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Executive Summary

States are leaders in per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) response across the United States. While
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other federal agencies have taken notable actions on
PFAS in the last decade, states play a critical role in implementing and enforcing federal rules and
regulations, and have enacted their own legislation, policies, and directives to address PFAS across a wide
range of programs.

This compendium outlines the various aspects of PFAS policies and science to showcase important
information on state actions to protect human health and the environment. The paper offers a national
summary of PFAS actions, as well as individual findings from 52 jurisdictions - specifically, the 50 states,
the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (hereinafter, states). It is
not a complete review of all research and information on PFAS; rather, the Environmental Council of the
States (ECOS) hopes that states and other stakeholders will use this resource as a guide for where to acquire
more information on a particular PFAS topic and to promote understanding of the important work
underway.

ECOS appreciates the work of intern Robin Hébert who assisted in synthesizing the information gathered from states for this report.

This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United States Environmental Protection Agency under assistance agreement 84049501 to
the Environmental Council of the States. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the Environmental
Protection Agency, nor does the EPA endorse trade names or recommend the use of commercial products mentioned in this document.
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National Summary of State PFAS Actions

Introduction

PFAS are a group of synthetic chemicals that are used in a wide array of products. While certain legacy
PFAS (e.g., perfluorooctanoic acid [PFOA] and perfluorooctane sulfonate [PFOS]) have been phased out of
manufacturing due to scientific studies indicating potential health concerns and carcinogenic properties,
many PFAS are still in use, and most of the chemicals have not been the subject of toxicological studies
assessing the potential risks of exposure to human health or the environment or of federally-enforceable
regulations. PFAS are abundant across environmental media and are difficult to destroy; therefore, there is
a persistent “supply” of PFAS that maintain their carbon-fluorine chemical structures and potential toxicity,
unlike many other organic compounds that degrade in the environment over time. These risks need to be
better understood and addressed through state and federal actions. ECOS is working to bridge gaps in PFAS
policies and intends that the information in this compendium will promote further information sharing and
coordination among state and federal partners and other stakeholders.

State Approaches to PFAS

This section focuses on some of the broader organizational aspects of PFAS work from a state
environmental agency perspective. It examines which states have PFAS action plans or strategy documents,
how agencies engage in task forces or workgroups, what partners a state collaborates with on PFAS
activities, and how states define PFAS.

Action Plans

Action plans lay out comprehensive strategies for protecting public health and the environment from known
or potential risks of PFAS. State action plans may identify statewide or state environmental agency
priorities, and lay out primary objectives to achieve, such as assessing health risks and minimizing exposure
to PFAS. Common components of state PFAS action plans include recommendations and requirements for
how to address exposures across environmental media and programs, conduct economic analyses, develop
regulatory limits, explore toxicology, initiate statewide sampling protocols, or other topics. Many states
receive stakeholder input on draft plans before finalizing their action plans, which may be statis, updated
as need, or updated annually.

Twenty-two states have action plans or strategy documents, and nine other states are developing one.



State Action Plan Status

State Yes ‘ No ‘ In Development ‘ Yes No | In Development
Alabama v | Missouri v
Alaska v | | Montana v
Arizona v | | Nebraska v
Arkansas v | | Nevada v
California v ’ ’ New Hampshire v
CNMI v | | New Jersey v
Colorado v | | New Mexico v
Connecticut v ’ ’ New York v
DC v ’ ’ North Carolina v
Delaware v | | North Dakota v
Florida v | | Ohio v
Georgia v ’ ’ Oklahoma v
Hawaii v ’ ’ Oregon v
Idaho v | | Pennsylvania v
Illinois v | | Rhode Island v
Indiana v ’ ’ South Carolina v
lowa v ’ ’ South Dakota v
Kansas v | | Tennessee v
Kentucky v | | Texas v
Louisiana v | | Utah v
Maine v | | Vermont v
Maryland v | | Virginia v
Massachusetts v | | Washington v
Michigan v | | West Virginia v
Minnesota v | | Wisconsin v
Mississippi v | | Wyoming v

This table shows the states with PFAS action plans, and those with action plans in development.

