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CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD 

 
 The meeting of the Air Pollution Control Board was held Wednesday, October 21, 2009,            
            at the Municipal Services Building, 1401 John F. Kennedy Boulevard, 16th Floor, Room Y.   
             

Eddie R. Battle, Chairman, presided: 
              
ATTENDING: Eddie Battle, Chair of the APCB 
   Donald Schwarz, Health Commissioner 

Joseph O. Minott, Member, APCB 
   Tom Edwards, Member, APCB 
   William Miller, Member, APCB 
   Dr. Arthur L Frank, Member, APCB 
     
 
STAFF:  Thomas Huynh, Director, Air Management Services (AMS) 
   Edward Braun, Program Manager, AMS 
   Henry Kim, Chief, Program Services, AMS 
   Roger Fey, Chief of Facility Compliance, AMS 
   Edward Wiener, Chief, Source Registration, AMS 
   Jeff Forester, Acting Program Manager, Asbestos Control, AMS 
   Alison Riley, Voluntary Programs Coordinator, AMS 
 
GUESTS:   
   Patrick O’Neill, Council for the City of Philadelphia 
   Carol Member, PDCA 
   Dale Kaplan, PDCA 
   Nora Nealis, NCA 
   Adam Finkel, UPENN – Consultant for AMS 
   Allan Wang, MCAAA 
   Jason Kim, KDPA 
   Yeng Kwak, Citizen 

Juaq Kewak, KDPA 
Bywy Yuo Yun, Citizen 
Max Itajuirre, Protection Cleaners 
John Meijer, DLI 
Tom Weir, Citizen 
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1.    WELCOME   
 
2.    ACTION ON MINUTES 
 
         Minutes accepted. 

 
3.    PROGRAM UPDATE 
 
         Tom Huynh gives update (see attached). 
 
Questions 
 
Mr. Miller:  On the air quality data in your report, with the first item you should report the 
standard along with it.  In this case, a monitor value or average was recorded.   I believe it would 
be helpful to include a standard with that.  The air monitoring station near the river ports, there 
are two major ports, which one is the station going to be near? 
 
Mr. Huynh:  We are looking at a port in South Philadelphia (Packard Terminal) and the 
problem is the construction of a possible casino in the area may interfere with the operation of 
the monitor. 
 
Mr. Miller:  Under designations, I know there is a lead monitor and the issue has been up in the 
air for a number of decades.  Is this going to change the air monitoring requirements, and if so, is 
the City going to change the air monitoring for lead throughout the city? 
 
Mr. Huynh:  I am not really sure at this point in time because we have no latest lead data and I 
believe it would not change. 
 
Mr. Kim:  I think that lead requires greater than one-half million source specific greater than 
one ton and we would only need one monitor and we have that one monitor.  
 
Mr. Miller:  So that is all that we are running right now is one monitor? 
 
Mr. Kim:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Miller:   About the No2 standards, you give a projection of what the standards might be.  
Can you relate that to what the actual measurements are now?   
 
Mr. Huynh:  I think we do, and I think if you get a 100 ppd we had no remittance payments. If 
you go to 60 we may have trouble meeting that standard.  It also shows that EPA,  looking at the 
monitor,  would be located 50 meters along the walkway which right now Philadelphia doesn’t 
have anyone so we may have to relocate our monitor. 
 
Mr. Miller:  This is just for No2? 
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Mr. Huynh:  Yes.  

4.  PERCHOROETHYLENE STUDY PRESENTAION  
 
   Dr. Adam Finkel – Perk Study Presentation (See Attached) 
 
Mr. Miller:  The schizophrenia study, is that mostly if the mother worked in the dry cleaning 
industry?  Or did it not matter that it was men or women? 
 
Mr. Finkel:   My recollection was that they stratified that if affected either parent and on large it 
affected both parents. 
 
Mr. Miller:   Are you saying that it was genetic or hygienic type of thing or was it that the 
children in the house were perhaps secondarily exposed to it. 
  
