Supplementary Materials: The role of socioeconomic
status in the association of lung function and air
pollution— a pooled analysis of three adult ESCAPE

cohorts

FvC
%
Study Weight
D ES (95% CI) )
NO2
Lyon (EGEA) —_— -27.53(-99.68,44.63)  4.29
Marseille (EGEA) —_— -80.11(-202.41, 42.19) 1.49
Paris (EGEA) — -16.54 (-62.60, 29.52) 1052
Grenoble (EGEA) —_— -1.69(-93.99,90.60)  2.62
Umea (ECRHS) -101.96 (-340.01, 136.08)0.39
Norwich (ECRHS) -30.47(-167.23,88.28) 1.37
Ipswich (ECRHS) = —————#——— -252.38 (-436.53, -68.22) 0.66
Antwerpen (ECRHS) —_— 41.78(13.70,97.25)  7.25
Erfurt (ECRHS) _ -72.43(-289.58, 144.71) 0.47
Verona (ECRHS) —_— -28.05(-97.33,41.22)  4.65
Pavia (ECRHS) —o—_.’—_ -79.33(-203.76, 45.11) 144
Turin (ECRHS) 31.28(-47.23,109.79) 3.62
Oviedo (ECRHS) — -21.66 (-68.87, 25.55) 1002
Galdakao (ECRHS) —_— -65.73(-154.75,23.20) 2.82
Barcelona (ECRHS) —_— -20.90 (-80.88,39.07)  6.21
Albacete (ECRHS) —_ 28.38(-11.58,68.35)  13.97
Huelva (ECRHS) —_— -35.29 (-150.72, 80.14) 1.68
Paris (ECRHS) — 7,-3.78)  7.09
Grenoble (ECRHS) —_— .10) 341
Basel (SAPALDIA) —_— 2311(-65.13,111.34) 2.87
Geneva (SAPALDIA) —_— -21.11(-94.80,5258)  4.11
Lugano (SAPALDIA) —— -34.39(-84.07,15.29)  9.04
1-V Subtotal (I-squared = 24.5%, p = 0.146) -17.86(-32.81,-2.92)  100.00
D+L Subtotal -21.41(-39.68, -3.14)
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Figure S1. Meta-analysis of the association of NO:z with FVC in the full sample, by study center and
overall Forest plot displaying the study area-specific mixed linear regression model estimates of the
association of NO2 (per 10 pg/m? increment) with FVC. I-squared: Variation in estimated effects
attributable to heterogeneity. I-V Subtotal: Fixed effects model using the inverse variance method,
D+L Subtotal: Random effects model using the DerSimonian and Laird method. The mixed linear
regression models were adjusted for age, age squared, height, height squared, sex, BMI, BMI squared,
smoking status, pack-years, interaction of smoking status and pack-years, pack-years squared,
interaction of smoking status and pack-years squared, and education (models M1 + education).
Negative estimates indicate lower lung function with increasing exposure. ES: Effect size.

FEV1
%
Study Weight
D ES (95% CI) (V)
NO2
Lyon (EGEA) —_— 1.49 (-66.19, 69.16)  3.76
Marseille (EGEA) —_— -44.83 (-161.35, 71.69) 1.27
Paris (EGEA) — -7.93 (-46.87,31.01) 11.36
Grenoble (EGEA) —_— 16.38 (-79.19, 111.96) 1.88
Umea (ECRHS) -50.40 (-241.32, 140.51D.47
Norwich (ECRHS) -49.18 (-163.51, 65.15) 1.32
Ipswich (ECRHS) -102.80 (-283.03, 77.43D.53
Antwerpen (ECRHS) —_— 13.34(-36.41, 63.10) 6.96
Erfurt (ECRHS) -140.39 (-332.86, 52.07).46
Verona (ECRHS) -25.29 (-86.48, 35.90) 4.60
Pavia (ECRHS) E -48.75 (-158.97, 61.47) 1.42
Turin (ECRHS) —_— 0.05 (-69.46, 69.57)  3.56
Oviedo (ECRHS) —_— -9.37 (-53.53, 34.79) 8.83
Galdakao (ECRHS) —_— -55.10 (-134.85, 24.66) 2.71
Barcelona (ECRHS) —_— -13.46 (-64.23, 37.30) 6.68
Albacete (ECRHS) —_— 31.30(-4.63,67.23) 13.34
Huelva (ECRHS) —_— -27.13 (-133.01, 78.76) 1.54
Paris (ECRHS) —_— -63.95 (-110.07, -17.82)8.09
Grenoble (ECRHS) -52.06 (-123.53, 19.41) 3.37
Basel (SAPALDIA) —_— 18.87 (-54.82,92.56) 3.17
Geneva (SAPALDIA) —_— -3.64 (-65.56, 58.28) 4.49
Lugano (SAPALDIA) — -1.74 (-42.83,39.36)  10.20
1-V Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.547) -10.25(-23.37, 2.88)  100.00
D+L Subtotal -10.25 (-23.37, 2.88)
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Figure S2. Meta-analysis of the association of NO2 with FEV1 in the full sample, by study center and
overall. Forest plot displaying the study area-specific mixed linear regression model estimates of the
association of NO:z (per 10 pg/m?® increment) with FEV1. I-square: Variation in estimated effects



attributable to heterogeneity. I-V Subtotal: Fixed effects model using the inverse variance method,

D+L Subtotal: Random effects model using the DerSimonian and Laird method. The mixed linear

regression models were adjusted for age, age squared, height, height squared, sex, BMI, BMI squared,

smoking status, pack-years, interaction of smoking status and pack-years, pack-years squared,

interaction of smoking status and pack-years squared, and education (models M1 + education).

Negative estimates indicate lower lung function with increasing exposure. ES: Effect size.

Table S1. Sensitivity analyses.

Outcome Sample Model NO: (95% CI) p-value
FvC Full Meta—Analysis (fixed) -17.9 (-32.8;-2.9) 0.019
FvC Full Meta—Analysis (random) -21.4 (-39.7,-3.1)

FVC Full All variables (three-level pooled model)! -16.3 (-31.2;-1.5) 0.031
FVC Reduced All variables (three-level pooled model)? -19.2 (-34.9;-3.5) 0.017
FEV1 Full Meta—Analysis (fixed) -10.3 (-23.4;2.9) 0.126
FEV1 Full Meta—Analysis (random) -10.3 (-23.4;2.9)

FEV1 Full All variables (three-level pooled model)! -12.3 (-24.9;0.2) 0.054
FEV1 Reduced All variables (three-level pooled model)? -16.3 (=30.2; -2.4) 0.022

n = 6502 (full sample), n = 4766 (reduced sample). For the three-level-models ! family and 2

neighborhood respectively were considered as additional random effect nested in study area.
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