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Extra figures showing area-specific observed and modeled ozone distributions, modeled NOx distributions,
modeled formaldehyde distributions and trends in A0 pow

Door County, WI
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Figure S-1. Door County, WI nonattianment area 2002-2019 May-Sep: observed (top left) and modeled (top center)
MDAB8 ozone distribution by day of week; modeled NOx (bottom left) and modeled formaldehyde (bottom center)
distribution by day of week; observed and modeled trends in AO3 poy (top right); modeled trends in WE-WD NOx and
formaldehyde differences (bottom right). The distributions by day of the week are for the entire 18 years with each box
representing the 25" to 75t percentile for that day of the week across all 18 years, the whiskers representing the 1.5 times
the interquartile range, and the bold line inside the box representing the median. WE-WD differences (top and bottom
right) are based on 5-year rolling periods.



Chicago, IL-IN-WI
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Figure S-2. Chicago area 2002-2019 May-Sep: observed (top left) and modeled (top center) MDA8 ozone distribution by
day of week; modeled NOx (bottom left) and modeled formaldehyde (bottom center) distribution by day of week;
observed and modeled trends in AO3 pow (top right); modeled trends in WE-WD NOx and formaldehyde differences
(bottom right). The distributions by day of the week are for the entire 18 years with each box representing the 25" to 75
percentile for that day of the week across all 18 years, the whiskers representing the 1.5 times the interquartile range, and
the bold line inside the box representing the median. WE-WD differences (top and bottom right) are based on 5-year
rolling periods.



Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX
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Figure S-3. Houston area 2002-2019 May-Sep: observed (top left) and modeled (top center) MDAS8 ozone distribution by
day of week; modeled NOx (bottom left) and modeled formaldehyde (bottom center) distribution by day of week;
observed and modeled trends in AO3 poy (top right); modeled trends in WE-WD NOx and formaldehyde differences
(bottom right). The distributions by day of the week are for the entire 18 years with each box representing the 25™ to 75%
percentile for that day of the week across all 18 years, the whiskers representing the 1.5 times the interquartile range, and
the bold line inside the box representing the median. WE-WD differences (top and bottom right) are based on 5-year
rolling periods.



New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT
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Figure S-4. New York City nonattainment area 2002-2019 May-Sep: observed (top left) and modeled (top center) MDAS8
ozone distribution by day of week; modeled NOx (bottom left) and modeled formaldehyde (bottom center) distribution by
day of week; observed and modeled trends in AO3 pow (top right); modeled trends in WE-WD NOx and formaldehyde
differences (bottom right). The distributions by day of the week are for the entire 18 years with each box representing the
25t to 75™ percentile for that day of the week across all 18 years, the whiskers representing the 1.5 times the interquartile
range, and the bold line inside the box representing the median. WE-WD differences (top and bottom right) are based on

5-year rolling periods.




Extra figures showing absolute and relative trends in WE-WD differences for modeled NOx and formaldhyde
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Figures S-5. Denver area May-Sep 2002-2019 modeled absolute trends in WE-WD NOx and formaldehyde differences
(left) and modeled relative trends in WE-WD NOx and formaldehyde differences (right)
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Figure S-6. Los Angeles area May-Sep 2002-2019 modeled absolute trends in WE-WD NOx and formaldehyde differences
(left) and modeled relative trends in WE-WD NOx and formaldehyde differences (right)



Extra figures showing monitor-level trends in AO3 pow

Los Angeles Nonattainment Area Monitors
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Figures S-7. Observed and modeled May-Sep trends in AO3 pow at 3 Los Angeles area monitoring locations for 2002-
2019.

New York City Nonattainment Area Monitors
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Figure S-8. Observed and modeled May-Sep trends in AO3 po at 3 New York City area monitoring locations for 2002-
2019.



Extra figures showing area-specific percentage of days exceeding the NAAQS on weekends and weekdays and
trends in A0z pow v>70

Chicago, IL-IN-WI
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Figure S-9. Modeled (left) and observed (center) percent of days with MDAB8 ozone exceeding 70 ppb at any monitor
within the Chicago nonattainment area during May-Sep on weekends and weekdays for 5-year rolling periods between
2002-2019; Observed and modeled trends in May-Sep AO3 pow «>70 at Chicago area monitors for 5-year rolling periods
between 2002-2019 (right).

Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX
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Figure S-10. Modeled (left) and observed (center) percent of days with MDAS8 ozone exceeding 70 ppb at any monitor
within the Houston nonattainment area during May-Sep on weekends and weekdays for 5-year rolling periods between
2002-2019; Observed and modeled trends in May-Sep AO3 pow,«>70 at Houston area monitors for 5-year rolling periods
between 2002-2019 (right).
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Figure S-11. Modeled (left) and observed (center) percent of days with MDAS ozone exceeding 70 ppb at any monitor
within the New York City nonattainment area during May-Sep on weekends and weekdays for 5-year rolling periods
between 2002-2019; Observed and modeled trends in May-Sep AO3 pow.«,>70 at New York City area monitors for 5-year
rolling periods between 2002-2019 (right).

Extra figures showing relationships between WE-WD patterns in meteorology and A0 pow

Cincinnati

Niep<0os E
—~ | o p>=0.05 O N P
2. Jp} o, S22 — 53
2 o o / g 32 ©
I N/ © @ To =
o° ol A T _
S Y / 53 & pR

- [a)
=" \ o = Zq 3
® . ° Q ] =
QN e / =0 w o8&
. o w” = ¥ E
; « mod t-s trend = -0.21 ppb/yr 2 mod t-s trend = 0.031 deg/yr mod t-s trend = 0.22 %/yr LIIJ mod t-s trend = -0.7 m/yr

- p-val = 0.91 o p-val = 0.063 p-val = 0.38 = 8 p-val = 0.32

i ol v
2002 2006 2010 2014 '2002 2006 2010 2014 2002 2006 2010 2014 2002 2006 2010 2014
start year of 5 years pooled start year of 5 years pooled start year of 5 years pooled start year of 5 years pooled

S = 3
s N g 38
£° T e g
5o 8 2e o
£ & 5 s2
S o~ o g
3 [=h Qo
o a™ £ 2
5 Co E8 g2
Q o <! E
o3 Sa ag @
gl mod t-s trend = -9 W/m2/yr w < mod t-s trend = 0.52 %/yr gl ' mod t-s trend = 3 [a] 8. mod t-s trend = -3.8 km/yr
w 8 p-val = 0.74 3 p-val = 0.91 ) g p-val = 0.23 ; p-val = 0.13
= '2002 2006 2010 2014 '2002 2006 2010 2014 = '2002 2006 2010 2014 "';J 2002 2006 2010 2014

start year of 5 years pooled

start year of 5 years pooled

start year of 5 years pooled

start year of 5 years pooled

Figure S-12. Cincinnati AO3 pow shown in blue and WE-WD patterns in seven meteorological variables shown in gray
(daily maximum temperature, daily average relative humidity, maximum planetary boundary layer height, solar

radiation, cloud cover percentage, 24-hr transport direction, 24-hour transport distance).
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S-13. Nonattainment areas plotted by correlation coefficient between AO3 poy and WE-WD differences in daily
meteorology variables (y-axis) and trends in WE-WD mean ozone differences. Cincinnati, Louisville, Columbus, St.
Louis, and Atlanta nonattainment areas shown in orange. All other nonattainment areas shown in gray. Solid circles
indicate areas with statistically significant AO3poy trendsand open circles indicate areas with non-significant trends.
Top and bottom dashed lines show correlation coefficients of 0.7 (r? = 0.49) such that points falling above and below
these lines indicate areas for which the variation in WE-WD meteorology differences could explain 49% or more of the
variations in WE-WD ozone differences.
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Extra figures showing CMAQ MDAS8 Oz Normalized Mean Bias by season, region, and year

AQS_Daily O3 O3_8hrmax for March to May 2002

CMAQv532_12US1_2019 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2018 4
CMAQv532 _12US1_2017 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2016 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2015 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2014 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2013 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2012 4

NMB

CMAQv532_12US1_2011 4

CMAQv532_12US1_20104

CMAQv532_12US1_2009 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2008 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2007 4

CMAQv532_12US1_2006 4

CMAQv532_12US1_2005 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2004 4
CMAQv532_12US1_2003 4

CMAQv532_12US1_2002 4
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Figure S-14. EQUATES Mar-May MDAS8 Os Normalized Mean Bias (%) by year and NOAA climate region.



