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Supplemental Material, Table S1. Influential centers (DFBETAS value more than one) in meta-

analyses.

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Meta-analysis Influential Centers

PM,,-Term LBW Association

Unadjusted
All studies (Random effect model)

Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status
All studies (Random effects model)

Trimester 1 (Fixed-effect model)
Trimester 1 (Random effects model)

Trimester 2 (Fixed-effect model)

Trimester 3 (Fixed-effect model)
Trimester 3 (Random effects model)

Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status
and center-specific covariates
All studies (Random effects model)

PM,,-Term Birth Weight Association

Unadjusted
All studies (Random effect model)

Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status
All studies (Random effects model)

Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status
and center-specific covariates
All studies (Random effects model)

PM, s-Term LBW Association

Unadjusted
All studies (Random effect model)

Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status
All studies (Random effects model)

Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status
and center-specific covariates
All studies (Random effects model)

Connecticut & Massachusetts

California, Seoul

PAMPER
Lombardy, PAMPER

Lombardy

California, PAMPER, Sydney

Atlanta

Atlanta, Lombardy, Sydney

Lombardy, Sydney

Connecticut and Massachusetts, Seattle

California, Connecticut and
Massachusetts, Seattle

Seattle




Supplemental Material, Figure S1. Forest plot for the random effects meta-analysis of the unadjusted (A) and
adjusted® (B) odds ratios of term LBW in association with a 10-pg/m3 increase in maternal PM;, exposure during

the entire pregnancy.

A)
I
Center : OR (95% ClI)
|
|
Atlanta inas 1.09 (0.99, 1.20)
California 1.03 (1.02, 1.04
|L ( )
Connecticut and Massachusetts | - 1.15(1.08, 1.22)
EDEN : 0.94 (0.36,2.43)
Lombardy + 0.98 (0.95, 1.01)
PAMPER Ir 1.02(1.02, 1.03)
New Jersey -o—: 0.90 (0.82, 0.98)
PIAMA —_— 0.62 (0.29, 1.32)
Generation R : 0.77 (0.18,3.23)
Sé&o Paulo —— 1.14 (1.01, 1.28)
Seoul :0 1.09 (1.05, 1.13)
Sydney 1.07 (0.96, 1.20)
4o
Vancouver : 1.12(0.59,2.11)
Overall :o 1.04 (1.01, 1.06)
|
|
T I T
0 1 3.5
Odds Ratio
B)
I
Center : OR (95% Cl)
|
|
Atlanta I 0.96 (0.71, 1.29)
California IL 1.01(1.00, 1.02)
Connecticut and Massachusetts I+ 1.08 (1.02, 1.15)
EDEN : 1.05 (0.39, 2.85)
Lombardy ¢ 0.99 (0.96, 1.02)
PAMPER IT 1.01(1.00, 1.02)
New Jersey JI- 1.00 (0.91, 1.09)
PIAMA T 0.81 (0.24, 2.76)
Generation R : 1.11 (0.25, 4.87)
Séo Paulo [~ 1.15(1.02, 1.29)
Seoul :0 1.05 (1.01, 1.09)
Sydney | —— 1.22(1.09, 1.37)
Vancouver : 1.44 (0.62, 3.36)
Overall P 1.02 (1.01, 1.04)
|
|
T l T
0 1 5
Odds Ratio

# Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status and centre-specific covariates.



Supplemental Material, Figure S2. Forest plot for the fixed-effect meta-analysis of odds ratio (95% confidence
interval) of term LBW in association with a 1O-|,|g/m3 increase in maternal PM;q exposure during the first (A),

second (B), and third (C) trimester adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status.

