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Executive Summary

This is the 30th annual report of the Petroleum Cleanup Fund (PCF) Advisory Committee. This
report will provide a review of receipts and disbursements for fiscal year 2017, in accordance with
10 V.S.A. 8 1941 and will evaluate the effectiveness of the PCF in meeting its legislative intent. This
report will also highlight financial challenges within the fund and will provide recommendations.

In fiscal year 2017 the PCF continued to be the primary financial responsibility mechanism for
Vermont underground storage tank owners, which is required by state and federal law. The PCF also
provided financial resources necessary to remediate petroleum contamination at schools, homes,
businesses, farms, churches, public works facilities and many other locations. The PCF provides a
means to remediate releases that threaten public health and the environment. Since the inception of the
fund, petroleum releases have been discovered at more than 4,000 properties, with contamination
discovered in drinking water wells, in the indoor air of homes and businesses, seeping into surface water
and at dangerous levels in public utility lines. Without the PCF many Vermont businesses, homeowners
and public entities would struggle to pay for expensive cleanups. Critical site cleanup work remains at
thousands of properties contaminated by releases from petroleum underground storage tanks (USTs) and
aboveground storage tanks (ASTs). The continued success of the PCF depends upon the continued
solvency of the fund.

The PCF is due to sunset in 2019 with fees collected until 2021. The committee evaluated the
availability of affordable private insurance to replace the PCF and concluded that private insurance
remains either unavailable or unaffordable for most Vermonters. The committee recommends
extending the sunset dates by ten years.

The heating oil account continues to be under significant financial pressure. To reduce long-term
demand on the PCF, and to improve environmental outcomes, the Legislature adopted legislation in
2016 that emphasizes prevention of releases. In response to Act 76, the AST rules were revised and went
into effect August 15, 2017. The rules now require inspections of all ASTs every three years to help
prevent future failure. This new requirement has created a surge in demand for limited financial
assistance to replace or upgrade tanks, as many of the aging tanks are owned by those with lower
household income. After August 2020, the deadline for all initial AST inspections, we anticipate
significantly fewer costly AST releases.

The motor fuel account has remaining financial risk associated with the Jan. 1, 2018 deadline for
the removal or replacement of most single-wall USTs. In 2017, a total of 100 unlined single-wall tanks
were removed versus 37 in 2016. The remaining 42 unlined single-wall tanks were taken permanently
out-of-service by the end of 2017. By rule, these tanks require removal within one year of having been
taken out-of-service, i.e., by Dec. 31, 2018 at the latest. Fortunately, fewer releases from the remaining
single-wall tank systems are being discovered than prior experience suggested. Additionally, demand for
tank closure and replacement loans is lower than expected, as many business owners are deciding not to
replace their tanks. Under 10 V.S.A. 81941, up to one-half of motor fuel licensing fees may be used to
capitalize the loan program. This translates to approximately $1,900,000 available for loans each year.
In 2017, there were seven loan disbursements, totaling $901,853; six were for facility tank replacements
and one for a facility tank removal without replacement. In 2018, the PCF could provide replacement
loans at up to 12 of the remaining 33 facilities; loans are capped at $150,000 per facility. Doing so is no
longer believed to put at risk the $1 million minimum fund balance federal requirement for providing
financial assurance for motor fuel tank owners, as cleanup costs related to these tanks is proving to be
lower than anticipated. This allows us to reprioritize the motor fuel account funding to address the
remaining backlog of over 500 open motor fuel UST sites.
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Description and Purpose

This is the 30th annual report on the status of the PCF. This report will look at the
effectiveness of the fund in meeting its intended purpose, review the status of cleanups from motor
fuel and heating oil releases from both aboveground and underground heating oil storage tanks,
review the farm and residential UST and AST financial assistance programs and provide future PCF
projections and recommendations, if needed.

In 1985, the General Assembly enacted Vermont’s first law to regulate the construction,
maintenance and operation of underground steel tanks used for the storage of petroleum products. Act
66 of the 1985 session established standards for new construction, and set a deadline of June 30, 1998,
later amended to Dec. 22, 1998, for the removal or replacement of unprotected USTs.

