Ardon-Dryer et al., 2015; Vasilatou et al., 2021). To the best of our knowledge, the OPS has not previously been used for

atmospheric measurements or for monitoring atmospheric dust events.

The DustTrak DRX measures aerosol mass concentrations at various sizes (PMi, PM2s, PM4, and PMyo) at a time resolution
of 1 min, using a flow rate of 1.0 L min‘L. Its detection ranges from 1 to 150,000 pg m-3, with a mass resolution of 1 ug m
(TSI Inc., 2019). Measurements are made with a diode laser wavelength of 655 nm (Wang et al., 2009). The DustTrak combines
the photometric measurements of the group particles in the chamber with the optical sizing of single particles in the optical
system and thus reports the concentration of various size fractions simultaneously. The unit is used with an external pump
designed for continuous operation. The DustTrak is calibrated by the manufacturer using Arizona Road Dust/ISO 12103-1,
and the default calibration factor (“Factory Cal”) of 1.0 was used (TSI Inc., 2019). No information is provided by the
manufacturer on the calculation or measurements error of the DustTrak. The DustTrak DRX (and previous versions) have been
widely used in numerous studies (Holstius et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2020; Javed and Guo, 2021), mainly for monitoring outdoor
PM due to its sensitivity to a diverse range of aerosols, fast response time, and high temporal resolution (Rivas et al., 2017).
While some studies have reported high correlations of PM values between the DustTrak and a reference method (McNamara
et al., 2011; Viana et al., 2015), others have found large differences between the two (Holstius et al., 2014; Javed and Guo,
2021). A better comparison can be achieved when relative humidity is taken into account with the use of a dryer (Javed
and Guo, 2021).

The Grimm 11-D measures particle count and mass distribution by light scattering over the size range of 0.25 — 35.15 um in
31 predefined size channels (bins). It provides measurements of total particle number concentrations, size distribution,
and mass concentration (e.g., PM1, PM2s, PMy4 and PMyo). Data are recorded at 1 min intervals (it is also possible to save data
every 6 s). Particle mass concentration can reach up to 100 mg m, while number concentration can reach up to 3,000 cm,
The Grimm 11-D tolerance ranges are + 3% for particle concentration > 500 cm™, and +2 pug m* (Grimm, personal
communication). The sample volume flow is automatically regulated to the set point of 1.2 L min-1. The air is drawn in via a
radially symmetrical suction head and directed straight into an optical measuring cell with a diode laser wavelength of 655 nm
(Peters et al., 2006). The signal from the scattered light is classified by size and count, and these counts are then converted to
mass concentrations. These are made available through a Grimm proprietary algorithm, but the manufacturer does not share
information about it, or the refractive index, density, and weighting factors used for the calculations. The Grimm 11-D is

calibrated by the manufacturer using PSL particles according to 1SO 21501-1, calibration factor (“Factory Cal”) of 1.0 was
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used (Grimm 11-D, 2020). Since the Grimm 11-D provide the concentration of particles for each bin size, calculations of size
distributions for number (dN/dlogD;) and volume (dV/dlogDy) concentrations were performed from the instrument output
using Matlab. The Grimm 11-D and previous versions have been used in various indoor (Mglgaard et al., 2015) and
atmospheric studies (Mukherjee et al., 2017; Stavroulas et al., 2020; Masic et al., 2020), including under dusty conditions
(Jaafari et al., 2018). Several studies examining the performance of the Grimm 11-D unit under diverse atmospheric and
laboratory conditions have found it to be comparable to various reference units (Masic et al., 2020; Vasilatou et al., 2021). For
example, Masic et al. (2020) found that it performed well under diverse atmospheric and pollution conditions; when equipped

with a dryer, it performed at a level comparable to that of a reference unit (a Beta Attenuation monitor).

The three instruments used in AEROS (Grimm 11-D, OPS, and DustTrak) have been found to perform similarly to reference
instruments (Viana et al., 2015; Masic et al., 2020; Vasilatou et al., 2021) and to one another (Crilley et al., 2018; Wang et al.,
2020); some studies have even used them as reference instruments (Mglgaard et al., 2015; Crilley et al., 2018; 2020). The
rationale for using these three instruments is the overlap in measurements between them. For example, similar PM sizes are
measured by the DustTrak and Grimm 11-D, and total number concentration and size distribution (at least for the size range
of 0.3-10.0) are measured by both the OPS and Grimm 11-D. The usage of these three different distinct instruments as part of
AERQOS aerosol measurements unit was planned to overcome times of common instrument problems, e.g., connection issues,
broken units, or the need for repair. Both the Grimm 11-D and OPS are connected to a computer that saves their data, while
the DustTrak data are saved on the instrument. Those data were downloaded and saved every week after the silica gel
replacement, the 1-min values were then calculated using a MATLAB code to determine the values based on various time
intervals (e.g., 10-min, hourly, and daily average values). All instrument time was synchronized and converted to local Central
Standard Time (CST).

Each aerosol instrument is connected to a dedicated dryer to minimize the airflow passing through each dryer and to allow for
longer use of each dryer (one-week duration). The dryers remove water from the particles by reducing the relative humidity
from the surrounding air, relative humidity after the dryer is low (24 + 0.5%). The instruments and station underwent standard
maintenance operations each week, including replacing the used silica gel in each dryer with freshly baked ones, cleaning each
inlet and tubing, and replacing paper filters in each instrument. In addition, each instrument was examined to verify that it
counted O particles with a clean purge zero count filter, which enabled testing for leakage. Additional zero offset calibrations
were performed on the DustTrak, based on the manufacturer’s advice. When no particles were detected, the freshly baked
dryer was connected to each instrument with a clean filter at the inlet, and measurements of particles were performed to verify
the dryer background particle level (PM, size distribution, and total number concentration). These background values were
subsequently subtracted from the instruments’ atmospheric measurements. The contribution of particles due to the use of the
dryers was minimal; for example, the PM1 particle mass concentration was 0.3 + 0.16 pug m (average + standard deviation,

SD values), while the number concentration of particles in the size range of 253 - 298 nm was 15.4 + 8.9 cm™.
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2.3. Measurements of PMzsconcentration from TCEQ

The only reference AQMS unit in this region belongs to the TCEQ (TCEQ, 2021). This unit located 8.2 km from AEROS (Fig.
1), measures only hourly PM2s concentrations (local conditions at local CST) using a Met One BAM-1022 Beta Attenuation
Mass monitor unit. The BAM-1022 measures PM_ s concentrations ranging from -15 to 10,000 ug m with a resolution of 0.1

ug m and a precision of < 2.4 ug m per hour. Additional information on this unit can be found in Kelley et al. (2020).

2.4. Comparison of aerosol instrumentation under laboratory and atmospheric conditions

A comparison of the three aerosol instruments was performed using known particles under controlled laboratory conditions as

well as under atmospheric conditions.

2.4.1. Comparison of aerosol instrumentation using known particles in the lab

Although the three instruments were received from the manufacturer after factory calibration, we performed calibration tests
of the OPS and Grimm 11-D using three monodisperse polystyrene sphere particles (0.25, 0.5, and 0.95 pm) to verify their
performance in identifying particle size at the corrected size bins. The PSL particles were wet generated using a Brechtel
Manufacturing, Inc. (BMI) 9200 Aerosol Generator (BMI, 2022). The atomized particles entered integrated in-line dryers

where they evaporated, leaving anhydrous crystalline particles before reaching OPS and Grimm 11-D.

A laboratory comparison was performed using an experimental setup designed specifically for this comparison (Fig. 2). For
this comparison, Arizona Test Dust (ATD) particles (Nominal 0 - 3 mm, Powder Technology Inc. MN, US) with 100 um
Bronze Beads (TSI 3400) were generated using a 3D printed dust generator (PRinted FluidlZed bed gEnerator- 3D dust
generator, PRIZE; Roesch et al., 2017). The dry dust particles were suspended in the dry generator using a 4 L min* nitrogen
flow. The particles were then measured by each of the three instruments, and any excess flow not drawn into the instruments
was filtered and vented to a hood. A Brechtel Y-shaped flow splitter was used to split the flow, and conductive silicone tubing

carried the particles between all components to minimize particle loss to the tubing by electrostatic forces.
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Figure 2. Experimental setup: Arizona Test Dust (ATD) particles were generated using PRinted FluidlZed bed gEnerator- 3D
dust generator (PRIZE) and measured by the various instruments (DustTrak, OPS, and Grimm 11-D).

