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METO/JAbl MAIIMHHOT'O OBYYEHUA IJIA KIACCUPUKALINN
YPOBHEH 3AT'PSI3BHEHUSI ATMOC®EPHOT'O BO3/IYXA

AHHOTALINA

B cmamve paccmampusaromces memoovt MAUUHHO20 00YUeHUsl OJisl KIACCUDUKAYUU
unoexca xavecmea 6ozoyxa (AQI). Ilpoeedén 0630p nyoauxayuu 2019-2025 ee.,
oxsamwvigarowuil Kiaccudeckue areopummol (SVM, k-NN, pewarowue Oepegwvs),
ancamobnegvle Mooenu (Cry4atHvlll aec, 2paoueHmmuulil OycmuHe), Heupocemesvle
nooxoowt (CNN, LSTM, mpancgopmepol) u cubpudHvie apxumexmypwbl O CMEeKUHSOM.
Yemanoeneno oomunuposanue cnyuaiinozo neca (40 % pabom, accuracy 93—-99,3 %)
u epaouenmunozo oycmunea (94,0-99,8 %). Pexopownyro mounocme 99,99 % oocmue
cmekune ¢ mema-sspucmudeckoi onmumusayueti PSO-GWQO. Cpedu netipocemesnvix
apxumexkmyp CNN-LSTM noka3zan naunyuwiutl 6aianc moyHOCmu U 8bl4UCIUMENbHOU
agppexmusnocmu  (94,0-97,5 %). [na npeodonenus Oucbanamca Kuaccos
cmanoapmom de-paxmo cman SMOTE (npupocm mounocmu 5—-25 %). Bwisgnensi
KAouesble NPooembvl. Kpocc-20poockas oecpadayus mooenei (8—-30 %), omcymcmeue
eounoti medxcoynapoonou wkanwt AQI, evicokue eviuuciumenvivle mpedO8AHUs.
mpaHncgopmepos. [lepcnekmueuviMu HaANpaIeHUsMU AGIAIOMCA MPAHCHOpMepbl ¢
weather-aware attention, myibmumoodaivHvle mMooeu, Gedepamuenoe odyyeHue u

00bACHUMBLU MCKyCCWlGeHHbllZ urmesiiekm.

KiroueBrblie cjioBa: kiaccudukaius KadyecTBa BO3AyXa, MHIEKC KauecTBa BO3yXa,
MaIImHHOEe OOydYeHHe, CIydalHbIN Jiec, TIyOoKoe oOyueHue, TMOPHIHBIE MOJENH,

nucoamanc kinaccos, SMOTE



MACHINE LEARNING METHODS FOR AIR POLLUTION LEVEL
CLASSIFICATION

Abstract

The article examines machine learning methods for Air Quality Index (AQI)
classification. A review of publications from 2019 to 2025 covers classical algorithms
(SVM, k-NN, decision trees), ensemble models (random forest, gradient boosting),
neural network approaches (CNN, LSTM, transformers), and hybrid architectures with
stacking. Random forest dominates (40 % of studies, accuracy 93—99.3 %) alongside
gradient boosting (94.0-99.8 %). The record accuracy of 99.99 % was achieved by
stacking with PSO-GWO meta-heuristic optimization. Among neural architectures,
CNN-LSTM showed the best balance of accuracy and computational efficiency (94.0—
97.5 %). SMOTE became the de facto standard for class imbalance mitigation (5-25
% accuracy gain). Key challenges identified include cross-city model degradation (8—
30 %), the absence of a unified international AQI scale, and high computational
requirements of transformers. Promising directions include transformers with
weather-aware attention, multimodal models, federated learning, and explainable

artificial intelligence.

