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Abstract

Recent studies of associations between environmental exposures and health outcomes

have shifted toward estimating the effect of simultaneous exposure to multiple chemicals.

Summary index methods, such as the weighted quantile sum and quantile g-computation,

are now commonly used to analyze environmental exposure mixtures in a broad range of

applications. These methods provide a simple and interpretable framework for quantifying

mixture effects. However, when data arise from a large geographical study region, it may

be unreasonable to expect a common mixture effect. In this work, we explore the use of a

recently developed spatially varying coefficient model based on Bayesian additive regression

trees to estimate spatially heterogeneous mixture effects using quantile g-computation. We

conducted simulation studies to evaluate the method’s performance. We then applied this

model to an analysis of multiple ambient air pollutants and birthweight in Georgia, USA from

2005-2016. We find evidence of county-level spatially varying mixture associations, where

for 17 of 159 counties in Georgia, elevated concentrations of a mixture of PM2.5, nitrogen

dioxide, sulfur dioxide, ozone, and carbon monoxide were associated with a reduction in

birthweight by as much as -16.65 grams (95% credible interval: -33.93, -0.40) per decile

increase in all five air pollutants.

In 2022, the National Center for Health Statistics reported that an estimated 8.60% of infants

born in the United States had low birthweight (less than 2,500 grams).1 Low birthweight has a

strong association with infant mortality and morbidity. In the same year, infant mortality rate

in the United States was 42.36 per 1,000 live births among low birthweight infants, compared to

just 2.10 per 1,000 live births among infants greater than 2,500 grams.2 Identifying risk factors
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of reduced birthweight, particularly those due to modifiable environmental risk factors, is an

important research priority.

In environmental and perinatal epidemiology, there is a rich literature supporting the as-

sociations between various air pollutants and birth outcomes including, but not limited to,

reduced birthweight.3,4,5,6 These studies have commonly identified associations between low

birthweight and elevated concentrations of PM2.5, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, ozone, and

carbon monoxide, among others. These associations have previously been reported in Atlanta,

Georgia.7,8

In the past, studies of association between air pollution and health outcomes have utilized

single-exposure models. While useful, these models may be inadequate for describing the com-

bined effect of multiple air pollutants that individuals are simultaneously exposed to. In recent

years, research has shifted toward developing and applying mixture models that attempt to

quantify this joint association between multiple exposures and health. Of the many modeling

strategies introduced, quantile g-computation (QGCOMP) proposed by Keil et al. 9 has been

the most widely used approach in population-based epidemiologic studies. QGCOMP is favored

for its simple definition, computational speed and interpretation of the overall mixture effect,

as well as its straightforward implementation via the well-maintained qgcomp R package.10

In many studies of environmental mixtures where QGCOMP or alternative approaches might

be used, it is common to have health and exposure data acquired from a large geographical study

region. While compiling data from all regions within the study area increases sample size and

the ability to detect small mixture effects, it also provides an opportunity to explore spatial

heterogeneity in health effects.

In this work, we consider a varying coefficient model based on Bayesian additive regression

trees (BART)11,12 to estimate spatially heterogeneous mixtures effects within the QGCOMP

framework. BART is a flexible modeling approach that has consistently performed well on

a variety of prediction, classification, and causal inference tasks.11,13,14 An additional benefit

of using BART is that, unlike most other machine learning models, BART is fully Bayesian

and thus offers natural uncertainty quantification via the posterior distribution. We conduct

a simulation study to evaluate the method in the presence of spatially varying mixture effects,

including a comparison with spatially varying coefficient models from disease mapping, and

then apply the method to an analysis of birthweight from vital records in the state of Georgia.
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Data

Air Pollution Data

We considered five air pollutants: fine particulate matter with diameter 2.5 µm and smaller

(PM2.5, 24-hr average, µm/m3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2, 1-hr max, ppb), sulfur dioxide (SO2,

1-hr max, ppb), ozone (O3, 8-hr max, ppm), and carbon monoxide (CO, 1-hr max, ppb). Daily

estimates of the concentrations of each pollutant were derived from a data fusion model which

utilized simulations from the Community Multiscale Air Quality Model and monitoring data

from the Environmental Protection Agency’s Air Quality System database.15 The original data

product is available at a 12 km gridded spatial resolution. We used area-weighted averaging to

obtain exposures at the ZIP code level.

