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Abstract

Air pollution has become a major threat to human health,
making accurate forecasting crucial for pollution control.
Traditional physics-based models forecast global air pollu-
tion by coupling meteorology and pollution processes, us-
ing either online or offline methods depending on whether
fully integrated with meteorological models and run simul-
taneously. However, the high computational demands of
both methods severely limit real-time prediction efficiency.
Existing deep learning (DL) solutions employ online cou-
pling strategies for global air pollution forecasting, which
finetune pollution forecasting based on pretrained atmo-
spheric models, requiring substantial training resources.
This study pioneers a DL-based offline coupling framework
that utilizes bilinear pooling to achieve offline coupling be-
tween meteorological fields and pollutants. The proposed
model requires only 13% of the parameters of DL-based
online coupling models while achieving competitive per-
formance. Compared with the state-of-the-art global air
pollution forecasting model CAMS, our approach demon-
strates superiority in 63% variables across all forecast time
steps and 85% variables in predictions exceeding 48 hours.
This work pioneers experimental validation of the effective-
ness of meteorological fields in DL-based global air pollu-
tion forecasting, demonstrating that offline coupling meteo-
rological fields with pollutants can achieve a 15% relative
reduction in RMSE across all pollution variables. The re-
search establishes a new paradigm for real-time global air
pollution warning systems and delivers critical technical
support for developing more efficient and comprehensive
AI-powered global atmospheric forecasting frameworks.

1. Introduction
The rapid expansion of human productivity, coupled with
accelerated industrialization, urbanization, and the global
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dependence on fossil fuels, has led to a significant in-
crease in pollutant emissions [28]. These emissions un-
dergo complex chemical reactions and atmospheric trans-
port processes, leading to severe air pollution, which causes
approximately 6.7 million premature deaths annually [27].
According to the World Health Organization (WHO), ma-
jor pollutants in the atmosphere include particulate mat-
ter (PM) with diameters less than 10 micrometers (PM10)
and 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), car-
bon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), and nitrogen dioxide
(NO2) [27]. In response to this public health and environ-
mental crisis, governments worldwide implement proactive
measures through development and enforcement of strin-
gent environmental regulations [4, 17]. Advancements in
global air pollution forecasting systems enhance the capac-
ity to provide early warnings for pollution events, reduce
exposure risks, and support regional pollution control, pol-
icy development, and climate change mitigation, contribut-
ing to sustainable development [24].

Air pollution forecasting is a critical part of the global at-
mospheric forecasting system, where meteorological fields
play a crucial role in the formation, transport, and trans-
formation of pollutants [2, 19]. Traditional numerical fore-
casting methods couple meteorological forecasting with air
pollutants to simulate pollutants transport dynamics, and
chemical transformations on a global scale. Recent ad-
vances in DL-based weather forecasting domain have sig-
nificantly improved performance of global meteorological
forecasting. Models such as FourCastNet [21], Pangu-
Weather [3], GraphCast [15], FuXi [8, 25] and AIFS [16]
achieve competitive forecasting precision rivaling that of
the high-resolution forecasts (HRES) of the European Cen-
tre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF), one
of the world’s leading weather prediction systems. These
advancements provide a strong foundation for develop-
ing an AI-powered global atmospheric forecasting system.
However, research on DL-based global air pollutant fore-
casting remains limited. Using DL-based methods to cou-
ple air pollution forecasting with meteorological fields can
overcome the constraints of traditional physical parameter-
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ization approaches, enhancing the efficiency and accuracy
of air pollution predictions [5].

The meteorology-pollution coupling of traditional air
pollution forecasting models can be classified into online
and offline methods [20]. For online methods, the air pol-
lution model is integrated into the meteorological model,
solving the continuity equations alongside the atmospheric
dynamical equations [13]. In contrast, the offline meth-
ods treat the pollution model as an independent module,
using external meteorological data (e.g., reanalysis or nu-
merical weather prediction data) as input to solve the con-
tinuity equations [7]. Compared to online methods, of-
fline methods are more computationally efficient and easier
to deploy. However, both methods require meteorological
forecasts for coupling, further increasing the computational
burden of already expensive numerical weather prediction
models and necessitating substantial resources for both de-
velopment and operation. DL-based models improve both
forecasting efficiency and accuracy. Aurora [5] fine-tunes a
foundation model pre-trained on meteorological data using
the Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service (CAMS)
dataset [9], the longest publicly available global air pollu-
tion dataset, enabling deep learning-based online coupled
forecasting. However, its accuracy depends on the pre-
training process, and online coupled fine-tuning is compu-
tationally expensive.