2.4.2. Comparison of aerosol instrumentation using atmospheric particles

Two types of atmospheric measurements were performed using the three instruments. In the first, a comparison of the aerosol
instruments in AEROS was performed for 78 days from mid-March to the end of May 2019. In the second comparison, which
took place in the same period, aerosol measurements by AEROS were compared to measurements taken at ground level and

outside the station shed (on the rooftop).

To evaluate the similarities and differences of the three instruments (or locations), a set of calculations and comparisons was
performed using MATLAB and Excel. The evaluation and comparisons were based on R-squared (R?), root-mean-square error
(RMSE), and mean absolute error (MAE) values as well as the best fit information (including the slope and intercept), and
Pearson correlation coefficient based on linear regression (standard least-squares linear regression). Additional evaluation
based on orthogonal distance regression was made using R. After the comparisons were performed, additional measurements
of different meteorological and atmospheric conditions were made to observe the behavior of AEROS and examine its ability

to observe diverse pollution conditions and to distinguish between natural (e.g., dust) and anthropogenic (e.g., haze) pollution.

2.5. Meteorological measurements

Meteorological information, such as 5-min to hourly ambient temperature, relative humidity, wind speed, direction, and gust

as well as visibility, pressure, and precipitation were retrieved from the local National Weather Service (NWS) Automated
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Surface Observation System (ASOS), available via the METeorological Aerodrome Reports (METARS) station located ~9.8
km northeast of AERQOS (33° 39'48.96" N, 101° 49' 22.8" W, Fig. 1). The data were retrieved from March to May 2019, and
all times were converted to CST. Observations of meteorological conditions (e.g., thunderstorms, rain, haze, and dust) were
retrieved for that period using the “Present Weather Code”, which is provided in the METAR.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Laboratory intercomparison of aerosol instrumentation using known particles

Analysis of OPS and Grimm 11-D using PSL particles was performed to identify if the instrument can detect particles at the
correct sizes. Three different PSL sizes were examined, these PSL had nominal sizes of 0.25, 0.5, and 0.95 um with a size
range of 0.24-0.26, 0.48-0.52, and 0.93-0.97 nm, respectively. The results of the PSL test can be found in Fig. S2, on average
16 measurements were taken for each size and instrument. Overall, OPS and Grimm 11-D identified particles of similar sizes
and concentrations. Both instruments, when examining 0.25 um particles (Fig. S2A), had the highest concentration at the
smallest (first) bin size, Grimm 11-D identified the 0.25 pm PSL at a bin size of 0.253 to 0.298 um, while OPS detect the
highest concentration at a bin size of 0.3 to 0.374 um. When 0.5 um PSL particles were examined (Fig. S2B), both units
identified monodisperse distribution with a narrow maximum at the expected size range. The OPS identified the PSL at size
range (bins) of 0.465 to 0.579 um while Grimm 11-D identified most of the particles in two bins of 0.414 to 0.488 um and
0.488 to 0.576 pum, the particles examined were in the range of 0.48-0.52 um, and therefore identified in the correct detected
sizes of Grimm 11-D. For the 0.95 pum particles (Fig. S2C), both instruments behave similarly and had bimodal distribution
with two maxima, one at the smallest bin and another one at larger particle size. We suspected that high concentrations of
small particles detected in this PSL solution was due to an artifact caused by surfactant used in the PSL solution. The surfactant
is added by the manufacturer to helps keep the spheres PSL from clumping together during storage, but often can produce a
tail of small particles. OPS identified the 0.95 um particles in size bins of 0.897-1.117 um, while Grimm 11-D identified most
of the particles in bin size of 0.679 to 0.8 um, much lower than the PSL size range. More recently, when only Grimm 11-D
was used (Fig. S2D) while using a new solution of 0.95 um PSL particles, Grimm 11-D identified most of the particles in two
bins 0.679 to 0.8 and 0.8 to 0.943 um, the latter was in the PSL size range yet slightly lower than size expected. The detection
of particles of that size range (~ 1 um) at smaller sizes was observed in previous studies that used Grimm 11-D, yet it seems
as if this size was in the detected size range according to 1SO 21501-4 (Vasilatou et al., 2021). The behavior of the OPS came
as no surprise as it was similar to previous studies that used size-selected ammonium sulfate particles (Ardon-Dryer et al.,
2015).

Avrizona Test Dust particles were generated and measured by each instrument every minute for 30 min. A comparison of total
particle number concentration and size distribution was made between the OPS and the Grimm 11-D, while a comparison of

PM was performed between the DustTrak and Grimm 11-D. Overall, similar measurements were found between the various
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instruments as shown in Fig. 3. Full information on the statistics based on liner regression of each comparison including R?,
RMSE, and MAE, slope, intercepts, the number of parallel measurements, Pearson correlation coefficient value as well as slop
and intercepts based on orthogonal distance regression can be found in Table S1. The OPS and Grimm 11-D had a similar
particle size distribution in most of the overlapping particle sizes, mainly for particle sizes ranging from 0.8 um to 9 um. For
small particle sizes (<0.8 um), however, the Grimm 11-D measured a higher particle number concentration than the OPS (Fig.
3A). Similar values of total particle number concentration were measured by the OPS and Grimm 11-D when similar particle
size ranges were used (0.3-10 um; Fig. 3B). A high R? value (R? = 0.97) was measured during this experiment, and no statistical
difference (based on one-way ANOVA) was detected between the two units. A comparison of the DustTrak and Grimm 11-D
was performed using various PM sizes (Table S1 and Fig. 3C). Overall, both instruments measured similar PM concentrations,
but the Grimm 11-D measured higher mass concentrations for the larger particle sizes (PMo, PM4, PM25), while the DustTrak
measured higher mass concentrations than the Grimm 11-D for PM;. The R? for the PM concentration comparison was high
(range: 0.85 - 1.0, see Table S1), and there was no statistical difference between the measurements of these instruments based

on one-way ANOVA.
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Figure 3. Comparison of the particle size distribution for optical diameter between the OPS and Grimm 11-D (A) total number
concentration (B), and comparison of PM concentration between the DustTrak and Grimm 11-D for PM1, PM4, PM25, and

PM; (C) using Arizona Test Dust particles. Error bars represent SD values for measurement duration.

3.2. Intercomparison of aerosol instruments using atmospheric particles

A comparison of atmospheric measurements was performed using hourly average values measured from mid-March to the end
of May 2019 (a total of 78 days). During this period, PM and total number concentration varied, as shown in Fig. 4. The hourly
PM, 5 values ranged from < 1 pug m-to more than 300 pg m=3, while the total number concentration ranged from 0.5 to 220
cm3. The time comparison in Fig. 4 shows that, while two instruments (OPS and Grimm 11-D) measured similar total number
concentration values, the three instruments that measured PM,s values (Grimm 11-D, DustTrak, and TCEQ) had large
variabilities in their PM values. The Grimm 11-D measured higher PM2 s values on some days while on others, the DustTrak
measured higher PM;s concentrations. For that difference, a full comparison was performed between all the instruments for
diverse PM sizes as well as for the total number concentration (Fig. 5). Additional information of each composition including

averaged and SD, median, mode, 10th, and 90th percentile values can be found in Table S2. It should be noted that during the
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examined period the DustTrak reported no jumps in PM concentrations or negative or 0 values under low PM concentrations

(as presented in Rivas et al., 2017), perhaps due to the weekly calibration (zero offset).
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Figure 4. (A) Hourly values of PM2s from the Grimm 11-D (black), DustTrak (red), and TCEQ station (green) and (B) total
number concentrations from the Grimm 11-D (black) and OPS (light blue) as measured during March-May 2019.