Keywords: air quality classification, air quality index, machine learning, random

forest, deep learning, hybrid models, class imbalance, SMOTE

BBenenue

3arpsizHeHHE aTMOCHEPHOTO BO3/TyXa OCTAETCS MMPUOPUTETHOM IKOJIOTUIECKOMN
yrpo3zoii XXI Beka: mo ouenkam BO3, eXerogHo OT BO3AEUCTBUS a’pPO30JIbHBIX
3arpsi3HATENICH MPEKICBPEMEHHO MOTHOAOT OKOJIO 7 MIIH YeloBeK. VHTerpaibHBIM
MOKAa3aTeJIeM COBOKYITHOTO BIIMSHHSI IPUOPUTETHBIX 3arpsizHuteneii (PMz,s, PMio, Os,
NOs2, SO2, CO) cinyxut unaekc kauectna Bo3ayxa (Air Quality Index, AQI), nepeBon
KOTOPOTO B JIUCKPETHBIE KATETOPUU TMPEJICTABIISIET COOONH MHOTOKJIACCOBYIO 3ajlauy

KJ1accuuKaIuy ¢ MOPSIKOBOM 11eJIeBOM mepeMeHHoi [1].



3a 2018-2025 rr. umcno nyoOnukanuidi B oOmactu AQI-knaccuduxanuu
Bo3pociao B 5—10 pa3 [2], yTo 00ycIOBIEHO HAKOIUICHMEM MACCHUBHBIX J1aTaceTOB
(CPCB Unmum [3], EPA CIIA [4], EEA Espomnbl [5]), coBepiiieHCTBOBAaHHEM
QITOPUTMOB M POCTOM BBIYUCIHUTEIBHOW JOCTYIMHOCTH TJIyOOKOTO OOyYeHWS.
DBOJIONNS METOI0JIOTUH MPOIIIA YeTHIPE dTamna: Kiaccuaeckue anroputMel (SVM, k-
NN, pemarommue aepeBbsi) — aHcaMOyieBble MeTOAbl (ciydaitHbid jec, XGBoost,
CatBoost) — riybokoe o0yuenue (CNN, LSTM, tpancdopmepsl) — rHOpUAHBIE
APXUTEKTYpPbl CO CTEKMHIOM M METa-3BPUCTUYECKOW onTuMusannei. Hapsamy c
IIPOrPECCOM OCTAIOTCS CUCTEMHBIE MPpobJIeMbl: nucbananc knaccoB (Good u Moderate
— 1o 80 % nabmoaenuit, Hazardous — menee 1 %), kpocc-ropojckas nerpaganus
mozeneit (8—30 % morepu TOYHOCTH) [6] U OTCYTCTBUE E€IUHON MEXITYHAPOIHOU

mkaiasl AQIL.

Hacrosmuii 00630p CTaBUT MENW: CUCTEMAaTU3UPOBATH METOIbI MAITUHHOTO
oOyuenus mnst AQI-knaccudukanuu 3a 2019-2025 rr.; cpaBHUTH MOAXOJIBI IO
KJIFOUEBBIM METpPHUKaAM, JaTaceTaM M apXWUTEKTypaMm; BBISIBUTH TPEHJbI, MPOOENbl U

INCPCIICKTUBHBLIC HAIIPABJICHUA.

PesyabTaThl HCC/IeI0BAHUSA

Knaccuueckue memoowt mawunno2o 0oyyenus

Krnaccuueckue anroputmMbl — METOJ] OMOPHBIX BEKTOPOB (SVM), k Gkaimx
coceneit (k-NN) u pemaromme nepeBbss (DT) — ocratorcss BocTpeOOBaHHBIMU
Oylarogapsi MHTEPIPETUPYEMOCTH W HHU3KUM BBIYUCIUTEIBHBIM 3aTparam, CiIyxKa
0a30BBIM YPOBHEM JIJIs1 CPABHEHHUSI C aHCaMOJIE€BBIMU MOAEISIMU. SVM 1eMOHCTpUpyeT
HanOOJIBIITYI0 BApUATUBHOCTh PE3yJbTATOB: accuracy kojeodsnercs ot 76 % mo 97,98
%, 4TO 00YCJIOBJIEHO CHJIbHOM 3aBUCUMOCTHIO OT Tumna siipa (RBF, nonmunomuansHoe,
nuHelHoe) u cneuuduku peruona [7][8]. Anroputm k-NN gocturaer 78-98.5 %
accuracy, OJHaKo TpeOyeT oO0s3aTeIbHOr0 MACIITaOMPOBaHUS MPU3HAKOB U

YyBCTBUTEJICH K AUcOanaHCy Ki1accoB [9]. Pemaroiye n1epeBbs MOKa3bIBAIOT JUATIA30H



74,8—100 % accuracy, pu 3TOM MaKCHUMaJlbHbI€ 3HAYEHHUSI COMPSIKEHBI C BHICOKUM

puckoM niepeooyuenus [10].