In 1988 the legislature created the PCF, and appointed this advisory committee to oversee the
financing, effectiveness and conduct of the program. The primary purpose of the PCF is to protect
public health and the environment by paying for cleanup and restoration of contaminated soil and
groundwater caused by releases from underground petroleum storage tanks, and to compensate third
parties for property damage and bodily injury. Many changes have been made since 1988, such as the
inclusion of pollution coverage for ASTs and farm and residential USTs (1998) and the addition of the
AST financial assistance program (2004). The Fund also provides loans to motor fuel tank owners for
tank removal, replacement, and upgrade of equipment. The current deadline for filing a claim against the
fund is July 1, 20109.

The PCF provides financial assurance to UST owners, who are required by state and federal law to
provide coverage for up to $1 million for cleanup and $1 million for third party liability. Since such
affordable comprehensive insurance coverage continues to be difficult or impossible to find for tank
owners, the PCF enables tank owners to meet their financial responsibility (FR) requirements. By law,
the U.S. EPA must approve the operation and viability of a state fund before it may serve as a financial
responsibility mechanism for UST owners. EPA accepted Vermont’s fund as a financial assurance
mechanism in 1990, with the requirement that a minimum balance of $1 million be maintained.

In 2004, the Legislature extended coverage to homeowner heating oil tanks and enacted a fee on
heating fuel to create a revenue source for the heating oil related activities covered by the PCF. The
PCF was also divided into two separate accounts: a motor fuel account and a heating oil account, with
both revenue and expenditures to be managed within each account. In 2010, the fee on heating oil and
kerosene was increased from a half cent per gallon to a full cent.

Revenue for the motor fuel account comes from an annual assessment fee of up to $100 per tank
on most underground tanks, ($250 for combination systems where the single-walled tank is lined and
$500 for unlined combination single-walled tank systems) and a “distributor licensing fee” of one cent
per gallon of motor fuel sold in the state. Additional revenue comes from the repayment of loans,
recovery of some costs from responsible parties and interest accruing upon any cash balance in the fund.
The sunset date for collection of the motor fuel and heating fuel fees is April 1, 2021.

Expenditures include the cost of cleanup, third party payments, loans to tank owners, financial
assistance to homeowners to assist in the removal of heating oil USTs and replacement or upgrade of
ASTs, and administrative expenses. Each uninsured cleanup undertaken in the state becomes eligible for
fund assistance after the party responsible for the tank meets a certain “deductible,” a co-insurance
payment based on the circumstances of ownership. For commercial entities, the deductible is set at
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$10,000 per occurrence, although single-walled tank owners pay a higher deductible, and commercial
heating oil USTs less than 1,100 gallons pay a $250 deductible. For homeowners, a deductible of $250
must be met. Owners of commercial heating oil ASTs meet a $1,000 deductible.

Risks to Fund Solvency

Motor Fuel Account and Single-Walled Combination Tanks. Single-walled motor-fuel
underground storage tank (UST) systems are the most significant risk to the solvency of the motor fuel
account. To help offset that risk, beginning on July 1, 2014, owners of single-walled tanks began paying
a higher annual tank assessment fee and were subject to a higher deductible in the event of a release.
Additionally, all unlined tanks were required to be permanently taken out-of-service or removed by Jan.
1, 2018. Any tanks taken out-of-service must be removed within one year of having been taken out-of-
service. Over the past year, the number of single-walled USTs (including both lined and unlined tanks)
has been significantly reduced from 182 to 78 (as of 12/12/17). Single wall systems comprise
approximately four percent of the current tank population. Of the 78 single-walled tanks, 42 are unlined
tanks at 22 facilities. The remaining 36 lined systems are located at 11 facilities. A total of 100 unlined
tanks were closed in 2017, and the remaining 42 tanks are being permanently taken out-of-service to
comply with the Jan. 1, 2018 deadline, and will require removal sometime in 2018. Due to lined tanks
having an added level of protection, they do not require removal until Jan. 1, 2018, or within ten years of
the date the tank was lined, whichever is later. The last tanks to be lined were in 2013, therefore we
expect the last lined tanks to be closed by the end of 2023; this date could be extended since lined tanks
may have their life extended by 5 years if they pass an inspection at the end of the ten years. See graph
below of the decreasing single-wall tank population.