Health Data

We obtained birth records from the Office of Health Indicators for Planning, Georgia Depart-

ment of Public Health. We restricted the data to only include singleton pregnancies with

gestational age greater than 27 weeks and an estimated date of conception between January

1st, 2005 and December 31st, 2016. There were a total of 1,468,531 births meeting this cri-

teria. Additional covariates collected on the birth mothers included age (years), race, level

of educational attainment, marital status, and parity. Pregnancy-wide air pollution exposures

were estimated by linking maternal residential address ZIP code and calculating the average

concentration of each pollutant from the date of conception to the date of birth.

Methods

Review of Quantile g-Computation for Mixture Modeling

The goal of QGCOMP, like its predecessor weighted quantile sum (WQS), is to provide a more

interpretable mixture effect. For this reason, QGCOMP is sometimes referred to as a summary

index method. This stands in contrast to response surface methods, such as Bayesian kernel

machine regression (BKMR), which provide a more flexible approach to modeling complex

exposure-response surfaces, but generally are not as easily implemented or interpreted.

In the QGCOMP framework, the target parameter(s) quantify the expected change in the

outcome due to an increase of one quantile in all exposures of interest. Because the implemen-
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tation of QGCOMP leverages model fitting procedures from standard regression models, it can

be run efficiently and has been extended to a variety of models. This is particularly important

for studies which make use of administrative datasets, for which computationally burdensome

methods such as BKMR are impractical.

Assuming the data arise from several study regions, the linear, additive quantile g-computation

model is given by (1):

Yij = β0 + xT
ijβ +wT

ijγ + ǫij ǫij
i.i.d.
∼ N(0, σ2), (1)

where xij is a Px-vector of quantized exposures for observation j in region i. Here, the term

quantized exposure refers to an originally continuous exposure whose values have been recoded

to 0, 1, . . . , Q−1, where the new value represents which of the Q quantiles the original observed

value belonged to. The model may also include wij, a Pw-vector containing confounders for

adjustment for observation j of region i (note these are not generally quantized). Thus, each

element of β = (β1, . . . , βPx
)T represents the expected change in the outcome for a one quantile

increase in the corresponding exposure, while the elements of γ retain typical interpretations

for regression coefficients.

The reasoning behind this treatment of the exposures of interest is to define a mixture

effect as Ψ =
∑Px

p=1 βp. When the model is linear and additive in terms of the quantized

exposures, Ψ represents the expected change in the outcome for a one quantile increase in

every exposure. In this scenario, Ψ also coincides with the slope parameter from a simple

linear marginal structural model (MSM) in which the sole predictor, denoted Sq, represents

the quantized exposure mixture. Specifically, Sq takes on values 0, . . . , Q − 1, corresponding

to when all quantized exposures are simultaneously set to 0, . . . , Q − 1. When framing the

problem in this manner, Ψ may alternatively be estimated via g-computation with the joint

exposure quantile Sq. In this work we focus on the linear and additive model (1), but in general

estimation of Ψ via the MSM approach can be used when higher order terms are desired. Under

certain assumptions, Ψ might be interpreted as a causal parameter.9
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Spatially Varying Quantile g-Computation with BART

We propose allowing the individual exposure coefficients β to vary across space, which in turn

implies the mixture effect Ψ also varies across space. The result is the following model:

Yij = β0(zij) +
Px
∑

p=1

βp(zij)xij,p +wT
ijγ + ǫij ǫij

i.i.d.
∼ N(0, σ2), (2)

where the intercept and quantized exposure coefficients depend on the spatial location of ob-

servation ij, zij . For simplicity we write zij = zi, since we have already defined i as indexing

location. The local mixture effect specific to location zi is then defined as Ψ(zi) =
∑Px

p=1 βp(zi).

There are a few reasons allowing for a spatially varying air pollutant mixture effect is

warranted. For example, the mixture of PM2.5 components may be different spatially due to

differences in local emission sources and meteorology. Spatially varying population character-

istics that impact the relationships between personal exposure and ambient concentration may

also result in effect heterogeneity. When the target estimand is the overall mixture effect, differ-

ences may also be attributable to specific exposure levels due to a nonlinear exposure-response

relationship. For example, NO2 may be a more important component in the mixture for regions

near highways where levels are high. Additionally, if the true exposure-response surface con-

tains any interactions, then the effects of individual exposures and the overall mixture effect is

likely different in regions with different exposure concentrations. Allowing for spatially varying

weights allows for capturing locally linear mixture effects, even when the overall mixture effect

is more complex.