The DL-based offline approach for global air pollution
forecasting demonstrates enhanced flexibility and adapt-
ability to diverse meteorological field inputs, while simul-
taneously imposing a high demand for the intergration of
meteorological and pollution data. Bilinear pooling enables
effective multimodal feature integration through high-order
interactions that approximates vector outer products [10,
18]. By developing a low-rank approximation scheme com-
bined with expanded receptive fields, we achieve efficient
fusion of meteorological field and pollutant features. Fur-
thermore, the bilinear fusion inherently enables low-cost
adaptation to different meteorological input configurations.

In this study, we present a novel offline-coupling AI
framework for global air pollution forecasting which inte-
grates meteorological fields and pollutants. The framework
employs separate processing of meteorological and pollu-
tant data streams, and designs an offline coupling mod-
ule based on bilinear pooling, which collaboratively fuses
multi-modal data. This architecture enhances computa-
tional efficiency while improving adaptability to heteroge-
neous meteorological forecasting models and enabling flex-
ible cross-platform deployment. Additionally, we demon-
strate the role of meteorological fields in global air pollu-
tion forecasting. These advancements provide both method-
ological innovations and technical support for developing
AI-powered atmospheric forecasting systems.

The contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We propose an DL-based offline meteorology-pollution
coupling framework that achieves competitive results
with only 13% of model parameters compared with on-
line methods. We quantitatively validate the contribution
of meteorological fields to air pollution prediction.

• For meteorological and pollutant dual-modal data, we in-
troduce deep integration via bilinear pooling, innovatively
establishing nonlinear correlations between meteorologi-
cal elements and pollutant dispersion in feature space.

2. Related Works
Traditional physics-based models. Traditional physics-
based models conduct global forecasts by solving a set of
3D continuity equations that describe emissions, transport,
chemical reactions, and deposition [6]. Only a few models
are capable of global air pollution forecasting. According
to the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) Global
to Local Air Quality Forecast Inventory [26], the primary
models offering real-time global air pollution forecasts in-
clude: the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion’s (NASA) GEOS-CF system, the National Center for
Atmospheric Research’s (NCAR) Community Earth Sys-
tem Model Version 2 (CESM2), the Finnish Meteorologi-
cal Institute’s SILAM, and the CAMS system [9]. These
models offer global air pollution forecasts with spatial reso-
lutions ranging from 0.25° to 1° and forecast lead times of 4
to 10 days. In this study, CAMS’s data are selected for train-
ing and forecast performance comparison. CAMS system is
operated by ECMWF, extends the atmospheric composition
modeling capabilities of the Integrated Forecasting System
(IFS), one of the world’s leading operational medium-range
weather forecasting systems. CAMS employs an online
coupling approach, integrating chemical and meteorologi-
cal processes to generate seamless global forecasts. It pro-
duces forecasts twice daily at 00:00 and 12:00 UTC, provid-
ing five-day predictions at a spatial resolution of approx-
imately 0.4◦ × 0.4◦. Additionally, it offers publicly ac-
cessible datasets, including reanalysis, analysis, and fore-
cast products spanning extended periods. To improve fore-
cast accuracy, CAMS continuously updates its data assim-
ilation and modeling systems in response to advancements
in atmospheric observations and numerical techniques [22].
Quarterly evaluation reports assess forecast performance,
ensuring global prediction reliability and enhancing the de-
tection of major pollution events.

DL-based models. The Aurora model [5] currently
represents the first end-to-end DL architecture for global air
pollution forecasting, employing a two-phase hierarchical
training strategy: multi-scale pretraining on meteorological
data and domain-specific fine-tuning with CAMS pollutant
datasets. Computational constraints necessitate a batch size
of 1 during both training phases. The foundation model un-
dergoes 150,000 optimization steps across 32 GPUs. Sub-
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sequent fine-tuning comprises two stages: initial fine-tuning
with CAMS reanalysis (35k steps) followed by analysis
data adaptation (15k steps), totaling 50,000 steps. This
meteorology-pollution coupling forecasting system demon-
strates three critical characteristics: (a) tight coupling be-
tween meteorological and air pollutants processes through
shared latent representations; (b) strong dependence on
foundation model’s weights for air pollutants finetuning,
and (c) substantial computational requirements. Moreover,
to ensure the effectiveness of the online coupling forecast-
ing model, meteorological data must be consistent for both
training and inference stages, which reduces the flexibility
of model deployment. Our proposed offline coupling frame-
work decouples meteorological dependencies, significantly
reducing data dependency and training costs while achiev-
ing competitive forecasting performance.