Figure 1. Decreasing Single Wall Tank Population
(by End of Calendar Year)
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These single-wall systems pose a greater risk of an undetected leak due to the lack of secondary
containment, and can cause considerable harm in the environment. In 2017, we anticipated that a larger
number of releases would be found during the closure of 104 unlined tanks, but only five new releases
were discovered. The severity of claims from the remaining single-wall tanks has a probability of being
in the range of $400,000 to $800,000, though a single larger release could easily skew this projection
given the $1.24 million coverage cap per site. There are currently 78 remaining single-wall tanks, and
the above claim estimate assumes approximately five to 10 percent of the tank population resulting in
four to eight new sites. Our 2016 actuarial study shows that the average severity of claims for all UST

5



releases over the past decade is approximately $70,000 and, as past reports have discussed, releases from
single-wall systems can easily be at least 40 percent costlier (or $100,000 per claim). This is because
undetected releases from these systems can be substantially larger than at systems with secondary
containment. An additional cost related to single-wall tanks is loan assistance provided to tank owners
who desire to replace these tanks with double-walled ones. In 2018 we may be requested to fund up to
the statutory limit of approximately $1.9M in loans, which could assist up to 12 facilities in upgrading
their tanks based on the tank replacement loans being capped at $150,000 per facility. In 2017, the fund
provided $901,853 in loans that were requested at seven facilities. Though it is perhaps too early to
declare it, if trends continue the PCF will fare far better than expected against the added costs of the
remaining single-walled motor fuel UST systems. This is due to both fewer releases being discovered
and fewer tank replacement loans being requested. The important result is that we can refocus our
efforts on cleaning up the large number of properties that are still contaminated and eligible for
reimbursement.

Active Site Backlog. The large number of contaminated properties that are eligible for
reimbursement is another significant risk to the solvency of the PCF. These include motor fuel USTs,
heating oil USTs, and heating oil ASTs. There are currently 2,637 properties where the PCF has made
disbursements. In 2017, petroleum releases were discovered at another 121 properties that are PCF
eligible. Of these, 66 releases were from above ground storage tanks (ASTs), which is four fewer than
2016 and 20 fewer than 2015; 64 were from heating fuel, one was from diesel, and one was from
hydraulic oil. Of the 64 heating fuel AST releases, 24 were from outdoor kerosene tanks and 40 were
indoor tanks, predominantly in basements. The other 55 releases were from UST releases: eight were
from permitted motor fuel tanks and the other 47 were from heating oil tanks. This large number of
contaminated properties will result in continued disbursements from the PCF. Many older sites remain
that require remediation and hence future PCF disbursements. These older sites tend to be the most
expensive sites to clean up in part due to the size and complexity of the release. The USEPA Office of
Underground Storage Tanks has made addressing the site backlog a priority. Of the approximately 950
sites remaining in an active status where PCF eligible work needs to be completed, 621 are leaking
motor fuel UST sites. Attachment 2 provides a detailed list of properties that have received
reimbursements from the PCF for motor fuel releases.

Heating Oil Account and the Aging Residential AST Population. The heating oil account has
been under significant financial strain since its creation on July 1, 2004, when it inauspiciously began by
running a deficit. The revenue was not nearly sufficient for demand, requiring transfers from the motor
fuel account (i.e., $750,000 in fiscal year 2006, fiscal year 2007, fiscal year 2009, $500,000 in fiscal
year 2008, $400,000 in fiscal year 2010, and $200,000 in fiscal year 2005) to keep the account solvent.
Even after raising the distributer licensing fee from a half cent per gallon of heating fuel to a full cent in
2010, the account still periodically required the influx of additional monies. For example, in fiscal year
2011, $300,000 was transferred from the General Fund, and after Tropical Storm Irene caused a record
number of AST releases, the legislature transferred another $750,000 in fiscal year 2012 from the
General Fund. From fiscal year 2013 to the present, the annual account balance has been in the negative
each year except for FY14. In 2017, $120,000 was transferred from the motor fuel account to the heating
oil account, allowing the account to end the fiscal year with a positive balance. In fall 2015, the
committee resolved that the best course of action was to strengthen prevention efforts, particularly for
ASTSs as many of the releases were preventable. Independently, Rep. Dan Conner approached the
committee about legislation he was proposing for strengthening prevention requirements in the AST
Rules, which was supported and became Act 76 in the spring of 2016.

