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2. Model Descriptions

EQSAMS3: solves the gas/liquid/solid partitioning analytically based
on components’ solubility.

EQUISOLV IlI: solves the gas/liquid/solid partitioning iteratively
by using prescribed  deliguescent relative humidity (DRH),
Multicomponent deliquescent relative humidity (MDRH), water
activity data and empirical formulation of activity coefficients.

1. Introduction

The water uptake by hygroscopic aerosols can significantly alter
aerosol size, optical properties and direct radiative forcing. Here we
compare the uptake of water by aerosols in EQSAM3? with the results
of the thermodynamic module EQUISOLV II? currently used in our
global chemical transport model’.

MINOS: Over the Eastern Mediterranean
in July and August 2001. This region is
characterized by a high solar intensity
and humid marine air along with polluted
air from Europe.
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