3. Methods

3.1. Preliminaries
Meteorological fields are pivotal in the transport, disper-
sion, transformation, and removal of air pollutants [19].
Wind speed and direction are key determinants of pollu-
tants’ horizontal transport, while atmospheric stratification
directly affects their vertical dispersion. Furthermore, these
conditions substantially regulate the chemical transforma-
tion of pollutants. Solar radiation and ambient temperatures
catalyze photochemical reactions, and humidity influences
heterogeneous reactions on aerosol surfaces, thus promot-
ing the formation of secondary particulates. Additionally,
meteorological variables govern the efficacy of pollutants
removal via dry and wet deposition processes.

3.2. Overview
Unlike online approaches [5], which rely on relatively large
meteorological forecasting models and utilize pollutant data
to fine-tune and update the model parameters for air pollu-
tion forecasting, our offline model is significantly smaller
in scale. We directly forecast the future pollutant concen-
trations taking meteorological and pollutant data as input.
Specifically, we input the pollutant concentrations at the ini-
tial time (t) and the previous time step (t − 1), as well as
the meteorological data at the initial time (t) and the next
time step (t+ 1). By learning their changes and interaction
relationships, we output the pollutant concentrations at the
next time step. Since we are using an offline approach, the
freedom of input allows us to explore the guiding role of
meteorological elements in pollution forecasting.

As shown in Figure 1, the pollutant concentrations (P)
and meteorological features (Q) are represented in the form
of tensors, the dimensions of which are M × N × C and
M × N × D, respectively, where M and N are the lati-
tude and longitude sizes, C and D are the dimensions of the

channels of pollutant and meteorological features, respec-
tively. The dimension C of the pollutant features includes
the concentrations of total column (TC) and 13 atmospheric
levels of 5 chemical species (i.e., CO, NO, NO2, SO2 and
O3), as well as the concentrations of 3 particulate matter
variables (i.e., PM1, PM2.5 and PM10). We concatenate the
features at different time steps along the channel dimension.
Since factors such as emission data are involved in chemi-
cal reactions and factors like terrain affect the diffusion of
pollutants, we take this kind of data together with the pol-
lutant features as inputs. The pollutant and meteorological
features are fused and input into the model backbone. The
time embedding, as a condition, also participates in the cal-
culation of the backbone. The output results exert an in-
fluence on the pollutant base, and ultimately, the predicted
pollutant concentration for the next time step is given.

3.3. Changes Prediction
To capture the changing trends of air pollutants, we take
pollutant data at the initial time (t) and the previous time-
step in history (t − 1) as input and predict pollutant data at
the next time-step (t+1). Each time-step is 12 hours, which
is sufficient for the vast majority of applications. Specifi-
cally, we learn historical changes through pollutant data of
Pt and Pt−1, and meanwhile we use the forecasted meteo-
rological data of Qt and Qt+1 to predict future changes of
pollutants. Instead of directly predicting the pollutant data
at (t+ 1), we predict the pollutant changes Ψ and ∆.

Ψ,∆ = fθ(Pt−1,Pt,Qt,Qt+1), (1)

where Ψ is the scaling factor and ∆ is the amount of change,
θ is the network parameters. The pollutant output (P̂) is
obtained by adding changes to the pollutant base (B), as
demonstrated in Eq. 2.

P̂ = Ψ× B +∆. (2)

3.4. Pollutant Base Construction
The principle for building the pollutant base is that the pol-
lutant data should not be after the initial time and should be
as close as possible to the data at the forecast time. Empir-
ically, we have found that some pollutant variables that are
prone to react under sunlight have the problem of the grey
line1 (also referred to as the terminator or the twilight zone).
That is, the global distribution of these pollutants changes
along with the grey line. Therefore, when constructing the
pollutant base, for the variables with the grey line issue, we
select the data 24 hours before the forecast time, and for
other variables, we select the most recent data (the data at
the initial time). To predict more time steps, we use the al-
ready predicted data as input and perform cyclic prediction
of the subsequent steps.

1A shifting line around the Earth that separates daylight and darkness
parts.
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Figure 1. Framework of our global air pollution forecasting.