A comparison of atmospheric measurements was performed for PMyo between the Grimm 11-D and OPS (Fig. 5A). This
comparison, which had 867 hours of parallel measurements, returned a high R2 value (0.95) and low RSME and MAE values
(3.3 and 2.1 pug m3, respectively). When the PMyo values from the OPS were compared to those of the DustTrak (Fig. 5B), the
comparison had a lower R? value (0.79) and higher RSME and MAE values (24.3 and 8.0 pug m3, respectively). Although this
comparison was low, previous studies have shown that the OPS and DustTrak measure similar PM 1o values, under laboratory
conditions (Wang et al., 2020).

The PM concentration for sizes PMi, PMa, PM2s, and PM; were compared between the Grimm 11-D and DustTrak; there
were 671 parallel hours. The R? values ranged from 0.63 (for PM1o; Fig. 5C) to 0.86 (for PM.s; Fig. 5D), while the RSME
values ranged from 5.3 pg m=to 10.6 pg m=3, and the MAE values ranged from 3.3 pg m<to 6.6 ug m=. On average, the
Grimm 11-D measured higher PM1o and PMg values (9.3 + 19.1 and 2.8 + 8.4 ug m3, respectively) than the DustTrak, similar
to the results of Javed and Guo (2021), who found that the DustTrak measured lower mass concentrations at larger particle
sizes. For PM2s and PM;, however, the DustTrak measured higher values on average (2.4 + 6.5 and 5.3 + 8.2 ug m,
respectively) than the Grimm 11-D. These findings are similar to those of Holstius et al. (2014), who compared the DustTrak
and a Grimm unit and recorded higher PM; s values from the DustTrak than from the Grimm, perhaps because the DustTrak

overestimated the concentration of PM; s (Javed and Guo, 2021).

In a comparison of PM s hourly values between the Grimm 11-D and DustTrak to the local TCEQ station (Figs. 5E, 5F) the
AERQOS instruments (Grimm 11-D and DustTrak) measured higher PM. s values (with averages of 3.5+ 5.5and 6.1 + 15.1 ug
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m-3, respectively) than those measured by the TCEQ. When PM; s values from the TCEQ were compared with those measured
by the DustTrak, the comparison had a high R? value (0.8) and low RSME and MAE values (4.8 and 3.3 pug m-3, respectively).
A lower R? value (0.55) and RSME and MAE values (3.5 and 2.5 pug m3, respectively) were measured when the TCEQ values
were compared with those of the Grimm 11-D. Although the overall R? values were high and the RSME and MAE values were
low overall, there were differences between the units. The differing PM2 s values between the TCEQ and the Grimm 11-D and
DustTrak could be attributed to two causes. First, the TCEQ unit is not located near AEROS but ~8.2 km away meaning it was
most likely exposed to slightly different conditions (e.g., due to its location near an agriculture field, while AEROS is located
on campus in an urban setting) and therefore had different particle mass concentrations. Second, several of the TCEQ PM35
values were below zero (down to -8 pg m), and the TCEQ zero setting is below 0 pug m3, which could impact the comparison

by lowering the overall TCEQ values.

A comparison of total particle number concentration between the OPS and Grimm 11-D for particles 0.3 um to 10 um yielded
a high R? value (0.98) and low RSME and MAE values (3.5 and 2.5 cm™, respectively), with a slope of 1.0 (Fig. 5I)
emphasizing the compatibility of the two units. It should be noted that although overall these two instruments show high
comparability a close look at the distribution of the total concentration shows a difference between the OPS and Grimm 11-D
over some periods. A comparison was performed between the units based on different periods, where each period represents
the time between silica gel replacement and filter change in instruments (see Fig. S3). For two out of the nine periods (for
unknown reasons) OPS measured much higher number concentration values compared to Grimm 11-D, leading to much higher

difference values between the two units (Fig. S3B) and therefore shift of the 1:1 line (Fig. 51).

Overall, the OPS and Grimm 11-D are more comparable based on their total number concentration and PM1g values, but the
Grimm 11-D and DustTrak had high comparison values (relatively high R? values) for the diverse PM sizes, so the difference
was not consistent. Larger PM sizes (PM1 and PMy) were higher in the Grimm 11-D than in the DustTrak, while smaller PM
sizes (PM2s and PM;) were higher in the DustTrak than in Grimm 11-D. Some of these differences in mass concentration in
the atmospheric measurements could be attributed to slight changes in the method used by each instrument for particle
detection. For example, according to Wang et al. (2020), the OPS uses a more focused laser beam and a nozzle with a smaller
inner diameter to sample particles compared to the one used in the DustTrak, while the DustTrak single scattering measurement
has a larger minimum detectable size (~0.5 um) yields more coincidence errors than the OPS. Another factor lay with the fact
that the instruments are calibrated by the manufacturer using different particle types, both OPS and Grimm 11-D calibrated
using PSL particles while the DustTrak is calibrated with Arizona Road Dust. Calibration using different particle types could
cause different detection or reading. Previous studies indicated that optical responses of different particles may vary
significantly, depending on the particles type or the pollution level (McNamara et al., 2011; Sousan et al., 2016; Masic et al.,
2020). For example, irregular particles, like dust particles, will scatter more light which may overestimate the optical diameter

of the particles (Chien et al., 2016). According to Zhang et al. (2018), the relationship between PM mass concentration and

13



375

380

light scattering is strongly dependent on particle size and, to a lesser extent, on PM composition. Atmospheric particles, as the
one used in this comparison, contain different types of particles which will be varied by their refractive indexes, densities, and
shapes leading to slightly different interpretations by each of the instruments and to different readings (Cheng et al.,2010).
Since there is very limited information about the atmospheric particle chemical and mineralogical composition in this region

no correction (e.g., different refractive indexes, densities values) could be made, and instruments were used as default from

the manufacture with manufacture correction factors.

DustTrak PM, 5 (ug m3) OPS-Mass PMyg (ug m?)

DustTrak PM, (g m3)

Figure 5. Instrument comparison based on linear regression, comparison of hourly PM, and total particle number concentration
values as measured by the Grimm 11-D, OPS, DustTrak, and TCEQ. Dashed gray lines represent a 1:1 line. The statistics of

350

e
[=1
o

[
h
(=]

[
=
(=1

—_
h
(=]

—
[=]
(=]

n
(=1

o

120

90

60

150

120

90

60

30

0

PMyq
FR2= 0.95
RMSE =33
FMAE=2.1 s
Slope=0.6

F1=-09 o .
N =867 0

50 100 150 200 250 300 350
Grimm 11-D PM,; (ug m3)
D

PM; 5 e o
RI= 0.86 ‘

| RMSE =33
MAE =33
Slope=14 g%
=22 ® e
IN=67L® o

60 20
Grimm 11-D PM, ; (ug m3)

120

PM,

Ri= 0.73

[RMSE=77 4

MAE=44 e

| Slope=0.8 e
1=08 s

[ 3
N=6Tlq o%.°

L

o
'e

30 60 90 120

150

0

Grimm 11-D PM, (ug m~)

OPS-Mass PM, (ugm?)

TCEQ PM; 5 (pg m?)

DustTrak PM; (ug m)

800

L=

(=]

(=]
T

400

. g

400 600
DustTrak PM,, (ug m3)
E

80

[=33
[=]

=
=)

[3=]
[=]

PM; 5 A
RZ= 055
RMSE =3.5

MAE =235

Slope=0.5 2
=17
FN=1327

80

120

0

. PM,;

RI= 075

‘ RMSE =68
MAE=43
Slope=1.7
1=01
N=671

30 60 90 120

Grimm 11-D PM; (ng m=)

14

DustTrak PM o (ug m~)

TCEQ PM, s pg m?

OPS (cm?)

350

300

250

200

150

100

0

PMy, v
LRI= 0.64 -
RMSE = 10.6

I MAE=66 Ve
Slope = 0.5
FI=50 /
N=671

50 100 150 200 250 300 350
Grimm 11-D PM,, (ug m3)
F

PM; 5

IR2= 081

RMSE=48
I MAE =33
Slope=04 -
l1=23
N=825

L aed )

#5

200 300
DustTrak PM, 5 (ug m3)

Total Number concentration p

RZ=098
[RMSE=3.5 i
MAE=25
Slope=1.0
[1=04 7

N=8§92
. e

100 150 200 250

Grimm 11-D (cm?)