At the federal level, EPA in 2019 released its PFAS Action Plan, which focused on identifying PFAS, reducing
exposure, understanding toxicity, conducting research, and providing technical assistance. Among other
commitments, EPA pledged to make a regulatory determination for PFOA and PFOS under the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA), a positive determination of which initiates rulemaking to establish enforceable



https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2019-02/documents/pfas_action_plan_021319_508compliant_1.pdf

National Primary Drinking Water Regulations. In 2021, EPA published its PFAS Strategic Roadmap, which
became the agency’s primary document outlining a whole-of-agency approach to addressing PFAS. The
Roadmap outlined key objectives to achieve goals of investing in research and development, restricting
PFAS from entering the environment, and remediating contamination and accelerating cleanup - specific
activities that EPA addresses in its annual progress reports. Similarly, the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD)
has a PFAS action plan focused on identifying and cleaning up contamination at military installations. The
agency has a number of policies, directed by its PFAS task force, aimed at Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) compliance, cleanup prioritization, and assessment
and monitoring activities. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) also has a PFAS Strategic Roadmap
outlining its commitments to action from 2022-2025, including investigating PFAS contamination at DOE
sites and researching current and past uses and known or potential releases of PFAS.

Links to state action plans can be found in the State Pages portion of this report.
Task Forces & Workgroups
Forty-four states have a body charged with recommending or guiding state actions.

PFAS Task Forces and/or Workgroups

No - 8 States

One Agency - 30 States

Multi-Agency - 14 States

Yes - 44 States

This nested donut chart shows the number of states that have a PFAS task force or workgroup,
and of those how many of the task forces or workgroups are single-agency or multi-agency.

These task forces or workgroups help state agencies stay coordinated by facilitating continued dialogue
and by outlining which agencies and/or program offices are responsible for PFAS sampling of different
media, or for other actions. The bodies may be formed within a specific program, encompass multiple


https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2021-10/pfas-roadmap_final-508.pdf
https://www.acq.osd.mil/eie/eer/ecc/pfas/tf/policies.html
https://www.acq.osd.mil/eie/eer/ecc/pfas/tf/index.html#:~:text=DoD%20has%20invested%20over%20$160,and%20trainings%20on%20the%20website.
https://www.energy.gov/pfas/articles/pfas-strategic-roadmap-doe-commitments-action-2022-2025#:~:text=PFAS%20Strategic%20Roadmap%3A%20DOE%20Commitments%20to%20Action%202022%2D2025,-PFAS%20Strategic%20Roadmap&text=Investigate%20PFAS%20concentrations%20in%20DOE,human%20health%20and%20the%20environment.

programs, or include other agencies. Fourteen states have multi-agency task forces or workgroups in which
the state environmental agency may coordinate closely with its health, agriculture, or other state agency
counterparts on the state’s overall PFAS response. These multi-agency workgroups, like the Michigan PFAS
Action Response Team (MPART), may be established through executive orders or by state legislatures, for
example, and tend to emphasize a statewide approach across programs that may extend beyond the
environmental agency’s purview and are designed to promote statewide coordination across numerous
agencies and programs. Some states that have multi-agency task forces or workgroups noted that they also
have an additional task force or workgroup within the environmental agency.

Partnerships

State environmental agencies partner with other governmental and non-governmental entities on PFAS
activities.

State PFAS Partnerships

Academia
Federal

State Agency

Interstate
Association

Regional
Partnership

NGO

PFAS Partner

Utility

Professional
Association

Other

0 5 10 15 20 25

Number of States

This graph shows the number of states with one or more PFAS partners in a given category.
Most states noted that they engage with stakeholders in more than one of the categories above.
Some partners may not have been mentioned in the survey responses and are missing from the total count.

In ECOS’ outreach to states, about half of the states mentioned working directly with federal entities like
EPA or the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), as well as with DoD, the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) and its Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), the U.S. Food and
Drug Administration (FDA), the U.S. Departments of Agriculture (USDA), the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS), and the National Marine Fisheries Service (part of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, or NOAA). These federal partners may provide grants, technical assistance, and research
support. Twenty-four states partner with academia, like local universities involved in PFAS-related research.



Twenty-one state environmental agencies partner with other state agencies, such as state departments of
health, agriculture, natural resources, or transportation, or state fire marshals.

Examples of Interstate Associations:

National

ECOS

Interstate Technology and Regulatory Council
(ITRC)

Association of State Drinking Water
Administrators (ASDWA)

Association of Clean Water Administrators
(ACWA)

Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste
Management Officials (ASTSWMO)

National Association of Clean Air Agencies
(NACAA)

National Governors Association (NGA)

Regional

Northeast Waste Management Officials’
Association (NEWMOA)

New England Interstate Water Pollution Control
Commission (NEIWPCC)

Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use
Management (NESCAUM)

Northeast Association of State Transportation
Officials (NASTO)

Examples of NGOs:

San Francisco Estuary Institute

Water Environmental Research Institute of
the Western Pacific

Clean Water Action

Connecticut Conference of Municipalities
Delaware Nature Society

Delaware Environmental Institute

Maine Water Environment Association
Georgia Association of Water Professionals
Defend our Health