3.5. Model Structure

Benefiting from the symmetrical encoder-decoder model
structure, U-Net [23] can learn different semantic features
at different levels, and thus we adopt U-Net as our back-
bone network. The encoder module consists of 4 layers that
down-sample the input features layer by layer and simul-
taneously increase the number of channels to enhance the
semantic representation. The encoder module achieves the
compression of the input features and the intermediate out-
put features are restored to the original feature size through
the four layers of upsampling in the decoder module. Mean-
while, through skip-connections, U-Net fuses the shadow
detailed information such as texture and position from the
encoder path, as well as the deep semantic information from
the decoder path, and can better accelerate convergence. For
the hidden layers between the encoder and the decoder, we
adopt the Conv2Former [12] module. We embed the time
variable variable and add them at each layer of U-Net to
provide additional information.

3.6. Efficient Feature Fusion
U-Net takes only one tensor as input. In order to fuse the
pollutant features (Pin = [Pt−1,Pt]) and meteorological
features (Qin = [Qt,Qt+1]) as input, a straightforward so-
lution is to concatenate them along the channel dimension
(X = [Pin, Qin]). The dimensions of Pin and Qin are
M × N × 2C and M × N × 2D, respectively. In addi-
tion to simple concatenation of features, bilinear pooling
provides a richer information interaction for the fusion of
features of two modalities [18]. However, the dimension of
the fused features is too high, which puts great pressure on
the efficiency of model training, and meanwhile, is prone
to lead to the overfitting problem. Some works perform a
low-rank approximation on the parameter matrix of the bi-
linear model after decomposition [10], achieving the goal
of improving both efficiency and effectiveness.

We achieve low-rank bilinear pooling through an approx-
imation scheme that performs the Hadamard product on
the two modal features after mapping them to a common
space [14]. Specifically, given the pollutant and meteoro-
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logical features at location (i, j), we denote the pollutant
and meteorological vectors as pij ∈ R2C and qij ∈ R2D.
The fused feature xij is shown below.

xij = WT
x (WT

p pij ◦WT
q qij), (3)

where Wp ∈ R2C×H , Wq ∈ R2D×H and Wx ∈ RH×G are
parameters of the mapping layer. The hyperparameter H is
the number of channels in the hidden layer and G is the size
of the input feature of U-Net. Meteorological factors and
pollutants are greatly influenced by adjacent areas. There-
fore, we increased the receptive field and the experimental
results have shown that the predictive ability of the model
is significantly improved after increasing the receptive field.
Eq. 3 can be expressed as the following formula.

xmn = unvec(W ′T
x (W

′T
p vec(pmn) ◦W ′T

q vec(qmn))),
(4)

where m and n denote location range [i − 1 : i + 1] and
[j − 1 : j + 1], vec and unvec are the process of flattening
the tensor into a vector and the inverse process, respectively.
Correspondingly, the size of the parameters of the mapping
layer W ′

p, W ′
q and W ′

x becomes (2C ∗9)×H , (2D∗9)×
H and H × 9G. The fused features are input to the U-Net
model, and after being processed by the encoder-decoder,
the pollutant changes are given.

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets
We use meteorological and pollutant data in this study. The
meteorological data includes ERA5 reanalysis data [11]
used in the training phase and FuXi [8, 25] forecasting data
used in the inference phase. The meteorological data is lin-
early interpolated to a resolution of 0.4◦ to match the spatial
resolution of CAMS analysis and forecast fields, thus giving
M = 451 and N = 900.

We normalize meteorological input and output data ac-
cording to FuXi model’s standardization scheme. We also
devise a tailored normalization approach for pollutant data
to account for their skewed distributions. We design an ex-
tra transformation function to mitigate the impact of specific
pollutant variables (e.g., NO2 and SO2) due to sharp spike
distribution in regions with dense human activities. This
gives a rapid boost to smaller values, enhancing the sen-
sitivity to low-magnitude values. For more details of the
dataset, please refer to the supplementary materials.

4.2. Setup
Implementation Details. We adopt a two-stage train-
ing scheme. We pretrain our base model using long-range
CAMSRA and fine-tune the model on relatively more accu-
rate CAMS Analysis. We implement our models in PyTorch

and train them using one NVIDIA A100 GPU card. Dur-
ing the model pretraining stage, we use 9 years of CAM-
SRA data and train for 40 epochs. For the model fine-tuning
stage, 1.5 years of CAMS Analysis data is used. We adopt
a relatively small learning rate and train 100 epochs for
single-step mode and 20 epochs for multi-step expansion.