Mr. Finkel:  They have no hypothesis about that.  There is a study that is about 10 years old that 
really surprised me.  I never seen it before looking into this work that showed yes, the indoor air 
of families whose family member is a dry cleaner, the whole house has more PERC in it than a 
non dry cleaning house.  The people that work there are either bringing it home on their clothes 
and or in their system and their exhaled breath actually builds up the PERC in the homes of their 
families.  Not a huge effect but, typically, a dramatic effect. 
 
Mr. Miller:   That is well established in asbestos cases as well. 
 
 Mr. Finkel:   Again, very sketchy stuff, but this is clearly painting a picture of neurotoxins that 
clearly can cause performance deficits that hangs together some way that it might be capable of 
causing more subtle psychological effects as well. Similarly, there was a study on epilepsy and 
this is a page report, but there are other things to worry about.  Lung disease can be caused by 
PERC exposure.  I’m saying this is coming from the Federal agency that regulates PERC for 
workers.   
 
Dr. Schwarz:  For your last comment, you’re saying to give a choice of design or performance 
not drive both at once.  Is that right?  So you must get there in this way. 
 
Mr. Finkel:  In other words, either you must get there in this way or you can get there any way 
you choose but you have to demonstrate your performance. 
 
Dr. Schwarz:  You have to get there. 
 
Mr. Finkel:  Yes, you have to get there.  If you follow the plan and you don’t get there, we will 
help you find out why because you are not in violation because you have done what the design 
tells you to do, But on the other hand if you try another design then it is up to you to say, here is 
my monitoring report that says it is working, it continues to work, its working last week as it did 
the week before. 
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Dr. Schwarz:  Establishing a performance standard with a time certain for a design standard to 
give the industry a year and half to two years to figure out design options. 
 
Mr. Finkel:  That would be one way to handle it. 
 
Mr. Battle:  The written information should be submitted to the board by Monday, November 
30th, 2009.  This is for our consideration, for regulation is considered by the board. 
 
Mr. Minott:  Are we saying there is a formal comment period now?  No?  So it’s just informal 
information that people would like to make the board aware of? 
 
Dr. Schwarz:  I don’t think you are asking for comments on the presentation, I think you are 
asking for other information. 
 
Mr. Battle:  For other information, not comments. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  Are we going to be able to make a similar presentation? 
 
Mr. Battle:  I want you to provide any additional information you would like. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  It would be nice to have a report to comment on.  I can’t comment on a verbal 
presentation. We would like to have some things to say on the industries’ behalf.   
 
          The other thing that I did understand is that they tested some of the co-residences of co-
located facilities.  The board stated that we would have that information and we would assist in 
facilitating in the testing and or help them with the engineering.  I have not seen the numbers for 
they have not been made available, and we certainly have not been asked to help on the 
engineering side and at the last board meeting, I’m sure you have minutes, that information in 
there is key testimony.  It was thrown out by the board.  You asked us how we could help. We 
would be in touch with the facilities and look at the engineering and see what we could do.   
 
          The next I hear is that the air samples have been done.  I do not quite understand how this 
process works.  Those are the two issues I have. 
 
Dr. Schwarz:  My understanding is we want to gather information.  We will work on the best 
way to gather information.  We are not looking to put any one out of business.  What I gather 
from the board is we are interested in gathering information. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  I need the information of the air sampling too.  That is the part of the engineering 
challenging studies, that the work that has been done on the air studies.  Is that true or not true? 
  
Mr. Huynh:  Some of the air sampling was done and we did that at the daycare center, and we 
stopped because the daycare center had been converted to hydro carbons. 
 
Ms. Nealis:  Is this the only one you looked at? 
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Mr. Huynh:  They only collected three to five samples. The daycare is the one we collected for 
a couple of months. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  You didn’t ask us, and we thought from the last meeting that we would be asked to 
help. 
 
Mr. Huynh:  At that time, the daycare center had already been converted.  After that, we 
stopped all the samplings because we did not know what direction they are going to go with the 
daycare or dry cleaning business. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  Wasn’t that information presented at the last meeting?  As I remember, there was 
more sampling done or more engineering at the time that is not available. 
 
Mr. Huynh:  Yes, it was presented.  There were more engineering inspections done.  They went 
on the roof, but they could not locate any openings with a flow meter. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  Are those reports available? 
 