AQS_Daily_0O3 O3_8hrmax for June to August 2002

NMB

CMAQV532 12US1 20194 =12 | —14 | 94 [ 46 [ 71 | 66 [-037[ 27 [-03e
CMAQV532 12US1 2018 84 | 11 | 12 | 39 | 55 | 92 | 018 | 39 | 17 %
CMAQv532 12US1 20174 -4 -12 -6.5 —4.1 12 15 -2 31 2.4
CMAQv532 12US1 20164 -14 -13 -6.4 | -0.52 11 9.6 0.48 71 0.7 . 25 to 30
CMAQ532 12US1 20154 47 | —12 | 55 | 096 | 12 | 14 | 24 | 18 | 58 . 20 to 25
CMAQv532_12US1_ 20144 3 | -10 | 45 | 18 1 | 65 . 15 to 20
CMAQV532 12US1 2013 57 | -7.8 | -5.1 | 0.63 13 | 12 1
CMAQv532_12US1 20124 65 | -89 | 59 | 087 45 | 13 | 55 [-074| 37 _— 10to0 15
CMAQv532 12US1 20114 97 | 64 | 63 | 77 | 7 12 | 72 | 87 | 79 5t0 10
CMAQv532 12Us1 20104 92 [ -a1 [ =21 | 82 ] 5105
CMAQv532 12US1 20091 76 | 49 | 075 | 11 —
CMAQv532_12US1 20084 76 | -72 | -1.8 | 76 6.3 ; || -10to -5
CMAQv532_12US1 20074 67 | -39 | 098 | 78 4 | 55 | 7 -15t0 -10
CMAQv532_12US1 20064 16 | -4 | 067 | 22 18 | 91 | 9 . _20to -15
CMAQv532 12US1 20054 4.3 -8.2 |-0.078| 6.4 2 7.8 9
CMAQv532 12US1 20044 6 | -10 | -083| 7.7 7 | 14 | 11 . -25 10 -20
CMAQv532 12US1 2003 -0.85 | -84 | —44 | 86 047 | 91 | 88 . -30to =25
CMAQV532 12US1 20024 58 | 11 | 61 | 67 | 12 | 11 | 22 | 48 | 056
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Figure S-15. EQUATES Jun-Aug MDA8 Oz Normalized Mean Bias (%) by year and NOAA climate region.

Tables of results for each nonattainment area included in this analysis

Table S-1. Mean WE-WD MDA8 Os difference (AO3 pow ) and trends in each US nonattainment area

region Nonattainment area Observed trends | Modeled trends ZOO%S;_Wed A20031'g_0W gf)gg?led Aozz'lDEfW
(9% Ch @s%Ch 2006 2019 2006 2019
Greater Connecticut, CT (;._%;?:(06915021,0.197) 6%13545) g-(\)}:@(_).os -2.44 311 0.54 -171
Washington, DC-MD-VA ol oras | o e ) | 218 234 236 112
Northeast | Baltimore, MD oo | DR Y 00 279 259 129
O el LI e v e Feray Py
R AL B o e o L P PP P
Upper | Allegan County, Mi s ovas | o 0006 | 258 289 3.67 200
Midwest | gerrien County, MI ;)9;?37:((')%}3612'0'084) 0001953 é‘_(\’/';:’z’(').oo . | 227 335 311 179
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0.137 (-0.072,0.252)

