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SENATOR WARNER: Mr. President, this amendment was.. . I deve l oped
a conversation, actually with one firm that was in my district
that brought to my attention that they were having some problem
with this and had already spent substantial money, and as t h i s
bill is written, no one would be able to ben efit from t he
program until after the effective date of the act irregardless
of what time the leaks occurred. What this amendment does, i t
makes eligible to qualify those wh o h ave had l e ak s f o und o r
discovered after the effective date of the act that was enacted
in 1986. That's at that threshold the, would become effective,
that is they would become eligible to be a ffected by t he
legislation. In th e...there are about 17, I understand around
the state, that might be eligible if they meet t he ot h e r
thresholds that are required and a n o t he r 15 ar e r equi r i ng
long-term monitoring that might qualify if they meet the ot h er
thresholds. The other part of the provision though is that the
reimbursement for any cleanup would only be f or t ho s e c l ea n u p
that occurs after the effective date of the act. They would no t
be reimbursed for money that they had already spent for cleanup,
but they would be...the equity issue it seems to me is that
those areas where they have found a problem are eligible just
since the state passed a law requiring it, they would be
eligible just in the same fashion as those sites that were found
after the passage of this bill and they are entitled to
reimbursement for that cost if they meet all the thresholds as
required in the bill, but only for those costs t hat wi l l hav e
been spent after the effective date of the act. They will not
get reimbursed for things that they had already spent . As I
indicated, there is a v ariety of lo cations, from my
understanding from the Department of Environmental Control, that
potentially might be eligible but in the one case t hat I kn ow
about it seemed to me that it was a particularly difficult one.
This was a location which, in fact, did not have a l eaky t an k.
They were putting in new tanks to comply with the law. They had
the old tanks tested and there was no leakage. But t hen when
they dug in for the new tanks that they found some old leakage,
some that had occurred some time in the past, in all likelihood
some 20 years or more before that, that they were not aware of,
no on e w a s aw a r e of . And it seemed unjust to me that. . . i t
happened to be a co-op in my district, but it seemed u njus t t o
me that because they were putting in new tanks to comply with
the law, they did not have leaks but they knew they were to have
to put them in sooner or later, were just being good citizens,
al l of a sudd en b ecau s e of unknown contamination were stuck
with, potentially at least, stuck with substantial c o st.
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