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What is Your Responsibility to Solve Climate Change? 

   
Hopefully, at some point in your life, you have thought about what impact your lifestyle 

has on the environment, and what role you have in fighting climate change. We’re sorry to break 

it to you, but, as a human, your role is quite large. However, your demographic, amount of 

privilege, occupation, and certain aspects of your lifestyle contribute to how much of this issue 

falls on your shoulders. Certainly, climate change is an issue that every person must work to 

prevent to the best of their ability. However, we believe that acknowledging those who are the 

most responsible and capable of implementing change is an important step. To try to answer our 

daunting question, we began brainstorming variables that we thought should be considered.  

 
Variables 

While we brainstormed many potential variables in relation to this topic, the variables 

below were thought to be the most important in gaining a complete understanding. Though there 

are a large number of more specific variables that could have been chosen, these variables were 

also chosen because they involved a variety of themes, instead of many similar ones.  

 
1. Money ($): 0 < $ < 1 million dollars left over per week after necessities are taken care of  
2. Time (T): 0 < T < 168 how much free time per week someone has  
3. Privilege (P): 0 < P < 18 how much privilege you have based on the below chart 
4. Activist (A): 0 < A < 100 how many other social issues you consider yourself an activist for 
5. Carbon footprint (F): 0 < F < 790 how many pounds of CO2 you produce weekly 
 
  
  



 

Privilege score 

Gender 
identity  

Race Class Education Job Influence  

0 - non 
male 
1 - male 

0 - POC 
1 - white 

0 - below the 
national  
poverty line 
1 - lower class 
2 - middle class 
3 - upper middle 
class 
4 - upper class 

0 - no schooling 
1 - 
elementary/midd
le 
2 - high school 
degree 
3 - associates 
degree 
4 - bachelors 
5 - masters 
6 - PhD+  

0 - unemployed 
1 - partially 
employed 
2 - blue collar 
3 - white collar  
 

0 - you interact with 
no one 
1 - you have a couple 
friends that listen 
sometimes 
2 - you have a normal 
amount of influence 
3-Your input has 
significant influence 
on the opinions and 
actions of the general 
public. 

 
Instead of assigning certain values to the privilege variable, we made the above chart, so 

that the value of the variable could be decided by the person contributing to the equation. This 

chart provides six categories that we believe contribute largely to the amount of privilege that 

individual people have in the world. The variables that are in this chart include gender identity, 

race, class, education, job or profession, and the amount of influence that someone has on others. 

The privilege variable overall has a range from 0 to 18. This range considers the two most 

extreme possibilities.  

Though we created the chart to provide a score that pertains specifically to the subject 

filling it out, as with many things, there are exceptions to the categories listed within the chart. 

Specifically, in the job category, there are only four options provided, and, especially in the 

world today, there can be jobs created from a variety of subjects and for a variety of purposes. 

We considered this broad range, but, in the end, decided to make the chart simpler by only 

defining four general options for the category. So, when one is determining their privilege on the 

chart, though they may have a job or profession that does not fit these categories completely, it is 

just asked that they consider the option that feels the closest to their work experience.  

There are many other aspects not included in the chart that add to a person’s privilege, 

but in order to keep things simple, we focused on only the five aspects included above. 

Additionally, we recognize that some of the categories above, such as job, do not affect a 



 

person’s privilege in the way that race might. We wanted to include these other aspects, 

however, as we thought they would affect a person’s ability to help fight climate change. A 

person working a blue collar job might, for example, have fewer resources available to them than 

someone in a white collar job.  

 

Carbon footprint: 

To think about our carbon footprint variable, we decided that it should be split up into 

parts. In the interest of time, we only considered how many pounds of CO2 are produced by a 

person’s car and by their waste. Ideally, we would also look at carbon emissions from a person's 

house, their other modes of transportation, the companies the person supports, and so on. After 

doing some outside research, we came up with the following domains for the three sub-variables:  

- Car gas mileage (Fg ): 11 MPG to 136 MPG (2). 
Average gas mileage of US cars from 2015: 25 MPG (4). 
 

- Miles driven weekly (Fm  ): 0 miles - 16,000 miles (3). 
Average per person miles driven weekly in the US: 204 miles (12). 
 