Mr. Huynh:  I will go back and look through the reports just the inspection reports.  We had 
engineers go out and take pictures to see if there were any potential that could be gone over. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  This is where we’re going to help you. 
 
Mr. Huynh:  After the inspection, the dry cleaners converted to Hydro-carbon and we did 
nothing more. 
 
Ms. Nealis:  I guess what I’m saying to you is that I’ve been up on more roofs than I care to 
admit.  I’ve crawled through more chimneys, and I’ve been up in drop ceilings.  There is not 
much I’ve haven’t done.  If the inspectors are going out to solve problems and trying to find 
pathways, and I make the offer again, I would be more than happy to go out with them and share 
my experiences with them.  To show them where they can look and help solve some problems.   
 
Dr. Schwarz:  I hear an offer of help as an individual establishment identifies with issues, and I 
appreciate that from the Department’s point of view.  I think that as a process of the Air 
Pollution Control Board we should have a timeline for additional information. 
 
Mr. Battle:  If you have additional information, please submit it to Tom Huynh’s office by 
Monday, November 30th 2009.  The ad hoc committee of this board needs the information in by 
this date so we know the additional information has been submitted. 
 
Mr. Miller:  Is the Department prepared to distribute the information to the public? 
 
Dr. Schwarz:  It will be available before the next meeting and before any regulation is proposed. 
Also, before the ad hoc committee considers the report it has to be written.  It will be put on the 
Department’s website under Air Management Services and it will be available there. 
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Dr. Frank:  You are talking about adding additional information and other studies, so that the ad 
hock committee sits down with as much information as possible as it looks to redo a potential set 
of regulations. 
 
Mr. Battle:  My request is that it be submitted in writing so that we have it in front of us to 
review. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  I would rather provide a presentation in front of the board.  It comes across 
differently when you have a presentation. 
 
Dr. Frank:  My understanding is that Dr. Finkel was hired by the board specifically to do some 
research for us, which is why he was given the opportunity to explain to us what he found. 
This is a little bit different.  This is more in the form of public opinion.  Unless we plan to have 
this go on forever, I would suggest that this be in writing and if we have questions we can 
certainly ask you to come in. 
 
Mr. Miller:  Two comments, in terms of information, the one thing that I know is within the last 
year we had a table of what different jurisdictions, states were doing in terms of regulations and 
I’m sure that has changed.   
 
            One thing that I think the industry can do is keep the board up to date and maybe 
someone representing the industry could do that in terms of providing summary information of 
that nature.   

The other issue is the responsibility of the City, the Health Department and Air 
Management Services to make these inspections and keep reports of what is found.  I think the 
process shouldn’t be a coordinated process.   I think the process should be that the City goes out 
and make inspections and make their reports internally to Air Management Services and then, if 
the industry is interested, the City could share the information with the industry.   

If there are regulations required then at that point the engineering operation for the City 
and the technical and engineering group for industry would then interface on the particular 
problem.  I think that coordinated inspections would be a logistical, legal and ethical problem 
that we could avoid by putting it in series as opposed to parallel.   
 
Mr. Kim:  With the summary that Dr. Finkel has given us, is that the position of either the EPA 
or OSHA?  Why can’t that be all across the board as a regulation?  We don’t have a set standard 
and that is why we are having this difficulty.  The recommendation that passes through the entire 
region without subjecting the City of Philadelphia, then we will accept that.  If there is a problem 
with a work condition our industry mechanic and a City mechanic can come out and solve the 
problem to bring it down.  We do not have a set guideline, and now the City is trying to set a 
standard which is not all across the board right now.  If the doctor’s summary is correct, we have 
to bring our industry scientists to rebut it, so that the 40 is not a reasonable standard or other 
condition that the doctor is referring to.  We need to rebut the findings. 
 
