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Supplementary Fig. 1. Number of total events by regions.
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Supplementary Fig. 2. Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with air pollutants in ADHD by regions. (A) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM10 in ADHD by regions. (B) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM2.5 in ADHD by regions. (C) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with NO2 in ADHD by regions. (D) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with SO2 in ADHD by regions. (E) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with O3 in ADHD by regions. (F) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with CO in ADHD by regions.

RR = relative risk, CI = confidence interval, ADHD = attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, PM10 = particulate matter < 10 μm, PM2.5 = particulate matter < 2.5 μm in aerodynamic diameter, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, NO2 = nitrogen dioxide, CO = carbon monoxide.
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Supplementary Fig. 3. Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with air pollutants in ASD by regions. (A) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM10 in ASD by regions. (B) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM2.5 in ASD by regions. (C) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with NO2 in ASD by regions. (D) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with SO2 in ASD by regions. (E) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with O3 in ASD by regions. (F) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with CO in ASD by regions.

RR = relative risk, CI = confidence interval, ASD = autism spectrum disorder, PM10 = particulate matter < 10 μm, PM2.5 = particulate matter < 2.5 μm in aerodynamic diameter, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, NO2 = nitrogen dioxide, CO = carbon monoxide.
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Supplementary Fig. 4. Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with air pollutants in depressive disorder by regions. (A) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM10 in depressive disorder by regions. (B) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM2.5 in depressive disorder by regions. (C) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with NO2 in depressive disorder by regions. (D) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with SO2 in depressive disorder by regions. (E) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with O3 in depressive disorder by regions. (F) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with CO in depressive disorder by regions.

RR = relative risk, CI = confidence interval, PM10 = particulate matter < 10 μm, PM2.5 = particulate matter < 2.5 μm in aerodynamic diameter, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, NO2 = nitrogen dioxide, CO = carbon monoxide.
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Supplementary Fig. 5. Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with air pollutants along different cumulative lag days in ADHD. (A) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM10 along different cumulative lag days in ADHD. (B) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM2.5 along different cumulative lag days in ADHD. (C) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with NO2 along different cumulative lag days in ADHD. (D) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with SO2 along different cumulative lag days in ADHD. (E) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with O3 along different cumulative lag days in ADHD. (F) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with CO along different cumulative lag days in ADHD.

ADHD = attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, PM10 = particulate matter < 10 μm, PM2.5 = particulate matter < 2.5 μm in aerodynamic diameter, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, NO2 = nitrogen dioxide, CO = carbon monoxide.
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Supplementary Fig. 6. Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with air pollutants along different cumulative lag days in ASD. (A) Risk ratio in oupatient and inpatient visits with PM10 along different cumulative lag days in ASD. (B) Risk ratio in oupatient and inpatient visits with PM2.5 along different cumulative lag days in ASD. (C) Risk ratio in oupatient and inpatient visits with NO2 along different cumulative lag days in ASD. (D) Risk ratio in oupatient and inpatient visits with SO2 along different cumulative lag days in ASD. (E) Risk ratio in oupatient and inpatient visits with O3 along different cumulative lag days in ASD. (F) Risk ratio in oupatient and inpatient visits with CO along different cumulative lag days in ASD.

ASD = autism spectrum disorder, PM10 = particulate matter < 10 μm, PM2.5 = particulate matter < 2.5 μm in aerodynamic diameter, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, NO2 = nitrogen dioxide, CO = carbon monoxide.
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Supplementary Fig. 7. Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with air pollutants along different cumulative lag days in depressive disorder. (A) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM10 along different cumulative lag days in depressive disorder. (B) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with PM2.5 along different cumulative lag days in depressive disorder. (C) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with NO2 along different cumulative lag days in depressive disorder. (D) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with SO2 along different cumulative lag days in depressive disorder. (E) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with O3 along different cumulative lag days in depressive disorder. (F) Risk ratio in outpatient and inpatient visits with CO along different cumulative lag days in depressive disorder.

PM10 = particulate matter < 10 μm, PM2.5 = particulate matter < 2.5 μm in aerodynamic diameter, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, NO2 = nitrogen dioxide, CO = carbon monoxide.
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Supplementary Fig. 8

. Trends of total, outpatient, and inpatient costs by specific disorders.*a (A) Trends of total direct costs by specific disorders (unit: $).*a (B) Trends of total outpatient costs by specific disorders (unit: $). (C) Trends of total inpatient costs by specific disorders (unit: $).*a
ADHD = attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, ASD = autism spectrum disorder.
aCosts were expressed in dollars ($) according to the exchange rate for each year (1$ = 1,152 KRW in 2011, 1$ = 1,071 KRW in 2012, 1$ = 1,055 KRW in 2013, 1$ = 1,099 KRW in 2014, 1$ = 1,173 KRW in 2015, 1$ = 1,208 KRW in 2016, 1$ = 1,071 KRW in 2017, 1$ = 1,116 KRW in 2018, and 1$ = 1,156 KRW in 2019).

�Supplementary Fig. 8: 그림 안에 각주기호 a 없음


�네, 각주기호 a는 모든 그림에 해당하는 내용입니다. 수정하였습니다.





