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A: Time Series Analysis for Emission Source Categories A: Daily Concentration Contour Map for Methane Over Karnes County
Unconventional oil and gas development (UOGD) is rapidly »The time series analysis indicates that pneumatic valve sources have the greatest o — —
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community exposure to pollutants and health impacts. (28.878245, -97.972278)
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Decisions B: Assessing the Effects of Meteorological and Emission Variabilities (28.878245, -97.972278) 280
» Meteorological analyses demonstrate the impact of prevailing wind direction and = N ) I
Methodology speed on the average methane concentration. ‘ -
» Variability analyses indicate that changes in meteorological conditions have a 2014 100 2
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* A study focused on 402 well process locations, A A A T = 5 5 site.
identifying 1,029 emission sources, including tank Day * Extending the study period.
batteries, pneumatic control valves, and leaks. —— — ——  Considering other source categories, such as flares.
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