Studying Variation in Lead Contamination and Air Pollution across NYC Parks using Low-Cost Monitoring Tools

Adina Cazacu-De Lucal, Grace Zucker?, Olivia Tedesco?, Jadyn RESULTS DISCUSSION
Neil?, Tahiya Chowdhury?, Tamanna Chowdhury?, Xochitl Figure 2: Google Earth o
Flores?, Jack Sandoz?, Robert Newtoni, Benjamin Bostick? Images of 343 Soil Samples Central Park © £ Lead Contamination . Lead contamination was

"i‘

1Lamont Doherty Earth Observatory, 2LDEO Secondary School Field Research Program M OSATOTo 0L O i Lead Contamination by Park highly heterogeneous within

adc2197@columbia.edu, grz2103@barnard.edu , bostick@ldeo.columbia.edu in six New York City Parks 0.8 each park.
INTRO Highbridge Par \Ch TS A 06 Park + Air pollution, despite
: : . B Ay N 2 W =1 ) = I Central Park variation between parks,
* Long-term exposure to environmental contaminants such as lead in 7 ~ : : . = Highbridge Park staved within 20 ug/m?3 of
: : . L . : c 0.4 Inwood Hill Park y U
soil and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) in air are linked to a variety of o ProEattPatk the reference sensor.
d health effect Riverside Park

AQVErSE Nealth eretts. . Van Cortlandt Park » While greenspaces are often
« Since air pollution historically contained lead in combustion sources, thought of as refuges from

studying contaminated soil is necessary to understand the risks of . : y - - : environmental

previous air pollution. : In Lead Contamination contamination, air pollution

was higher in three parks
compared to a reference
sensor. This may be due to
the proximity of major
roadways on a park’s
perimeter.

!‘.

* Both air and soil pollution vary significantly in space and time, and not Figure 3: Density plot showing the distribution of lead
concentration (natural log transformed) in soil samples,
colored by park. Of the 343 samples analyzed, 11 (3.2% of
samples) were above the EPA’s safe limit for children’s
exposure of 400 ppm. The mean lead concentration was

166 ppm, with a maximum value of 930 ppm.

:

everyone is at the same risk of exposure.

* Parks offer a variety of ecosystem services, one of which is assumed
to be protection from pollution in the rest of the city. However, this
shielding effect has not been quantitatively explored.
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