The spatially varying intercept and exposure coefficients in model (2) can be estimated in

various ways; we suggest using BART priors for each of these parameters. Deshpande et al. 12

recently developed a varying coefficient BART (VCBART) model and demonstrated its use for

studying time series of crime rates across census tracts in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. When

supplied with a list of which sub-regions are spatially adjacent to one another (i.e., share a

border), VCBART uses efficient proposal mechanisms based on sampling spanning trees to

repeatedly subdivide the study area into contiguous sub-regions which the data suggest are

heterogeneous (see Figure 1).16 This process is done separately for each of the spatially varying

parameters in model (2), which allows for different spatial clusters for each mixture component.

Estimation of the VCBART model is carried out using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC),

with each sample from the posterior distribution partitioning the study area differently. The
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Figure 1: An illustration of VCBART’s spatial branching process, applied to counties in Georgia.
In panel A), edges are drawn between centroids of adjacent counties. In panel B), a random
spanning tree is drawn from the graph in panel A). In panel C), three groups of contiguous
counties are formed by randomly deleting two edges from the spanning tree in panel B).

posterior distribution of mixture effects might then be summarized for each location using their

posterior means and 95% credible intervals. BART priors function similarly to boosting, as each

tree contributes a small portion to the overall output, allowing for fine tuning of the spatial

branching process. Consistent with other BART implementations, regularization priors are used

to encourage homogeneity across the entire study area to prevent over-fitting.

Simulation Study

In this section we evaluate the ability of VCBART to estimate the spatially varying parameters

of model (2). We generate a spatially varying intercept, β0(z), and six spatially varying regres-

sion coefficients, β1(z), ..., β6(z), across a 10 x 10 grid using various smooth and rigid functions

(see the Supplementary Material for details of the functions). The surfaces are plotted in Figure

2, along with the true mixture effect Ψ(z).

For the simulation, the exposures are generated from a mean zero multivariate normal

distribution with covariance ρJ6+(1−ρ)I6. Each of the exposures is then quantized usingQ = 4

quantile bins. Finally, the outcome is drawn from a normal distribution with some noise variance

σ2. Parameters varied during the simulation study include the sample size within each grid cell

(n ∈ {10, 50, 100, 250}), the degree of correlation between exposures (ρ ∈ {0.0, 0.5, 0.8}), and

the amount of noise (σ ∈ {0.1, 1}). Each parameter setting is run for B = 200 unique datasets.

We fit all VCBART models for the simulation using the VCBART R package publicly avail-

able on GitHub (https://github.com/skdeshpande91/VCBART). The default hyperparameter

settings from the package are used, including 50 trees per BART ensemble. The most natu-
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Figure 2: True spatially varying intercept (β0), regression coefficients (β1-β6), and overall mix-
ture effect (Ψ) surfaces used for the simulation study. All are defined on a 10 x 10 grid.

ral comparison might be the spatially varying coefficient (SVC) model, which uses Gaussian

process (GP) priors in place of BART priors.17 Others have described the connection between

BART and GP priors.18 However, due to the computational burden presented by GP priors,

studies of areal data often make use of conditional autoregressive (CAR) priors.19 These reduce

the dimension of the coefficients to the number of unique spatial locations and thus are more

computationally convenient. For this reason, we compare VCBART to a model with proper

Besag CAR priors on the intercept and each of the regression coefficients. We fit these models

using the integrated nested Laplace approximation (INLA) available in the INLA R package

(https://www.r-inla.org).

Figure 3 contains a summary of the simulation results for both the CAR and VCBART

models in terms of 95% credible interval coverage and root mean squared error (RMSE) for the

100 mixture effects (one for each grid cell). As the sample size increases, global coverage tends

toward 95% and RMSE decreases for both models. The CAR model has slightly better RMSE

in small samples, but the difference is negligible in the n = 250 setting. In general, better

global coverage and RMSE is observed when exposures exhibit stronger correlation. Despite

this, the individual performance on any one of the spatially varying coefficients may decrease

with increasing correlation (see Figures S1.1 and S1.2 in the Supplementary Material).

While the global statistics suggest the two models are performing at a somewhat similar

level, there are differences in each model’s ability to estimate the local mixture effects for each
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Figure 3: Global average 95% credible interval coverage and root mean squared er-
ror (RMSE) for the mixture effect Ψ using CAR and VCBART models in the simu-
lation study. Global values are calculated using the following approach: Coverage =
1
B

∑B
b=1

(

1
100

∑

z I{Ψ(z)∈[Ψ̂(z)0.025,Ψ̂(z)0.975]}

)

, and RMSE = 1
B

∑B
b=1

(

1
100

∑

z(Ψ(z)− Ψ̂(z))2
)

.
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Figure 4: Average 95% credible interval coverage across 200 simulations for Ψ when sample size
per cell is 10, 50, 100, and 250. Fixed settings: ρ = 0, σ = 1.

grid cell. The 95% credible interval coverage for the local mixture effects is shown in Figure 4

for the high noise setting (σ = 1) with uncorrelated exposures (ρ = 0). The coverage for CAR

is very poor for many of the cells in the lowest sample size (n = 10), but improves some as the

sample size increases. On the other hand, VCBART generally has better coverage across all

grid cells, with near 95% coverage even in small sample sizes.