We schedule the learning rate (lr) as follows. First, we
use 1/3 of the first epoch for warm-up, during which lr in-
creases linearly from 1e-8 to the maximum lr. Then, we use
the cosine annealing method to gradually decrease lr to 1e-9
for the remaining training iterations. The maximum lr is set
to 2.5e-4 for pretrain stage and 1e-5 for fine-tuning stage.

Time embedding. Since pollutant concentrations ex-
hibit a distinct diurnal cycle, we encode time using a Fourier
encoding scheme. Specifically, the initial time is converted
into day of the year and hour of the day, with corresponding
wavelengths (λ) set to 366 and 24, respectively.

emb(t) = [cos(
t

λ
), sin(

t

λ
)] (5)

Loss Setting. Due to the spherical shape of the Earth,
we assign weights that decrease as latitude increases. The
weights w ∈ RM is computed as below,

wi = cos(lat(i)), (6)

where lat(·) is the conversion function from latitude index
i ∈ [0, 450] to radian, and wi progressively increases from
near-zero value to approach one before diminishing back to
near-zero value. Based on the pollutant base and pollutant
forecast groundtruth, we calculate the weighted average er-
ror e ∈ RC , which shows the range of pollutant variation
from baseline to ground-truth values, indicating how easily
they can change.

ek =
∑
i,j

∣∣bijk − pijk

∣∣wi, (7)

where k is the index of pollutant variable. Similarly, when
calculating the loss, we compute the error between the pol-
lutant forecast output and the ground-truth, and regulate the
differences of different variables via the weighted error in
Eq. 7.

êk =
∑
i,j

∣∣p̂ijk − pijk

∣∣wi, (8)

loss =
1

C

∑
k

êk
ek

=
1

C

∑
k

∑
i,j

∣∣p̂ijk − pijk

∣∣wi∑
i,j

∣∣bijk − pijk

∣∣wi

. (9)

4.3. Experimental Results
Given the lack of open-source air pollution forecasting
models, we conduct comparative evaluations of our frame-
work against alternative configurations and the physics-
based CAMS model. The evaluations utilize CAMS Analy-
sis data from June to November 2022 (inclusive), a period
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Figure 2. Weighted root mean square error (RMSE) comparison of CAMS model v.s. ours on pollutant variables of total column (TC) and
particulate matter (PM). Normalized RMSE values based on CAMS results are given below each RMSE curves. (Best viewed in color.)

characterized by relatively stable conditions including min-
imal emission inventory changes, fixed pollutant types, and
consistent chemical mechanisms, which are critical prereq-
uisites to ensure evaluation validity. We demonstrate the
results as follows.

Surface-level Variables. Fig. 2 compares the weighted
root mean square error (RMSE) and normalized RMSE
value curves of the CAMS model and our model (OURS)
on the pollutant variables of total column (TC) (i.e., CO,
NO, NO2, SO2 and O3), and variables of particulate mat-
ter (PM) (i.e., PM1, PM2.5 and PM10). The RMSE of all
three models gradually increased over time, with the vari-
ations of our two models stabilizing after 48 hours. How-
ever, CAMS exhibited a more pronounced RMSE increase
after 48 hours, whereas OURS demonstrated a monotonic
decrease in Normalized RMSE, particularly during the first
48 hours. A comparative analysis indicates that OURS out-
performs CAMS in the later stages of forecasting, partic-
ularly for TC CO, TC NO2, TC NO, TC SO2, PM1, and
PM2.5, highlighting its advantage in long-term predictions.

The observed situation is attributed to the online and
offline coupling methods of the models, and the accuracy
of the meteorological forecast fields. A notable bidirec-

tional feedback exists between air pollutants and meteoro-
logical conditions. For instance, PM2.5 interacts with ra-
diation, where local increases in PM2.5 concentration ab-
sorb and scatter solar radiation, causing surface cooling
that suppresses boundary layer development, thus exac-
erbating pollutant accumulation. While the CAMS sys-
tem employs online coupling that theoretically captures
this feedback mechanism through IFS-derived initial me-
teorological fields during the early forecast period. How-
ever, since CAMS also uses an autoregressive forecasting
method, the errors of both meteorological and pollutant
forecast fields gradually accumulate over time. In con-
trast, our model demonstrates superior meteorological fore-
casting performance compared to IFS, coupled with an of-
fline coupling architecture which prevents the accumulation
of errors from pollutant forecasts affecting meteorological
fields. This configuration enables sustained prediction ac-
curacy throughout extended forecast periods.

