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a) Modelled SO' in air b) SO2 kriged from measurements

c) Interpolated normalized differences d) Combined SO, in air

Figure 1. a) - d) Analysis of yearly averaged SO2 concentrations in air. Values for 1996.
F igurcs a), b) a d d) use the .onnon colour sctle giwn in the fisurc, unns are lt s( S )/m' .Interyolated no lali.cd d{krcnces
betueen modeL an(L obsetrations use a.likreit stale. In lisure .) ordt1g., red dna puryle slnrr --hcrc tlte nndel urulerpr.rlid\
rcspettirelJ ||ithin a faLtor of 2, 3 and L Lisht srcen, srcen and blue sho|| rherc the nollel ovt?stinatet obseL-e.l Mlu.s
rcspectirel\" within d factot of2, 3 and 4. Black dots ndicate the position of neasurcment sites-
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Figure ld) represents our new estimate of the geographical distribution of SO2 in at during
1996. The new estimate reduces the model overcstimation over central Europe because of the
use ofbackgrould EMEP stations and traces the expected transport features arcund the Alps. It
is interestirg to note that this combined field manages to reproduce to some extent transport
features ihat the EMEP Lagrangian model is not fully able to simulate. This is largely due to the
coarse horizontal and vertical resolution of the Lagrangian model (150x150km). The Euledan
EMEP model using a finel resolution ol 50x50km is capable of physically reproducing the
observed gradients the Alps and nonhern Scandinavia (see Figure 1e.). In source areas in central
Eurcpe, Great Britain and Spain, the EMEP Eulerian manages ro descdbe in greater detail the
e\Decled diirribution ol .ulDhur dioxide in air.
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Figure I e). SO2 concentrations in air calculated by the EMEP
Eulerian model.





a) Modelled SOa in air b) SOa kriged lrom measurements

c) Interpolated normalized differences d) Combined SOa in air

Figure 2, a) - d) Analysis ofyearly averaged SO4 concentrations in air, Values for 1996,
Fisur?s d), b) and d) use the cannan coh0 scale siwn in the lisuk. units are tr.g(S)/n'.Interyol!1t.d nornalized differences
betue?n klo.lel and abser,-ations use a dituftnt scole. In jisurc c) otunge, rcd and puryLe show \,,'h.re the nodcl underprctlicts
rcspectiwL- within a lacbr oJ 2, 3 and 1. Li\llt grcen, grcetl dna btue slnw flheft the nod?l orercstinates abserved wlues
resNctirely vithin a factor oJ2, 3 and 4. Bklck dots inlicate the po\ition ol medsurement sites.
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Figure 3e). Concentration of nitogen dioxide in air collected at the Spanish stations of Toledo
(ES1), Roquetas (ES3) and l-ogloao (ES4) in 1996 compared to EMEP model calcularions.
Units: pg(NYmr

1.4
















	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28




