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Abstract

In order to study the causes of atmospheric fine particulate matter (PM:s) pollution in Chengdu-
Chongqing region, Guang’an, a key city (prefecture) in the region, was selected as the research city
and prefecture, and the monitoring data of 2016~2017 with heavy pollution was selected as the
research data. There were used to analyze the causes of atmospheric fine particulate matter
(PM2;5) pollution by the mean of HYSPLIT model, the potential source contributing factor analysis
method (PSCF), concentration weight trajectory analysis method (CWT) and single particle aero-
sol mass spectrometer (SPAMS) in Guang’an city. The results show that: 1) the seasonal contribu-
tion rate of the backward trajectory of fine particulate matter (PM:s) in Guang’an city was signifi-
cantly different. 2) During heavy pollution days, the contribution of PM; s potential source regions
in Guang’an city was the west of Chongqing, the northeast of Sichuan and the southeast of Chongq-
ing, accounting for 62.93%, 22.41% and 14.66%, respectively. 3) Chongqing in the southeast of
Guang’an city, Nanchong in the northwest and Bazhong in the northeast were the important po-
tential sources of fine particulate matter (PM:5) in Guang’an city, and the potential contribution
rate of PM:;s in Guang’an city was more than 50%. 4) The main component of PM:; in Guang’an
city was organic carbon, followed by heavy metal particles and elemental carbon.
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Figure 1. Backward trajectory clustering analysis results of Guang’an city
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Figure 2. Daily average change of PM, 5 concentration
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Figure 3. Analysis of regional pollution in Guang’an city during heavy pollution weather
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Figure 4. Positive and negative mass spectrometry of fine particulate matter (PM, )
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Figure 5. Proportion of fine particulate matter (PM, ) in different particle number concentrations
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Figure 6. Source composition of fine particulate matter (PM, ) pollution
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Table 1. Analysis results of PM, 5 sources based on SPAMS in some regions
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