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Table S1. The complete list of the river water compounds used for the analysis together
with the corresponding measurement units.

Variable Unit
pH

Nitrate ppm
Orthophosphate ppm
Manganese ppb
Strontium ppb
Barium ppb
Nickel ppb
Total Organic Carbon ppb
Turbidity NTU
Aluminum ppb
Total Coliform MPN/100mL
Zinc ppb
Iron ppb




Table S2. The complete list of the treatment plant water compounds used for the

analysis together with the corresponding measurement units.

Variable Unit

pH

Nitrate ppm
Orthophosphate ppm
Manganese ppb
Strontium ppb
Barium ppb
Nickel ppb
Total Organic Carbon ppb
Turbidity NTU
Aluminum ppb
Total Coliform (Positive) MPN/100mL
Heterotrophic Plate Count | CFU/mL
Zinc ppb

Iron ppb
Chlorine ppm
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Figure S1. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Aluminum (ppb).
The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in
panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Aluminum (ppb) are provided
in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs
river Aluminum. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S2. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Barium (ppb). The
logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in
panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Barium (ppb) are provided in
panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs
river Barium. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S3. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river lron (ppb). The

logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in

panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Iron (ppb) are provided in

panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs

river lron. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S4. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Manganese (ppb).

The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in

panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Manganese (ppb) are

provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of

Log(Counts) vs river Manganese. The corresponding linear regression statistics

(correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also

provided.
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Figure S5. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Nickel (ppb). The
logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in
panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Nickel (ppb) are provided in
panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs
river Nickel. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S6. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Nitrate (ppm). The
logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in
panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Nitrate (ppm) are provided in
panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs
river Nitrate. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S7. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Orthophosphate
(ppm). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is
provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Orthophosphate
(ppm) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line
of Log(Counts) vs river Orthophosphate. The corresponding linear regression statistics
(correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also

provided.
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Figure S8.The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river pH (). The logistic
model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in panel
C.Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river pH () are provided in panel C.The
panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river pH. The
corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and p-value for the

statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S9. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Strontium (ppb).

The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in

panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Strontium (ppb) are provided

in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs

river Strontium. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S10. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Total Coliform

(MPN/100mL). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1)

counts is provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Total

Coliform (MPN/100mL) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear

regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river Total Coliform. The corresponding linear

regression statistics (correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to

be zero) are also provided.



A Incidence (Total Monthly) C Binomial Fit (O vs 1 and up) D Zeroes Omitted
Y vs Total Organic Carbon (ppb) Log(Counts) vs Total Organic Carbon (ppb)
o — 1 o ¢ cocsemmmunasesne cooe o o oo .
« 1 and < r = 0.06 .
and up ™ p-value < 0.65 B Data Points
2 B Data Points LM Fit
s @ Binomial Fit
38 2 v |
o ~ Y
w0 | 3
l .
b ISNs — = S
N N RSN 3 7"
O RIS A A A A A R A AN ] B
'LQ'L“'19’9’!%“’19'9@@'1“’é"9@@@’@“@@@@@'ﬁm@@@@@@@@'ﬁfﬁ@@@ % g °
€ 21 | 8w . o o
£ - 3
B Total Organic Carbon g _ - 9 M
(8] - [} sems o . .
© o
-
o — - - — - —
&
< g81_ ~ -—— T v .
a 0
g o 5
4 0 Counts
O e cocmnccmmmesmumusnsemons o . < ¢ o ewe wmosum o ¢ oo
,\I/\\/\\,\W@\\e,t@\\d\ N BN I I NI I T ST SIS I SIS AL UL UL A e e B s e e e, s e e B e e B e e e
B T A A AR P PR R D0 Q@G Kk 12 Fod R R F PN S AL IL TR R AT P A
PR S S R S BERERIRASIAESRANRAES RO L OC LE OOt Ca s

Figure S11. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Total Organic
Carbon (ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1)
counts is provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Total
Organic Carbon (ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear
regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river Total Organic Carbon. The corresponding
linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of

slope to be zero) are also provided.