385

390

395

400

405

410

415

each case include the R%, RMSE, and MAE, as well as the slope, intercepts (1), and N, which represent the number of parallel
measurement points. Shown are comparisons of the Grimm 11-D and OPS (A) and Grimm 11-D and DustTrak (B) for PMg
and between the OPS and DustTrak for PM1o (C). The Grimm 11-D and DustTrak (A) and Grimm 11-D and TCEQ (B) for
PMgs, and between TCEQ and DustTrak for PM2 s (E). Comparison between the Grimm 11-D and DustTrak for PM4 (G) and
PM; (H), and between Grimm 11-D and OPS for total particle number concentration (I). Additional statistics for each

comparison can be found in Table S2.

3.3. Comparison of particle concentration based on different locations

A comparison of particle concentration (mass and number) based on instrument location was performed (using identical rental
units). For this comparison, one Grimm 11-D unit was in AEROS, while the second (rental) unit was located outside the shed
on the rooftop floor. One DustTrak and one OPS unit were kept in AEROS, while two other (rental) units were located on the
ground floor. Each measurement in each location was taken every 1min for lhour. The instruments in AEROS used the
sampling design and inlet length described in Section 2.2 and shown in Fig. 1, while the units at the two other locations (rooftop
and ground floor) were used as is, without a dryer or inlet. These comparisons were taken under atmospheric conditions with
atemperature of 26 £ 5.4 °C and relative humidity of 48.9 + 16.7 % (as measured by the NWS station). A comparison of each
instrument pair (near each other) showed that both units measured similar overall concentrations (number and mass, data not

shown).

Overall, similar particle concentrations were found at all three locations (Fig. 6). The average particle size distribution
measured in AEROS, when compared to those taken on the rooftop floor using the Grimm 11-D (Fig. 6A) showed similar
number concentrations for all particle sizes. For the comparison between measured in AEROS and the ground floor using OPS
(Fig. 6B), we found higher particle number concentration in size range of 0.3 to 2 um (with difference up to 350 cm=for 0.3
pum) at the ground level. The measurements at the ground floor were higher most likely due to people walking near the
instruments and kicking particles from the sidewalk, and the fact the ground sampling location was near a parking lot that was
active during the sampling period. Although higher number concentrations were measured at the ground, the comparison
between the two OPS measurements (in the AEROS shed and on the ground floor) had a high R? value (0.99) and low RMSE
and MAE values (0.8 and 0.6 cm3, respectively). The difference between the two Grimm 11-D measurements (in the AEROS
shed and on the rooftop floor) also had a good comparison, with a high R? value (0.99) but with slightly higher RMSE and
MAE values (7.7 and 3.4 cm™, respectively).

Similar measurements were obtained for PM concentration using the Grimm 11-D and DustTrak in different locations. The
PM concentration measured using the Grimm 11-D in the AEROS shed were slightly higher (with an average of 2.3 + 1.3 ug
m-2 for all PM sizes) than the measurements taken on the rooftop floor (Fig. 6C), while the measurements with the DustTrak

at ground level were also slightly higher (an average of 1.3 + 1.1 pug m for all PM sizes) than those measured in the AEROS
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shed (Fig. 6D). Although there were differences in PM concentrations, these were relatively small (1.3 - 2.3 pg m3) and within
the range of difference found between the two instruments when they were measured at the same location and time. In addition,
in both cases, the RMSE and MAE were relatively low (< 1.8 and 1.2 ug m, respectively). There was no statistical difference
(based on one-way ANOVA) between the measurements from these locations (in the AEROS shed vs. the rooftop floor or the
ground floor). Overall, this comparison showed that measurements using AERQOS (with the current setup in the shed) reflect
measurements at ground level, at least for the condition tested. It is possible to assume that different meteorological and

atmospheric conditions would cause some differences.

g A Grimm 11-D & B oPS C Grimm 11-D D DustTrak

= 1000 EROS =1 1000 ¢ 725 o 25

s -4 =] E =AFROS g WAEROS ] WAEROS

g2 . 1o Outside near AEROS =] 100 L = Ground level o Outside near AEROS| 2 mGround level

3 @ sSo E 220 220

< 10 X o L =] =]

g E X 9F w0 8 S r |

3 N 3% S5t =15t "
o 1 < o a 1L = 15

50 Y, =0 8] =
1) ™, D T =] o

2.8 0L \ S o ol S 10 | 3 10 |

ES om , ES g 2

27 ool k Nt 25 ool L

E-Uoom— lr'w o sy 5 s

= . q g 0.001 s s

5 0.0001 : : 5 0.0001 A0 Ao

~ 0.1 1 10 100 A« 0.1 1 10 100 PM;,  PM; PM,s PM; PMy,  PM,  PM,s  PM

Particle diameter (um) Particle diameter (um) PM sizes PM sizes

Figure 6. Comparison of measurements taken in the AEROS shed with measurements taken on the ground level or on the
rooftop floor outside the AEROS shed. (A) Particle size distribution (optical diameter) measured by the Grimm 11-D unit in
the AEROS shed (black) and outside on the rooftop floor (light gray). (B) Particle size distribution (optical diameter) measured
by the OPS in AEROS (black) and on the ground floor (dark gray). (C) PM concentration at various sizes as measured by the
Grimm 11-D unit in AEROS (black) and outside AERQOS on the rooftop floor (gray). (D) PM concentration at various sizes as
measured by DustTrak in AEROS (black) and on the ground floor (dark gray). Error bars represent SD values of the measured

period.

3.4. Observation and identification of different pollution events (anthropogenic vs. natural)

Observations using AEROS’s aerosol instruments were used to distinguish between different pollution events attributed to
anthropogenic causes (haze) or natural causes (dust events). Ideally, the identification of particle chemistry confirms the type
of particles, but that was impossible at the time of the measurements, so observations of particle concentrations (total number
and mass concentrations) and particle size distribution were used to distinguish between these different events. It is expected
that pollution events will have high emissions of particles with a high particle concentration, as an anthropogenic event has

more small particles than a natural event (e.g., dust), which has larger particles (Kulkarni et al., 2011).

Observations of anthropogenic and natural events were made on March 28 - 30, 2019, when two haze events and one dust
event were captured. Figure 7 presents the total number concentrations, PM mass concentrations, and size distribution at these
times. During the morning hours of March 28, the local NWS reported a haze event. The visibility (based on measurements

taken from the meteorological station) decreased from 16 to 8 km (from 5:00 to 10:00). At 10:00, the hourly average value
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based on total particle number concentration was 122.5 + 14.1 cm™ (Fig. 7A), and the hourly PM concentration at the same
time did not exceed 45 pug m=3 (PMowas 44 = 5.9 ug m3, PMzswas 27 + 1.4 ug m, and PM; was 23.8 + 1.2 ug m3; Fig. 7B).
The size distribution at the same time showed a very high number concentration of small particles <1um (more than 102 cm
for particles ranging from 0.25 - 0.3 um; Fig. 7C). Haze was reported again the next morning beginning at 5:00, and the
visibility from 10:00 to 11:00 dropped from 16 to 8 km. The total number concentration (hourly average) at that time was 126
+ 13.8 cm™ (Fig. 7A). The PM hourly concentrations did not exceed 30 pg m (the hourly PM3owas 29.6 + 3 pug m=, PMs
was 23.0 + 1.6 ug m and PM; of 20.8 + 1.5 ug m3; Fig. 7B), while as observed the previous day, the size distribution showed
very high number concentrations of small particles of <lum (Fig. 7C). The two haze events had relatively similar
concentrations when the observation was made as a function of volume size distributions (Fig. 7D). These two haze events
had lower (by an order of magnitude) particle mass and total number concentrations compared to several large haze events
measured in China (Gou et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Li et al., 2019). Some of the differences in particle concentration in
the haze events measured here compared to those measured in China may be attributed to the different particle sizes used. The
particle size range used in Gou et al. (2014) was smaller (from 10 nm to 0.6 pm) than the one used in this work (particles >
0.25 um were detected). Using similar particle sizes, Wang et al. (2014) still measured higher particle number concentrations
than the two presented here, but the haze event in their work had a higher magnitude than the one measured in this work. It is
possible to assume that since measurements taken in this region which has much smaller cities compared to those measured in
China, therefore there will be differences in the emissions rate and type which will attribute to the differences of number and

mass concentrations observed here compared to those from China.