- Landfill waste produced per person annually (Fw  ): 0.5 lbs - 1 million lbs (6). 
Average person in the US wastes: 31 lbs/week (11).  

 
To get a sense of what we want our equation to measure, we set up some example people 

and informally calculated their responsibility. We will test these three examples with each 

version of our equation to compare how effective each version is. With each test, we 

approximated a value for each variable because we don’t know, for example, how many miles 

Rex Tillerson drives per week.  

 
1. CEO of Exxonmobil, Rex Tillerson.  
2. A Meridian parent 
3. A Female POC who survived Hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico who graduated highschool 

and is unemployed 
 
  



 

Step 1: Building an Equation 
To start, we focused on two variables that we deemed important from the list we 

generated above. These were the amount of money a person has after their weekly necessities 

have been taken care of ($) and the amount of privilege this person has (P). We decided to add $ 

and P because we thought that if someone, for whatever reason, had no money but a lot of 

privilege, or vice versa (so, if one of the variables was equal to zero) they should still have some 

responsibility. To determine if our first simple equation made sense, we ran a couple of test cases 

with extreme values, graphed tham, and created a sensitivity analysis.  

 R esponsibility($, P ) = $ + P  
 
Most extreme test case: 
$ = 1 million 
P = 18  

1,000,018, 00, 00 8  1 0 0 + 1 =  
 
Least extreme test case  
$ = 0  
P = 0 

0 0 + 0 =  
 

After doing some extreme test cases with this equation, we saw that because $ has a 

much bigger range of values than P, it has much more of an effect on the output. 

 
Sensitivity analysis (1):  

Money($) Privilege(P) % Change in Value New Responsibility 
Value 

% Change in 
Responsibility 

70 9 0% 79 0 

77 9 10% 86 .09 

70 9.9 10% 79.9 .01 

 



 

A sensitivity analysis provides information about the significance of each variable within 

the function. Specifically, this analysis can help to compare the impact that the variables have on 

the results. This sensitivity analysis is based on a version of the function that contains average 

values, which can be found when the result is at the threshold, the point between the possible 

maximum and minimum results. Because this threshold is used, the affect each of the variables 

has on our output is only true for this average case. In the case of this equation, the threshold is 

79, the average result of the equation. Using this equation as a base, the values of each variable 

in the equation are changed one at a time, in order to measure the individual significance of each 

one. In the table above, it can be seen by the value of the percent change in responsibility, that 

money has a much larger impact than privilege. This phenomenon can be attributed to the 

comparison of size between the two variables. The money variable has a much larger range, and 

therefore a much larger contribution to the equation than the privilege variable.  

 
 

 
Graph 1 
 

The graph above shows the comparison between the variables money, which is the 
x-value, and privilege, which is the y-value. Because of the way that the equation is set up, with 
one variable added to the other, the equation produces linear level curves. These lines are evenly 
spaced, changing by 0.5 each time, indicating that the 3D graph of our function is a plane.  
 
  



 

Test examples (1): 
- CEO of Exxonmobil, Rex Tillerson 

- $: 23 million 
- P: 16 points 
- esponsibility($, ) 3, 00, 16  R P = 2 0 0   

- A Meridian parent  
- $: 200 
- P: 8 
- esponsibility($, ) 08  R P = 2   

- Hurricane Maria survivor 
- $: 0 
- P: 3 
- esponsibility($, )  R P = 3  

 
Based on the sensitivity analysis and extreme test cases with our first two variables $ and 

P,  we found the range of our function to be 1 < R <  To scale the range of $112, 00, 00, 18. 0 0 0  

down a little and make the two variables more comparable, we decided to divide $ by a constant 

of 10 which would make our graph less steep. Our equation now reads:  

 R esponsibility($, P ) = 
$

10 + P   

 

Test Examples (2): 

- CEO of Exxonmobil, Rex Tillerson 
- $: 23 million  
- P: 16 points 
- esponsibility($, ) , 00, 16  R P = 2 3 0   

- A Meridian parent  
- $: 200 
- P: 8 
- esponsibility($, ) 8  R P = 2   

- Hurricane Maria survivor 
- $: 0 
- P: 3 
- esponsibility($, )  R P = 3  

 
  



 

Step 2: Including footprint: 
 

