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Non-Smoke Mean Dew Point
Smoke PMas PM3s PMio 0 Temperature  Temperature
Smoke PM;.5 1.000 -0.033 0.421 0.272 0.170 0.087
Non-Smoke PM3 s -0.033 1.000 0.422 0.374 0.284 0.277
PMyo 0.421 0.422 1.000 0.390 0.271 0.011
OF] 0.272 0.374 0.390 1.000 0.332 0.041
Mean Temperature 0.170 0.284 0.271 0.332 1.000 0.766
Dew Point Temperature 0.087 0.277 0.011 0.041 0.766 1.000

Supplemental Table 1: Pearson correlations between meteorological and air pollution variables. Ozone has been mean-
centered. All two-sided pairwise Pearson correlation test p-values are <101 with the exception of the correlation between PMao

and Dew Point Temperature (indicated in blue), which has an unadjusted p-value of 0.0031.




Daily Smoke PM, 5 Concentrations by Metro Area
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Date
gg Supplemental Figure 1: Daily total and smoke PM2s concentrations at twelve metropolitan areas in the U.S. in the years 2006-
2015.
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All ICU Stays, Ages 0-20

AllICU Stays, Ages 21-39

All ICU Stays, Ages 40-59

All ICU Stays, Ages 60-80

All ICU Stays, Ages 81+
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Supplemental Figure 2:
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Distributed lag model results stratified by patient demographic characteristics
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All-Cause ICU Stays, Midwest Region All-Cause ICU Stays, South Region All-Cause ICU Stays, West Region
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Supplemental Figure 3: Distributed-lag model results stratified by hospital census region and time period of ICU admission
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Supplemental Figure 4: Results using alternative buffer distances for calculating ambient PM10, ozone, mean temperature, and
dew point temperature at the hospital ZIP code. To facilitate comparison, our main model results are shown in magenta in the
30km panel.
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Supplemental Figure 5: Percent changes in ICU admissions (left) and simulated ICU bed utilization (right) using the day-specific
lagged associations (top), the 3-day average associations over lags 0-2 and 3-5 (middle), and the 6-day average association over
lags 0-5 (bottom).
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