On March 30 at midnight, a dust event (blowing dust) was reported by the local NWS station (reports observed between 0:35
to 0:45). The wind speed reached 12 m s, wind gusts of 17 m s were reported, and the visibility dropped to 9.6 km. During
that hour, lower total number concentrations were measured (28.3 + 2.3 cm) than those measured in the two haze events
mentioned above. Higher PM concentrations were reported during the hour with the dust event, with hourly values of 319.3 +
192.2, 46.7 £ 29.9, and 6.6 + 3.5 ug m3 for PMyo, PM s and PMy, respectively (Fig. 7B). This dust event had much lower PM
concentrations than those measured in Saudi Arabia (Alghamdi et al., 2015), Israel (Ardon-Dryer and Levin, 2014), Crete
(Polymenakou et al., 2008), and other locations in the US, such as Arizona (Hyde et al., 2018). During the dust event, higher
number, and volume concentrations of larger particles (>0.8um) were observed (Fig. 7C, 7D). The size distribution of the
particles had a bimodal distribution, with high number concentrations at sizes 0.28 um and 3 pum. Previous studies also
measured lower number concentrations of small particles with an increase in large particles during several dust events (Ardon-
Dryer and Levin, 2014; Niu et al., 2016).

An increase in particle number concentration during the dust event compared to the two haze events was observed for particles
> (.8 um. Observations based on the differences or ratio between PM1oand PM. s have been used to distinguish between dust

and non-dust events (Alghamdi et al., 2015; Sugimoto et al., 2016). For the dust event, PM1o- PMzswas 277.6 pg m-3, which
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was an order of magnitude higher than in the two haze events (17 and 7.6 pug m for March 28 and 29, respectively). The
PM_ s/PMyg ratio for the dust event was 0.15, while the values for the haze events were higher (0.61 and 0.74 for March 28 and
29, respectively). It has been suggested that a lower PM2s/PMy ratio (<0.35) indicates a contribution from natural sources
(e.g., dust event), while a higher ratio suggests a larger contribution from anthropogenic sources (Sugimoto et al., 2016; Tong
et al., 2012). The PM2s/PMjo ratio helps to distinguish between natural and anthropogenic events, but according to Lei and
Wang (2014), this ratio may suffer from intrinsic deficiency as an identification criterion for dust events because the ratio for
normal days may have already been very low. Therefore, additional measurements such as particle size distribution can support

such observation.

As described above, continuous measurements of particle concentrations (number and mass) and particle size distribution
enable distinguishing between dust and anthropogenic events in this area, which emphasizes the ability of AEROS’s aerosol
instruments to distinguish between different pollution events. The additional information of different PM sizes provided by
AEROS, as well as total number concentrations and particle size distribution, can better explain the impact of different
pollution events on air quality in this region. Although the atmospheric measurements presented in this work were based on
an hourly basis, each of the three instruments measures at a 1 min time resolution, allowing the observation of changes of
particle concentration at short time intervals (e.g., 10 min). Measurements of such short duration will allow observation of

short-term events that would have been missed when using the regular hourly average basis.
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Figure 7. Measurements (hourly average) of total particle number concentration using OPS in black and Grimm 11-D, in red
(A), measurements of PM mass concentration from Grimm 11-D (B), and particle number size distribution (C) and volume
size distribution (D) of optical diameter using Grimm 11-D for March 28 - 30, 2019. The numbers on the plots represent

different events (1 and 2 for the haze events and 3 for the dust event). Error bars represent SD values of hourly measurements.

3.5. AEROS limitations

Although AEROS provides crucial information on long-term measurements of various PM sizes, total particle number
concentration, and particle size distribution under diverse meteorological and pollution conditions, it has some limitations.
Some of these arise from the maintenance of AEROS, which requires weekly checks and calibrations, including cleaning of

the instruments and inlets, and replacement of the silica gel in the dryers. The fact that all the instruments used are based on
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optical size allows for comparison between the instruments, but also mean these instruments require examination and
calibration by the manufacturer every year which could be a financial burden as the calibration cost for each unit can range
from ~$3000 to ~$5000. While AEROS contain grammatic measurements for PM_ s and PMo, those were not available at the
time of this comparison and no access was available to reference units such as Beta Attenuation Mass (BAM) monitor or a
Tapered Element Oscillating Microbalance (TEOM), therefore additional measurements under different atmospheric
conditions would be required to continue examination Grimm 11-D and DustTrak PM measurements. Another limitation is
that our station provides information for only one site and is unable to capture the spatial variability of particles conversation,
but even information from this one site is critical for this region, which does not have much information on atmospheric

particles number concentrations, different PM sizes mass concentration or and particle size distribution.

4. Summary

The lack of AQMSs in the Southern High Plains inspired the design and building of AEROS, which provides continuous
measurements of PM mass concentrations of various sizes, total particle number concentrations, and particle size distribution
from three separate optical aerosol instruments (OPS, Grimm 11-D, and DustTrak). The three aerosol instruments provided
overlapping measurements with similar mass and number concentrations of atmospheric and laboratory particles. Both the
OPS and Grimm 11-D provided information on total number concentration and size distribution (at least for the size range of
0.3 — 10 pm) and a comparison showed that they are very similar. The DustTrak and Grimm 11-D provided similar PM sizes;
their comparison showed some differences depending on the PM sizes, although those differences were small, an additional
examination will be required, ideally while using a reference PM measurement. Continuous measurement of particle
concentrations and particle size distribution using AEROS allows demonstrating between dust and anthropogenic events
demonstrating AEROS’s ability to identify different pollution events, which will help us to better understand the impact of

diverse pollution events (mainly dust) on the air quality in this region.

Author contribution. KAD designed and built AEROS, designed the experiments, supervised the entire process, and
performed most of the analysis, in addition to writing the manuscript. MK performed the experiments. XX helped with the
data analysis. YD wrote all the MATLAB codes used for the analysis. All authors were actively involved in interpreting results
and in discussions on the manuscript.

Declaration of competing interest. The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal

relationships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.
Acknowledgment. This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, commercial, or not-

for-profit sectors. The authors would like to thank Livingston Jeff and Wilks Lee from National Wind Institute, and to James

Browning and Darren Hedrick from the Department of Geosciences for all their help assembling AEROS. To Dr. Frank

19



540

545

550

555

560

565

Drewnick for his help and guidance, while using the Particle Loss Calculator (PLC), Texas Tech University for the support of

Mary Kelley and Xia Xueting's scholarship and financial support.

Reference

Alghamdi, M. A., Almazroui, M., Shamy, M., Redal, M. A., Alkhalaf, A. K., Hussein, M. A., and Khoder, M. I.:
Characterization and elemental composition of atmospheric aerosol loads during springtime dust storm in western Saudi
Arabia, Aerosol Air Qual. Res., 15, 440453, https://doi.org/10.4209/aaqr.2014.06.0110, 2015.

Andrews, E., Sheridan, P. J., Ogren, J. A., Hageman, D., Jefferson, A., Wendell, J., Alastuey, A., Alados-Arboledas, L., Bergin,
M., Ealo, M., Hallar, A. G., Hoffer, A., Kalapov, I., Keywood, M., Kim, J., Kim, S., Kolonjari, F., Labuschagne, C., Lin, N.,
Macdonald, A., Mayol-Bracero, O. L., McCubbin, I. B., Pandolfi, M., Reisen, F., Sharma, S., Sherman, J. P., Sorribas, M., &
Sun, J.: Overview of the NOAA/ESRL Federated Aerosol Network, Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 100(1), 123-135,
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-17-0175.1, 2019.

Ardon-Dryer, K. and Levin, Z.: Ground-based measurements of immersion freezing in the eastern Mediterranean, Atmos.
Chem. Phys., 14, 5217-5231, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-5217-2014, 2014.