Once we understood our first equation, we added our next important variable: carbon 

footprint (F). To figure out how to calculate a person’s carbon footprint, we first looked at how 

real-life carbon footprint calculators work. We decided that Fm , which represents the amount of 

miles that someone drives annually, should be divided by Fg , which represents the mileage of 

their car, to find how much fuel their car uses weekly. This ratio gives us an answer measured in 

gallons because the miles cancel out. Then, to calculate how much CO2  is produced by a certain 

amount of fuel burned, we multiplied the fraction by a constant of 18.07, which is the number of 

pounds of CO2 produced when one gallon of gasoline is burned (1). We multiplied Fw by 30 to 

find a rough estimate for how many pounds of CO2 a person’s landfill waste produces (1). Then 

the two values are added together to treat each value separately. This sum of values ensures that 

if someone has a fuel-efficient car but throws a lot of their waste into the landfill then they are 

not let off the hook. We also decided that this new value for footprint should be dividing our 

privilege value to make sure that our footprint has more of an impact on the output. Our equation 

is now: 

 R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w) = $
10 + P

18.07 + (F   30)+1F g 

F m * w *
 

 
Test Examples (3): 

- CEO of Exxonmobil, Rex Tillerson (values approximated) 
- $: 23 million dollars 
- P: 16 points 
- Fm: 9,000 miles  
- Fg: 25 mpg 
- Fw: 100 lbs 
- esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w) 2, 00, 00.002  R P    = 3 0  

- A Meridian parent  (values approximated) 
- $: 200 dollars 
- P: 8 points 
- Fm: 300 miles 
- Fg: 100 mpg 
- Fw: 20 lbs 
- esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w) 20.012  R P    =  



 

- Hurricane Maria survivor (values approximated) 
- $: 0 dollars 
- P: 3 points 
- Fm: 0 miles 
- Fg: 11 mpg 
- Fw: 15 lbs 
- esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w) 0.01  R P    =  

 
At this point, we decided that we needed to change our equation because the way we had 

it set up made money the only thing that mattered. Because the privilege variable (a small 

number) was being divided by the footprint variable (a huge number) it made no impact on the 

output. As our footprint mini function got bigger, our output got very small. We also saw that the 

money variable was being treated linearly: the more money someone had the more responsibility 

they had. While this was a good understanding to start with, we realized that, in reality, once 

someone is considered wealthy and they are not struggling to get by, more responsibility should 

fall on them. The responsibility of someone with a million dollars isn’t double the responsibility 

of someone with two million dollars, for instance. They should both have a similarly large 

amount of responsibility.  

 

 
Graph 2 
 

With this understanding, we graphed our money variable (keeping all of the others 

constant) (graph 2). Instead of a linear graph, the curve increases slowly at first. This slow start 



 

means that someone who is completely broke and someone who has just a little bit of money 

both have very little responsibility. Then the linear part of the graph which rises showcases that 

the people who have a medium amount of money have a medium amount of responsibility. And 

finally, the top part of the graph (that tapers off) represents our idea that a millionaire and a 

billionaire both have a similarly large amount of responsibility. The equation of this graph is 

 In this case, x is the amount of money someone has and y is their responsibility..1
−x −13 + 1 = y   

 

Step 3: Adding Privilege 

We then updated our equation and tried to include privilege in a better way. As it was set 

up before, we added the privilege variable at the end but because the value of privilege is on a 

scale of 1-18, it doesn’t do much when it is added to a number in the millions or billions. To fix 

this, we decided to multiply the whole equation by privilege which significantly increases the 

output.  

 
Current equation: 

 (  8.07  30 )R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w) = P 10
+11

−$ −13 + F  g
F  m * 1 + F w *  + 1  

 
Test Examples (4): 

- CEO of Exxonmobil, Rex Tillerson (values approximated) 
- $: 23 million dollars 
- P: 16 points 
- Fm: 9,000 miles  
- Fg: 25 mpg 
- Fw: 100 lbs 
- esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w) 52, 99.2  R P    = 1 0   

- A Meridian parent  (values approximated) 
- $: 200 dollars 
- P: 8 points 
- Fm: 300 miles 
- Fg: 100 mpg 
- Fw: 20 lbs 
- esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w) 5, 41.76  R P    = 2  

- Hurricane Maria survivor (values approximated) 



 