The absence of meteorological coupling in AI forecast-
ing models leads to progressive performance degradation.
Although initial forecasts show comparable accuracy to of-
fline coupling systems, the divergence amplifies with ex-
tended forecast horizons. This indicates that the offline cou-
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Figure 3. The normalized RMSE score matrix relative to the
CAMS model for the pollutant variables at all pressure levels and
all lead days. Red represents good results. (Best viewed in color.)

pled meteorological fields help mitigate the cumulative er-
rors in autoregressive forecasts. Notably, the optimization
effect for O3 is particularly remarkable, with a 32% relative
reduction in RMSE in all forecast time steps. This improve-
ment is attributed to meteorological modulation of photo-
chemical production, vertical mixing efficiency, and wet de-
position processes, all of which are crucial for both short-
term and long-term variations in O3 concentrations. Sim-
ilarly, TC SO2 errors decrease by 18% through improved
characterization of dry deposition velocities and scavenging
coefficients. TC CO exhibits relative chemical stability, and
26% error reduction reflects enhanced transport process rep-
resentation, particularly in boundary layer venting mecha-
nisms. PM2.5 forecasts show 14% improvement as meteo-
rological drivers govern both long-range transport and sec-
ondary aerosol formation.

Pressure-level Variables. The forecasting performance
of OURS shows a consistent trend over time across different
pressure levels, as in Fig. 3. The vertical distribution shows
that OURS performs significantly better above 850 hPa.
The boundary layer is characterized by complex turbulent,
thermodynamic, and material exchange processes, which
increase forecast uncertainty. Traditional physical-based
models incorporate extensive physical constraints in this re-
gion to improve forecast accuracy. In contrast, DL-based
models implicitly learn from data about the various influ-
encing factors and physical constraints within the boundary
layer, resulting in limited advantages. However, in the mid-
dle and upper atmosphere, where pollutant concentrations
are mainly governed by dynamical processes, DL-based
models tend to outperform physical models. Without me-
teorological inputs, the forecast accuracy for CO and O3,
which are highly sensitive to transport processes, deterio-
rates in the middle and upper atmosphere.

Based on the lifecycle and diffusion rates of pollutants,

the key forecasting windows for pollution alerting and con-
trol are 12–72 hours (short-term) and 3–7 days (medium-
term). We compute the average normalised RMSE, focus-
ing on the second and fifth days within these critical time
windows in Fig. 4. Our model shows an advantage in only
6.8% of variables in the 1-day forecast. However, this ad-
vantage increases to 49% of variables in the 2-day forecast,
and 91% of variables outperform CAMS in the 5-day fore-
cast. As the forecast duration increases, OURS’s advan-
tages become more pronounced, especially for variables in
the middle and upper atmospheric pressure layers. How-
ever, forecast results for high-altitude layers (above 100
hPa) and PM10 remain suboptimal. Notably, our model out-
performs CAMS in 84% of variables in the 3-day forecast,
whereas the Aurora global air pollution model shows an ad-
vantage in 86% of variables. However, Aurora’s model con-
tains 1.3B parameters, 7.3 times more than our model.

Cases Study. In early October 2022, a significant dust
event in the Sahara Desert sent plumes across the Atlantic,
affecting the Caribbean Sea and southern Europe. Fig. 5
displays various model forecasts. Initially, all models pin-
point high-value concentration centers. However, as fore-
casts extended, OURS (w/o met) and CAMS models show
notable concentration decreases and shifts, indicating PM10
dispersion and dilution. OURS maintains better consistency
with the target, preserving the high-value center location.
Both OURS and CAMS predict dust plume dispersion to-
ward the Atlantic, though OURS (w/o met) has less pro-
nounced dispersion. This underscores the importance of
meteorological factors in pollutants transport forecasts. The
proposed offline coupling mechanism effectively captures
these drivers, surpassing traditional models in predicting
PM10 high-value centers during dust events.

From June to September 2022, Europe experienced an
extreme heatwave, with June temperatures 2.33◦C above
the norm [1]. This intensified atmospheric photochemi-
cal reactions, leading to a rise in ozone concentrations,
which typically increase after sunrise and peak in the af-
ternoon. Considering the model’s forecast resolution, Fig. 6
shows the TC O3 distribution across Europe from June 15
at 00:00 UTC to June 17 at 12:00 UTC. Initially, OURS,
OURS (w/o met), and CAMS models align closely in the
12-hour forecasts. However, as forecasts extended, OURS
(w/o met) shows more uniformly distributed and lower con-
centration centers, significantly diverging. CAMS also dif-
fers markedly from target in northeastern Europe, notably
failing to show dual TC O3 concentration centers in the 60-
hour forecast. Meanwhile, OURS consistently matches tar-
gets in multi-step forecasts, indicating that proposed offline
coupling mechanism captures the spatiotemporal changes
in TC O3 concentrations under high temperatures more ef-
fectively than traditional models.
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Figure 4. The normalized RMSE values relative to the CAMS model at 3/5 days of lead time. A lower normalized value indicated better
performance.

