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Five-Year Report:  Summary of CAC Air Activities (July 2002 – June 2007)
Introduction

Since its creation in 1971, the Citizens Advisory Council (CAC or Council) has actively studied and reported on environmental issues and programs in the Commonwealth.  CAC is the only legislatively mandated advisory committee with an overall charge to review all environmental legislation, regulations and policies affecting the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP or department).  Council was given additional responsibility with the 1992 amendments to Act 95, Pennsylvania’s Air Pollution Control Act (APCA), which directs DEP to consult with Council when considering state plans and regulations to implement the federal Clean Air Act (CAA).  As a result, Council formed a standing Air Committee
 to address air issues and policies.

Act 95 also requires DEP to conduct and submit to the General Assembly an evaluation of the effectiveness of the programs adopted to implement the federal CAA.  This evaluation was to begin five years after the effective date of July 9, 1992, and continue every five years thereafter, and include a summary of the activities undertaken by the Citizens Advisory Council.  This report covers Council’s activities between July 2002 and June 2007.

Air Quality Program Evaluation (1991-2002)

On July 29, 2002, Council submitted comments to DEP on the draft report, “An Evaluation of the Pennsylvania Air Quality Program:  1991-2002.”  Overall, Council found that the report contained some very useful information, particularly on the progress made in reducing the extent, magnitude, and frequency of high ozone days in the Commonwealth.  The Council commended the department for its highly successful efforts in addressing ozone issues, particularly its aggressive outreach efforts through the ozone action partnerships, primes examples of clean air education that is working.

Council’s review of the report also identified several significant shortcomings and specific questions, which were addressed in a Comment and Response Document that DEP submitted to Council on November 13, 2002, and included the following:

1. Issue:  Section 4.3 of the Air Pollution Control Act (APCA) requires DEP “to conduct and submit a report…that evaluates the effectiveness of the programs adopted to implement the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements.  This evaluation shall be conducted five years after the effective date of the provision and every five years thereafter.”  DEP’s draft report does not acknowledge, much less justify, why this first report, which should have been conducted and completed in 1997, is five years late.  DEP’s failure to meet its statutory obligation needs to be explained.

DEP Response:  Consistent with the requirement of Section 4.3 of the APCA, the Department began, in 1997, to evaluate the effectiveness of air quality programs adopted by DEP to implement federal CAA requirements.  Stakeholders, including the CAC and other advisory committees, were involved in the evaluation process.  Based on feedback provided in 1999 by the CAC and other stakeholders, we revised the process for assessing air quality program effectiveness.  In the interim, the Department continued to publish various reports, including ozone stakeholder reports and air quality monitoring reports, summarizing the significant improvements in air quality. The issuance of the evaluation covering 1992-2001 is an acknowledgment that the evaluation was not completed within five years.

2. Issue:  APCA further specifies subjects and questions to be addressed by the evaluation.  One is “…the specific steps taken to meet the Clean Air Act…”  While the report does an excellent job at detailing the successes of the ozone program, it barely touches on other CAA programs, such as other National Ambient Air Quality Standards, acid rain and hazardous air pollutants.  In addition, there is no mention, much less evaluation, of failed efforts, such as the enhanced emissions inspection and maintenance (I/M) program or alternative approaches, which might have been more successful.  The report should evaluate all steps taken to implement the CAA, not just the successful ones.

DEP Response:  The department has successfully adopted and implemented federal requirements that have substantially reduced air pollution, including reasonable available control technology, maximum achievable control technology, and NOx (nitrogen oxides) budget trading programs.  Consequently, the department has no “failed” programs to highlight in the evaluation.  Because of the successful implementation of the federal Clean Air Act requirements, Pennsylvanians have experienced remarkably improved ozone air quality.

3. Issue:  Instead of viewing the five-year study as merely a statutory obligation, DEP should view it as a unique opportunity to step back from the day-to-day grind of short-term deadlines and invest in critically assessing the progress that has been made and what remains to be done.  The report is an opportunity to not only look at where we’ve been and what we have achieved, but also where we need to go and how, with both state and federal programs.  For example, while most of the Commonwealth may be in attainment for sulfur dioxide, Pennsylvania’s mean pH in 2000 was 4.30, more acidic than in 1999.  This is reportedly the second highest in the country.  How effective has this program been in reducing acid rain? 