Slingshot

Ohio River Valley Sanitation Commission

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs),
nonprofits, or task forces play important roles in
facilitating dialogues and coordination for state
environmental agencies on media-specific topics.
The chart above and text boxes on this page show
different relationships in which states are engaged.
“Interstate association” refers to national or
regional organizations whose role is to coordinate
among states on shared issues, and serve as
important  partners for convening PFAS
workgroups, webinars, or conferences. “Regional
partnership” refers to groups that convene states
with other stakeholders in a particular region of the
country. For instance, the Great Lakes Consortium
for Fish Advisories, a regional consortium among
Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, New York,
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin, focuses on issues
pertaining to fish consumption and water quality for
states bordering one of the Great Lakes. Other
NGOs not classified as an interstate association or
regional partnership, such as the Delaware Nature
Society and Georgia Association of Water
Professionals, or professional associations, such as
the Environmental Professionals Organization of
Connecticut or Arizona Water Association, are
specific to a single state.

Examples of Regional Partnerships:

e Great Lakes Consortium for Fish Advisories

e Great Lakes PFAS Task Force

e Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation
Commission

e Susquehanna River Basin Commission

e Mid-Atlantic Regional Air Management
Association

e Toxics Contaminant Workgroup (Chesapeake
Bay Program)




PFAS Definitions

Defining PFAS allows states and others to engage in conversations when considering PFAS in policy and
other decisions. However, there exist many challenges and considerations when formally adopting or
referencing specific definitions. Only twelve states currently have a formal PFAS definition, with seven
others planning to formally define the compounds.

States, federal agencies, industry, academia, and intergovernmental agencies use an array of PFAS
definitions that are dependent on the intended scope and application of certain compounds. Different
definitions may lead to different conclusions on the total number of PFAS.

Most Adopted and/or Referenced Definition:

Fluorinated organic chemicals containing at least one fully fluorinated carbon atom

Eighteen states have adopted or most often reference a broad, structure-based definition that considers
PFAS to be fluorinated organic chemicals containing at least one fully fluorinated carbon atom, or similar.! A
few states that use this definition add that PFAS are a class of fluorinated chemicals, or that PFAS are all
manmade chemicals with at least one fully fluorinated carbon atom. Rhode Island uses this definition but
clarifies that the definition is exclusive of organofluorine pharmaceutical products; Virginia uses the at least
one fully fluorinated carbon atom definition but specifies that PFAS are chemicals with at least one fully
fluorinated methyl or methylene carbon atom and any precursors of such substances; and Montana references
this definition but clarifies that it refers to at least one alkyl carbon with its hydrogen atoms replaced by fluorine
atoms.

Three states have adopted or most often reference a definition that classifies PFAS as chemicals containing
at least two fully fluorinated carbon atoms. The specific definitions are more nuanced than those for the at
least one fully fluorinated carbon definitions:

1 2 3

Non-polymeric perfluoroalkyl and
polyfluoroalkyl substances that

Any class of fluorinated organic
chemicals containing at least two

Contain the chemical structure unit
R-(CF2)-C(F)(R") R,” with two

adjacent fluorinated carbon atoms,
where one carbon atom is fully
fluorinated and the other atom is at
least partially fluorinated, excluding
gases and volatile liquids, identified by
a publicly owned treatment works in its
pretreatment program for which there
is an EPA approved testing method.

contain at least two fully fluorinated
carbon 4 atoms, excluding gases and
volatile liquids.

adjacent, fully fluorinated carbons
where R, R’, and R” represent any
functional group or atom, except
H/Cl/Br/l (with a few noted
exceptions; this description also
includes substances with R-CF2-
CF2-R’ and CF3-CF2-R units. Note,
R, R’, R" can be the same or different
atoms)

1 This widely-referenced definition is used by entities such as the Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) and is also cited in the Fiscal Year 2020 National Defense Authorization Act

(NDAA).




Other definitions include references to specific PFAS, describe them as chemicals used in certain processes
and that make their way into the environment, or follow the ITRC-suggested definition, which states that,
in general, PFAS are compounds characterized as having carbon atoms linked to each other and bonded to fluorine
atoms at most or all of the available carbon bonding sites.?

States that have not yet adopted a definition for PFAS noted that adoption of a definition depends on
regulatory requirements; enactment of state legislation; or EPA amending the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), TSCA Section 8(a) reporting rule, or other statutes or rules to include PFAS-specific
regulations. There also may be challenges with adopting a definition as it could be program-specific or
require consensus among multiple state agencies that deal with PFAS in different capacities. A few states
noted that they do not want to adopt a definition that is inconsistent with that of EPA, and others stated
that while they do not formally define PFAS, they list certain PFAS as individual compounds separately in
state regulations.® A few states are not sure if they have plans to formally define PFAS. