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Supplementary material
In this section we show the results of the basecase validation, for the 2 model configurations considered in this paper. In particular, comparing measured PM2.5 yearly averages (as derived by AirBase European Environmental Agency, EEA, database) VS the model results, with CHIMERE referring to the 2009 year and EMEP to 2014.
In both Figure 1 and Figure 2 in the next pages (related respectively to CHIMERE and EMEP configurations) the scatter plot show the measurements (x-axis) VS the modelled results (y-axis), with PM2.5 in g/m3. Each point represents the PM2.5 yearly average for a station, grouping the points per country.
Results are quite comparable in terms of quality of the results, with Poland and Austria slightly better for CHIMERE, and Spain and Italy slightly better for EMEP. 
Figure 3 shows modelled versus measured PM2.5 concentration at background stations for CHIMERE in 2009 (left) end EMEP 2014 (right)
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Figure 1: CHIMERE 2009 validation results.
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Figure 2: EMEP 2014 validation results.
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Figure 3: Modelled versus measured PM2.5 concentration at background stations for CHIMERE in 2009 (left) end EMEP 2014 (right)
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