Mr. Miller:  From a historical basis, many public health activities, such as water treatment for 
the past 150 years has started at the local levels.  These things start at the grass roots.  We went 
through this in the 70’s with asbestos spray on fireproofing regulations.  These eventually spread 
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into regional and state regulations.  This is basically Dr. Finkel’s research and the EPA is not 
going to do this.  The EPA views this as an occupational problem.  The Department of Public 
Health views, as the City would view it, in terms of the process.  There is a history in the City of 
being in the forefront of these types of activities and they do immediately affect the rest of the 
area and this is what will happen. 
 
Mr. Minott:  I know that the ad hoc committee has been very sensitive to regulating something 
in Philadelphia that has not been regulated outside of Philadelphia.  Obviously, that is always 
problematic but what has to be understood is our responsibility for good or ill is Philadelphia.  
We cannot regulate outside of Philadelphia, we can certainly abdicate that it be statewide.  You 
can rebut what you want.  I am going to be more receptive to the industry trying to figure out 
how to get to what the ad hock committee decides the State level to get to.  You can add a lot of 
expertise in telling us what the best way to get there is.  You are going to have a burden in telling 
me that our own expert is wrong. 
 
Mr. Meijer:  It is someone you hired to look at the data.  
 
Dr. Frank:  It is not the same thing at all.  You have a vested interest in a particular outcome.  
We don’t. 
 
Ms. Nealis:  I don’t think the industry has a vested interest in PERC.   
 
Dr. Frank:  First of all, I agree with the principle.  This was done for our benefit and it is one 
point of view.  There is nothing to comment on because there is not a regulation in front of us.  
The ad hock committee will take into account Dr. Finkel’s report and any other materials or 
rebuttals that you would like.  Whatever comments you would like to make about what you think 
would be an appropriate level or process to reduce levels and we’ll come up with a proposed set 
of regulations which the board can consider.  Which then will be open, as I understand it, to 
public comment?  We do have a vested interest in the health and well being of those who work in 
the dry cleaning industry but more so to the citizens of Philadelphia.  We don’t even have a 
regulation to consider.   
 
Mr. Long:  The study here is a collective study.   (IS THIS COLLECTIVE?) 
 
Mr. Battle: All information should be submitted to Tom Huynh. 
 
5.    VOTE ON GENERATOR 
 
Mr. Battle:  Emergency Pump Generator and Fire Pump comment response document. 
 
Mr. Battle:  Is there a motion to approve? All for, so moved.  
 
 
6.     NEW BUSINESS  
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No new business was addressed.  A short discussion took place by the members of Ad Hoc 
Committee about the time and date of their next meeting. 
 
7.     ADJOURN  
 
         Motion to end the meeting, so moved @ 3:30 PM. 
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CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 
AIR MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
                                                October 21, 2009 
MEMORANDUM                                      
 
TO:    Air Pollution Control Board Members 
FROM:  Thomas Huynh, AMS Director 
RE:   Air Program Update  
 
Air Quality 
 
• From January through August of 2009 there were 115 Good Days, 117 Moderate Days, and 

11 Unhealthy Days. The 4th highest 8-hour ozone value for 2009 (1/1/09 – 9/30/09) was 
0.073 parts per million. 

• Philadelphia has been classified as a non-attainment area for particulate matter of less than 
2.5 microns for the 24-hour concentration and annual arithmetic mean. Thus far, data for the 
first three quarters of 2009 indicates that we may be able to meet the annual standard in 2009. 

 
Air Monitoring 
 
• The new Toxics site, located at the Southwest Water Pollution Control Plant next to the 

Philadelphia International Airport, was operational on 9/10/09 and replaces the Elmwood 
(ELM) toxics site.    

• The Baxter NCORE site is in the process of obtaining an electrical hookup. When this is 
complete the site's air monitors and telemetry will be set up. 

• AMS staff have reviewed the equipment that was used at Baxter for the special air 
monitoring project in the 1990s. This equipment belonged to the Electrical Power Research 
Institute (EPRI) and is now currently being used at the Pisgah Astronomical Research 
Institute (PARI) site in Western North Carolina. 

• AMS is still working on the appropriate location for the new air monitoring station near the 
river ports.   
 