Ancambnesvie memoowl

AHcamOnieBble METOJbl CHCTEMAaTHYECKH MPEBOCXOMAT KIACCHYECKHE TIO
TOYHOCTU W ycrohuuBocTH. Ciyuaiinbiii jec (Random Forest) siBnsierca nHanbonee
4acTO MPUMEHSIEMBIM AJITOPUTMOM: OH HcHoJb3yeTcs B Oonee ueM 40 % nmyOnukanmii
u obecneunBaer 93-99,3 9% accuracy Omaromapsi MeXaHU3MY ODITHHIa U
YCTOWYMBOCTHU K 3amryMsIEHHBIM JanHbIM [1][7][11]. Cpeau rpagueHTHOrO0 OyCTHHTA
XGBoost nocturaer 95,7-97,14 % accuracy [4][12], CatBoost noka3siBaet 95,6—99,8
% u oTnmuaetcs dpPeKTUBHON 00pabOTKOM KaTeropuaiabHbIX mpusHakoB [12][13],
LightGBM pocturaer 94-99,75 %, saBnssce Haubojiee OBICTPBIM AJITOPUTMOM

cemericta [12].

MeToapl  KOMOWHHUPOBAHUS  PA3HOPOJHBIX  MOJEICH  JAEMOHCTPUPYIOT
HamBbIciue Toka3arenu. ['onocopanue (k-NN + RF + SVM) nocturaer 99,68-99,84
% accuracy [14]. Crexunr (RF + XGBoost + Extra Trees) ¢ SMOTE-6anancupoBkoii
nokaseiBaet 96,45 % [4]. Haubonpmmii pesyabrar — 99,99 % accuracy u Fl-mepa
0,9999 — nocturayr crekuarom (RF + Extra Trees + MLP) ¢ onrtmmwu3anuei

ruopuaHeiM anropurmom PSO-GWO [1].

Tadouuna 1. CpaBHeHHe KJIaCCHYECKUX M aHCaMO0JIeBbIX METO/I0B

MeTtoa Accuracy, % KiaroueBasi 0c00€HHOCTD

SVM 76-97,98 3aBUCUMOCTb OT Spa U peruoHa

Random Forest 93-99,3 JIunep no yactore (40 %+); ycroituus

K IIyMy
XGBoost 95,7-97,14 OnTrMabHOE COOTHOIICHNUE TOYHOCTH
U CKOPOCTH

CatBoost 95,6-99,8 O dexTruBeH ¢ KaTerOpHATEHBIMU
MpU3HAKAMHU

Stacking / Voting 96,45-99,99 HauBbiciiasi TOYHOCTH MPU METa-
ONTUMH3AIUHN




AHanu3 TaOMWIBI TOKa3bIBA€T, YTO aHCAMOJIEBBIE METOJIbI 00ECIIeUnBaIOT
accuracy Bbie 95 % HE3aBUCUMO OT PETHOHA, TOTJA KaK KJIIACCUYECKHUE alTrOPUTMbI
XapaKTEPHU3YIOTCS 3HAYUTEIBLHBIM pa30opocoM pe3ynbTaToB (10 22 m.a. st SVM).
Hau6omnb1ryto TOYHOCTh JEMOHCTPUPYIOT CTEKUHTOBBIE CXeMbI ¢ onTumu3anueit PSO-
GWO, dYTOo CBUIETEIBCTBYET O CHHEpreTudeckoM »sdhQexre KOMOWHUPOBAHUS

Pa3sHOPOJHBIX MOJENEH.