Figure 5. Case study of PM10 in North Africa, we list the fore-
cast results for the next 12, 24 and 36 hours. The columns are
respectively the groundtruths, predictions of our model and fore-
cast results of CAMS. (Best viewed in color.)

5. Conclusion

This study addresses the dual bottlenecks of high com-
putational redundancy in traditional physical models and
the large parameter sizes of existing deep learning online
coupling frameworks. We innovatively propose a bilin-
ear pooling-based meteorology-pollution offline coupling
framework for global air pollution forecasting. By estab-
lishing bilinear pooling based interaction mechanisms be-
tween meteorological fields and pollutants, our approach
compresses model parameters to 13% of online coupling

Figure 6. Case study of TC O3 in Europe, we list the forecast
results for the next 12, 36 and 60 hours. The columns are respec-
tively the groundtruths, predictions of our model and forecast re-
sults of CAMS. (Best viewed in color.)

solutions. Experimental results validate the optimization
potential of deep learning implicit coupling over tradi-
tional physics-based explicit modeling. This breakthrough
not only lays an algorithmic foundation for building next-
generation intelligent atmospheric monitoring systems but
also holds significant practical implications for advancing
digital response systems in global environmental gover-
nance. Future research could achieve enhanced predic-
tive capabilities through seamless integration with higher-
precision pollution monitoring station data.
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A. Datasets Introduction
Datasets. This study utilized meteorological and atmo-
spheric composition data, with the variables used listed in
Table 1. The meteorological data include ERA5 reanaly-
sis data and FuXi model forecast outputs, while the atmo-
spheric composition data are sourced from CAMS. To align
with FuXi’s forecast results, 13 pressure levels consistent
with FuXi were selected, and all data were linearly interpo-
lated to a resolution of 0.4◦ to match the spatial resolution
of CAMS analysis and forecast fields. ERA5 data are used
for coupling meteorological inputs during the training of the
air pollutants forecasting model, while FuXi model forecast
outputs replace ERA5 data during model testing.

CAMS. CAMS (Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring
Service) is an atmospheric composition analysis and fore-
casting system based on the ECMWF IFS model. It inte-
grates modules for aerosols, reactive gases, and greenhouse
gases, using a 4D-Var data assimilation system to combine
diverse observations (e.g., O3, CO, NO2, AOD with anthro-
pogenic (MACCity), biogenic (MEGAN), and fire emis-
sions (GFAS). CAMS provides global analysis, forecast,
and reanalysis products.

CAMS Analysis and forecast Data: CAMS analysis
data (CAMS Analysis) are generated using ECMWF’s 4D-
Var assimilation method, integrating global meteorological,
satellite, and ground-based observations to provide accurate
analyses of aerosols, reactive gases, and greenhouse gases,
which serve as initial conditions for global pollutant fore-
casting. CAMS forecast data are coupled with ECMWF’s
IFS prediction system, combining meteorological forecasts
with atmospheric composition simulations. Meteorologi-
cal data from IFS provide boundary conditions for CAMS
modules on aerosols and reactive gases, which interact
with atmospheric chemical reaction modules to form feed-
back mechanisms for spatial-temporal predictions of atmo-

spheric composition. CAMS forecasts cover a temporal
range of one to five days with a typical spatial resolution of
0.4◦, offer high-precision global atmospheric composition
predictions. Given the frequent updates to CAMS forecast-
ing models driven by advancements in pollutant forecasting
and the incorporation of additional observational data, this
study utilized CAMS forecast data from October 2020 to
December 2023, a period of relative stability.

CAMS Reanalysis data: CAMS reanalysis data (CAM-
SRA) have a spatial resolution of 0.75◦ with 60 vertical lev-
els, covering 2003-2021 and is based on an older version of
IFS (CY42R1). CAMSRA data exhibit good stability and
superior precision in the analysis of ozone, CO, NO2 and
AOD compared to MACCRA and CIRA. However, due to
its coarser resolution and older model cycle, CAMSRA is
less precise than CAMS analysis and forecast data. In this
study, CAMSRA data from 2010 to 2018 were used for pre-
training.

