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SI Table 1: PA prevalence in each building sampled for this study. ID, Building Identification 

Number used in this study; State, U.S. state in which the sampled buildings are located; F vs. NF, 

whether mold growth was due to indoor flooding (F) or other dampness issues (NF); RES (Y/N), 

whether the buildings are used for residential (Y) or non-residential purposes (N); C vs. NC, whether 

buildings are located in coastal (C) or a non-coastal (NC) location and Asp-Pen (%), percent 

prevalence of Asp-Pen. 
 

ID State F vs. NF RES (Y/N) C vs. NC Asp-Pen (%) 
(n / total colonies) 

1 NJ F Y C 87 (25/29) 

2 NJ F Y C 92 (20 /22) 

3 NJ F Y C 97 (36/37) 

4 NJ F Y C 81 (13/16) 

5 NJ F Y C 88 (23/26) 

6 SC F N C 84 (16/19) 

7 SC F N C 93 (26/28) 

8 SC F N C 83 (19/23) 

9 SC F N C 82 (27/33) 

10 SC F N C 86 (25/29) 

11 NC F N NC 63 (12/19) 

12 NC F N NC 70 (16/23) 

13 NC F Y NC 76 (13/17) 

14 SC F Y NC 81 (22/27) 

15 SC F Y NC 79 (15/19) 

16 SC NF Y C 48 (10/21) 

17 SC NF Y C 45 (14/31) 

18 SC NF N C 43 (10/23) 

19 SC NF N C 49 (16/33) 

20 SC NF N C 46 (11/24) 

21 SC NF N C 38 (12/32) 

22 SC NF Y NC 45 (13/29) 

23 SC NF Y NC 20 (5/25) 

24 NC NF Y NC 29 (5/17) 

25 NC NF Y NC 31 (8/26) 

26 SC NF Y NC 27 (6/22) 

27 NC NF N NC 18 (5/28) 

28 DC NF N NC 22 (5/23) 
 



SI Fig 1. NJ phylograms of the strains that were identified in the study (generated

from ITS2 sequence data). The ITS2 sequences were searched against the Accugenix

fungal library database using the BLAST algorithm and proprietary software to determine

the closest library reference matches to the unknown sequence. These reference library

entries entered in the phylogenetic analysis pipeline with a pairwise alignment, percent

difference and genetic distance calculations. Once the evolutionary distance

measurements were calculated, the Neighbor Joining tree was constructed using

proprietary software and the identification of the isolates from the phylogenetic tree were

inferred to the genus level (for all isolates) and to the species level (for most isolates). The

genera are displayed in the order of their prevalence.
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SI Figure 2. Individual and Moving Range (I and MR) Charts comparing (a) PA prevalence in buildings with indoor flooding (F) as primary issue of 
dampness versus buildings with non-flood dampness issues (NF) (b) buildings located in a coastal zone (within 100 Km from shoreline) and non-
coastal zones and (c) residential (Y) and non-residential (N) buildings. Numbers in the X- axis correspond to the building demonstrating the 
individual PA percent prevalence.


