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1.1. PFAS Background - Categories
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1.1. PFAS Background - Mobilityﬁ
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uh PFAS-TREATED MATERIALS
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1.1. AFFF Source Zones
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1.1. PFAS Partitioning and Transport
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HR- CSM for PFAS Source Zones

The Case for Dashboard Tools
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2.1. Evaluation Needs for AFFF HR-CSM

m Why Dashboards? Convenient
analysis of multiple data
sources in one place

Temporal trends in data
PFAS distributions
Concentration distributions

- Kriging
- Bar charts
- Detect/non-detect analysis

Media Heterogeneity
- 3-D modeling

Risk analysis
- Flux models and analytical tools
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3.1. Dashboard Tools - Workflow

m Significant effort developing data pipeline for advanced analytics
- 80:20 Rule — 80% of time spent on pre-processing; 20% on Analysis

m Involves Ingesting & standardizing multiple data sources
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- POWER API - Agroclimatalogical Data

- Transport Data — Literature & other public sources
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Data Preprocessing Flowchart

3.1. Dashboard Tools - Reasoning X
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1. Import Raw Data Set

3.1. Dashboard Tools — Data Cleaning
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3.1. Dashboard Tools - Options

Open Source Proprietary DataCast
- Pros: Customizable and - Pros: No programming - Pros: Customizable and
flexible knowledge, out of the box flexible out of the box;
- Cons: Labor-intensive - Cons: Pay for service, dedployment managed by
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internal deployment deployment - Cons: CDM Smith/Trinnex
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3.1. Analysis Tools - Detections

m Goal: Determine what PFAS are likely to present

m Tool: Detect Percentages

Detects by chemical name - percentages
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3.2. Analysis Tools — PFAS Distributions

m Goal: Determine types of PFAS present

m Tool: Distribution chart of 1633 components
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3.2. Analysis Tools — Mapping Values

m Goal: Determine general locations of high detects

m Tool: General mapped values with color bars




3.3. Analysis Tools — Mapping Plume extents

Goal: Determine nature and extent of contamination

Tool: Plume analysis via interpolation
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3.4. Risk Analysis — Leaching Model

Goal: Determine leachability
of PFAS from source zones to
the underlying aquifer

Tool: Simplified, data-based
model running in real time
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3.4. Risk Analysis — Leaching Model Other Displays
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3.4. Risk Analysis — Leaching Model
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3.5. 3-D Visualization

m Goal: Determine effects of heterogeneity and contextualize the site
mi Tool: 3-D Viz with Leapfrog embedded in DataCast




Demonstration

https://trinnex.cloud/datacast/ma



https://trinnex.cloud/datacast/map
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