Ardon-Dryer, K., Garimella, S., Huang, Y.-W., Christopoulos, C., and Cziczo, D: Evaluation of DMA size selection of dry
dispersed mineral dust particles, Aerosol Sci. Technol., 49, 828-841http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02786826.2015.1077927,2015.
Ardon-Dryer, K., Dryer, Y., Williams, J. N., and Moghimi, N.: Measurements of PM2.5 with PurpleAir under atmospheric
conditions, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 13, 5441-5458, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-13-5441-2020, 2020.

Barkjohn, K. K., Gantt, B., and Clements, A. L.: Development and application of a United States-wide correction for
PM2.5 data collected with the PurpleAir sensor, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 14, 4617-4637, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-14-4617-
2021, 2021.

BMI.: Brechtel Manufacturing Incorporated Model 9200 Aerosol Generation System. Brechtel Manufacturing Inc., Hayward,
CA, 2022.

Cheng, Y.H. and Lin, Y.L.: Measurement of Particle Mass Concentrations and Size Distributions in an Underground
Station. Aerosol Air Qual. Res. 10: 22-29. https://doi.org/10.4209/aaqr.2009.05.0037, 2010.

Chien, C.H., Theodore, A., Wu, C.Y., Hsu, Y.M., and Birky, B.: Upon correlating diameters measured by optical particle
counters and aerodynamic particle sizers. J. Aerosol Sci., 101, 77-85, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaerosci.2016.05.011, 2016.
Cohen, A., Anderson, R., Ostro, B., Pandey, K. D., Krzyzanowski, M., Kiinzli, N, Gutschmidt, K., Pope, C. A., Romieu, 1.,
Samet J. M., and Smith K. R.: Urban ambient air pollution, in: Comparative Quantification of Health Risks: Global and
Regional Burden of Disease Attributable to Selected Major Risk Factors, edited by: Ezzati, M., Lopez, A.D., Rodgers, A., and
Murray, C.J.L, World Health Organization, Geneva, Switzerland, 1353-1433, 2004.

20


https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-13-5441-2020

570

575

580

585

590

595

600

Crilley, L. R., Shaw, M., Pound, R., Kramer, L. J., Price, R., Young, S., Lewis, A. C., and Pope, F. D.: Evaluation of a low-
cost optical particle counter (Alphasense OPC-N2) for ambient air monitoring, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 11, 709-720,
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-11-709-2018, 2018.

Crilley, L. R., Singh, A., Kramer, L. J., Shaw, M. D., Alam, M. S., Apte, J. S., Bloss, W. J., Hildebrandt Ruiz, L., Fu, P., Fu,
W., Gani, S., Gatari, M., llyinskaya, E., Lewis, A. C., Ng'ang'a, D., Sun, Y., Whitty, R. C. W., Yue, S., Young, S., and Pope,
F. D.: Effect of aerosol composition on the performance of low-cost optical particle counter correction factors, Atmos. Meas.
Tech., 13, 1181-1193, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-13-1181-2020, 2020.

Deane, G. and Gutmann, M. P.: Blowin' Down the Road: Investigating Bilateral Causality Between Dust Storms and
Population in the Great Plains, Popul. Res. Policy Rev., 22, 297-331, https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1027374330129, 2003.

EPA. Appendix L to part 50—reference method for the determination of fine particulate matter as PM2s in the atmosphere.
Federal Register, 62:57-95, 1997.

EPA. Chemical Speciation Network (CSN). https://www.epa.gov/amtic/chemical-speciation-network-csn, 2022.

Gill, T. E., Reynolds, R. L., and Zobeck, T. M.: Measurements of current and historic settled dusts in west Texas, in:
Proceedings of the 93rd Air and Waste Management Association (AWMA) Annual Conference and Exhibition, Salt Lake City,
Utah, June 2000, 175, 15, 2000.

Gill, T. E., Stout, J. E., and Peinado, P.: Composition and characteristics of aerosols in the Southern High Plains of Texas
(USA), in: Proceedings of Application of Accelerators in Research and Industry: Twentieth International Conference, Fort
Worth, Texas, 10-15 August 2008, 255-258, 2009.

Goudie, A. S.. Desert dust and human health  disorders,  Environ. Int, 63, 101-113,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2013.10.011, 2014.

Grimm 11-D.: Portable Aerosol Spectrometer MODEL 11-D manual, Grimm Aerosol Technik Ainring GmbH & Co0.KG,
Germany, 2020.

Grimm 11-D: https://www.grimm-aerosol.com/products-en/dust-monitors/the-dust-decoder/11-d/, last access: 5 August 2021.
Guo, S., H, M., Zamora, M. L., Peng, J., Shang, D., Zheng, J., Du, Z., Wu, Z., Shao, M., Zeng, L., Molina, M. J., and Zhang,
R.: Haze in China, in: Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, December 2014, 111, 17373-17378,
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1419604111, 2014.

Holstius, D. M., Pillarisetti, A., Smith, K. R., and Seto, E.: Field calibrations of a low-cost aerosol sensor at a regulatory
monitoring site in California, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 7, 1121-1131, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-7-1121-2014, 2014.

Hsiao, T. C., Lee, Y. C,, Chen, K. C., Ye, W. C., Sopajaree, K., and Tsai, Y. I.: Experimental Comparison of Two Portable
and Real-Time Size Distribution Analyzers for Nano/Submicron Aerosol Measurements, Aerosol Air Qual. Res., 16, 919-929,
https://doi.org/10.4209/aaqr.2015.10.0614, 2016.

Hyde, P., Mahalov, A., and Li, J.: Simulating the meteorology and PM10 concentrations in Arizona dust storms using the
Weather Research and Forecasting model with Chemistry (Wrf-Chem), J. Air Waste Manag. Assoc., 68, 177-195,
https://doi.org/10.1080/10962247.2017.1357662, 2018.

21



605

610

615

620

625

630

635

Jaafari, J., Naddafi, K., Yunesian, M., Nabizadeh, R., Hassanvand, M. S., Ghozikali, M. G., Nazmara, S., Shamsollahi, H. R.,
and Yaghmaeian, K.: Study of PM10, PM2.5, and PM1 levels in during dust storms and local air pollution events in urban and
rural sites in Tehran, Hum. Ecol. Risk Assess.: Int. J., 24, 482-493, https://doi.org/10.1080/10807039.2017.1389608, 2018.
Jaganmohan, M.: Annual amount of precipitation in the United States from 1900 to 2020,
https://www.statista.com/statistics/504400/volume-of-precipitation-in-th e-us/, access: 9 May 2021.

Javed, W. and Guo, B.: Performance Evaluation of Real-time DustTrak Monitors for Outdoor Particulate Mass Measurements
in a Desert Environment, Aerosol Air Qual. Res., 21, 200631, https://doi.org/10.4209/aaqr.200631, 2021.

Kelley, M. C., Brown, M. M., Fedler, C. B., and Ardon-Dryer, K.: Long-term Measurements of PM2.5 Concentrations in
Lubbock, Texas, Aerosol Air Qual. Res., 20, 1306-1318, https://doi.org/10.4209/aaqr.2019.09.0469, 2020.

Kelley, M. C. and Ardon-Dryer, K.: Analyzing two decades of dust events on the Southern Great Plains region of West Texas,
Atmos. Pollut. Res., 12, 101091, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apr.2021.101091, 2021.

Kulkarni, P., Baron, P. A., and Willeke, K. (Eds.): Aerosol Measurement: Principles, Techniques, and Applications, third
edition, John Wiley & Sons Inc., 2011.

Lee, H. G, Gent, J. F., Leaderer, B. P., Koutrakis, P.: Spatial and temporal variability of fine particle composition and source
types in five cities of Connecticut and Massachusetts, Sci. Total Environ.,, 409, 2133-2142,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2011.02.025, 2011.