For this report, the committee added another chart (Figure 2.) to assist with better communicating
AST release dynamics. Figure 2 shows annual AST cleanup expenditures irrespective of the release
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year, as well graph lines showing the new releases each year, the number of those releases that have
resulted in claims to date, and the current number of open releases. Expenditures for most years are
primarily comprised of cleanup costs related to the releases from the prior two years.

Figure 2. Heating Oil AST Releases
(Expenditures by payment year, plus number of releases, claims and open
releases over time)
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For example, 2012 and 2013 were milder winters with fewer than 40 claims each year (grey line),
which resulted in lower total expenditures in both 2013 and 2014. Notably, 2014 was a colder winter
and had a 47 percent increase in spills with claims, but those expenditures were not significantly felt
until 2015. That colder winter had translated into increased fuel deliveries, spills, claims and cleanup
costs from 2014 releases. Figure 3 presents data in a very different way, showing cumulative
expenditures related solely to the releases from that same year. For example, the expenditures listed in
2014 on Figure 3 are only for releases that happened that year; many of those costs were not reimbursed
until 2015 and 2016 as shown in Figure 2. A closer analysis showed that for most years approximately
80 percent of costs for a release were claimed and paid in the following two years. In 2014, the cold
winter also resulted in increased revenue that helped keep the account balance positive (as discussed
earlier) when coupled with fewer claims from the prior two winters, but claims for those 2014 releases
began putting significant strain on the account balance in 2015 and 2016. Another example is Tropical
Storm Irene. Most of those spills were cleaned up on an emergency basis and so a large portion of
claims were paid in 2011, though in Figure 2 the expenditure carryover into 2012 is evident, particularly
since 2012 had few new claims, i.e., 37.

Another item worth highlighting is the orange trend line in Figure 2 for new releases. The trend
appears to be starting to show a reduction in the number of new releases. This is a trend the committee
believes should significantly accelerate after the three-year inspection phase in. The other two lines in
Figure 2 are more dynamic, as data for each year changes with time. The grey line showing cumulative
releases resulting in claims will continue to increase until plateauing about two years after the release
year. The number of new claims for 2017 releases is expected to grow in 2018 and beyond. Conversely,
the yellow line showing open releases will continue to decrease over time as spill sites are cleaned up
and closed.

For 2017, reimbursement claims had ceased on 2013 releases, and reimbursements for both 2014
and 2015 releases were less than $25,000. However, for 2016 releases the amount of claim sites and
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claim amounts both roughly doubled in 2017, with approximately $150,000 in new cleanup expenditures
paid. For new releases in 2017, the data is nowhere near final since releases are still occurring and
claims have not been made yet for many of the releases. For example, we had 66 AST releases in 2017,
but only 18 claims have been made to date (see Figure 2). Still, we are hopeful that overall 2016 and
2017 claims will be in line with 2012 and 2013 given the milder winters.

Looking to the future, we anticipate a decrease in both cost and number of releases given our
efforts at prevention through the residential and farm AST financial assistance program and the addition
of the tank inspection requirements to the AST rules that went into effect Aug. 15, 2017. Inspections
will be phased in over a period of three years. As more and more tanks are upgraded to the current
standards, fewer and fewer new tank releases should occur, allowing us to repay the motor fuel account
for transfers and perhaps eventually lowering the licensing fee.

