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Figure S1.  The plots showing mean difference in A & B measurements from each sensor 
for the two regions. 

 
 



 
 

Figure S2.1. Mean Absolute Difference (µg/m3) Between Any Two Sensors in Delhi 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

Figure S2.2. Mean Percent (%) Difference Between Any Two Sensors in Delhi 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Figure S2.3. Mean Absolute Difference (µg/m3) Between Any Two Sensors in Raleigh 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Figure S2.4. Mean Percent (%) Difference Between Any Two Sensors in Raleigh 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Figure S3.1 – Inter-comparison between FEM and ML output for Raleigh during 10-fold 
training of MLA. Each density scatter plot represents 1-fold. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Figure S3.2 – same as Figure S3.1 but for 10-fold validation in Raleigh. 
 
 
 



Figure S3.3 – same as Figure S3.1 but for 10-fold training for Delhi. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Figure S3.4 – same as Figure S3.1 but for 10-fold validation for Delhi. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Figure S4. ADD THIS FIGURE on Raleigh ML comparison for 84 vs. 5 sensors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure S5. The input feature importance for RF model for Raleigh (top) and Delhi (bottom) 
 
 
 



 
 

Figure S6. The sample python code to train and test a random forest model. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table S1. The mean bias (MB), mean percentage bias (MB%), and mean percentage absolute 
bias (|MB%| for hourly and daily averages. The biases before and after corrections are 
provided. 
 
 
 
Delhi Hourly  

 
MB MB% |MB%| 

Raw Data 35.1 23.8 28.9 

Corrected 
Data 

0.22 2.0 9.1 

Daily Raw Data 37.3 23.7 25.3 

Corrected 
Data 

1.3 1.8 5.4 

Raleigh Hourly Raw Data -0.8 -4.9 604 

Corrected 
Data 

0.02 4.1 10.9 

Daily Raw Data -0.8 -11.2 27.7 

Corrected 
Data 

0.03 2.2 5.0 

 
 
 
 


