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Conceptual Model

« Review sites, monitoring
objectives, and supporting
data.

« Synthesize data to form a
conceptual model of the
existing monitoring
network and its ability to
meet the monitoring
objectives.

A conceptual model
Is a mental model
used to represent our
understanding of the
network. The model
forms the basis for a
preliminary set of
network
recommendations.




S
Conceptual Model

 Identify potential
redundancies in the
existing networks that
are exceeding
monitoring
requirements.

 Identify emissions,
spatial, and population
coverage gaps in the
network for each
pollutant.
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Types of Analyses

« Population, area, emissions served
— Characterize population and area representation

 Correlations
— Identify potentially redundant monitors
« Suitability (brings everything together)

— Develop weighting scheme to identify areas most
suitable for monitor locations (e.g., population,
emissions, proximity to mobile sources, proximity
to other monitors)
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Common Analyses
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Correlation Analysis
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Sylvester
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Fourth_Creek
Gordondale

Ozone network

pteeprock_Creek

Spit_River  Almost all sites have correlations > 0.9

Woking
Webber_Creek

s . with most other sites in the network.

Sylvester

. « Ozone monitoring is redundant at most

o o o sites.
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Suitability Analysis

Input data:

point, line, or
polygon geographic
data

Gridded data:
create distance
contours or density
plots from the data
sets

Reclassified data:
reclassify them to
create a common
scale
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VOCs NO,, PM,, PM,

Suitability analysis scenario to identify suitable locations for monitoring
population exposure to VOCs, NO,, PM, ¢, and PM,, emissions in SW Wyoming



Visualization
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Lessons Learned

Verify site maps and tables

Consider sites both in and out of your
“control”

Use careful wording - if working with multiple
stakeholders and public, can't promise new
monitors or monitor removal

Consider meteorology — it is Iimportant

Build a stronger case through consensus
among analyses



Budgetary Realities

« It is vital to take a big picture view of budget
realities into account when thinking about
changes
— Zero-sum game
— Eliminate to gain
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Final Thoughts

 Forcing functions for monitoring networks
— New regulations

— New industry
— Small sensors?




Resources

« AirNow-Tech Navigator (
— data, wind roses

« Demographic data beyond census data
— e.g., asthma incidence from Health Department

e Guidance and tools


http://www.airnowtech.org/
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/amtic/network-assessment.html
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/amtic/network-assessment.html
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/amtic/network-assessment.html
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/amtic/network-assessment.html