Lei, H. and Wang, J. X. L.: Observed characteristics of dust storm events over the western United States using meteorological,
satellite, and air quality measurements, Atmos. Chem. Phys., 14, 7847-7857, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-7847-2014, 2014.
Li, Y., Zheng, C., Ma, Z., and Quan, W.: Acute and Cumulative Effects of Haze Fine Particles on Mortality and the Seasonal
Characteristics in Beijing, China, 2005-2013: A Time-Stratified Case-Crossover Study, Int J Environ Res Public Health, 16,
2383, https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16132383, 2019.

Lim, S. S., Vos, T., Flaxman, A. D., Danaei, G., Shibuya, K., Adair-Rohani, H., AIMazroa, M. A., Amann, M., Anderson, H.
R., Andrews, K. G., Aryee, M., Atkinson, C., Bacchus, L. J., Bahalim, A. N., Balakrishnan, K., Balmes, J., Barker-Collo, S.,
Baxter, A., Bell, M. L., Blore, J. D., Blyth, F., Bonner, C., Borges, G., Bourne, R., Boussinesq, M., Brauer, M., Brooks, P.,
Bruce, N. G., Brunekreef, B., Bryan-Hancock, C., Bucello, C., Buchbinder, R., Bull, F., Burnett, R. T., Byers, T. E., Calabria,
B., Carapetis, J., Carnahan, E., Chafe, Z., Charlson, F., Chen, H., Chen, J. S, Cheng, A. T.-A,, Child, J. C., Cohen, A., Colson,
K. E., Cowie, B. C., Darby, S., Darling, S., Davis, A., Degenhardt, L., Dentener, F., Des Jarlais, D. C., Devries, K., Dherani,
M., Ding, E. L., Dorsey, E. R., Driscoll, T., Edmond, K., Ali, S. E., Engell, R. E., Erwin, P. J., Fahimi, S., Falder, G., Farzadfar,
F., Ferrari, A., Finucane, M. M., Flaxman, S., Fowkes, F. G. R., Freedman, G., Freeman, M. K., akidou, E., Ghosh, S.,
Giovannucci, E., Gmel, G., Graham, K., Grainger, R., Grant, B., Gunnell, D., Gutierrez, H. R., Hall, W., Hoek, H. W., Hogan,
A., Hosgood Il1, H. D., Hoy, D., Hu, H., Hubbell, B. J., Hutchings, S. J., Ibeanusi, S. E., Jacklyn, G. L., Jasrasaria, R., Jonas,
J. B., Kan, H., Kanis, J. A., Kassebaum, N., Kawakami, N., Khang, Y.-H., Khatibzadeh, S., Khoo, J.-P., Kok, C., Laden, F.,
Lalloo, R., Lan, Q, Lathlean, T., Leasher, J. L., Leigh, J., Li, Y., Lin, J. K., Lipshultz, S. E., London, S., Lozano, R., Lu, Y.,
Mak, J., Malekzadeh, R., Mallinger, L., Marcenes, W., March, L., Marks, R., Martin, R., McGale, P., McGrath, J., Mehta, S.,

22



640

645

650

655

660

665

Mensah, G. A., Merriman, T. R., Micha, R., Michaud, C., Mishra, V., Mohd Hanafiah, K.,Mokdad, A. A., Morawska, L.,
Mozaffarian, D., Murphy, T., Naghavi, M., Neal, B., Nelson, P. K., Nolla, J. M., Norman, R., Olives, C., Omer, S. B., Orchard,
J., Osborne, R., Ostro, B., Page, A., Pandey, K. D., Parry, C. D., Passmore, E., Patra, J., Pearce, N., Pelizzari, P.M., Petzold,
M., Phillips, M. R., Pope, D., Pope, C. A., Powles, J., Rao, M., Razavi, H., Rehfuess, E. A., Rehm, J. T., Ritz, B., Rivara, F.
P., Roberts,. T., Robinson, C., Rodriguez-Portales, J. A., Romieu, I., Room, R., Rosenfeld, L. C., Roy, A., Rushton, L.,
Salomon, J. A., Sampson, U., Sanchez-Riera, L., Sanman, E., Sapkota, A., Seedat, S., Shi, P., Shield, K., Shivakoti, R., Singh,
G. M, Sleet, D. A., Smith, E., Smith, K. R., Stapelberg, N. J., Steenland, K., Stockl, H., Stovner, L. J., Straif, K., Straney, L.,
Thurston, G. D., Tran, J. H., Van Dingenen, R., van Donkelaar, A., Veerman, J. L., Vijayakumar, L., Weintraub, R., Weissman,
M. M., White, R. A., Whiteford, H., Wiersma, S. T., Wilkinson, J. D., Williams, H. C., Williams, W., Wilson, N., Woolf, A.
D., Yip, P., Zielinski, J. M., Lopez, A. D., Murray, C. J., Ezzati, M., AlMazroa, M. A., and Memish, Z. A.: A comparative risk
assessment of burden of disease and injury attributable to 67 risk factors and risk factor clusters in 21 regions, 1990-2010: a
systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2010, Lancet, 380, 22242260, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(12)61766- 8, 2012.

Ling, S. H., and van Eeden, S. F.: Particulate matter air pollution exposure: Role in the development and exacerbation of
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, Int. J. Chron. Obstruct. Pulmon. Dis., 4, 233-243, DOI: 10.2147/copd.s5098, 2009.
Mahowald, N., Albani, S., Kok, J. F., Engelstaeder, S., Scanza, R., Ward, D. S., and Flanner, M. G.: The size distribution of
desert dust aerosols and its impact on the Earth system, Aeolian Res., 15, 53-71, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aeolia.2013.09.002,
2014.

Maragkidou, A., Jaghbeir, O., Hameri, K., and Hussein, T.: Aerosol particles (0.3 — 10 um) inside an educational workshop -
Emission rate and inhaled deposited dose, Build. Environ., 140, 80-89, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2018.05.031, 2018.
Marple, V. A., Rubow, K. L., Turner, W., Spengler, J.: Low flow rate sharp cut impactors for indoor air sampling: design and
calibration, JAPCA, 37, 1303-1307, https://doi.org/10.1080/08940630.1987.10466325, 1987.

Masic, A., Bibic, D., Pikula, B., Blazevic, A., Huremovic, J., and Zero, S.: Evaluation of optical particulate matter sensors
under realistic conditions of strong and mild urban pollution, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 13, 6427-6443, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-
13-6427-2020, 2020.

McNamara, M. L., Noonan, C. W., and Ward, T. J.: Correction factor for continuous monitoring of wood smoke fine particulate
matter, Aerosol Air Qual. Res., 11, 315-322, http://doi.org/ 10.4209/aaqr.2010.08.0072, 2011.

Mglgaard, B., Viitanen, A. K., Kangas, A., Huhtiniemi, M., Larsen, S. T., Vanhala, E., Hussein, T., Boor, B. E., Himeri, K.,
and Koivisto, A. J.: Exposure to Airborne Particles and Volatile Organic Compounds from Polyurethane Molding, Spray
Painting, Lacquering, and Gluing in a Workshop, Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health, 12, 3756- 3773,
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph120403756, 2015.

Mukherjee, A., Stanton, L. G., Graham, A. R., Roberts, P. T.: Assessing the Utility of Low-Cost Particulate Matter Sensors
over a 12-Week Period in the Cuyama Valley of California, Sensors, 17, 1805, https://doi.org/10.3390/s17081805, 2017.

23


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)61766-
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)61766-
https://doi-org.lib-e2.lib.ttu.edu/10.2147/copd.s5098

670

675

680

685

690

695

700

Niu, H., Zhang, D., Hu, W., Shi, J., Li, R., Gao, H., Pian, W., and Hu, M.: Size and elemental composition of dry-deposited
particles during a severe dust storm at a coastal site of Eastern China, J. Environ. Sci., 40, 161-168,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jes.2015.09.016, 2016.

Orgill, M. M. and Sehmel, G. A.: Frequency and diurnal variation of dust storms in the contiguous U.S.A., Atmos. Environ.,
10, 813-825, https://doi.org/10.1016/0004-6981(76)90136-0, 1976.

Peters, T. M., Ott. D., and O'Shaughnessy, P. T.: Comparison of the Grimm 1.108 and 1.109 Portable Aerosol Spectrometer
to the TSI 3321 Aerodynamic Particle Sizer for Dry Particles, Ann. Occup. Hyg., 50, 8, 843-
850, https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/mel067, 2006.

