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The Performance Validation of GWR Models

In this study, we have 11675 samples in total for training and testing GWR models. That is, there
will be around 1459 samples used for modelling during each period. For each model, about 1313
samples are used to develop GWR models and the rest are for a cross validation to test the model’s
performance. The fitting results of GWR models and the accuracy of 10-fold cross-validation are
showed in Table S1. Specifically, for the fitting session among eight time periods, the average r-square
(R?) between the predicted and observed PM2s concentrations is 0.56, the root-mean-square-error
(RMSE) is around 20.87 pg/m?, and the mean-absolute-error (MAE) is 9.63 pig/m3. In contrast, for the
validation session, the average R?, RMSE, and MAE is 0.47, 22.65 pg/m?, and 10.63 pug/m?3, respectively.
Figure S1 also presents the 1-to-1 scatterplots for 10-fold cross-validations.

Table S1. Accuracy of the fitting and 10-fold cross-validation for eight periods.

R? RMSE(ug/m?) MAE(ug/m?3)
Fitting Validation Fitting Validation Fitting Validation
Hour 2 0.53 0.43 22.39 24.38 10.58 11.68
Hour 5 0.45 0.33 23.25 25.49 8.83 9.68
Hour 8 0.53 0.43 20.24 21.93 8.06 9.02
Hour 11 0.60 0.53 21.13 22.67 9.70 10.60
Hour 14 0.59 0.50 18.66 20.32 9.26 10.25
Hour 17 0.58 0.50 21.71 23.44 10.46 11.57
Hour 20 0.61 0.54 19.03 20.51 9.39 10.29
Hour 23 0.57 0.48 20.58 22.50 10.77 11.93

Average 0.56 0.47 20.87 22.65 9.63 10.63
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Figure S1. Scatterplots of the observed and predicted PM2.5 for eight time periods.