Spatial patterns of poor coverage for local mixture effects might be attributable to poor

coverage for one or more of the constituent local exposure coefficients. We found that the CAR

model struggles most with the spatial patterns used to generate β1, β2, and β6 (see Figure S1.3 in

the Supplementary Material for simulation average coverage for each spatially varying coefficient

for the n = 100 setting, corresponding to the third column of Figure 4). These surfaces contain

some of the sharpest contrasts between neighboring cells, which presents difficulties for models

which rely on spatial smoothing. VCBART also struggles to capture the two hot spots in the

β6 surface, but not to the same extent as the CAR model, and generally has as good or better

coverage across the other parameters.

These results suggest that VCBART may be preferable to CAR in settings with high-noise

or small local sample sizes. In general, we found that as ρ increases, coverage and bias for

Ψ(z) improves or changes little, while coverage and bias for the spatially varying regression

parameters worsens. The latter was particularly noticeable for the CAR model. We also noticed

that coverage for the CAR model was substantially worse in the high noise variance setting,
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Table 1: Maternal Demographic Characteristics

Characteristic N %

Race

White 853,575 58.1
Black 505,304 34.4
Asian or Pacific Islander 58,706 4.0
American Indian or Alaskan Native 2,460 0.2
Other 48,486 3.3

Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic 1,252,268 85.3
Hispanic 216,263 14.7

Age

Less than 25 years 519,590 35.4
25-31 years 568,344 38.7
More than 31 years 380,597 25.9

Education

Less than 9th grade 73,584 5.0
9th-11th grade 204,226 13.9
12th grade 446,449 30.4
Some college 744,272 50.7

whereas the amount of noise had little effect on coverage for VCBART.

Application

In an application of the VCBART model, we analyzed 1,468,531 live singleton births to mothers

residing in Georgia with an estimated conception date between January 1st, 2005 and December

31st, 2016. In this sample, the majority of mothers were white (58.1%), and in terms of

educational attainment about half (50.7%) reported at least some college experience. Additional

demographic information is provided in Table 1.

We fit a VCBART model with the default 50-trees-per-ensemble setting. A spatially vary-

ing intercept, as well as spatially varying coefficients for quantized versions of PM2.5, NO2,

SO2, O3, and CO were included. For this analysis, we chose to quantize each exposure into 10

quantile bins, i.e., deciles. Additional covariates modeled using fixed effects included estimated

conception date, gestational age, tobacco use, and the parity, age, race, ethnicity, level of educa-

tional attainment, and marital status of the mother. We also adjusted for socioeconomic status

using Census tract-level estimates of the percentage below the poverty level. The continuous

covariates age, tract poverty level, and conception date were modeled used natural cubic splines
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Table 2: Percentiles of County-level Mean Pregnancy-wide Pollutant Exposures

Percentile

Pollutant 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th

24-hr average PM2.5 (µm/m3) 9.00 9.59 10.22 10.65 10.65
1-hr max NO2 (ppb) 4.40 5.12 6.60 9.53 9.53
1-hr max SO2 (ppb) 1.90 2.25 3.14 3.99 3.99
8-hr max O3 (ppb) 38.98 39.66 40.50 41.22 41.22
1-hr max CO (ppb) 0.30 0.31 0.33 0.37 0.37

with 5 degrees of freedom, while gestational age was modeled using indicator variables for the

number of weeks.

As previously mentioned, one of the reasons a spatially varying coefficient model might be

appropriate for this analysis is that pollutant concentrations may vary across space. We calcu-

lated the average (mean) pregnancy-wide concentration of each pollutant within each Georgia

county. The distribution of these county-level averages are summarized in Table 2. Most no-

tably, mothers in counties at the 90th percentile of NO2 and SO2 were, on average, exposed to

more than double the concentration of these pollutants compared to mothers in counties at the

10th percentile. Figure 5 displays the median pregnancy-wide pollutant concentrations for each

county, after the exposures have been quantized into deciles. While pollutant concentration

typically varies seasonally, some trends are clear, such as CO and NO2 concentrations being

highest in the Atlanta metropolitan area, and NO2 following the path of I-75.

