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Averages taken at all monitoring stations in Virginia, Maryland, 
Delaware and Pennsylvania (VDMP); model sampled at those grid cells 
and averaged.  June 15-30, 2002 
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July 1-14, 2002 
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August 1-14, 2002. 
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Urban areas tend to have lots of cars, rural areas tend to have power 
plants.  If we mess up the rural areas, we mess up the ozone that’s 
coming into the city from outside and emphasize the wrong controls. 
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Correlations much poorer at more rural sites. 
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CMAQ underpredicts ozone aloft and overpredicts it at the surface. 
Graph based on all flights in 2002 except July 8, which was heavily 
influenced by smoke from forest fires in central Quebec. 
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The +/-/o signs along the right side indicate where 2006 numbers were 
with respect to 2009 
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The model never shows the same level of change that the 
measurements indicate between 2002 and 2004/2005.  Generally, the 
response is about half that measured in reality. 
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Hu et al. is a paper from Georgia Tech that simulated the effects of the 
blackout by examining the measured emissions from the blacked out 
plants and assuming weekend travel patterns on that day (toll booth 
records and measurements of species other than ozone suggest 
otherwise) throughout the affected area.  They got a 4% reduction in 
ozone from the blackout. 
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Weight of evidence is essentially arguing.  If your prediction is that you 
will be close to the standard (below or above) in the future, you have to 
argue why your area should be able to attain the standard using more 
than just model results.  In my view, this amounts to “prove the model is 
right”. 
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The red line was the ozone standard for this SIP = State 
Implementation Plan 
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MDE = Maryland Department of the Environment 
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All sites in attainment!! 
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Note how many sites were projected to be far out of attainment 
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Note the boxes in pink and blue in the 2009 DV column.  Four of our 
predictions were too high for 2009 and only one was too low.  Clearly 
something is unusual about Edgewood. 
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Even the 3 year average “design values” were close.  (Colliers Mills 
(NJ) and Bucks County (PA) are particularly difficult sites in the 
Philadelphia nonattainment area) 
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We’re going to start thinking of Edgewood as its own private 
nonattainment area. 
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