-0.257 (-0.339,-

Detroit, MI pval < 0.913 0.125) pval < 0.006 | 381 -1.48 5.64 -1.41
Muskegon County, MI S o0y ) | 367 21 531 132
Door County, WI g._(\);ll:(-géig,o.214) ;Eﬁl%%%l’o'om 457 -0.67 8.31 141
Manitowoc County, WI 6%019;; é’_%;‘r’f'(')‘og 69'2%%7) E)'_%E‘:’IQZ’(')_OOZ 5.73 -0.56 8.96 0.69
Milwaukee, Wi E)(.)'zigz) f)'.%ﬁff 0.001 003%’ (pf{/i?i-o.om 6.08 090 684 020
Sheboygan County, Wi g._(\)lifz(-g:igg,o.los) 0001925; ;()-(\)}:lzjc-).oo ., |67 -0.65 5.38 -0.52
e smam omaue i aw  es |
Louisville, KY-IN ;gfall i’%‘j%%'o'lls) 6%:;? g-?/';lfj(-).lzs 0.45 -0.44 1.03 -0.92
ohio St. Louis, MO-IL ;gf:l’i(c')(.’é%l'o'oz) povlj £0.296-0079) | 213 -1.68 218 -0.49
Valley 1 Cleveland, OH g._(\);l?:(-g:gfi,o.lze) 3;'2 %).1375'044) P~ | 209 -1.44 281 0.71
Columbus, OH ;)(?;?3?8:(6(?41332,0.018) S'.Si.s:(oé’zz? 40'132) 0.89 -0.32 0.99 -0.44
Cincinnati, OH-KY ;)(?;lzallsz(égézlga,o.os7) 0001165:;’ g-?);gf’(-)_lsg 0.60 084 183 -0.80
Atlanta, GA 8'_?,‘;?:('8:252’0'149) 000%%‘; [()'_%a2|6:1*6.155 5.06 274 3.02 -3.66
NP P B - A o ET I O LW
Southeast Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX 0022165 é’_%g’llf‘('mls Ooz?gg)i E)'_?/';lz’(')_om 0.75 -1.50 2.77 -0.30
San Antonio, TX 2)9.111565) g-%:lgf 0.101 E)(.)i1251§)) g.%ilgf 0001 | 160 187 009 182
Phoenix-Mesa, AZ ;)(?i/la‘:l(c_)(.)d%)?lg'-o'l) 001222:;’ (;;(-J{/i?i-o.om 0.80 -1.81 176 -1.87
Vuma AZ 0.025 (-0.059,006) | 0006 (-0.073,0028) | \ o 100 NA 084
' p-val=1 p-val = 0.902
ggnver Metro/North Front Range, 001272;; (;;(-)\./3;?2-0.001 002%?;)5 (;;(-)\./261?2-0.001 359 122 296 051
Southwest B:\)/r:a Ana County (Sunland Park), g%,iIB :(06%3235;0.152) g%/i;? :(069()7:,0.196) 0.19 1.48 053 0.26
Northern Wasatch Front, UT 6(.)'1%; (éc-){/t?z_o.om 00112% (;_)(-J{/gi_o.om 2.48 0.12 287 021
Southern Wasatch Front, UT 6(.)'1251‘; (6(-){/2?%-0.001 69'1% (E)(-){/i(l)i-o.om 2.45 -0.44 2.40 0.05
Uinta Basin, UT g;(\),grz(od(_)fgé()'lo“) ;fﬁi%%%g'o'om NA -0.50 NA -0.76
Amador County, CA g.-?/gfz(od_zol(?éOAB) 313/21?206.2(;16(1).319) -4.48 2.13 -5.00 -2.66
Butte County, CA e ooon )| DAt QRN | s 274 468 329
Calaveras County, CA 8'_?,;2((06.201071'0'337) gﬁi?é%?ggl,o.zas) -5.69 -2.31 -4.27 -2.44
Imperial County, CA E)(.)ilz% (F')(_’ﬁifo_om ;,%Pf% ggfﬁi&o) P | o33 -3.06 -0.94 281
Kern County (Eastern Kern), CA gfg?i%?ggfﬂn) gf;?i%%&ozm) -3.20 -2.76 -3.16 -2.24
M| o G oD, | SOOI | 0RO |1y s s | au
T R E % s il L T P
Mariposa County, CA 2‘_12?:‘%,1551'0227) gliiuliod.lf?fio'zs) -3.85 -0.50 -3.55 -0.38
L\Z/IAorongo Band of Mission Indians, I—)(E;Ilazl7:((-)(.)i?6774,-0.04) 003?692? (;;)(-)\./i?i-o_OOl NA 457 NA 464
Nevada County (Western part), CA g.-?/il(g.éi;‘dgssz) 8-_5‘;1(00-.2010,(1)-256) -5.02 -1.91 -5.17 -2.53
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Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission

-0.251 (-0.315,0.215)

-0.136 (-0.387,0.088)

Indians, CA p-val = 0,902 p-val = 0.266 NA NA NA NA
s comy G| Sariame [RBOI0W 10 [ aw | am |4
Sacramento Metro, CA g._(\)lz;.lzz(-g:ggéo.124) 6%01% é‘_(\)/'glsf’(')m -1.56 -2.43 -1.75 -2.43
somommcn | emour 940 [ o [ |im
San Francisco Bay Area, CA ot mopie O | O e V) | aes 1.05 269 121
San Joaquin Valley, CA e bme D | o B | 22 181 144 210
San Luis Obispo (Eastern part), CA gf](;IB:(Oé%OG(\;}l,O.483) g‘-:\ﬁI?:(OO..Z()Z(%O.BG?) NA -0.79 NA -0.44
Sutter Buttes, CA 8._5;1:(06.15079,0.312) g._%/g?:(odf)ggéo.lss) 313 281 4,02 291
Tuolumne County, CA 8'_:\)’;?506.2(?(?1’0'394) g._f\:’/i?<(06.301§1,0.381) -4.07 -0.96 -5.14 -1.53
Tuscan Buttes, CA 014 (0050,0164)p- | 014 (0007.0.29)p | 547 268 488 256
Ventura County, CA b?;}a?;7<(696%)i*'0'119) g._(\)/g?:(-(l).035,0.083) 0.71 -1.62 0.28 -0.81
T A e B P P
Table S-2. WE-WD differences percent of days with MDAS8 ozone exceeding 70 ppb ( AO3 pow «>70) and trends in each
US nonattainment area
Observed Modeled
region Nonattainment area 82?;;?3 trends ?gg;: Ié?)trends ggg’zl)_ow'%>702015_ gg@iow'%”"zms-
2006 2019 2006 2019

