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Overview

Response to Referee 2: We would like to thank the referee for the careful review throughout the paper and the
in-depth comments that help to improve our paper.

Major concerns

The extensive critique of Response Surface Models (RSM) in Sections 1 appears disconnected from the
proposed Transformer-based TGEOS framework. While RSMs rely on empirical statistical approximations
to reduce dimensionality, TGEOS operates as a pure deep learning emulator that directly maps high-
dimensional inputs to outputs. Thus, positioning TGEOS as addressing core RSM challenges misrepresents
its paradigm. The review should focus on deep learning emulator challenges and explicitly contextualize
innovations against relevant works like NN-CTM (Huang et al., 2021). Crucially, benchmarking against
only architecturally inferior models (RF/MLP) — rather than comparable deep learning approaches like
CNN-based Deep-RSM (Xing et al., 2020) or NN-CTM — undermines claims of Transformer superiority.

We thank the reviewer for this comment. In this research, RSM techniques were selected for discussion due to
its ongoing development and established reliability within existing CTM simulators. RSMs were constructed
based on the nonlinear relationship between emissions and concentrations using statistical methods, enabling
rapid estimation of pollutant concentrations under varying emission scenarios. This characteristic makes
RSMs closely aligned with the TGEOS model used in this study at the application level, leading us to
focus primarily on the limitations of RSMs. In addition, we did not compare TGEOS with the previous
DL-based emulators, as TGEOS differs from these models in terms of time resolution, learning objectives,
and applicable scenarios, making direct comparison infeasible. For example, DeepRSM uses CMAQ as
its target and is designed specifically for response prediction under a uniform regional emission coefficient
(Xing et al.,[2020), limiting its applicability to more detailed emission scenarios like DPEC-SSP/DPEC-CA
scenarios used in this study. Following the reviewer’s comments, we have revised the original manuscript
to ensure that the discussion encompasses existing CTM simulator technologies more broadly, rather than
focusing solely on RSMs. Details are shown in blew.
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Additionally, due to the distinct form of the input data derived from TGEOS, RF and MLP-rather than CNN
architecture that has been employed for emulator building (Xing et all} [2020; [Huang et al [2021)-were
selected for model comparison. Previous models represent both input and output features in matrix forms
(Xing et al.} 2020; [Huang et al.} 202T)), facilitating a "face-to-face" modeling approach that is well-suited for
CNNs, which is commonly used in image processing 2021). In contrast, the input of the TGEOS
consists of sequential samples from individual grids, for each sample containing 1045 features (mentioned in
Table [2| of the manuscript), making it incompatible with the CNN framework and thus not considered.

To highlight the advantages of the Transformer architecture, an attempt was made to construct a CNN-based
model for comparative analysis. The basic architecture of this model is illustrated in Figure[T} In this CNN-
based model, we transformed the feature input of each sample from its original dimension of (1, 1045) into a
matrix format of (9, 116). For the temporal features (i.e., month information corresponding to each scenario in
this study), we individually convert them into embedding vectors—following an approach commonly used in
NLP (Stankevi¢ius and LukoSevicius| 2024)—and subsequently concatenate these vectors with the flattened
output of the final convolutional layer of the CNN before feeding them into the fully connected layer. The
same training and test set of TGEOS were used for model training and validation.

As illustrated in Figure 2} the performance of the four models on the test set is compared. On one hand,
compared to the previously selected MLP and RF models, the CNN-based model demonstrates superior
performance, characterized by higher R values as well as lower MAE. This advantage can be attributed to the
CNN’s local convolution kernel, which is capable of capturing patterns among adjacent data points. On the
other hand, when compared to TGEOS employed in this study, the CNN-based model underperforms across
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Figure 1: Basic architecture of CNN-based model.

all evaluation metrics. This is primarily due to TGEOS’s self-attention mechanism, which enables more
effective dynamic and global modeling. In contrast to CNNs, which are constrained by fixed convolution
kernels and limited network depth, Transformer-based TGEOS exhibits a stronger capacity for capturing

complex relationships in high-dimensional data.
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Figure 2: Predictive performance of four models, with green represents RF predictions, blue denotes MLP
predictions, red denotes CNN predictions, and purple indicates TGEOS predictions. All indicators are
averaged in national scale and computed based on the six test scenarios.