Figure 3 below highlights another aspect to the vulnerability of the fund. In 2011, Tropical Storm
Irene alone caused more than 90 AST releases costing the PCF more than $800,000 in cleanup expenses.
The legislature provided $750,000 in funds to cover these costs. Without this additional income, the
fund could not have absorbed these higher costs. Notably, 2017 was a record year for hurricanes and
tropical storms and some models predict an increased risk of another Irene type even in Vermont. One
measure taken to address this risk is that the revised AST Rules require all new indoor ASTs in flood
hazard areas to meet requirements to prevent tanks floating and spilling their contents during a flood.
Similar steps are recommended but not required for outdoor tanks in flood prone areas.

Figure 3. Cumulative Heating Oil AST Expenditures and Number of
Releases with Claims by Year of Release
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The PCF has provided cleanup funds for heating oil contamination at schools, homes, businesses,
farms, churches, public works facilities and many other locations. Attachment 3 provides a detailed list
of properties that have received reimbursements from the PCF for heating fuel releases. The farm and
residential financial assistance program for heating fuel tanks continues to remain very successful, as
hundreds of tanks are removed or upgraded each year.

High Priority Sites. The PCF’s most important priority is to protect human health and the
environment from exposure to petroleum from tank releases. This was highlighted at a Barre site where
explosive gasoline vapors were discovered in the fall of 2012 in the town’s sewer system and in homes
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causing unhealthy exposure to the residents. In addition, hundreds of people were at risk of injury and
death had there been an explosion in the sewer system. Immediate corrective action eliminated this
significant risk to public health.

Of the more than 4,000 properties where petroleum contamination has been discovered, many of
these have affected drinking water wells, contaminated indoor air of homes and businesses, have
migrated into surface water bodies and have been found at dangerous levels in public utility lines. For
example, more than 200 sites have been discovered where nearly 1,000 public or private drinking water
wells have been contaminated. Attachment 4 provides a list of the number of sites discovered each year
that have had a direct effect on a sensitive receptor. To address human health and environmental
exposures to releases the fund has authorized proactive measures which include rapid initial response to
releases, providing bottled water and point-of-entry treatment for contaminated drinking water,
aggressively recovering free product, protecting surface water bodies, indoor air remediation and
mitigation of dangerous petroleum vapors.

Sites that have a direct effect on public health and the environment are the program’s most critical
priority and demand the greatest level of effort. These same sites also present the greatest risk to fund
solvency. Over the history of the program, the sites that have affected public water supplies or sensitive
environmental areas have required extensive remediation at a high cost to the PCF. A site discovered in
Killington had more than 80 private wells that were contaminated with a gasoline additive, MTBE. One
home even had to endure significant disruption to the use of its well, as the well was so contaminated
that at one point it was used as a remediation well. It is important to maintain a sufficient balance in the
PCF, in excess of the required $1 million federally mandated reserve, to ensure there are adequate funds
to provide an immediate and effective response where public health is at risk.

Projected Liability Funding Gap. PCF Income and Expenses for both the motor fuel and heating
oil accounts are tabulated in Attachment 6, which captures each calendar year from 1988 through 2015,
and then transitions to fiscal year reporting in 2016. The table showing expenses highlights the shortfalls
in the heating oil account from 2005 until the present, as years 2005 -2009 required a transfer of
$3,400,000 from the motor fuel account, another $750,000 was legislatively transferred from the
General Fund to help with Tropical Storm Irene, and another transfer from the motor fuel account was
needed at the end of fiscal year 2017 to avoid a negative balance. This table also displays other transfers
of funds, including those out of the fund by the legislature since the fund was established in 1989.