Greater Connecticut, CT g._?lg?:(-gﬂz,o.zog) ﬁfa7|3:((')%‘;‘;2"0'236) 5.13 6.39 5.27 0.63
Washington, DC-MD-VA 114000871303 p- | 1119 0915120200 | 1917 | 1036 | 4301 | -3.64

Northeast | Baltimore, MD 0615(0412.0922)p- | 1305 (LISLLOSP | 1163 | 1036 | 1660 | -059
Eg;\; \I(Sclv;I[(]ch’)\l@e’:S -NC?I'W Jersey.- (:).3%28(0.4,0.764) p-val 23’;2 :(-8:;)?2,0.749) 5.40 -6.96 357 117
ity PANIMDDE | valmooe T | Vamooe T |90 |68 |75 |27
Allegan County, MI 2‘6?51(20'5'0'97) p-val I‘ffffa‘;"‘:(g.’é?l&o'OGB) 0.15 0.63 3.47 0.00
Berrien County, Ml Sj‘fé%i’gmm) p- ;)(ffa?l’i((')%‘é‘él"o'oeﬁ) 0.48 0.28 2.98 -0.62
Detroit, Ml 854:20(%;?0'774) P ;)(ffaflz ((')(_)4‘1119'0'259) 5.20 0.94 9.79 -1.83

Unper Muskegon County, M g._?gllz(-g.235,o.291) ;Sszz((-)%%is,-o.mg) 7.27 3.43 7.90 126

Midwest |00 0014 (00720153) | -0.461 (0609-0.328) | , 1o 0.68 16.10 Lol

p-val =1 p-val = 0.001

Manitowoc County, WI ;)?;/253:(6%‘;3;1"0'107) ;)(1/2;;2:((-)(.)623%8,-0.094) 7.67 1.28 12.74 1.28
Milwaukee, WI 854:(6%%?13'0'197) P- ;)?fa?5:(6913;zés,-0.018) 7.68 0.32 9.81 1.23
Sheboygan County, Wi gﬁfig;ﬁ 0.251) ﬁ;}a‘;’i(&fﬁl"o'(’:‘“‘) 9.21 102 490 -0.31
Chicago, IL-IN-WI P I S 394 738 212

Ohio Louisville, KY-IN Séllgfé:géi‘r"o"m) - ;)(f;}a?4:(69152i1'0'031) 252 -2.74 6.82 -1.82

valley 1 st Louis, MO-IL .61 (116.0.068) - g'_%gf:('g_'éfg 02%9) 1 315 7.92 3.74 -1.52
Cleveland, OH 0.067 05250951 p- | 0704970197 prval | 4 67 002 0.39 490
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0.006 (-0.157,0.215)