Hetipocemeswvie memoosi

HeiipoceTeBble 1NOAXOABI OXBATBIBAIOT APXUTEKTYPbl OT MHOI'OCIOMHBIX
nepuentpoHoB (MLP) no rimy6okux moaeneit Ha 6aze CNN, LSTM u tpanchopmepos.
MLP octaércst 6a30BbIM HHCTPYMEHTOM: TPEXCIIOWHAS apXxuTekTypa ¢ 128 HelipoHamu
nocturaer ~99 % accuracy Ha cbanancupoBaHHbIX AaHHBIX (SMOTE), Toraa kak Ha
HecOaaHCUPOBAHHBIX MTOKa3aTellb cHUxaeTcs 110 93,5 % [9]. OcHoBHOE orpaHuYeHNe
MLP —  OTCyTCTBME€ MEXaHM3MOB VyYE€TAa  MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHBIX

3aBUCUMOCTEM.

CBEpToUHbIE HEHPOHHBIE CETH MPUMEHSIOTCS B KoHpurypauusx 1D-CNN pis
BpeMeHHBIX PsgoB U 2D-CNN nnsa uzoOpaxkenuit armocdepnl: 2D-CNN Ha 06aze
ResNet nocrturaer 97,36 % accuracy [15]. ['ubpunnas apxurekrypa CNN-LSTM, rae
CBEPTOYHBIE CJIOM M3BJIECKAIOT JIOKalbHble npu3Haku, a LSTM woaenupyet
BPEMEHHYIO TMHAMUKY, ABJIsieTCs foMuHupyromien cxemoii: DCNN-LSTM Ha naHHBIX

Henu nmo3Boaun goctuub 97,48 % accuracy u AUC = 0,97 [15].

TpanchopMepHble  apXUTEKTypbl  OO€CleuuBalOT  y4€T  TVIOOAJTbHBIX
3aBUCHUMOCTEH 3a cu€ét Mexanu3zMma BHUMaHus. AQIFormer — nepBrwiii Tpanchopmep
s knaccudukanuu AQI — nmoctur 89,96 % accuracy, a MEXaHU3M aJlanTaluy Mo
METEOYCJIOBUSI CHHU3WII KPOCC-TOPOJACKYIO aerpanaiuio 1o 8,29 % [6]. Kackagnas
apxutekrypa Transformer-CNN-BiLSTM nokazana 95,24 % accuracy [6]. HecmoTps

Ha TMpEeUMYyIecTBa, TpaHcHopMmepbl TPEOYIOT 3HAYUTEIBHBIX BBIYMCIUTEIbHBIX

pecypcos.

T'ubpuonvie mooenu



['uOpugnbie MoJeIM, KOMOWMHUPYIOIIME HEUpPOCETEBbIE U aHCaMOJIEBbIC
KOMITOHEHTBI, JEMOHCTPUPYIOT HAUBBICHIYIO TOYHOCTh. JIByXcTamuiiHas MOJeINb
CBLA (CNN-BiLSTM-Attention + XGBoost) nocturna R* = 0,928 nmpu RMSE =
10,29 mxr/m® [1]. Crexkunar (RF + Extra Trees + MLP) ¢ PSO-GWO mnoka3spiBaeT
pexkopaabie 99,99 % [1]. Mogenr CNN-+Autoencoder+BiLSTM ¢ onrumusaropom
PUGWO nocturia R2= 0,961 [16].

Taoauna 2. CpaBHeHMe HelipoceTeBbIX U THOPUAHBIX METO0B

Meton Accuracy / R? KiioueBasi oco6eHHOCTH

MLP 93,5-99 % IpocToii, Tpedyer feature engineering

CNN (1D/2D) 94-97,36 % Hepapxnueckoe n3BIEUYECHUE
MPU3HAKOB

CNN-LSTM 94-97,48 % Jomunupytomiast DL-apxutexrypa

Transformer 89,96-95,24 % I'moGanpHOE€ BHUMAHUE, BBICOKHE
TpeOoBaHUS

["'nOpuAb! (CTEKHHT) 99,99 % / R2=0,928-0,961 HawuBpicmas TOYHOCTH

Ananu3 tabmuibl gemorctpupyet, uto CNN-LSTM-rubpuasl obecnednBaroT
HAWJTYUIINN OalaHC MEXITY TOYHOCTHIO ¥ BRIYHCIUTEIHLHON 3(h(PEKTHBHOCTHIO, TOT/IA
KaK TpaHC(HOpPMEphl YCTYIMAIOT M3-3a BBHICOKMX TPpeOOBaHWU K AaHHBIM. HaumBwiciime
MOKA3aTeId  JOCTHTAIOTCS THOPUAHBIMA MOJACISIMH C  METa-3BPUCTHYECCKOM

ONITUMHU3ALIAECH.