Actuarial studies completed in 2005 and 2016 each found that the fund was ““technically
insolvent™ since ““projected liabilities exceeded assets of the fund” through 2015 and 2026, respectively.
A notable difference between these two studies is that the gap between projected assets and liabilities
has significantly grown over time. The actuarial study in 2005 was completed only one year after the
legislature enacted a fee on heating oil, so there was very limited data to help project how these new
risks would play out. There is now an additional decade of data under this new funding and expenditure
framework, which in part is why the PCF Advisory Committee requested ANR moving forward with a
second actuarial study in 2016. Technical insolvency involves evaluating whether all outstanding claims
can be met by assets and income. Given past data, we have a very good understanding of the average
cost to clean up our various types of open sites, e.g., motor fuel UST, heating oil UST, heating AST,
etc., so given our existing open site backlog the actuary is able to assess existing liabilities to the fund.
In 2005, the actuary projected that PCF would have a $10.5 million deficit on Dec. 31, 2005. By
comparison, the latest study projected a deficit of $26.2 million on June 30, 2016. Legislative transfer of
funds is an additional risk to fund solvency. In fiscal year 2009, $2.8 million was transferred out of the
PCF, expanding the gap between projected liabilities and fund assets. This transfer also resulted in some
cleanups being delayed. Maintaining a healthy cash balance above the federally mandated $1 million
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reserve is important to the long-term success of the fund and ensures that motor fuel tank owners can
clean up a catastrophic release.

Review of Receipts to the Fund

A review of fund receipts for fiscal year 2017 is summarized in Attachment 1. In fiscal year 2017,
total fund receipts for the motor fuel account were $4,314,793. This represents a decrease in revenue of
$290,983 as compared to fiscal year 2016, and is mostly attributable to a large cost recovery action the
prior year. The distributor licensing fee, a one cent per gallon assessment of all motor fuels sold in the
state, contributed $3,818,310, a decrease of $46,074 over the prior year. Owners of “Category One”
storage tanks paid $204,850 in tank assessment fees, a decrease of $17,275 over fiscal year 2016.
Overall tank assessment revenue peaked in fiscal year 2015, when higher tank fees began being assessed
on tank systems that are not fully double walled to incent their removal. This revenue is expected to
continue decreasing through fiscal year 2018, as tanks with higher assessment fees require removal (or
being taken permanently out-of-service) by Jan. 1, 2018; additionally, the overall tank population is
beginning to trend down. Repayment of motor fuel UST loan income increased significantly again,
totaling $354,381. This is an increase of $66,692 over fiscal year 2016, and over $114,670 since fiscal
year 2015. This reflects increasing outstanding loan balance that is from increased loan demands to help
tank owners meet the single-wall tank system closure deadline. Loan interest totaled $17,929, an
increase of $6,348 from fiscal year 2016. The state successfully recovered funds totaling $21,399 in
fiscal year 2017, a significant decrease from the $212,556 recovered in fiscal year 2016, though another
larger insurance recovery is expected in fiscal year 2018. Interest paid on the PCF account was $17,923,
an increase of $10,159 from the prior year.

In fiscal year 2017, total fund receipts for the heating fuel account were $1,361,478, an increase of
$102,221 compared to fiscal year 2016. This increase was expected given the milder winter. The
Vermont Fuel Assistance Program also supports our prevention efforts and continued providing $75,000
in fiscal year 2017 to supplement the residential tank removal assistance program.

Review of Disbursements from the Fund

A review of fund disbursements for fiscal year 2017 is summarized in Attachments 1, 2, and 3. In
FY17, motor fuel account disbursements totaled $4,163,931 an increase of $76,476 over fiscal year
2016, of which $901,853 was for loan disbursements for single-wall tank closures and replacements.
Heating fuel disbursements totaled $1,396,236 a slight decrease of $15,703 over fiscal year 2016.
Notably, at the end of fiscal year 2017, the PCF Advisory Committee voted to transfer $120,000 from
the motor fuel account to the heating oil account to maintain a positive balance. The intention is to
transfer that money back once the three-year phase in period for AST inspection requirement is
completed, as high demand for AST assistance for tank upgrades and replacements is expected until that
time.

Expenditures from the motor fuel account included $2,447,924 for remedial action at UST motor
fuel sites, $901,853 for the UST replacement loan program, $376,849 for third party claims, and
$171,505 for bulk storage remedial action. The most significant change was the UST loan program
expenditure increasing by $209,868 over fiscal year 2016, though the loan demand was less than
anticipated. Disbursements from the heating oil account included $335,815 for remedial action for UST
heating fuel sites (a decrease of $105,668 from fiscal year 2016), $79,144 for the residential UST
removal program (an increase of $31,831 from fiscal year 2016), $574,234 for remedial action for AST
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heating fuel sites (a decrease of $42,778 from fiscal year 2016), and $400,664 for the residential AST
replacement grant program (an increase of $96,375 from fiscal year 2016). Overall cleanup
expenditures decreased by $148,446, while assistance spending increased by $128,206. Essential spill
program response spending was tightened as demand began to spike in relation to the passage of Act 76
in spring 2016, and the anticipated inspection requirements; this is discussed in more detail below under
“Investing in Prevention.”