- $: 0 dollars 
- P: 3 points 
- Fm: 0 miles 
- Fg: 0 mpg 
- Fw: 15 lbs 
- esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w) 1, 53  R P    = 3  

 
Sensitivity Analysis (2): 

Money($) Privilege
(P) 

Car Gas 
Mileag
e( ) F g  

Miles 
Driven 
Annually
( ) F m  

Amount 
of Waste 
Produced
( ) F w  

% Change in 
Value 

New 
Responsibility 
Value 

% Change in 
Responsibility 

70 9 25 204.4 31 0% 9708.7 0% 

77 9 25 204.4 31 10% 9708.7 0% 

70 9.9 25 204.4 31 10% 10679.5 10% 

70 9 27.5 204.4 31 10% 9587.8 -1% 

70 9 25 224.84 31 10% 9841.6 1% 

70 9 25 204.4 34.1 10% 10536.7 9% 

 
In Sensitivity Analysis 2, we changed the average values for each variable shown by 

10%. We can see that there are two values that have the largest amount of change in 

responsibility. The value that seems to have the largest role in the function is the amount of 

privilege (P) that the person using the function has, which has a percent change of 10. The large 

role that this variable seems to have within the equation is understandable; as the value of the 

variable, which is multiplied against the rest of the function, holds a lot amount of significance in 

deciding whether the final result of the function is smaller or larger. The next most influential 

variable was the amount of waste produced (Fw) with a percent change of 9. Because the value 

of Fw is always being multiplied by 30, even a small change in its value results in a large impact. 

One of the most alarming results we got was that when the money variable ($) was changed by 

10% it had absolutely no effect on the output. A possible reason for this phenomenon is the 



 

placement of the variable within the function, where, because of the actions of the others 

operations affecting this variable, it has little impact on the final result of the function. This 

problem can be fixed by making sure that the variable money can have a value that is larger than 

one, which can be done by scaling the value. Establishing a constant value by which the variable 

is combined with makes sure that, whatever value the variable has, it can still have power within 

the function.  

Extreme Example (Max): 

 8 8.07 62 0)R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w) = 1 * ( 10
+11

154 −13 + 11
204.4 • 1 +  • 3  

= 9523.9  3  
 

Extreme Example (Min): 

 8.07 0.5 0)R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w) = 1 * ( 10
+11

0 −13 + 0
11 • 1 +  • 3  

5.2  = 1  
 

After calculating these examples, we started to see some issues with the setup of our 

equation. One of these problems was the range in the numerator of the fraction which wentF  g
F  m  

from 0 to 204.4. This range is a result of the fact that the numerator in this part of the equation 

can have a value of zero; which would make both the  and values zero as well. ThoughF m F g  

this fraction, and the constant value that it is multiplied by, are only one part of the function, they 

still have an impact. It is for the reason of making sure that all variables have power within the 

equation that the possibility of zero for the values had to be changed, because if there was no 

change, these values, in the case of zero, would not significantly change the final result. So, 

instead of changing the range of Fm, a constant of 1 was added to the value of Fm. This ensures 

that, whatever the value of the range may be, it always has a value of at least 1.  

This change is very helpful in addressing the issues surrounding possible situations such 

as those with the numerator value being equal to zero. The privilege variable, however, has a 

much larger impact on the result of the function. This large impact is because the entire function 

is being multiplied by P. If P had a value of zero, it would take away all of the power from the 

other variables, and the result would immediately become zero.  



 

 

= R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w) ( 8.07  30 )P 10
+11

−$ −13 + F  g
F  +1m * 1 + F w *  + 1  

 
Function for Calculating Threshold With Average Variable Values:  

= R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w) ( ) 8.07 1 30 )9 10
+11

−70 −13 + 25
204.4+1 * 1 + 3 *  + 1  

 
 
Sensitivity analysis (3):  

Money($) Privilege
(P) 

