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S.1 REU plots of reference data selection for calibration update
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REU in T5 of AQ12 device updated with MIXED data

O U%
DQO threshold Directive

Yo 8 ¢ @ 55 pg/m?
OB oF

& o o
St ael &@(p P O )

20 40 60 80 100 120
NO,[ug/m"]

Figure S.1. 1 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed

scenario).
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REU in T6 of AQ12 device updated with MIXED data
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Figure S.1. 2 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed
scenario).

REU in T7 of AQ12 device updated with MIXED data
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Figure S.1. 3 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed
scenario).
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REU in T5 of AQ11 device updated with MIXED data
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Figure S.1. 4 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed 25
scenario). 26

REU in T6 of AQ11 device updated with MIXED data
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Figure S.1. 5 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed 28
scenario). 29
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o0 REU in T7 of AQ11 device updated with MIXED data
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Figure S.1. 6 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed 31
scenario). 32

REU in T5 of AQ11 device updated with LAST data
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Figure S.1.7 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with data of T3 (Last scenario). 34
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REU in T6 of AQ11 device updated with LAST data
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Figure S.1. 8 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with data of T3 (Last scenario). 36

- REU in T7 of AQ11 device updated with LAST data
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Figure S.1.9 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with data of T3 (Last scenario). 38



REU in T5 of AQ6 device updated with MIXED data
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Figure S.1. 10 Plot of Relative

scenario).
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REU in T6 of AQ6 device updated with MIXED data
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Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed
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Figure S.1. 11 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed

scenario).
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REU in T7 of AQ6 device updated with MIXED data
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Figure S.1. 12 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with data of T4 (Mixed 46
scenario). 47

REU in T5 of AQ6 device updated with Last data
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Figure S.1. 13 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with data of T3 (Last scenario). 49
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REU in T6 of AQ6 device updated with Last data

- owm
dDO % O U%
o o© DQO threshold Directive
i ®
e}
o
o (@]
i (@]
% O
(o)
L Cg) @O
€0 g o @ 80 pg/m?
L (o] o 0 5 % /
©o0 S@D%%mmo
L &8 Q0
0 20 40 60 80 100 120

NO,[ug/m’]

Figure S.1. 14 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with data of T3 (Last scenario).
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Figure S.1. 15 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with data of T3 (Last scenario).
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S.2 REU plots of general calibration model

20REU Comparison of general model vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T5
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Figure S.2. 1 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with global calibration model.

20REU Comparison of general model vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T6
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Figure S.2. 2 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with global calibration model.
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20REU Comparison of general model vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T7

DQO
3 " REU AQ6 calibrated in T1

100 - S —@ REU AQ6 general model |

80 - i
n\'?'

= 60t J
=

40 i

20 "

0 I i ‘ i i
0 20 40 60 80 100 120

3
NO, [ug/m~] 6

Figure S.2. 3 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with global calibration model. 70

2[F}{EU Comparison of general model vs ad-hoc model of AQ12 in TS
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Figure S.2. 4 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with global calibration model. 72



REU Comparison of general model vs ad-hoc model of AQ12 in T6
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Figure S.2. 5 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with global calibration model.

2[F}QEU Comparison of general model vs ad-hoc model of AQ12 in T7
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Figure S.2. 6 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with global calibration model.
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S.3 REU plots of importance weighting calibration model 77
REU Comparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T5
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Figure S.3. 1 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQG6 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 79

calibration model. 80
R%H Comparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T6
DQo
© REU AQE calibrated in T1
100 F — REU AQB importance weighting model | -
80 - -
;'_g' [=) o
5 % o 4 |
@ .
40 1
20 1
[} ] 1 ] ] 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120
3
NO /m

5 [ng/m™] 81

Figure S.3. 2 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQG6 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 82

calibration model. 83
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R1Ez%}l Comparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T7
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Figure S.3. 3 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQG6 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 85

calibration model. 86
RI152L6 Comparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ11 in T5
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Figure S.3. 4 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 88

calibration model. 89
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RI1£2UDComparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ11 in T6
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Figure S.3. 5 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 91

calibration model. 92
RI1£2L£) Comparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ11in T7
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Figure S.3. 6 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 94

calibration model. 95
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RI1£2UDComparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ12 in TS
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Figure S.3. 7 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 97

calibration model. 98
RI1£2UDComparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ12 in T6
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Figure S.3. 8 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with the importance weighted 100

calibration model. 101



RI1£2LE} Comparison of importance weighting vs ad-hoc model of AQ12 in T7
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S.4 REU plots of stacking ensemble calibration model 129
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RE%JZ(():omparison of stacking ensemble model vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T5
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Figure S.4. 1 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 132

calibration model. 133
RE%gomparison of stacking ensemble model vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in Té
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Figure S.4. 2 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQG6 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 135

calibration model. 136
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REl1]2(():omparison of stacking ensemble model vs ad-hoc model of AQ6 in T7
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Figure S.4. 3 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ6 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 138
calibration model. 139
Fﬁgg Comparison of Stacking Ensemble vs Ad-hoc model of AQ11 in T5
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Figure S.4. 4 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 141
142

calibration model.
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I}IZEéJ Comparison of Stacking Ensemble vs Ad-hoc model of AQ11in T6
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Figure S.4. 5 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 144

calibration model. 145
F%Iziél Comparison of Stacking Ensemble vs Ad-hoc model of AQ11in T7
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Figure S.4. 6 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ11 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 147

calibration model. 148
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REl{Z%omparison of stacking ensemble model vs ad-hoc model of AQ12in T5
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Figure S.4. 7 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T5 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 150

calibration model. 151
REU Comparison of stacking ensemble model vs ad-hoc model of AQ12 in T6
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Figure S.4. 8 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T6 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble 153

calibration model.
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Figure S.4. 9 Plot of Relative Expanded Uncertainties in T7 when AQ12 is re-calibrated with the stacking ensemble

calibration model.
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