Posterior means of the mixture effects using the VCBART model are plotted in Figure 6.

In general, we found stronger negative mixture effects in counties making up the central and

eastern portion of the state. For a one decile increase in all five exposures, the county-specific

estimates range from an expected reduction in birthweight of -16.65 grams (95% CrI: -33.93,

-0.40) in Decatur county to an increase of 13.28 grams (95% CrI: 0.06, 27.19) in Wheeler county.

Of the counties with 95% credible intervals that exclude zero, 17/23 are in a negative direction.

We have supplied a forest plot of these 23 county-level mixture effects in the Supplementary

Material. As a comparison, we also estimated a common mixture effect using a linear model

with only a spatially varying CAR intercept and no spatially varying coefficients. This common

mixture effect was estimated to be a reduction of -1.81 grams (95% CrI: -2.84, -0.70) per decile

increase in all pollutants. This estimate is slightly attenuated compared to a weighted average

of the local mixture effects from the VCBART model (reduction of 2.27 grams). VCBART

11
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Figure 5: Median pregnancy-wide concentration for each pollutant after having been quantized
into deciles.

outperformed the CAR intercept model, as well as a spatially varying coefficient CAR model

akin to that which was fit in the simulation study, in terms of the Widely Applicable Information

Criterion (see Table S2.1 in the Supplemental Material).20

In Figure 7, we plot the estimated local mixture effects against county-level summaries of

the exposures and confounders included in the VCBART model. For the most part, there is

no discernible pattern in the estimated mixture effects when compared to the confounders. For

CO and NO22, the local mixture effects tend to shift in the negative direction as the level of

exposure increases at the lower end of the observed concentrations.

Discussion

We describe varying coefficient models as a useful extension to the popular QGCOMP method

to account for when heterogeneous exposure-response relationships are present in the data.

We have shown through simulation and an analysis of birth records in Georgia how one might

estimate spatially varying parameters in such a model via a Bayesian approach which uses CAR

or BART priors. In our analysis of birth records, we found that for many Georgia counties there

exists an association between elevated concentrations of a mixture of PM2.5, NO2, SO2, O3, and

CO and reduced birthweight.
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VCBART is not the only option for fitting the model we have described, as there is a rich

literature of spatially varying coefficient models. Casetti 21 originally described an expansion

method for generating improved models by taking the parameters from an initial model and

making them a function of variables. Later the geographically weighted regression (GWR)22

and aforementioned SVC17 models were proposed. GWR is a frequentist approach that involves

estimating a separate weighted least squares regressions at each location, where the weights are

determined by proximity between locations as measured by some kernel function. The SVC

model is a Bayesian approach which places Gaussian process priors on the individual regression

coefficients, where again a kernel function is used to estimate the distance between observations.

Comparisons of the two approaches have found similar performance in many settings, but note

that GWR may occasionally struggle in the presence of correlated covariates.23,24,25 The SVC

model provides a richer framework for making predictions on new spatial locations, which might

make it a good option for estimating smooth mixture effects over a region from point-referenced

data.

A limitation of the analysis is the measurement of exposures. Not only is there potential

for error in the exposure measurements themselves, but the mechanism by which we assign

pregnancy-averaged pollutant concentrations to each mother is imperfect. The residential ad-

dress on file may not be reflective of where the mother spent most her time during the pregnancy,

and even when it is, the amount of exposure two individuals from the same neighborhood expe-

rience could be very different due to unmeasured factors such as occupation or personal lifestyle

behaviors.

Generally, ambient air pollution contributes little explanatory power for birthweight. The

R2 value for the VCBART model in the application is 39.90%. It is possible that all or some

subset of these pollutants may be more informative if averaged during a critical window of the

pregnancy instead of the entire duration. Previous studies have observed different associations

between air pollution and birthweight in Atlanta, Georgia for specific months or trimesters

of pregnancy.7,8 Various data driven methods have been developed for identifying windows of

pregnancy particularly susceptible to air pollution, including some based on BART.26,27,28,29

On a similar note, spatially varying distributed lag models, such as the one proposed in Warren

et al. 30 , might be another QGCOMP extension worth exploring.

In terms of the methods proposed, VCBART is more computationally burdensome than the

CAR model, particularly when an efficient implementation like INLA is used. This is due to the
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overhead required for managing tree structures. However, we have found that this tree-based

approach is advantageous over the CAR model to estimate local mixture effects, particularly in

high-noise settings such as our birthweight analysis. In this work, we focused on a spatially het-

erogeneous approach to quantile g-computation that made use of VCBART’s graph-structured

branching process. However, in practice one could also use the traditional BART branching pro-

cess to model heterogeneity in the exposure coefficients as a function of demographic or clinical

covariates as in Englert et al. 31 . For instance, Darrow et al. 7 reported higher estimates of the

associations between various pollutants and birthweight for Hispanic and non-Hispanic black

infants compared to non-Hispanic white infants. The current implementation of the VCBART

R package requires the BART ensembles to all use the same set of covariates, and a future

extension would also be to select different covariates for each exposure.

