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in that satellite hot-spots inspire regional studies, which can isolate major Over the summer of 2014, 503,095 geo-located multi-gas measurements
emission sources for OGI and repair. This particular project leverages the were collected in the complex multi-use landscape of Colorado’s Denver- The median emission rate for each emitting group is shown in Figure 4, with
detailed spatial and geochemical data attained through road-based surveys Julesburg Basin using a Picarro Surveyor, a vehicle-based Cavity Ring- error bars revealing the range. Though the mean median emission rate of all
to compare the emission frequency and severity of different sources, as Down spectroscopy and wind measurement system (Figure 3). A sampled wellpads (124.7 m°d") was higher than what was reported by
well as to characterize ambient and anomalous geochemical signals. cumulative 3,700 km of data were collected at 1 Hz resolution. Robertson et al. (2017) (50.3 m°d”), it was less than what was reported for
Uintah (132.9 m3d™"). An explanation for the discrepancy might be that we
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Feeding Operation (CAFO) (Table 1). Certainty accounts for adjacent that they are area, not point, sources.
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were assumed to be emission sources if CH,-rich 2 50% of the times they to have the greatest difference Composting (n=2) 10 : 461 : 12,981 Road-based atmospheric surveys are relatively efficient, in terms of cost and
were sampled. Algorithms were written in R, with assistance from QGIS. in  geochemical composition. 5 piumes with max. eCH, were used, unless otherwise stated. spatio-temporal coverage; and the algorithms applied in this study allowed
More work will be done on this. us to make invaluable comparisons between emissions from different source
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