0.544 (0.508,0.668) p-

Columbus, OH pval = 0,956 val = 0.002 3.44 -2.74 -1.47 0.92
Cincinnati, OH-KY S oo 2| D e 1) | 192 486 101 243
Atlanta, GA ;/(zi.l4i10.(%2.353,0.14) - ;)]-.;/6;:9:((-):.[(.)%92,-0.564) -8.76 -6.76 -3.22 -11.38
Southang | Dallas-Fort Worth, TX ;)]_.6):5;(—)?(.%35,-0.302) ;fji(('f(')é?"o'ﬁl) -5.38 -10.34 7.14 -3.95
Southeast Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX ;)1_;/2:'2:(6.16%%3"0'719) ;)(3;/5a(|)5=(c-)(.)i%ti4,-0.146) 2.63 -8.82 3.08 -1.21
San Antonio, TX 0402 (0231,0545)p- | 0.507 (0.134.0.390)p- | g1 088 1180 001
Phoenix-Mesa, AZ ;)(?;}2:'7:((-)(1%%8,-0.011) ;)(?;/3?:((-)(.)6%9,-0.115) -9.65 -10.92 131 -2.44
Yuma, AZ \1/5535_10'(2)36'1'593) P 3;%%838,0.133) P | NA 1.86 NA 0.00
g(e)nver Metro/North Front Range, ;)(3?612'6!(-).16%616,-0.755) ;)(3;22'7=(6(.)6%(21,-0.37) 041 10,62 3.4 334
Southwest B:\)/rlla Ana County (Sunland Park), ;)(1/1;:7:((-)(.)6%29,-0.062) 3;0:40(%323,0.377) P | 0.96 -0.89 -0.59 0.00
Northern Wasatch Front, UT ﬁfji({fb%i“"o'e%) 2;3155'3'136'0'147) 771 -6.06 2.46 -0.61
Southern Wasatch Front, UT I v Bl e 456 0.93 061
Uinta Basin, UT 8&?‘5&%2359094) P Sécl’g:léjsoé%“'o'm) P~ I NA -0.91 NA -0.30
Amador County, CA 3;630(%5’23'1'27) P szf’é%gfz'o'g‘r’g) P~ | 801 -3.18 -10.14 -0.96
Butte County, CA 35230(%(7)? ,1.013) p- \1/;'?;20(%8(1)3'1'193) P~ | .14.88 -5.54 -13.40 -3.07
Calaveras County, CA 837:20(%233’1'251) P- 8;??;30(%854,0.729) P~ | -17.60 -11.20 -8.74 -1.56
Imperial County, CA [0.364 (0.5-0276)p- | 0438 (0267.0463)p- | 359 1066 | -273 061
Kern County (Eastern Kern), CA gfg?:('g:ii’g 0.454) szgé%gﬁl‘l%) P~ | 535 6.62 1135 | -0.94
Eg’; rﬁ?e%e(l\‘i\s/eiﬂ/l I?)?;\r;:rgl:s% N pl V2a5|1< (;636316,.1_023) \-/%|72 ((J..gfgs,-o.%) P- | o085 -16.63 16.03 9.12
Iég:i,:tngi!es-South Coast Air ;)(1/7;:3:((-)%(())313,-0.54) ;)(3;2?7:((-)?6%67,0.043) 10.34 -4.06 24.90 011
Mariposa County, CA &jﬁ\gﬁogiégf@ P g._?li?:(-g..gfé,o.093) -18.96 -2.10 -1.83 -1.21
E/IAorongo Band of Mission Indians, ;)l_fa(:T:((—).lb%176,—0.591) ;)l_fa(:S:((—).lb%EG,—l.ZSS) NA 12.00 NA 9.03
West Nevada County (Western part), CA 85?2:1&%8;3’0'731) P 851?&%8?40874)& -14.21 -7.89 -12.18 217
Ili’nijcik;ir;??:iand of Luiseno Mission \1/5(30:3()(%331,1.176) p- g._%é?:(-g:égg,o.m@ NA 0.00 NA -0.82
e Gy Gl | ABGGOTTE | SO |10 | sus |0 | o9
Sacramento Metro, CA g'_?/if:('f'&""o'%” 0167 (00090239)p- | .39 1367 | -1031 | -6.09
San Diego County, CA ;)1_;/2;'3:(6%6332"0'665) ;)2_;/2al|4<((-fo50211,-2.075) 20.26 1095 | 24.82 -3.96
San Francisco Bay Area, CA ;)9;/3;'7:(6%%6"0'138) 8'61(:2:(6%[;%3’0'149) P~ 1553 -2.43 6.74 1.23
San Joaquin Valley, CA e o Y| L e O | ses 531 994 516
San Luis Obispo (Eastern part), CA 853:6&%239’1'474) P- g'_(\)/(;?:(_g:%g’o'lgg) NA 213 NA -0.61
Sutter Buttes, CA 0633 (0.214.0.701)p- | 0.095 (0.088.0.19T)P- | 495 573 093 040
Tuolumne County, CA PR A ey S I X 279 031
Tuscan Buttes, CA 0.466 (0.287,0502) p- | 0745 (0.725,0.829) p- | g g -6.84 -9.48 -1.36

val = 0.063

val <0.001
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-1.067 (-1.358,-0.94) 0.554 (0.388,0.661) p- ) ) )
Ventura County, CA p-val = p-val < 0,001 val < 0.001 12.05 6.09 3.29 0.61
-1.931 (-2.467,-1.462) | -0.213 (-0.293,-0.03) ) }
Las Vegas, NV p-val = p-val < 0,001 p-val = 0,443 17.82 10.34 0.66 3.96
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