Polymenakou, P. N., Mandalakis, M., Stephanou, E. G., and Tselepides, A.: Particle size distribution of airborne
microorganisms and pathogens during an Intense African dust event in the eastern Mediterranean, Environ. Health Perspect.,
116, 292-6, https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.10684, 2008.

Prenni, A. J., Hand, J. L., Malm, W. C., Copeland, S., Luo, G., Yu, F., Taylor, N., Russell, L. M., and Schichtel, B. A.: An
examination of the algorithm for estimating light extinction from IMPROVE particle speciation data, Atmos. Environ., 214,
116880, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2019.116880, 20109.

Rivas, I., Mazaheri, M., Viana, M., Moreno, T., Clifford, S., He, C., Bischof, O. F., Martins, V., Reche, C., Alastuey, A.,
Alvarez-Pedrerol, M., Sunyer, J., Morawska, L., and Querol, X.: Identification of technical problems affecting performance of
DustTrak DRX aerosol monitors, Sci. Total Environ., 584-585, 849-855, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.01.129,
2017.

Roesch, M., Roesch, C., and Cziczo, D. J.: Dry particle generation with a 3-D printed fluidized bed generator, Atmos. Meas.
Tech., 10, 1999-2007, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-10-1999-2017, 2017.

Shiraiwa, M., Ueda, K., Pozzer, A., Lammel, G., Kampf, C. J., Fushimi, A., Enami, S., Arangio, A. M., Frohlich-Nowoisky,
J., Fujitani, Y., Furuyama, A., Lakey, P. S. J., Lelieveld, J., Lucas, K., Morino, Y., Poschl, U., Takaharna, S., Takami, A.,
Tong, H. J., Weber, B., Yoshino, A., and Sato, K.: Aerosol Health Effects from Molecular to Global Scales, Environ. Sci.
Technol., 51, 13545-13567, https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b04417, 2017.

Snider, G., Weagle, C. L., Martin, R. V., van Donkelaar, A., Conrad, K., Cunningham, D., Gordon, C., Zwicker, M., Akoshile,
C., Artaxo, P., Anh, N. X., Brook, J., Dong, J., Garland, R. M., Greenwald, R., Griffith, D., He, K., Holben, B. N., Kahn, R.,
Koren, 1., Lagrosas, N., Lestari, P., Ma, Z., Vanderlei Martins, J., Quel, E. J., Rudich, Y., Salam, A., Tripathi, S. N., Yu, C,,
Zhang, Q., Zhang, Y., Brauer, M., Cohen, A., Gibson, M. D., and Liu, Y.: SPARTAN: a global network to evaluate and
enhance satellite-based estimates of ground-level particulate matter for global health applications, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 8, 505—
521, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-8-505-2015, 2015.

Solomon, P. A., Crumpler, D., Flanagan, J. B., Jayanty, R. K. M., Rickman, E. E., and McDade, C. E.: U.S. National PM2.5
Chemical Speciation Monitoring Networks— CSN and IMPROVE: Description of Networks. J. Air Waste Manag. Assoc.,
64:1410-1438. DOI: 10.1080/10962247.2014.956904, 2014

24


https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/mel067

705

710

715

720

725

730

Stavroulas, 1., Grivas, G., Michalopoulos, P., Liakakou, E., Bougiatioti, A., Kalkavouras, P., Fameli, K. M., Hatzianastassiou,
N., Mihalopoulos, N., Gerasopoulos, E.: Field Evaluation of Low-Cost PM Sensors (Purple Air PA-I1) Under Variable Urban
Air Quality Conditions, in Greece, Atmos., 11, 926, https://doi.org/10.3390/atmo0s11090926, 2020.

Sousan, S., Koehler, K., Hallett, L., and Peters, T. M.: Evaluation of the Alphasense optical particle counter (OPC-N2) and the
Grimm portable aerosol spectrometer (PAS-1.108), Aerosol Sci. Tech., 50, 1352-1365,
https://doi.org/10.1080/02786826.2016.1232859, 2016.

Stout, J. E.: Effect of averaging time on the apparent threshold for aeolian transport, J. Arid Environ., 39, 395-401,
https://doi.org/10.1006/jare.1997.0370, 1998.

Sugimoto, N., Shimizu, A., Matsui, I., and Nishikawa, M.: A method for estimating the fraction of mineral dust in particulate
matter using PM2.5-t0-PM10 ratios, Particuology, 28, 114-120, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.partic.2015.09.005, 2016.

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality: AQI and Data Reports, Texas Commission on Environmental Quality,
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/monops/data-reports, last access: 4 June 2020.

Tong, D. Q., Dan, M., Wang, T., and Lee, P.: Long-term dust climatology in the western United States reconstructed from
routine aerosol ground monitoring, Atmos. Chem. Phys., 12, 5189-5205, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-12-5189-2012, 2012.
TSI: DUSTTRAK™ DRX Aerosol Monitor Model 8533/8534/8533EP, Operation and Service Manual, P/N 6001898 Revision
S,  https://www.tsi.com/getmedia/3699890e-4adf-452f-9029-f3725612d5d1/8533-8534-DustTrak_DRX-6001898-Manual-
US?ext=.pdf, 2019.

Vasilatou, K., Walchlia, C., Koust, S., Horender, S., lida, K., Sakurai, H., Schneider, F., Spielvogel, J., Wu, T. Y., and
Auderset, K.: Calibration of optical particle size spectrometers against a primary standard: Counting efficiency profile of the
TSI Model 3330 OPS and Grimm 11-D monitor in the particle size range from 300 nm to 10 um, J. Aerosol Sci., 157, 105818,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaerosci.2021.105818, 2021.

Viana, M., Rivas, |., Reche, C., Fonseca, A. S., Pérez, N., Querol, X., Alastuey, A., Alvarez-Pedrerol, M., and Sunyer, J.: Field
comparison of portable and stationary instruments for outdoor urban air exposure assessments, Atmos. Environ., 123, 220
228, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2015.10.076, 2015.

von der Weiden, S.-L., Drewnick, F., and Borrmann, S.: Particle Loss Calculator — a new software tool for the assessment of
the performance of aerosol inlet systems, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 2, 479-494, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-2-479-2009, 2009.
Wang, X., Chancellor, G., Evenstad, J., Farnsworth, J. E., Hase, A., Olson, G. M., Sreenath, A., Agarwal, J. K... A novel
optical instrument for estimating size segregated aerosol mass concentration in real time. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 43:939-950.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02786820903045141,20009.

Wang, X. M., Chen, J. M., and Cheng, T. T.: Particle number concentration, size distribution and chemical composition during
haze and photochemical smog episodes in Shanghai, J. Environ. Sci., 26, 1894-1902, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jes.2014.07.003, 2014.

25


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02786820903045141

735 Wang, X., Zhou, H., Arnott, W. P., Meyer, M. E., Taylor, S., Firouzkouhi, H., Moosmadller, H., Chow, J. C., and Watson, J.
G.: Evaluation of gas and particle sensors for detecting spacecraft-relevant fire emissions, Fire Saf. J., 113, 102977,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.firesaf.2020.102977, 2020.

WMO: WMO/GAW aerosol measurement procedures, guidelines, and recommendations. 2nd ed, World Meteorological
Organization GAW, Rep. 227, 93 pp., https://library.wmao.int/opac/doc_num.php?explnum_id=3073, 2016.

740 World Health Organization: Ambient Air Pollution: A Global Assessment of Exposure and Burden of Disease, World Health
Organization, Geneva, Switzerland, 2016.

Yamada, M., Takaya, M., and Ogura, l.: Performance evaluation of newly developed portable aerosol sizers used for
nanomaterial aerosol measurements. Ind. Health, 53, 511-516, https://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.2014-0243, 2015.
Zhang, J., Marto, J. P., and Schwab, J. J.: Exploring the applicability and limitations of selected optical scattering instruments

745 for PM mass measurement, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 11, 2995-3005, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-11-2995-2018, 2018.

26