A)
|
Center : OR (95% Cl)
|
|
Atlanta 4| 0.99 (0.94, 1.03)
California It 1.01 (1.00, 1.02)
EDEN : 1.10 (0.48, 2.53)
Lombardy JI 0.99 (0.97, 1.00)
PAMPER I‘ 1.01 (1.01, 1.02)
New Jersey ~1| 0.95 (0.89, 1.01)
PIAMA —Il— 1.01 (0.67, 1.53)
Sao Paulo } 1.00 (0.98, 1.02)
Sydney Jlo— 1.04 (0.96, 1.12)
Overall 1.01 (1.01, 1.01)
|
|
|
T I T
0 1 3
QOdds Ratio
B)
OR
|
Center : OR (95% Cl)
|
|
Atlanta Ik 1.05 (1.00, 1.10)
California :» 1.01 (1.01, 1.02)
EDEN : 1.08 (0.48, 2.44)
Lombardy f 1.00 (0.99, 1.02)
PAMPER Ik 1.01 (1.01, 1.02)
New Jersey *{ 0.96 (0.90, 1.02)
PIAMA —o—:— 0.82 (0.49, 1.38)
S#o Paulo {» 1.03 (0.99, 1.07)
Sydney ILo— 1.06 (0.99, 1.15)
Overall 1.01 (1.01, 1.02)
|
|
|
T | T
0 1 3

Odds Ratio



C)

Center

Atlanta
California
EDEN
Lombardy
PAMPER
New Jersey
PIAMA

Sé&o Paulo
Sydney

Overall

OR (95% CI)

1.04 (0.99, 1.09)
1.02 (1.01, 1.02)
0.93 (0.42, 2.07)
1.00 (0.98, 1.01)
1.02 (1.01, 1.02)
0.98 (0.92, 1.03)
0.57 (0.31, 1.03)
0.99 (0.95, 1.03)
1.02 (0.94, 1.10)

1.02 (1.01, 1.02)

- 14— —— —+——§——t—*——v——0————v——;——————-

Odds Ratio



Supplemental Material, Figure S3. Forest plot for the random effects meta-analysis of the unadjusted (A)

and adjusted® (B) change in birth weight (mean difference (95% confidence interval)) in association with a 10-

pg/m?® increase in maternal PM;, exposure during the entire pregnancy.

A)

Center Regression Coefficient (95% Cl)

T
Atlanta : 25.46 (18.11, 32.80)
California .| -10.34 (-10.98, -9.71)
EDEN : -11.60 (-70.50, 47.20)
Lombardy : - 9.03 (6.69, 11.37)
PAMPER 0: -2.75(-3.20, -2.31)
PIAMA —0—:— -18.38 (-66.37, 19.62)
Generation R } -5.40 (-111.10, 100.40)
S&o Paulo —— : -16.40 (-26.00, -6.80)
Seoul 0: -2.22 (-4.12,-0.32)
Sydney —— : -17.08 (-23.82, -10.34)
Vancouver | -6.80 (-10.26, -3.31)
Overall d -2.74 (-7.18, 1.71)

|

| :
-115 0 115
Birth Weight (g)
B)

Center Regression Coefficient (95% CI)

T
Atlanta —_— : -28.80 (-49.60, -8.10)
California o | -11.10 (-11.80, -10.40)
EDEN : -16.30 (-72.20, 39.60)
Lombardy : - 6.40 (4.30, 8.50)
PAMPER 0: -4.70 (-5.20, -4.30)
PIAMA | 47.00 (-10.50, 104.60)
Generation R : -10.30 (-102.90, 82.20)
Séo Paulo — : -18.30 (-28.50, -8.10)
Seoul 0: -3.24 (-56.13, -1.34)
Sydney —— : -30.30 (-36.40, -24.20)
Vancouver -| -7.20 (-11.70, -2.70)
Overall <> : -8.92 (-13.21, -4.64)

|

T , T
-115 0 115

Birth Weight (g)

% Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status and centre-specific covariates.



Supplemental Material, Figure S4. Forest plot for the random effects meta-analysis of the unadjusted (A)
and adjusted® (B) odds ratios of term LBW in association with a 10-|,|g/m3 increase in maternal PM, 5 exposure

during the entire pregnancy.
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Center : OR (95% CI)
I
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I
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I
I
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I
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I
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Seattle + 1.00 (0.98, 1.02)
I
Vancouver : 1.35(0.91, 1.98)
Overall {> 1.04 (0.99, 1.09)
I
I
I
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0 1 3
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% Adjusted for maternal socioeconomic status and centre-specific covariates.