ERA5. ERA5 is the fifth generation of ECMWF reanal-
ysis datasets, providing a wealth of surface and upper-air
variables. The dataset is generated by assimilating high-
quality and abundant global observations using ECMWF’s
IFS model. It features a temporal resolution of 1 hour and a
spatial resolution of 0.25◦, covering data from January 1950
to the present. With its extensive temporal and spatial cover-
age and exceptional accuracy, ERA5 is widely recognized
as one of the most comprehensive and precise reanalysis
datasets globally.

FuXi. The FuXi weather model, developed based on
the ECMWF ERA5 reanalysis dataset, employs a cascaded
approach to provide 15-day global forecasts with a temporal
resolution of 6 hours and a spatial resolution of 0.25◦. FuXi
achieves performance comparable to ECMWF’s traditional
numerical weather prediction model (EM) over 15-day fore-
casts while requiring significantly fewer computational re-
sources. In this study, FuXi forecast data initialized at 00
and 12 UTC were used as meteorological inputs during the
model testing phase, with a temporal resolution of 12 hours
and a forecast range of up to 5 days.

B. Datasets Normalization

Both inputs and outputs of the model are normalized, with
meteorological variables normalized according to the FuXi
model’s standardization scheme. For pollutant data, a tai-
lored normalization approach is devised to account for their
skewed distributions.

For all air pollutant variables and emission inventory
variables, we adopt the normalization method inspired by
Aurora. Specifically, we estimate scalev as half the spa-
tial maximum averaged over time. By construction of this
normalization, the normalized air pollutant variables will
typically be in the range [0, 2]. Normalization statistics are
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Name Resolution Timeframe Surface Variables Atmospheric Variables

CMAS 0.4◦ × 0.4◦ 2010-2018
TC CO, TC NO, TC NO2, TC SO2,

TC O3, PM1, PM2.5, PM10
CO, NO, NO2, SO2, O3

CAMSRA 0.75◦ × 0.75◦ Oct 2020-2023
TC CO, TC NO, TC NO2, TC SO2,

TC O3, PM1, PM2.5, PM10
CO, NO, NO2, SO2, O3

ERA5 0.25◦ × 0.25◦ 2010-2023 T2M, U10M, V10M, MSL, TP U, V, T, RH, Z
FuXi 0.25◦ × 0.25◦ 2022-2023 T2M, U10M, V10M, MSL, TP U, V, T, RH, Z

Geographical 0.25◦ × 0.25◦ – orography, land-sea mask, latitude, longitude –
Temporal – – hour of day, day of year, step –

Table 1. Summary of the datasets used to train and evaluate in this work.

computed separately for CAMSRA and CAMS Analysis data.

Xt
v,i,j,norm =

Xt
v,i,j

scalev
, (10)

scalev =
1

2
· 1

T

T∑
t=1

max(xt
v,i,j). (11)

Concentration values of atmospheric pollutants, such as
NO2 and SO2, are closely related to human activities. These
pollutants are primarily generated by human activities and
then dispersed through atmospheric motion. As a result,
their spatial distribution exhibits sharp spikes in areas with
dense human activity, leading to a skewed overall distri-
bution. Training directly on such data would make the
network overly sensitive to high-magnitude values while
being less responsive to low-magnitude values. To ad-
dress this issue, we applied a transformation to normalized
data. This transformation increases the variation in low-
magnitude values while ensuring the transformed data re-
mains monotonically increasing with respect to the original
values. After extensive experimentation, we designed the
following transformation function:

xtrans = xnorm +
log10(xnorm · 2.5 · 104)

log10(25)
. (12)

Eq. 12 represents a monotonically increasing function.
After normalization, air pollution variables will typically
be in the range [0, 2]. When x ⩽ 1 · e−2, xtrans primar-
ily depends on the second term, which enhances sensitivity
to low-magnitude values. When x > 1 · e−2, the second
term gradually becomes smoother, and the transformation
is mainly influenced by the first term. This approach high-
lights the spatial distribution features of low-magnitude val-
ues, making the data more distinguishable.

11


	Introduction
	Related Works
	Methods
	Preliminaries
	Overview
	Changes Prediction
	Pollutant Base Construction
	Model Structure
	Efficient Feature Fusion

	Experiments
	Datasets
	Setup
	Experimental Results

	Conclusion
	Datasets Introduction
	Datasets Normalization