Regulatory Services Activities 
 
From July 1, 2009 to September 30, 2009, AMS reviewed 60 air permits and licenses and 59 
asbestos permits and licenses. We serviced 361 citizen complaints for air pollution (228), 
asbestos (23), and noise (110). We performed 672 air and noise inspections and 214 asbestos 
inspections. In addition, AMS performed 42 observations and issued 15 citations for violations 
of the City’s anti-idling rules. For this period, AMS issued 124 violations, resolved 107 Notices 
of Violation and collected $100,950 in fines and penalties. 
 
State Implementation Plans (SIP) 
 
• Ozone: Pennsylvania and other States will seek a one-year extension of the attainment 
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deadline under Section 181(a)(5) of the Clean Air Act if the preliminary data for this year’s 
ozone season passes quality control and quality assurance. The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) must grant the extension. Should we exceed the ozone standard in 2010, 
Pennsylvania and other States would request a bump-up to avoid a final disapproval. 

• Regional Haze: The Pennsylvania Regional Haze State Implementation Plan is on hold due 
to EPA’s concerns about CAIR. 

• PM2.5: Pennsylvania is not able to submit the SIP for PM2.5 before the expected November 19 
findings letter. However, data incompleteness and application of data substitution at the New 
Garden monitoring site in Chester County, PA may be causing an attainment issue for 2009 
in monitored air quality. PA would not want to submit an attainment demonstration for 2009 
with projected attainment only to find it not approvable because monitored air quality would 
not permit EPA to approve it. 

 
Designations 
 
• Lead: In September, 2009, the Commonwealth of PA made recommendations to EPA 

concerning the designation of attainment and nonattainment areas in PA for the revised 2008 
Lead Standard of 0.15 �g/m3. The Commonwealth is recommending that Philadelphia 
County be designated as attainment based on monitoring data. EPA will make the final 
designations in October 2011. 

• PM2.5: On October 8, 2009, the EPA Administrator notified Governor Rendell that 
Philadelphia does not meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for particulate matter 
less than 2.5 microns over a 24-hour average (35 �g/m3). Philadelphia is required to work 
with the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection to submit to EPA a State 
Implementation Plan within three years. 

 
Dry Cleaners 
 
On October 16, 2009, Dr. Adam Finkel presented his toxicology review to the Ad-hoc Working 
Group. He will present his review to the Board today. 
  
Emergency Generators 
 
AMS has sent to the Board the Emergency Generator Regulation Comment Response Document 
according to the Board voting instructions on July 22, 2009. The Comment Response Document 
must be approved before AMS can send the regulation to the Records Department to complete 
the process. 
 
Asbestos Regulation 
 
On July 20, 2009, the proposed changes to the Asbestos Control regulation became law. The 
changes in the regulation included referencing the fee in the regulation to the Philadelphia Code, 
requiring clear plastic bags for disposal and viewing ports for asbestos containment, allowing the 
use of vertical bags, and clarifying and eliminating a discrepancy in the regulation.  
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EPA Update 
 
• On July 15, 2009, the EPA proposed to supplement the current annual NO2 standard by 

establishing a new short-term NO2 standard of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations. EPA 
proposes to set the level of this new standard within the range of 80 to 100 ppb and solicits 
comments on standard levels as low as 65 ppb and as high as 150 ppb. EPA also proposes to 
establish requirements for an NO2 monitoring network that will include monitors within 50 
meters of major roadways. In addition, EPA is soliciting comments on an alternative 
approach to setting the standard and revising the monitoring network. Consistent with the 
terms of a consent decree, the Administrator will sign a notice of final rulemaking by January 
22, 2010. 

• On September 15, 2009, the EPA and Department of Transportation (DOT) announced a 
proposed rule to establish vehicle greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions standards and improve 
fuel economy.  The national proposed program would apply to cars and light trucks in model 
years (MYs) 2012 through 2016 and require MY 2016 vehicles to meet an estimated 
combined average emissions level of 250 grams of CO2 per mile to enable the overall light-
duty fleet to reach 35.5 miles per gallon.  Once the proposal is published in the Federal 
Register, a 60-day public comment period will follow. 