Car Gas 
Mileage
( ) F g  

Miles 
Driven 
Weekly 
( ) F m  

Weekly 
lbs of 
Trash 
Produced
( ) F w  

% Change in 
Value 

New 
Responsibility 
Value 

% Change in 
Responsibility 

70 9 25 204.4 31 0% 9716.07 0 

56 9 25 204.4 31 20% 9716.07 0 

70 7.2 25 204.4 31 20% 7772.85 -20% 

70 9 20 204.4 31 20% 10050.11 3% 

70 9 25 163.52 31 20% 9450.14 -3% 

70 9 25 204.4 24.8 20% 8042.07 -17% 

 
In the table shown above, the average values for each variable involved in the equation 

are changed by 20% individually while the other values are kept constant, in order to measure 

their individual significance within the function. In order to make calculations more simple and 

exact, we used a python program to carry out the calculations. This program makes it possible 

for the user to change the input values of the function easily, values which were then plugged 

into the equation set within the program. The value that is seen to produce the largest percent 

change in responsibility is P, which gives a percent change of -20. This is because, as stated 

earlier, this variable multiplies the entire function. The variable with the smallest percent change 

was money, $, with a percent change of 0. This means that the product produced as a result of the 



 

change in the value of money was exactly the same as the original average function. This 

problem can be largely attributed to the placement of the variable within the function, where, at 

the moment, it does not have any effect.  

 

Step 4: Final Additions 

Based on the sensitivity analysis created for the equation in the step above, it can be seen 

that money, which produces a percent change of 0, does not have any effect on the result of the 

equation. The reason that money does not have value at the moment is because the equation that 

is used to calculate it,  , is made to be used with smaller values. If x were 11
−x −13 + 1 = y  

million for example, the sub function would be a very small decimal. Our domain for money is 

large enough that we are routinely getting very small decimal numbers. To ensure that the money 

variable has value in the equation, it was divided by 1,000 before being cubed. However small or 

large the value of $ may be, the 1,000 ensures that it’s impact on the result does not change 

dramatically, even if the value does. When these new changes are applied to the current equation, 

the new equation reads: 

 

   R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w) (( ) 8.07  30 )= P 1
−( ) −1$

100000
3 + 1 + F  g

F  +1m * 1 + F w *  + 1  

 

Test Examples (5): 

- CEO of Exxonmobil, Rex Tillerson (values approximated) 
- $: 23 million dollars 
- P: 16 points 
- Fm: 9,000 miles  
- Fg: 25 mpg 
- Fw: 100 lbs 
- esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w) 142, 11.3  R P    = 6  

- A Meridian parent  (values approximated) 
- $: 200 dollars 
- P: 8 points 
- Fm: 300 miles 
- Fg: 100 mpg 



 

- Fw: 20 lbs 
- 5,243.2esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w)  R P    =  

- Hurricane Maria survivor (values approximated) 
- $: 0 dollars 
- P: 3 points 
- Fm: 0 miles 
- Fg: 0 mpg 
- Fw: 15 lbs 
- 1,404.21esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w)  R P    =  

 
These new scores are no better than the last round as they are all just scaled down a little 

bit. They have the same ratio between them which makes sense as the only difference are the 

values of each variable. To fix this, we decided to include constants to make the money variable 

matter more in relation to the domain and range of the other variables. We divided $ by 100,000 

and multiplied the whole money section of the equation by 1,000. This can be seen in graph 3 

(below). We found that the money variable did not land on the curved part of our new graph for 

any of our three test people in our new equation. We decided, therefore, to create a fourth test 

person with a $ value that landed right in the middle of our curve. Our equation now reads:  

 R esponsibility ($, P , F m, F g, F w)  

(( ) 000 8.07 F  30 ))= P 1
(− ) −1x

100000
3 + 1 * 1 + fg

fm+1
* 1 + ( w *  + 1  

 
Graph 3 

 



 

Fourth Test Person (values chosen for someone with a lot of money, drives a lot, but little 
privilege): 

- $: 100,000 dollars 
- P:  3 points 
- Fm: 300 miles 
- Fg: 50 mpg 
- Fw: 100 lbs 
- 10,829.34esponsibility($, , F m, F g, F w)  R P    =  

 
Now, in order to create a new sensitivity analysis, average values must be plugged into 

this new equation to produce an average result; to which the average values in the analysis will 

be compared.  

