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- How to obtain reliable information from crowd

data analytical models in SWC. The results
demonstrated that it is feasible to obtain reliable
crowdsensing data on drinking water contamination

measurements on water contamination?

- How to explore the tradeott between crowdsensing

cost and measurement errors?
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using unreliable crowd sensors for community level

Social: well water monitoring.

- How do social-demographic qualities influence - Determined barriers and motivational factors at

Social:
By comparing different community types (suburban,

crowdsensing quality in different types of communities? different scales in the literature to help inform school,

- How does involvement in smart water crowdsensing teacher and student engagement in well water data

urban, and rural), it 1s found that the socio- .
collection.
- Refined the larger multistate Qualtrics survey that

would help to validate some of the barriers identified

changes in participants, educational programming and . . . .
NEES D panits, prog™ 5 demographic qualities may influence crowdsensing
policy implementation in target communities?

Major Qutcomes/ Progress

participation and data quality.

Major Qutcomes/ Progress

in the smaller number of schools and teachers within
our case study.
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Overview of the CrowdWaterSens Framework

CrowdWaterSens Estimation Performance Comparison

- Further study the adaptability and robustness ot our
smart water crowdsensing framework in
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CrowdWaterSens Ablation Study

application domains.