DEP Response:  The content of the evaluation is consistent with the General Assembly’s directive to evaluate programs adopted by the department to implement federal Clean Air Act requirements.

4. Issue:  The final report should include an executive summary or abstract, and a list of figures and tables to assist the reader in navigating the information.

DEP Response:  The finalized Air Quality Evaluation will include “A Message From The Secretary,” which serves as an abstract.  A list of tables and figures will be added to the final document.

CAC Air Committee

On February 15, 2005, Council’s Air Committee met with DEP Bureau of Air Quality to discuss upcoming initiatives and issues.  The committee used this information, along with input from members during several conference calls, to select the following priority issues and goals for the coming year:

1. Air Permits and Permitting Procedures

· Support and encourage permitting procedures that are economically and administratively efficient and yet remain protective of the environment.

· Look for every opportunity to achieve measurable improvement in environmental quality as well as advancing economic and administrative efficiency.

2. Emission Reductions

· Look for every opportunity to further minimize air emissions, especially where health and environmental impacts can be measured and/or are strongly correlated.

· Promote awareness of the connection between air pollution and public health with focus on both the general public and government decision-makers.

· Identify and encourage private sector innovation in minimizing emissions.

· Identify and address the not-insignificant impacts of individuals on air quality as well as permittees (e.g., open burning, I&M, etc.) through education, public awareness, etc.

3. Influence of/relationship with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

· Monitor the effectiveness of the relationship between DEP and EPA regarding air programs and issues.

4. Energy Impacts on Air Quality

· Request status report on implementation of the renewable energy portfolio standards legislation.

In 2006, the Air Committee reaffirmed the above-mentioned priority issues and goals.

CAC-DEP Coordination

On August 17, 2006, Council sent a letter to DEP Bureau of Air Quality Director Joyce Epps requesting that the bureau provide more frequent updates and reports at Council’s monthly meetings.  The letter referred to Section 7.6 of the Air Pollution Control Act, which states, “The department shall consult with the Citizens Advisory Council…as appropriate, in the consideration of state implementation plans and regulations developed by the department and needed for the implementation of the Clean Air Act…”

In September 2006, Council appointed Margaret Urban as its representative on the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee.
Air Quality Issues

Mercury
On August 9, 2004, the Citizens for Pennsylvania's Future (PennFuture) and various other organizations filed a petition with EQB requesting that DEP regulate mercury emissions from the Commonwealth's electric utility industry.  The petitioners suggested two compliance options based on New Jersey's proposed mercury regulations:

· An output-based standard of 3 mg of mercury per megawatt of net electricity generation by December 15, 2007

OR

· A reduction efficiency of 90 percent for mercury by December 15, 2007

On October 19, 2004, EQB accepted the petition for study.

On November 16, 2004, DEP attended Council’s meeting and said the department is considering several factors while reviewing the petition, particularly EPA’s proposed mercury emission regulations published earlier this year.  DEP's concerns with the proposed federal rulemaking include:

· The adequacy of the standards to protect public health and the environment.

· The potential for local "hotspots," if a market-based trading program is adopted.

· The potential for fuel switching, and the ranking of coal that results in the prejudicial treatment of eastern bituminous coal.  DEP said that EPA's proposed mercury rules, if adopted, would put Pennsylvania coal producers at a significant disadvantage since greater emission reductions would be required from eastern bituminous coal than from western sub-bituminous coal.

On August 16, 2005, EQB gave DEP the go-ahead to initiate development of a state-specific regulation to control mercury emissions in Pennsylvania.  EPA’s Clean Air Mercury Rule became effective on July 18, 2005.  Pennsylvania had to submit a state plan describing how it will implement and enforce its own emission standards by November 17, 2006.  In the event the Commonwealth did not develop its own regulation by the November deadline, it had to adhere to the federal rule.

At Council’s September 2005 meeting, DEP Secretary McGinty invited Council to participate in the mercury rule stakeholder process.  

On October 14, 2005, DEP’s newly formed Mercury Rule Workgroup held its first meeting.  Council and DEP’s Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee, on behalf of DEP, jointly hosted this and future meetings to facilitate discussions of the workgroup’s perspectives and other topics of interest, e.g., mercury emissions; transport/deposition; global/local impacts; hot spots; speciation; control equipment; electric system reliability; costs/benefits; compliance timeframes; and other topics germane to the mercury rulemaking process.    The workgroup met again on October 28, November 18, November 30, and held their last meeting on February 22, 2006.  Gail M. Conner, Esquire, and Bruce M. Tetkoskie represented Council on the Mercury Rule Workgroup.

On March 21, 2006, Council member Gail M. Conner, Esquire, gave a presentation to Council on Pennsylvania’s draft mercury rule.  She provided a background and timeline of the issue.  Following Ms. Conner’s presentation, DEP was available to answer questions.

On May 17, 2006, EQB adopted DEP’s proposed rulemaking, “Mercury Emission Reduction Requirements for Electric Generating Units,” which included a 60-day comment period, three public hearings and a decision document.  Council had submitted questions to DEP regarding the proposed mercury rule.  At Council’s May meeting, those questions and DEP’s responses were distributed to Council members.

On July 10, 2006, Council sent a letter to DEP Secretary Kathleen McGinty in support of the mercury regulatory process as laid out by the EQB.  The process, which included three public hearings, provided a forum for open public comment on issues surrounding the federal rule and Pennsylvania’s proposed regulation.  The EQB also required the department to prepare a Decision Document, which was recommended by Council member and EQB representative Walter N. Heine, P.E.  The document provided DEP’s assumptions, rationale, and supporting information and analyses used to reach its final decision.  In the letter, Council encouraged DEP to prepare a decision document for all proposed rulemakings because it provides the information in one easily accessible place and it also reduces the confusion and rhetoric that swirl around controversial issues and regulations.

DEP attended Council’s September 19, 2006, meeting and presented an overview of the draft final state mercury rule.  The department was focusing on the record-number of public comments received after the comment period closed on August 28.  More than 11,000 commentators provided feedback on the proposed mercury rule, with the overwhelming majority supporting the state-specific rule.  Staff from DEP’s Bureau of Regulatory Counsel also attended the meeting and updated Council on the status of the Decision Document, which had been revised to include charts, maps and several appendixes.

On October 17, 2006, the EQB voted 17-3 to approve the state’s final-form mercury rulemaking.  The regulation then went to the Independent Regulatory Review Commission for their approval.  DEP Secretary Kathleen McGinty told Council that the final rulemaking addressed several items that were raised by EPA. 

On November 6, 2006, the DEP submitted its mercury-reduction plan to EPA. 

On November 15, 2006, Council sent a letter to Secretary McGinty expressing appreciation for the Decision Document that the department prepared.   The letter stated that Council’s EQB representatives, as well as the other members, found the Decision Document very helpful in deliberating the significant issues related to the mercury regulation.

Anti-Idling Petition

In November 2006, DEP updated Council on the Anti-Idling Petition, which was filed by the Clean Air Board of Central Pennsylvania (CAB) on October 18, 2006.  The petition requested the adoption of a statewide regulation to restrict the idling of diesel-powered vehicles.  On January 17, 2007, members of CAB discussed their petition at Council’s meeting (EQB had accepted the petition at their meeting earlier that same day).  Some of the petition’s provisions included:

· The recommended program would apply to all “commercial diesel vehicles.”

· “Commercial motor vehicles” are self-propelled or towed motor vehicles used on a highway in interstate commerce to transport passengers or property.

· Idling restrictions would apply at locations where commercial diesel vehicles load, unload or park.

· Idling would be limited to 5 minutes in any 60-minute period, unless exemptions apply.

Also at the January meeting, DEP gave a presentation on air pollution from mobile sources.  Mobile sources are highway vehicles, nonroad equipment, locomotives, commercial marine and aircraft.  Mobile sources emit VOCs (ozone and particulate matter [PM] precursor and many are toxics); NOx (ozone and PM precursor); PM (diesel particulate is a toxic); CO; and CO2 and other greenhouse gases.  The department is considering several strategies to reduce air pollution from mobiles sources, such as continued/enhanced voluntary efforts, regional fuel changes, and idling reduction.

In March 2007, DEP informed Council that CAB was in receipt of the department’s response to the petition, and that the board must respond by April 20.  DEP shared background information that was used to prepare its response:

· DEP and local/state police can enforce an anti-idling regulation on public property, but they would need a warrant for private property.

· Those states that have been the most successful with their anti-idling regulations are pro-active (education, enforcement, etc.), rather than waiting for complaints.

