Colorado Ongoing Basin Emissions (COBE): Measurement-informed inventory results
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Background — why did we do this study? MAES MII Results —the cool science stuff! But wait.. There is more!
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Figure 2: Aggregate cumulative distribution function (CDF) of instantaneous methane emission rates
across 10,144 simulated facilities using MAES. The black line represents the empirical CDF. Vertical

dashed lines mark commonly used detection thresholds, with annotations showing the fraction of Funding and Contact Information
emissions below each threshold.

Inventory

e Site information:
- Production data k
- Equipment counts/information
- Annual inventory methane estimate
e Site configuration

Measure facilities
* Measurement methods should report both

when emissions are detected and when facilities
are scanned with NO emissions detected
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