Paboma ¢ oucobanancom knaccoé

JucbGananc kiaccoB sBisiercs  (pyHmameHTanbHOM  mpooOnemoit  AQI-
kinaccudukainuu: kareropun Good u Moderate cocrapmsitor 10 80 % HabmOACHUH,
torga kak Hazardous — menee 1 % [10]. SMOTE cran crangaprom ne-dakTto ais
oversampling: mpupocT accuracy coctasiser 5—25 %, F1-mepa Bo3pactaet ¢ 0,805 m0
0,9999 [1][17]. SMOTE-Tomek u SMOTE-ENN pononHsoT 0a30BBIM METOI
yAaJICHUEeM TEePeKPhIBAIOIIMXCA TMap W HIyMOBBIX oOpasnoB. Borderline-SMOTE

dboxycupyeTcs Ha TpaHWYHBIX JK3eMIUIsgpax, mosbimas TP rate ma 45,2 % [18].



ADASYN c aganTuBHOW reHepaluen Mmoka3plBaeT conocraBuMbie pe3ynbTaTel (F1 =

0,939 mporus 0,934 y SMOTE) [19].

Cpenu ¢dyukiuit moteps Focal Loss (v = 2,0) dokycupyercst Ha «TPYIHBIX)
npuMepax, pemrasi mpooIieMy HCUYe3ar0NX TPAJAUCHTOB IS MUHOPUTAPHBIX KJIacCOB
[20]. Cost-sensitive learning uepe3 B3BemmBaHuEe KiaccoB (inverse frequency,
scale pos weight) mo3BojiieT 00XOAUTHCS 0€3 M3MEHEHUs JaHHBIX, UTO SBJSETCS

MPEUMYIIECTBOM Jist O0bIIHX aaracetos [10].

Taoauna 3. MeToabl padoThI ¢ IUCOATAHCOM KJIACCOB

Meton IIpupoct accuracy KiroueBoe npenmyuiecTso
SMOTE 5-25% Crangapt ne-¢akxro; mpocrast
peann3anus
SMOTE-Tomek/ENN 10-20 % VY najieHne uryMoB M EPEKPBITHIA
Borderline-SMOTE TP rate +45,2 % @®okyc Ha TPaHUYHBIX HK3EMILIIpaxX
Focal Loss F1 1o 0,9999 Pabota ¢ hard examples 8 DL
Cost-sensitive learning 3-8% Be3 u3MeHeHHsT JaHHBIX

CpasrHumenvHwlll aHAIU3

CBoJiHOE CpaBHEHUE METO/IOB 110 JIMANa30HaM accuracy J1€EMOHCTPUPYET YETKYIO
uepapxuto. Kiaccuyeckue anroputMmbl TMokaseiBaloT 68—100 % ¢ OombiuMm
pazOpocoM. AHcaMOieBble METO/bI 00ECTIEUNBAIOT CTAOMIIBHO BBICOKHE PE3YJIbTAThI
(93-99,8 %). HeitpocereBbie moaxoasl 1eMOHCTpUpYIOT 89-99 %, npu stom CNN-
LSTM nuaupyeT cpead MOHOMOJICTBHBIX apXUTEKTyp. [uOpumHbie MoJenu
nocturaroT 99,99 %, onHako TpeOYIOT 3HAUUTENbHBIX BHIYMCIUTEIBHBIX PECYPCOB U

DKCIEPTHOU HACTPOMKH.