· EPA has developed an anti-idling law that DEP could use as a model.

DEP agreed with the health concerns that CAB identified and would focus on two issues when developing the anti-idling regulation: (1) when and how fine particulates are exposed; and (2) enforcement of the regulation.  The department said a concept paper would be available for Council’s review in July, and the draft regulations would be presented to EQB in September.

Clean Vehicles

The Air Committee had a conference call on October 3, 2005, to discuss the proposed Clean Vehicles regulations, which are modeled after California’s low emission standards.  On October 6, the committee sent a letter to DEP in support of presenting the proposed rulemaking before the Environmental Quality Board.  EQB accepted the proposed rulemaking at its meeting on October 18, 2005.
On June 9, 2006, the committee had a conference call to discuss the final version of the Clean Vehicles regulations.  On September 19, 2006, EQB accepted the final rulemaking on Pennsylvania’s Clean Vehicles Program.  During discussions, EQB’s legislative alternates expressed their concern about following the California standard, e.g., if California amends its regulations, must Pennsylvania also amend theirs? To address this, EQB approved an amendment that would require DEP to monitor and analyze any changes to California’s program before the Commonwealth adopts them. Council’s Air Committee and EQB representatives will continue to monitor this issue.

At Council’s meeting on November 14, 2006, DEP reported that IRRC approved a plan that locks in model year 2008 as the compliance date for the next phase of the state program.  

New Source Review (NSR)

DEP attended the Air Committee’s meeting on October 18, 2005, and provided information on the NSR regulatory initiative.  The Air Committee and DEP continued their discussion of the NSR proposed regulations during a conference call on November 2, 2005.  Based on the Air Committee’s recommendations, Council sent a letter to Secretary McGinty (as chair of the Environmental Quality Board) in support of presenting the proposed rulemaking to EQB, and also concurring with the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee’s recommendation that EQB seek public comment on several issues, e.g., whether the program should specify a 5-year or 10-year look-back, whether plantwide applicability limits should be based on actual or potential emissions, and to what extent should Pennsylvania develop NSR regulations that differs from the federal requirements.

At Council’s October 17, 2006, meeting, DEP summarized activities to date regarding the NSR rulemaking:

· EPA published its NSR reform rule on 12/31/2002. The rule requires states to submit modifications to their existing NSR regulations to conform to EPA’s NSR reform rule or make an “equivalency demonstration.”

· EQB approved DEP’s proposed NSR amendments on 12/20/2005, and they were published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on 4/29/2006.  DEP held three public hearings and received comments from 33 commentators.

· NSR draft final rulemaking included changes based on comments from EPA, industry, Clean Air Council, and the Independent Regulatory Review Commission.  Many of the changes dealt with the definitions, e.g., making them consistent with EPA’s.  Other changes included retaining the PM10  requirement until EPA adopts PM2.5 and adjusting the hourly and daily emission test criteria.

Permit Streamlining

At Council’s July 2005 meeting, DEP reported that two initiatives – pre-application conference and electronic requests – were under development as part of the department’s overall regulatory revisions for permit streamlining.  DEP said these changes would put Pennsylvania in a much better competitive position for attracting businesses.
On April 18, 2006, the Air Committee met to discuss permit streamlining.  On April 27, the committee sent a letter to DEP in support of the proposed permit streamlining regulation.  The letter stated that the proposed rulemaking is consistent with the committee’s focus on permitting procedures that are economically and administratively efficient, while also remaining protective of the environment.  The committee recommended that the draft regulation be sent to EQB as a proposed rulemaking.

8-Hour Ozone Standard, AIM Coatings, CAIR, Regional Haze and Mobile Sources

At Council’s July 2003 meeting, DEP presented the proposed recommendations for 8-hour ozone attainment/nonattainment areas for submission to EPA.  DEP expects that by 2007, all of Pennsylvania will be in attainment with the new 8-hour standard except for the I-95 corridor.  DEP held simultaneous public meetings on July 29, 2003, at several locations across the state; the meetings were interconnected through videoconferencing technology.  Future emission reduction actions expected over the next decade include Tier II vehicles and Inspection/Maintenance (2004), low-sulfur gas (2005), low-sulfur diesel (2006), cleaner diesel engines (2007) and off-road engine standards (2007 or after).