References

[1] Michelle Osterman, Brady Hamilton, Joyce Martin, Anne Driscoll, and Claudia Valenzuela.

Births: Final Data for 2022. Technical report, National Center for Health Statistics (U.S.),

Hyattsville, MD, April 2024.

[2] Danielle M. Ely and Anne K. Driscoll. Infant mortality in the United States, 2022: Data

from the period linked birth/infant death file. Technical report, National Center for Health

Statistics (U.S.), Hyattsville, MD, July 2024.

[3] Dirga Kumar Lamichhane, Jong-Han Leem, Ji-Young Lee, and Hwan-Cheol Kim. A meta-

analysis of exposure to particulate matter and adverse birth outcomes. Environmental

Health and Toxicology, 30:e2015011, November 2015. doi: 10.5620/eht.e2015011.

[4] Xiangyu Li, Shuqiong Huang, Anqi Jiao, Xuhao Yang, Junfeng Yun, Yuxin Wang, Xiaowei

Xue, Yuanyuan Chu, Feifei Liu, Yisi Liu, Meng Ren, Xi Chen, Na Li, Yuanan Lu, Zongfu

Mao, Liqiao Tian, and Hao Xiang. Association between ambient fine particulate matter and

preterm birth or term low birth weight: An updated systematic review and meta-analysis.

Environmental Pollution, 227:596–605, August 2017. doi: 10.1016/j.envpol.2017.03.055.

[5] David M. Stieb, Li Chen, Maysoon Eshoul, and Stan Judek. Ambient air pollution, birth

weight and preterm birth: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Environmental Research,

117:100–111, August 2012. doi: 10.1016/j.envres.2012.05.007.

16



[6] Xiaoli Sun, Xiping Luo, Chunmei Zhao, Bo Zhang, Jun Tao, Zuyao Yang, Wenjun Ma, and

Tao Liu. The associations between birth weight and exposure to fine particulate matter

(PM2.5) and its chemical constituents during pregnancy: A meta-analysis. Environmental

Pollution, 211:38–47, April 2016. doi: 10.1016/j.envpol.2015.12.022.

[7] Lyndsey A. Darrow, Mitchel Klein, Matthew J. Strickland, James A. Mulholland, and

Paige E. Tolbert. Ambient Air Pollution and Birth Weight in Full-Term Infants in Atlanta,

1994–2004. Environmental Health Perspectives, 119(5):731–737, May 2011. doi: 10.1289/

ehp.1002785.

[8] Matthew J. Strickland, Ying Lin, Lyndsey A. Darrow, Joshua L. Warren, James A. Mulhol-

land, and Howard H. Chang. Associations Between Ambient Air Pollutant Concentrations

and Birth Weight: A Quantile Regression Analysis. Epidemiology, 30(5):624–632, Septem-

ber 2019. doi: 10.1097/EDE.0000000000001038.

[9] Alexander P. Keil, Jessie P. Buckley, Katie M. O’Brien, Kelly K. Ferguson, Shanshan Zhao,

and Alexandra J. White. A Quantile-Based g-Computation Approach to Addressing the

Effects of Exposure Mixtures. Environmental Health Perspectives, 128(4):047004, April

2020. doi: 10.1289/EHP5838.

[10] Alexander Keil. qgcomp: Quantile G-Computation, March 2019. Institution: Comprehen-

sive R Archive Network Pages: 2.15.2.

[11] Hugh A. Chipman, Edward I. George, and Robert E. McCulloch. BART: Bayesian additive

regression trees. Annals of Applied Statistics, 4(1):266–298, March 2010.

[12] Sameer K. Deshpande, Ray Bai, Cecilia Balocchi, Jennifer E. Starling, and Jordan Weiss.

VCBART: Bayesian Trees for Varying Coefficients. Bayesian Analysis, 2024. doi: 10.1214/

24-BA1470. In Press.

[13] Jennifer Hill, Antonio Linero, and Jared Murray. Bayesian Additive Regression Trees: A

Review and Look Forward. Annual Review of Statistics and Its Application, 7(1):251–278,

March 2020. doi: 10.1146/annurev-statistics-031219-041110.

