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Seasonal variation of diurnal 
pattern (Pittsburgh)

Weekdays, no nucleation
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Seasonal variation of diurnal 
pattern (Pittsburgh)

Weekends, no nucleation
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Seasonal variation of diurnal 
pattern (Pittsburgh)

Days with Nucleation

0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

60000

1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23

Hour

#/
cc

Summer 2001
Fall 2001
Winter
Spring 2002



Number concentration during
2001-2002 (Pittsburgh)
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Aerosol Water in Pittsburgh
July 2001
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Particles are wet at RH
down to 20 - 30 %



Aerosol Water in Pittsburgh
January 2002
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Aerosol Water During Spring 2002Aerosol Water During Spring 2002
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M ar 2002
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Fe b 2002
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*Volume Growth Factor = Aerosol Volume at Ambient RH / Aerosol Volume at Dry RH



Predicted v. Measured Water
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Model vs. Observations
(July 2001, neglecting organics)
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The Growth Appears To Be 
Uniform

• Our measurements show that the shape of size 
distribution is preserved suggesting a uniform growth 
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