Group C. 
Size segregated aerosol chemistry

Which PM sizes to priorities
We recommend either PM10 and PM.2.5 or PM10 and PM1, the latter more attractive a modeling point of view, in addition it is in line with the GAW recommendation

PM1 measurements are very much welcomed in the EMEP network even though no standard reference method is available yet. 

Denuder ?

Independent of the filter, a denuder should be put in front. However one need to take care of which denuder type chosen e.g depending on the chemical analysis that will be done. E.g organic coating not possible if  EC/OC measurements shall be performed. 

A Suggested alternative: Denuder - PM2.5 (or PM1) cut -filter and PM10 cut - denuder (not analyzed) -filter
There are some general concerns than these denuders are not commercial available. So the implementation at the EMEP sites is difficult 

 Filter type 

· Quartz (20 lpm) may be used for inorganics as well as for OC. Quartz filters are fragile and many (except S&S) not suited for mass; for heavy metals impurity of quartz may be a problem 

· Whatman cannot be prefired, they shrink -JEH: these filters where used for the EC/OC camp…..skrive om setningen

· Teflon may be the better option for sites  without OC. Teflon because of lower blank (possibly to be specified as well)

· Cellulose filters (including cellulose nitrate and acetate) may be acceptable as well, provided that blanks are (made) acceptable and proper denuder combinations are used.

· Nuclepore filters may be used as well if done in a research project if accompanied by appropriate QC; need backup for ammonium nitrate as well

Mass closure

Mass closures is important for QA, source apportionment and are therefore recommended

Major concerns: 

· Conversion factor for OC to OM, 

· missing compounds, water.

· Non-identical sampling between mass an chemistry

Dust. Si only measured with PIXE (XRF or SXRF may suffer from absorption problems), may be determined from the Al/Si ratio or from Mn/Si, for mass closure usually calculate oxides. A centralized lab with e.g. synchrotron measurements may be an option.

Mass and chemical speciation separated?

Ideally, mass and chemistry should not be measured on the same filter because of problems with evaporation as well as contamination. If done on the same, evidence should be given that artifacts are negligible. Critical components are ammonium nitrate and OC.

It is not recommended to use filterpack in combination with a PM10/PM2.5 intake because of loss of HNO3 (and potential other problems).

PM1 is very much welcomed.

Continues PM10 monitors

In general EMEP wants to use reference method. Monitors can be accepted in EMEP if proven to be equivalent, so a documentation of equivalence is necessary. There are concerns about the quality of the monitors, and especially the jungle of correction factors that are used. The equivalent tests are often done at higher concentrations and may not be representative for the low concentration at EMEP sites. On the other hand PM10mass is not of critical importance for EMEP and less quality data may be acceptable if flagged properly for studying the temporal resolution. The optical measurements using e.g. GRIM and OPSIS are useful method for studying the size distribution. However mass concentrations from these are doubtful and it is important that the correction factors used are transparent and not totally hidden in the reported values. EMEP sites are good platforms to document the quality of monitors since many measurements are going on to do QA/QC 