We have updated the "Comparison of Different Machine Learning Models" section of the manuscript to
include a discussion on the CNN model. The details are provided below:

To validate the performance of the TGEOS model in "emission-concentration" modeling against other

machine learning models, two-w




multi-scenario dataset mentioned in Section 2.1} For each ML model, we identified the model that

tool. The MLP model uses 4 hidden layers with 2048, 1024, 512, and 256 neurons, applying ReLU
activation and Dropout to prevent overfitting. The optimizer is Adam with a learning rate of le~3, and
the loss function is Mean Squared Error (MSE). Training uses a batch size of 1024 and 100 epochs,
with a learning rate scheduler to adjust the learning rate dynamically. The RF model uses 300 trees
with a maximum depth of 25, a minimum sample split of 4, and a minimum sample per leaf of 2. It
uses parallel computation with all CPU cores and performs feature selection by choosing the top 500

Table [S2) and [S3]summarize the performance of the three models on the test set. We found that TGEOS
outperforms the other two models in both R? and MAE metrics. To clearly illustrate the predictive
performance of different models, we presented a modified Taylor diagram (Taylor, | 2005; Fang et al.|
2023) in Fig. 10. This diagram simultaneously displays the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and correlation
coefficient (R) for predictions of PMa2.5 and O3 indicators from three models in various regions. Our
findings indicate that the Random Forest (RF) model performs the poorest. This is primarily due to
its reliance on feature importance assessments during feature selection, which overlooks potential
underlying features in the data, adversely affecting the model’s fitting capability. Additionally, the
RF model is sensitive to the distribution of training data, leading to limited extrapolation abilities
and poor predictive performance for extreme values. In contrast, the Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP)
shows a significant improvement in predictive performance relative to the RF model. Leveraging
its multi-layer neural network structure, the MLP can more effectively learn complex relationships
between multiple features. But this layered structure can struggle when dealing with high-dimensional
feature spaces, especially for highly stochastic indicators such as maximum values, where the MLP still

Conversely, the Transformer-based TGEOS model demonstrates superior performance compared to
the other models, exhibiting higher R values (exceeding 0.98 and 0.97) and lower MAE values (less
than 4.0 g=m? for the majority indicators). These results suggest a higher degree of reliability and
accuracy in its predictions. For several indicators where MLP performs poorly, TGEOS demonstrates
substantial improvements. The superiority of the Transformer model can be attributed to its greater
number of parameters and more complex architecture, which leverage powerful feature extraction
capabilities and self-attention mechanisms, allowing it to adapt to intricate patterns and relationships.
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The exclusive use of 2017 MERRA-2 meteorology across all 36 emission scenarios creates critical limi-
tations. (1) Artificial performance inflation: Model validation (Section 3) only tests emission sensitivity
under identical meteorological conditions, ignoring O’s established sensitivity to temperature/radiation.
This likely overstates accuracy for real-world applications where meteorology co-varies. (2) Unverified
generalizability: No experiments challenge the model with meteorological variability (e.g., heatwaves),
leaving robustness under climate fluctuations untested. (3) Neglect of emission-climate feedbacks: The
abstract positions TGEOS for ''future emission scenarios', yet fixed meteorology cannot capture feedbacks
like emission-driven aerosol-radiation interactions affecting Os. Given the study’s policy-assessment
ambitions, this design flaw is critical. Cross-meteorological sensitivity tests should quantify key indicator
[fluctuations to establish operational reliability.

We appreciate the reviewer for the insightful comment. At the beginning, we fully acknowledge that the use
of a fixed 2017 meteorological field limits TGEOS’s ability to capture meteorology—emission interactions or
emission—climate feedbacks. Indeed, this design precludes assessing the influence of future climate variability
(e.g., temperature/radiation changes, extreme events) on pollutant concentrations.