In October 2003, DEP executive staff attended Council’s meeting and reported that air quality has improved as a result of rules that now address solvent cleaners, portable containers, consumer products and Architectural and Industrial Maintenance (AIM) coatings.  However, EPA had not implemented final rulemaking that would address issues such as trans-boundary and the 8-hour standard.  These new federal rules would deal with tailpipe standards, low-sulfur fuel, clean fuel, and retrofit programs for school busses.  DEP felt that the federal Clear Skies legislation was weak and would take too long to address the problem of multi-pollutants.

Also at the October 2003 meeting, DEP discussed the Northeast Carbon Trading Initiative, a joint program with New York taking the lead. Pennsylvania chose to be an observer because the program did not address all greenhouse gas in all sectors (not just power plants) and did not include carbon sinks.  DEP added that the recently approved AIM coating rule would help Pennsylvania achieve attainment, but the five-county Philadelphia area would still be a problem.

On November 14, 2006, DEP attended Council’s meeting and provided updates on the following air quality issues:

· Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) - EPA promulgated CAIR on May 12, 2005, to reduce the transport of SO2 and NOx emissions from electrical generating units.  CAIR State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions were due to EPA on September 11, 2006.  Pennsylvania’s CAIR proposal was scheduled for discussion at the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee (AQTAC) on December 14, 2006.  Some AQTAC members expressed concern about the proposed allocation methodology, specifically regarding new sources.  They also raised several questions, such as:  Should renewable energy or other potential allowance set-asides be considered?  Should non-EGUs be covered by CAIR or another method?   Should PA adopt a beyond-CAIR program if necessary for attainment of standards?
· Regional Haze Program – The federal Regional Haze Rule requires Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART).  DEP notified 44 facilities of BART applicability.  DEP will review and establish appropriate permit conditions, and will submit amended permits to EPA as part of the Regional Haze SIP revision due in December 2007.

DEP attended Council’s meeting in January 2007 and provided the following updates:

· CAIR – The proposed rule will be presented at EQB on February 20.  It provides for NOx and SO2 trading programs, e.g., allowing sources to trade with out-of-state sources.  The Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee raised some concerns regarding the rulemaking’s provisions to renewable energy plans and allowances for energy efficiency.  DEP will address their concerns.

· Mobile Sources – Pennsylvania has implemented several initiatives to make cars cleaner and reduce vehicle use, such as adopting the California Standards, requiring cleaner summertime fuel in southwest Pennsylvania and providing financial assistance for voluntary efforts, e.g., school bus retrofit and truck stop electrification.  Additional strategies that DEP has under consideration include continued/enhanced voluntary efforts, regional fuel changes, and idling reduction.   Challenges to implementing these strategies include legal, funding, land-use patterns and the interstate nature of freight movement.

Climate Change
During the time frame of this report, Council entered into discussions on climate change issues.

At Council’s March 2007 meeting, Brian Hill, President and CEO of the Pennsylvania Environmental Council (PEC), discussed two climate projects that are being spearheaded by Enterprising Environmental Solutions, Inc. (EESI) and the Center for Climate Strategies (CCS):

· PA Climate Change Roadmap – This was launched in 2004.  The goals are to (1) establish PA greenhouse gas emissions inventory and baseline forecasts; (2) build consensus on policy recommendations to reduce those emissions; and (3) recommend a “roadmap” for state officials.  The roadmap workgroup includes representatives from state government, non-government organizations, utilities and businesses.

· Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) Carbon Management Project – The goals are to (1) identify DCNR’s best potential opportunities to influence state level carbon and methane reductions and related co-benefits associated with management of forest and geologic resources; and (2) quantify/estimate potential carbon sequestration benefits of leading policy options for forest and geologic carbon sequestration and coalbed methane recovery.  

In June 2007, Brian distributed the executive summary of PEC’s “Pennsylvania Climate Change Roadmap” (referenced above) to Council members.

Council will continue to track this issue.
Regional Meetings/Public Testimony

· On September 17-19, 2002, Council held its regional meeting in Dubois (Clearfield County).  A resident of Mercer County testified that 32 people, out of a total county population of 120,000, had been diagnosed with Myasthenia gravis (M-G).  He added that the national average is 17 cases per 100,000 people.  The testifier suggested that since M-G is an autoimmune disease, environmental factors might be responsible for its high incidence in Mercer County.  He said the county had been the site of heavy industrial activities -- including steel mills, forges, manufacturing, pipe mills, and the Westinghouse Electric Plant – resulting in contaminated air, water and soil.  Council brought this issue to the attention of DEP, who provided Mercer County residents with risk assessment and human health evaluation reports.  DEP also worked with the state Department of Health to provide the residents with data used to verify and quantify potential exposure routes.