Third party claims continue to represent a small portion of overall disbursements (less than five
percent historically). As of the end of fiscal year 2017 the PCF has paid $6,025,848 for all third-party
claims, with $376,849 paid out in fiscal year 2017 (this was seven percent of total fiscal year 2017 PCF
expenditures).

Since the inception of the PCF in 1988, the Fund has disbursed money across a total of 2,933
properties (Attachment 2 & 3), which includes sites where remediation occurred in prior years. Figure 4
below provides a breakdown of the sources of PCF reimbursement sites. These sites are located
throughout Vermont in 232 towns. Attachment 5 shows the distribution of these sites throughout the
state.

Figure 4. PCF Reimbursement Sites
by Source
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In Figure 5 below, expenditures on contaminated sites in 2017 are broken out by task type. A total
of 39 percent of expenditures were cleanup related, of which five percent was for emergency response,
31 percent for site corrective action, and three percent for contaminated soil management. Ongoing
monitoring costs comprised 39 percent of costs. In the future, monitoring will be broken out to
differentiate between monitoring to help determine the cleanup remedy, and “monitored natural
attenuation,” which is an actual remedy when biodegradation, dilution, dispersion and other natural
processes are adequate for bringing a site to closure. The other major expenditure type was “site
investigation,” which accounted for 20 percent of expenditures. A total of two percent of expenditures
were for bottled water and drinking water treatment.

11



Figure 5. 2017 PCF Expenditures By Task Type
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Investing in Prevention Activities

The heating fuel account revenue has not met demand and at the end of fiscal year 2017 required a
transfer of $120,000 from the motor fuel account to maintain a positive balance. Most cleanup costs are
from preventable AST releases emanating from older tank systems that do not meet standards. It was
evident that either more revenue was needed or more action was needed to prevent releases. Act 76 was
passed in FY16, which led to new rules being promulgated on Aug. 15, 2017 that require routine AST
inspections, inspector training and training certification. With the lack of sustainability in the heating
fuel account, these new rules are critical to reduce the number and severity of annual AST spills. The
new rules require that all tanks be inspected by Aug. 15, 2020, a three-year phase in period.

ANR created and maintains an online list of red-tagged tanks, which records tanks that should not
receive deliveries due to high risk of a release. Inspectors are required to not only physically tag a non-
compliant tank, but also utilize ANR’s online “red tag” form to add tanks to the red-tag list. Expanded
usage of this red-tagged tank list has occurred starting in fiscal year 2018 as anticipated once routine
inspections were required by the new rules. For August through October 2017, there were 416 reported
red-tagged tanks with the peak happening in August (165 tagged). Prior to the new rules, fewer than a
dozen thanks were tagged each month. Many of the tagged tanks have been replaced or
repaired/upgraded and placed back into service. Still, there are over 100,000 ASTs in Vermont, many
are several decades old and will drive a great deal of repairs and replacements over the remaining 2.5
years of the initial inspection phase-in period. However, we are optimistic that the number and severity
of AST releases will significantly be reduced after 2020.

There has also been a great deal of outreach and coordination to assist with the implementation of
the new rules. Direct communications with homeowners by fuel dealers and outreach to the media
including television interviews and public service announcements have been used to educate the public
on the state's AST regulations. This outreach has occurred without taxpayer expense, thanks to the
partnerships with businesses and non-profits such as VFDA, VPA and the VT Association of Realtors.
These partnerships will continue to be used for outreach and education of new regulations. The latest
outreach involved discouraging routine inspections during the heating season to minimize any heating
emergencies. To that end, ANR developed guidance sent out to all fuel