• On September 16, 2009, the EPA announced it would reconsider the 2008 national ambient 
air quality standards (NAAQS) for ground-level ozone, the primary component of smog. 
EPA said it is reconsidering the ozone NAAQS because the agency has “concerns regarding 
whether the revisions to the primary and secondary NAAQS adopted in the Ozone NAAQS 
Rule satisfy the requirements of the Clean Air Act.” In concert with this decision to review 
the standard, EPA will stay the 2008 ozone standards with respect to designations. 
Accordingly, EPA will not finalize designations as originally scheduled in March, 2010 (nor 
will attainment SIPs be due in March, 2013). Instead, EPA intends to finalize designations 
for the new ozone standard by August, 2011 and require SIP submittals by December, 2013. 

• On September 22, 2009, EPA issued a final rule for mandatory reporting of greenhouse gases 
(GHG) (Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous oxide (N2O), Hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), Perfluorocarbons (PFCs), Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)) from large GHG emissions 
sources. The rule will provide EPA with accurate and timely GHG emissions data from 
facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or more of carbon dioxide equivalent per year. 
Facilities will certify this and EPA will verify it. This nationwide emissions data will help 
EPA to develop policies and programs addressing climate change. Based on 2007 data, there 
are 12 facilities in Philadelphia that pass the threshold and an additional 2 facilities are close 
to the threshold. 

• On September 30, 2009, EPA announced a proposal that would require permitting of GHGs 
for facilities emitting over 25,000 tons per year. The threshold would apply to the Title V 
operating permits program. For new and modifying sources, the major stationary source 
threshold is also proposed to be 25,000 under the New Source Review Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration program. The significance threshold for increases of GHG 
emissions is proposed to be between 10,000 and 25,000, with EPA taking comment on the 
appropriate figure in that range. With regard to Title V permits, EPA states that existing 
facilities with GHG emissions greater than 25,000 tons per year that already have operating 
permits would not need to revise them until the end of the five-year period when the 
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operating permit must be renewed. This proposal covers nearly 70 percent of the national 
GHG emissions that come from stationary sources. 

• On September 30, 2009, Senators Barbara Boxer (CA) and John Kerry (MA) introduced the 
Clean Energy Jobs and American Power Act, which would cap greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions in the U.S. and allow covered entities to trade GHG allowances to meet their 
reduction targets.  In addition to a program designed to reduce GHG emissions, the bill also 
promotes the development and deployment of renewable energy and energy efficiency and 
provides resources for adapting to climate change. 

 
Diesel Emission Reduction Act 
 
• AMS will receive $616,740 from the State of Pennsylvania for the Philadelphia International 

Airport to replace its diesel baggage tugs with electric ones and charging stations. We are in 
the process of preparing the application for the FY 2010 Diesel Emissions Reduction Act. 
There should be approximately $6 million dollars available for the program funding this 
coming fiscal year.  

• We expect to have the Request for Proposal to construct the City’s first publicly-available 
CNG station at 63rd Street sometime next month. 

 
Green Works Philadelphia 
 
• The Director of the Mayor's Office of Sustainability (MOS) is Katherine Gajewski who 

replaced Mark Alan Hughes. The Mayor's Office of Sustainability received this fall, from the 
federal Department of Energy, a $14.1 Million Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block 
Grant (EECBG).  The grant will be used to fund a number of measures to help the city meet 
Greenworks Philadelphia's targets in energy efficiency such as LED traffic lights, a fund for 
energy efficient tenant improvements at commercial and municipal buildings, and recycling. 

• The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation has approved the Special Provision which 
requires the inclusion of clean diesel specifications in contracts for public works projects, 
starting on June 1, 2009. The Procurement Department should start requiring the low bidder 
to submit the Air Management Services Diesel Emission Certification attached to the 
proposal for projects that cost more than one million dollars through May 31, 2010 and all 
projects thereafter. Air Management will receive the certification and perform the inspection 
allowing a six month grace period.  The first project will most likely occur in November.  

• A press conference was held on October 13, 2009 to unveil www.idlefreephilly.org. It is a 
web-based mapping tool that allows residents to report idling to AMS and the Clean Air 
Council to help identify locations where idling is a recurring problem and help reduce air 
pollu 

 
 
 