· On May 21-23, 2003, Council held its regional meeting in Eastwick (Philadelphia County).  Several residents testified about their concerns with air pollution, e.g., poor air quality due to environmental toxins, and its relationship with health problems in the area.  Residents were also upset about the lack of responsiveness to their concerns from Philadelphia’s Air Management Services (AMS).   EPA has delegated authority to AMS in the areas of source and ambient air monitoring, complaints, permitting, emissions reporting, enforcement, stack testing, and continuous emission monitoring; DEP is responsible for all NOx (nitrogen oxides) programs.  Because of AMS’s lack of responsiveness, volunteer organizations and non-profit groups monitored the air quality in the area.  One sampling location was the Emerson Landfill, a 13-year old illegal demolition waste landfill near the Philadelphia International Airport, which had been burning for a decade.  The “Bucket Brigade” volunteer group took some air samples and found extremely high levels of benzene.
In July 2003, DEP Secretary Kathleen McGinty awarded a $2 million grant to the City of Philadelphia to help clean up Emerson Landfill.  The city contracted with Brandenburg Industrial Services Company of Bethlehem to remove nearly 135,000 cubic yards of debris, quench any smoldering fires, and re-grade the site.  The total cost of the cleanup project was $2.8 million, with the city picking up the remaining costs.  DEP and the Philadelphia Fire Department oversaw various phases of the project.

· On July 19-21, 2004, Council held its regional meeting in Erie (Erie County) and saw a presentation of an air monitoring station at Presque Isle State Park.  The station was installed in June 2000 and measures acid rain and mercury/trace metal.  DEP funds the station, but it is operated by the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources and Pennsylvania State University.  The collected data helps to measure deposition that affects cleanup of Presque Isle Bay.

During the public testimony, a resident shared her concerns about a local landfill’s impact on public health.  In response to her concerns, DEP reported that the landfill had been closed since 1990, and had not been receiving waste since that time.  The department also conducted air quality monitoring and found no off-site detection of target VOCs (volatile organic compounds).

· On June 21-23, 2005, Council held its regional meeting in Hazleton/Wilkes-Barre (Luzerne County).  One of the residents shared her concerns about the effects of diesel fuel pollution on public health.  In response, DEP said that it encouraged the retrofit of older diesel vehicles with particulate filers and other technologies.  A pilot project to retrofit a fleet of school buses in the Wissahickon School District (Montgomery County) began in the fall of 2002.

· On June 26-28, 2006, Council held its regional meeting in Indiana (Indiana County).  During public testimony, one of the residents discussed her concerns about three coal-fired power plants in the area.  She felt that the area is a hotspot for the pollutants that coal-fired plants emit:  nitrous oxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter and, especially, mercury.  She said that Indiana County’s closest air monitor is in Strongstown, which is on the eastern edge, bordering Cambria County (As stated earlier in this report, Council participated in DEP’s Mercury Rule Workgroup.  One of the workgroup’s major areas of debate had to do with the adequacy of baseline mercury deposition data.).

Council also heard from two Indiana County residents who were concerned about a proposed coal-cleaning plant that was to be built right at the edge of their vegetable produce and beef cattle farm.  The farm produces vegetables from their fields and from the controlled environment of their hydroponic greenhouses (climate-controlled greenhouses in which vegetables are grown in nutrient-enriched water, without soil).  The residents said that high-quality air and water are absolutely essential for hydroponic greenhouses.
Approved by Council:  October 11, 2007  

� Air Committee members during 2002-2007 reporting period:  Gail Conner, Esquire (2005-present); Walter Heine, P.E. (2004-2006); Paul Hess (2002-2004, former chair); Brian Hill (2002-2004, 2006-present); Richard Manfredi (2002-2004); Maggie Powell (2002-2004); Pat Sicilio (2002-2004); Bruce Tetkoskie (2004-present); Margaret Urban (2002-present, current chair); Burt Waite (2004-2006)
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