New Average Numerical Equation:  

= 14217.3(  ( ) 000 8.07 31 30 )  )9 1
(− ) −1100000

100000 3 + 1 * 1 + 25
204.4+1 * 1 + ( *  + 1  

 

Sensitivity Analysis (4): 

Money($) Privilege
(P) 

Car Gas 
Mileag
e( ) F g  

Miles 
Driven 
Weekly 
( ) F m  

Weekly 
lbs of 
Trash 
Produced
( ) F w  

% Change in 
Value 

New 
Responsibility 
Value 

% Change in 
Responsibility 

100000 9 25 204.4 31 0% 14217.3 0% 

80000 9 25 204.4 31 20% 12764.9 -10% 

100000 7.2 25 204.4 31 20% 11373.8 -20% 

100000 9 20 204.4 31 20% 14549.21 2% 

100000 9 25 163.52 31 20% 13949.2 -2% 

100000 9 25 204.4 24.8 20% 12543.3 -12% 

 
The money variable now has a much larger impact on the output. The output of 

 changed by -10% when the $ variable changed by 20%. The privilege variable  R responsibility   

changes the most, as can be seen when it decreases by 20%. Car gas mileage (Fg) and miles 



 

driven weekly (Fw), on the other hand, change by only 2% and -2%, respectively. Though the 

results shown in the chart are true for this case, they are very dependant on the format of, and 

operations within, the average base case chosen. In this fourth step of the calculation process, we 

altered the money sub-function, with the values of the constants within it increasing in size in 

order to increase the value of the variable. This amount of change, for all of the values except for 

1, was fairly minimal in terms of the values of percent change seen, with only a 1 to about 3% 

increase or decrease in value. However, after previously having little impact on the function, our 

money variable, increased in percent change from 0 to -10 percent, ensuring that it had a larger 

role in the equation.  

 

Conclusion 
 

With our current equation, there is a general threshold to which the final scores are 

compared in order to calculate the user’s role in combating climate change. If your score for 

 is less than 5,000, your necessary role is smaller. But, if your score for  R responsibility   

is larger than 5,000, your necessary amount of responsibility is larger, and increases  R responsibility   

as the score becomes larger. With that being said, it is important to reiterate that everyone should 

be doing the most that they can when it comes to combating climate change. As far as our model, 

there were many subjective decisions that were made when it comes to the importance of 

variables and how those variables were incorporated into the function. In the future, if time 

permits, we would like to add other variables such as Activist (A) to determine if a person 

already “does enough” for other causes and doesn’t need to spend as much time helping combat 

climate change and Time (T) to take a person’s free time into account. We would also make 

revisions to our Carbon Footprint (F) and Privilege (P) variables to make them more realistic.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Work cited 
1. “1 Gallon Gasoline.” Blue Sky Model: n.p., n.d. Web.5 Nov. 2018.  
 
2. “2018 Best and Worst Fuel Economy Vehicles.”U.S Department of Energy: n.p., n.d.  

Web. 5 Nov. 2018. 
 
3. “Average Miles Driven Per Year 2018.”My Car Insurance 123: My Car Insurance 123, n.d.  

Web. 5 Nov. 2018.  
 
4. “How Many Miles Per Gallon Does the Average Car Get?”Reference: IAC Publishing, LLC.,  

n.d. Web. 5 Nov. 2018 
 
5. “How Much do Americans Throw Away?” The University of Utah: The University of Utah,  

n.d. Web. 5 Nov. 2018. 
 
6. Kellogg, Kathryn.“What is Zero Waste?” Going Zero Waste. Going Zero Waste, n.d. Web. 5  

Nov. 2018.  
 
7. Municipal Solid Waste.”United States Environmental Protection Agency: n.p., n.d. Web. 5  

Nov. 2018.  
 
8. Pendleton, Devon. “Jeff Bezos's Fortune Just Dropped $9.1 Billion.”Bloomberg: n.p., 10 Oct.  

2018. Web. 5 Nov. 2018.  
 
9. “Use of Energy in the United States Explained. U.S Energy Information Administration: U.S  

Department of Energy, n.d.Web. 5 Nov. 2018.  
 
10. Hamm, Trent. “A Look at the Average American Budget – and How the Average American  

Can Start Saving More.” The Simple Dollar, 2018. Web. 13 Nov. 2018 
 
11. Loki, Reynard. “America Produces a Shocking Amount of Garbage: Find out Where Your  

State Ranks—and What You Can Do About It.” Alternet, 14 July 2016. Web. 13 Nov.  
2018.  

 
12. “New Study Reveals When, Where and How Much Motorists Drive.” Newsroom: AAA.  

2015. Web. 13 Nov. 2018.  
 
 


