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Ambient and Smoke Events

Can a single correction improve accuracy across the entire
U.S. including during smoke episodes?
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*If data is from offline sensor also save uptime column
TIf data is from offline sensor also remove data when uptime resets (indicating searching for WiFi)
¥Developed based on a 24-hr averaged dataset of PurpleAir sensors collocated at regulatory sites across 8 states

FEM or near-FEM NowCast

« U.S. Correction reduces over-reporting

« Some under-reporting at high NowCast categories

« Behavior modifications may be similar above unhealthy NowCast
« Similar to full dataset results

Test Dataset
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Conclusions

PurpleAir NowCast AQI can be improved by a U.S. Correction.
With correction, the NowCast category reports:

« Correctly: 92% of the time (smoke only: also 92%)

« Within 1 category: 100% of the time (smoke only: also 100%)

. il N el

_ _ . Photo Credit: uren aghran |

L ' o | ' Remaining considerations:

* QC procedures: likely not imperative but may be helpful for “problem sensors”

» Additional validation data will be considered as it becomes available

« Minor adjustments may be made to the U.S. Correction equation as the analysis
is finalized for publication

« Target publication submission: summer 2020
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