A Incidence (Total Monthly) C Binomial Fit (O vs 1 and up) D Zeroes Omitted
v vs Turbidity (NTU) Log(Counts) vs Turbidity (NTU)
° S P . . o .
g o] r=006
1and up © p-value < 0.63 W Data Points
2 2 B Data Points B LMFit
. B Binomial Fit
S+ 0
O J‘JHWAAMAL—I—-M : )
©
w0 o { =3
.
o = o |
X = o~
S e SR $ AR Z & -
8 €
2w 3 . .
[ 8w
i 2 g2 .
B Turbidity 5 S
3
° o I o | weee o B
@ — - — = e ———
4 9 o —— - —
=] ° soemoe o o
= 0
27| S
Q4
N
0 Counts
o o mme w oo S| e oo .
o
IR R R R R R R e S A e e e P P PP P
NRIARE Q"‘ké&'eb% R D A S M AN AR M deSe? KigteteRo® RelobaOe® Ratoheti b @ NI hele? Kglobelo® Relol 0o Radhe 0.0
B T R R SN SR NRUEPEETEIN e TSP PREP TRV TG FS

Figure S12. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Turbidity (NTU).
The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in
panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Turbidity (NTU) are provided
in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs
river Turbidity. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S13. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) river Zinc (ppb). The
logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in
panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs river Zinc (ppb) are provided in
panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs
river Zinc. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and

p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S14. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant
Aluminum (ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1)
counts is provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment
plant Aluminum (ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear
regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river Aluminum. The corresponding linear
regression statistics (correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to

be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S15. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Barium
(ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is
provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant Barium
(ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line
of Log(Counts) vs river Barium. The corresponding linear regression statistics
(correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also

provided.
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Figure S16. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Chlorine
(ppm). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is
provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant Chlorine
(ppm) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of

Log(Counts) vs river Chlorine. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation
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Figure S17. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant HPC
(ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is
provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant HPC
(ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of

Log(Counts) vs river HPC. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation
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estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S18. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Iron (ppb).

The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in

panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant lron (ppb) are

provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of

Log(Counts) vs river Iron. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation

estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S19. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant

Manganese (ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1)

counts is provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant

Manganese (ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression

fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river Manganese. The corresponding linear regression

statistics (correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are

also provided.
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Figure S20. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Nickel
(ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is
provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant Nickel
(ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of
Log(Counts) vs river Nickel. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation

estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S21. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Nitrate
(ppm). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is
provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant Nitrate
(ppm) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of
Log(Counts) vs river Nitrate. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation

estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.



Binomial Fit (O vs 1 and up)
vs Orthophosphate (ppm)

>

Incidence (Total Monthly)

Zeroes Omitted
Log(Counts) vs Orthophosphate(ppm)

o e e o= .
« < | r=0.07
1and up o p-value < 0.58 B Data Points
2 2 B Data Points B LMFit
5o @ Binomial Fit
8 e o |
g © .
0 S
.
) > o | °
= o~ .
2 2 . .
- ]
S u 3 . oo
o o (SR
3 = cme
B Orthophosphate g S °
2
< | © — e - — o — — — — 24 - e
@ 4 & - s e o=
o S —— - oo
£ o o |
s A o
e |
- 0 Counts
o o-e . ommme ¢ @™o == @ X3
S A NARA A T u— T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
FINIX NI B I LTI TG IS ITINI NI N IN SN I N LI TI LS F IS
S R R USRS WEdE Bsaes S R
PPPPPPPRPPPRPPPPPPPPPRPPRASPPRAPPPAPAPPRPPPE PP N N R e e e Y

Figure S22. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant

Orthophosphate (ppm). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1)

counts is provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant

Orthophosphate (ppm) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear

regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river Orthophosphate. The corresponding linear

regression statistics (correlation estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be

zero) are also provided.
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Figure S23. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant pH (). The

logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in panel

C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant pH () are provided in panel

C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river pH.

The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and p-value for the

statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S24. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Strontium
(ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is
provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant Strontium
(ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of
Log(Counts) vs river Strontium. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation

estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S25. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Total
Coliform (Positive) (MPN/100mL). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero
(code as 1) counts is provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs
treatment plant Total Coliform (Positive) (MPN/100mL) are provided in panel C. The panel
C also contains the linear regression fitted line of Log(Counts) vs river Total Coliform
(Positive). The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation estimate and p-value

for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S26. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Total

Organic Carbon (ppb). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1)

counts is provided in panel C. Counts

on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant

Total Organic Carbon (ppb) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear

regression fitted line of Log(Counts)
linear regression statistics (correlation

to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S27. The summaries of the A)

reported incidence and B) treatment plant Turbidity

(NTU). The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is

provided in panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant Turbidity

(NTU) are provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of

Log(Counts) vs river Turbidity. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation

estimate and p-value for the statistical

test of slope to be zero) are also provided.
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Figure S28. The summaries of the A) reported incidence and B) treatment plant Zinc (ppb).
The logistic model fit for zero (coded as 0) vs non-zero (code as 1) counts is provided in
panel C. Counts on the log scale i.e. Log(Counts) vs treatment plant Zinc (ppb) are
provided in panel C. The panel C also contains the linear regression fitted line of
Log(Counts) vs river Zinc. The corresponding linear regression statistics (correlation

estimate and p-value for the statistical test of slope to be zero) are also provided.