[14] P. Richard Hahn, Jared S. Murray, and Carlos M. Carvalho. Bayesian Regression Tree Mod-

els for Causal Inference: Regularization, Confounding, and Heterogeneous Effects (with

Discussion). Bayesian Analysis, 15(3):965–1056, September 2020. doi: 10.1214/19-BA1195.

17



[15] Niru Senthilkumar, Mark Gilfether, Howard H. Chang, Armistead G. Russell, and James

Mulholland. Using land use variable information and a random forest approach to correct

spatial mean bias in fused CMAQ fields for particulate and gas species. Atmospheric

Environment, 274:118982, April 2022. doi: 10.1016/j.atmosenv.2022.118982.

[16] Sameer K. Deshpande. flexBART: Flexible Bayesian regression trees with categorical

predictors. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, November 2025. doi:

10.1080/10618600.2024.2431072. In Press.

[17] Alan E Gelfand, Hyon-Jung Kim, C. F Sirmans, and Sudipto Banerjee. Spatial Mod-

eling With Spatially Varying Coefficient Processes. Journal of the American Statistical

Association, 98(462):387–396, June 2003. doi: 10.1198/016214503000170.

[18] Antonio R. Linero. A review of tree-based Bayesian methods. Communications for Sta-

tistical Applications and Methods, 24(6):543–559, November 2017. doi: 10.29220/CSAM.

2017.24.6.543.

[19] Julian Besag. Spatial Interaction and the Statistical Analysis of Lattice Systems. Journal

of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology, 36(2):192–225, January

1974. doi: 10.1111/j.2517-6161.1974.tb00999.x.

[20] Sumio Watanabe and Manfred Opper. Asymptotic Equivalence of Bayes Cross Validation

and Widely Applicable Information Criterion in Singular Learning Theory. Journal of

Machine Learning Research, 11(116):3571–3594, 2010.

[21] Emilio Casetti. Generating Models by the Expansion Method: Applications to Geographi-

cal Research*. Geographical Analysis, 4(1):81–91, January 1972. doi: 10.1111/j.1538-4632.

1972.tb00458.x.

[22] A. Stewart Fotheringham, Chris Brunsdon, and Martin Charlton. Geographically weighted

regression: the analysis of spatially varying relationships. J. Wiley, Chichester, 2002. ISBN

978-0-471-49616-8.

[23] David C. Wheeler and Catherine A. Calder. An assessment of coefficient accuracy in linear

regression models with spatially varying coefficients. Journal of Geographical Systems, 9

(2):145–166, June 2007. doi: 10.1007/s10109-006-0040-y.

18



[24] David C. Wheeler and Lance A. Waller. Comparing spatially varying coefficient models:

a case study examining violent crime rates and their relationships to alcohol outlets and

illegal drug arrests. Journal of Geographical Systems, 11(1):1–22, March 2009. doi: 10.

1007/s10109-008-0073-5.

[25] Andrew O. Finley. Comparing spatially-varying coefficients models for analysis of ecological

data with non-stationary and anisotropic residual dependence. Methods in Ecology and

Evolution, 2(2):143–154, April 2011. doi: 10.1111/j.2041-210X.2010.00060.x.

[26] Ander Wilson, Yueh-Hsiu Mathilda Chiu, Hsiao-Hsien Leon Hsu, Robert O Wright, Ros-

alind J Wright, and Brent A Coull. Potential for Bias When Estimating Critical Windows

for Air Pollution in Children’s Health. American Journal of Epidemiology, 186(11):1281–

1289, December 2017. doi: 10.1093/aje/kwx184.

[27] Howard H. Chang, Joshua L. Warren, Lnydsey A. Darrow, Brian J. Reich, and Lance A.

Waller. Assessment of critical exposure and outcome windows in time-to-event analysis

with application to air pollution and preterm birth study. Biostatistics, 16(3):509–521,

July 2015. doi: 10.1093/biostatistics/kxu060.

[28] Daniel Mork and Ander Wilson. Estimating perinatal critical windows of susceptibility to

environmental mixtures via structured Bayesian regression tree pairs. Biometrics, 79(1):

449–461, March 2023. doi: 10.1111/biom.13568.

[29] Daniel Mork, Marianthi-Anna Kioumourtzoglou, Marc Weisskopf, Brent A. Coull, and

Ander Wilson. Heterogeneous Distributed Lag Models to Estimate Personalized Effects

of Maternal Exposures to Air Pollution. Journal of the American Statistical Association,

pages 1–13, September 2023. doi: 10.1080/01621459.2023.2258595.

