Air Pollution and Socioeconomic Traits in Somerville, MA

Introduction US 2010 Census Data

Air pollution has been a major issue in urban
centers around the world ever since the start — — I 9 2
of the industrial revolution. Nowadays, the
modern internal combustion engine produces

a plethora of air pollutants, including, but not
limited to particulate matter 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM .5) and nitrogen dioxide (NO  »).
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These air pollutants have become an issue in
urban neighborhoods, as wind can suspend
large amounts of pollutants in the air for ex-
tended durations of time. Numerous studies
have shown that these air particles can cause
lasting health issues in humans.
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In detail, | focused my study area on the Ten Figures 2 and 3: Buffer Zones and Spatial Average Maps for PM »5 and NO , respectively =]
Hills neighborhood, located next to interstate A
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Table 1: Statistical Characteristics of
Air Pollution Data

Project Findings

Tt The air pollution data in my study came PMzs (ug/m °) As seen in Table 2, blocks lying within the
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| predict that neighborhoods near areas with
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