[To pernonam nomunupyet Uuaus (maracer CPCB [3], 15+ nyOnukanwmii), 3a
kotopoit crnenyror CIIA (EPA [4]), Kutait, Tannann [14] u Kopes [7]. OtcyTrcTBHE
eanHoro 6eHuMapka 3arpyanset npsmoe cpapHenue: mkana EPA CILIA coaepxur 6

kiaccos (0-500), CPCB Unauu — 6 kimaccoB ¢ apyrumu noporamu, CAQI EBpomnsr



— 5 kmaccoB (0—100+). KiroueBbie Hepem€HHbIE MPOOJIEMBbI BKIHOYAIOT KPOCC-
ropozckyro nerpananuto (830 %), uareprnperupyemocts moaeneit (SHAP, LIME,

Grad-CAM) 1 BEIYHCIUTEIBHYIO CIOKHOCTh TpaHC(POpMEpOB.

Taoauna 4. CBoaHOE CPABHEHUE METOI0B

Meton Accuracy, % KiroueBoe Orpanunyenue
NMPeuMylIecTBO

Knaccuueckue 68-100 WHTepnpeTupyeMocTs, HecTaOunpHoCTb,
CKOPOCTB nepeoOy4yeHue

AxcamOJIeBbIe 93-99,8 Y cTOMINBOCTH, BEICOKAS CHOXHOCTh HACTPOMKH
TOYHOCTb

MLP 93,5-99 [IpocroTa peanuzaryu Her yuéra BpemeHHO#

CTPYKTYPBI
CNN-LSTM 94-97.,5 IIpocTpaHcTBEHHO- Tpedyer OoapIIMX TAHHBIX
BpPEMEHHBIC TTATTEPHEI
["nOpu b 10 99,99 HawuBricmiast TO9HOCTE  [BRIUMCTIUTENHHAS CIIOKHOCTH
3akioueHue

[TpoBeaéunsiit 0630p myOmukanuii 2019-2025 rr. 1eMOHCTpUpPYET YCTOWIUBBIN
nporpecc B NPUMEHEHHH METOJOB MAIIMHHOrO OOy4YeHHs IS KiacCHupUKauuu
ypOBHEH 3arpsi3HeHHs atMocdepHoro Bozayxa. CiydyalHbId JieC JOMHHUPYET B
muteparype (40 % padot, accuracy 93-99,3 %), rpaauentsiii Oyctunr (XGBoost,
CatBoost, LightGBM) o6ecnieunBaet 94,0-99,8 %. Cpenan HEHpOCETEBBIX APXUTEKTYP
CNN-LSTM nmnokazanm Hawiydlivii OajJaHC TOYHOCTH M BBIYMCIUTEIHHOM
s dextuBnoctn (94,0-97,5 %). I'mOpunHble MOAEIM CO CTEKMHIOM M MeTa-
ABPUCTUYECKON ONTUMM3ALMEN JOCTUTAIOT PEKOpAHON TouHOCTH 99,99 % [1]. Hns
npeojioyieHus aAucOananca kiaccoB crangaprom ae-pakro cran SMOTE (mpupoct 5—

25 %).

[lepcrieKTUBHBIMU HAMPABICHUSIMHU SIBISIOTCS: TpaHCHOPMEPHI C MEXaHU3MaMHU
weather-aware  attention 118 CHIKEHHS ~ KPOCC-TOPOJACKON  Jerpajalnuu;

MYJIbTUMOAAJIBbHBIC MOACIIN, KOM6I/IHI/IpyIOH_II/I€ CCHCOPHBIC MaHHBIC, CITYTHHKOBLIC



U300pKEHHUSI U METEOPOJIOTUYECKUE MapaMeTphl; (deaepaTuBHOE OOyYEeHHE s
oOecrieueHrss KOHPUACHITUATBHOCTH MPU MEKPETUOHATEHOM 00Y4eHUH; 00 bSICHUMBIN
uckycctBeHHbId UHTELIEKT (SHAP, LIME) s noBbllieHust JOBEPUST K MOJEIISIM B
IKOJIOTHYECKUX TpHIokeHusx; edge-deployment onTUMU3HPOBAHHBIX MOJIETCH IS

IoT-ceHcOpOB MOHMTOPUHIA KaYeCTBAa BO3AyXa.
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