[30] Joshua L. Warren, Thomas J. Luben, and Howard H. Chang. A Spatially Varying Dis-

tributed Lag Model with Application to an Air Pollution and Term Low Birth Weight

Study. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series C: Applied Statistics, 69(3):681–696,

June 2020. doi: 10.1111/rssc.12407.

[31] Jacob R. Englert, Stefanie T. Ebelt, and Howard H. Chang. Estimating Heterogeneous

Exposure Effects in the Case-Crossover Design using BART. Journal of the American

Statistical Association, February 2025. doi: 10.1080/01621459.2025.2460231. In Press.

19



ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

14
65

1v
1 

 [
st

at
.A

P]
  2

0 
Fe

b 
20

25

Supplementary Material to

Spatially Varying Coefficient Models for Estimating

Heterogeneous Mixture Effects

Jacob Englert1 and Howard Chang, PhD1,2

1Department of Biostatistics and Bioinformatics, Emory University

2Gangarosa Department of Environmental Health, Emory University

Contents

Contents 1

S1 Additional Simulation Study Materials 2

S1.1 Details for Simulating Spatially Varying Coefficient Surfaces . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Figure S1.1: Global Coverage and RMSE for All Parameters (high noise setting) . . . 3

Figure S1.2: Global Coverage and RMSE for All Parameters (low noise setting) . . . . 4

Figure S1.3: Local Coverage for All Coefficients (n = 100, ρ = 0, σ = 1) . . . . . . . . . 4

S2 Additional Application Materials 5

Figure S2.1: Forest Plot of Local Mixture Effect Estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Table S2.1: WAIC for Candidate Models . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2502.14651v1


S1 Additional Simulation Study Materials

S1.1 Details for Simulating Spatially Varying Coefficient Surfaces

For the simulation study in the manuscript, we generate a spatially varying intercept and six

spatially varying regression coefficients across a 10 x 10 grid using the following functions:

β0(x, y) = 100φ
(

(x, y)T | (5.5, 5.5)T , 20I2
)

(1)

β1(x, y) = 0.50 × I{x>5} (2)

β2(x, y) = −0.25 × I{y>5} (3)

β3(x, y) = − exp (−|x− 5.5|) (4)

β4(x, y) = exp (−|y − 5.5|) (5)

β5(x, y) = 50× φ
(

(x, y)T | (1, 1)T , 10I2
)

(6)

β6(x, y) = 4×
[

φ
(

(x, y)T | (7.5, 7.5)T , I2
)

+ φ
(

(x, y)T | (2.5, 2.5)T , I2
)]

(7)

where x and y correspond to the integer dimensions of the cells in the grid, φ is the probability

density function of a bivariate normal distribution, I is an indicator function, and I is a diagonal

identity matrix.
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Figure S1.1: Global average 95% credible interval coverage and root mean squared er-
ror (RMSE) for the mixture effect Ψ and individual exposure coefficients (high noise
setting). Global values are calculated using the following approach: Coverage =
1
B

∑B
b=1

(

1
100

∑

z I{Ψ(z)∈[Ψ̂(z)0.025,Ψ̂(z)0.975]}

)

, and RMSE = 1
B

∑B
b=1

(

1
100

∑

z(Ψ(z) − Ψ̂(z))2
)

.

Fixed settings: σ = 1.
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Figure S1.2: Global average 95% credible interval coverage and root mean squared er-
ror (RMSE) for the mixture effect Ψ and individual exposure coefficients (low noise
setting). Global values are calculated using the following approach: Coverage =
1
B

∑B
b=1

(

1
100

∑

z I{Ψ(z)∈[Ψ̂(z)0.025,Ψ̂(z)0.975]}

)

, and RMSE = 1
B

∑B
b=1

(

1
100

∑

z(Ψ(z) − Ψ̂(z))2
)

.

Fixed settings: σ = 1.
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Figure S1.3: Average 95% credible interval coverage across 200 simulations for all spatially
varying regression coefficients. Fixed settings: n = 100, ρ = 0, σ = 1.
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S2 Additional Application Materials
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Figure S2.1: Local mixture effects estimated using VCBART. Only the 23 counties with 95%
posterior credible intervals excluding zero are shown.

Table S2.1: WAIC for Candidate Models

Model WAIC

VCBART 21,937,450
OLS 21,939,763
VC CAR 21,943,136
RI CAR 21,943,089

WAIC: Widely applicable information criterion.

OLS: Non-spatial ordinary least-squares regression.

VC CAR: Spatially varying coefficient CAR model.

RI CAR: Spatial random intercept CAR model.
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