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Background and Objective Difference in Plume Distribution (Burn 1D01) Nonlinear Interaction of Plumes (Burns 1D02-1D04)
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——— locations of burns 5 ** A new source apportionment method (DASI) has been developed for prescribed fire
% Models and configurations: ** This research was funded by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Grant # impacts. DASI works well with fires that have small non-linear interactions.
Dispersion model: HY SPLIT 4 (Windows version) RD8352170) and the Jomnt Fire Science Program (Project ID 16-1-08-1). ¢ DASI could help land and air quality managers to quickly identify prescribed burns with

CTM: CMAQ v5.0.2 Resolution: 4km x 4km ** For more information contact Talat Odman (odman@gatech.edu). the largest impacts on air quality and public health.
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