However, the primary objective of TGEOS in this study is to support air quality predictions under future
emission scenarios, with a specific focus on isolating the concentration responses attributable to emission
changes. So we intentionally did not include climate change effects in this work. The “fixed meteorology
(based on a certain meteorological year or meteorological field) with different emission scenarios” framework
has been widely adopted in future air quality assessment studies. For example, [Shi et al.|(2021) simulated
future air quality in China under carbon neutrality using the WRF-Comprehensive Air Quality Model with
Extensions (WRF-CAMX) with the meteorology fixed at 2019; Liu et al.|(2022)) adopted machine learning
approach to explore the interaction patterns between air-quality improvement and climate change mitigation
in China, using 2017 meteorology ;|Wang et al.| (2023)) used GEOS-Chem model with identical meteorology
of year 2015 to assess the changes in concentrations of PMy.5 and Oz and associated health impacts. In
addition, many studies, namely [He et al.| (2018)), | Xiao et al.| (2021) and |[Bhattarai et al.| (2024), have also
employed similar designs to quantify the contribution of emissions to future air pollutant concentrations. This
approach enables a clean separation of emission-driven changes in pollutant levels, thereby allowing a clearer
estimation of mitigation benefits without the confounding influence of meteorological variability.

Additionally, simultaneously incorporating both emissions and meteorology changes in future projections is a
technically challenging task. From the modeling perspective, it requires training the emulator to represent
complex, nonlinear interactions between meteorology and emissions across a much larger parameter space.
From the data perspective, the resolution of the currently available future meteorological data is excessively
coarse (native 100-km resolution), and the number of available meteorological variables is limited (mainly
focus on temperature and precipitate (Zhang et al.|[2025)) , which makes it challenging to comprehensively
represent the future meteorological field required for GEOS-Chem input.

To provide a preliminary evaluation of TGEOS’s generalization capability across different meteorology

scenarios, we designed a cross-meteorology sensitivity experiment, as summarized in Table [T}

* Group 1: The baseline TGEOS, trained exclusively on scenarios with 2017 meteorology (identical to
the model described in the manuscript).



* Group 2: An extended TGEOS, trained on scenarios with 2017 meteorology and supplemented by
nine additional scenarios with 2014 meteorology.

* Test set: Six scenarios with 2022 meteorology.

The results of the two groups are shown in Fig. [3]and Fig. ] Although the baseline TGEOS (Group
1) exhibited reduced performance when applied to 2022 meteorology compared to its performance under
2017 meteorology (R?> 0.9 in the manuscript), it still achieved acceptable predictive skill, with R? values
exceeding 0.8. In contrast, the extended TGEOS (Group 2) consistently outperformed Group 1, demonstrating
that incorporating more meteorological conditions into the training set could stably enhance the model’s
robustness under unseen climatic conditions. It should be noted that reconciling the combined effects of
emissions and meteorology is inherently challenging, and a sufficiently large number of simulated samples
across diverse meteorology scenarios is essential to achieve reliable predictions. Here only a limited set of
samples was used to illustrate the feasibility of the proposed approach. Developing the capability for rapid air
quality predictions across varying meteorological scenarios will be the central focus of our next work.

Table 1: Design of cross-meteorology sensitivity experiments.

Experiment Scenario number Description

Groupl 36 36 scenarios as depicted in Table [1|{of the manuscript

36 scenarios of Groupl, 9 scenarios with emissions of SSP1_2030,
Group2 45 SSP1_2040, SSP1_2050, SSP4_2030, SSP4_2040, SSP4_2050,
SSP5_2030, SSP5_2040, SSP5_2050 with meteorology of 2014

6 scenarios with emissions of SSP2_2030, SSP2_2040, SSP2_2050,

Test 6 SSP3_2030, SSP3_2040, SSP3_2050, with meteorology of 2022

Finally, we have revised in Conclusion section of the manuscript to emphasize the limitation of the
meteorology-fixed methodology.

The TGEOS model still have some limitations to be improved. Firstly, it should be noted that the pre-
dictions generated by TGEOS remain incapable of accurately representing actual air pollutant concen-
trations, even though TGEOS is highly consistent with GEOS-Chem, since systematic biases have been
demonstrated to exist within GEOS-Chem itself (Travis and Jacob, 2019; Miao et al., 2020). Therefore,

correcting errors in TEGOS based on near-real observations or reanalysis data is of paramount impor-

tance and constltutes a pr10r1ty for our subsequent research Ad%mm}}yflﬂe%mefeﬂqdefa%ﬂefffec—t
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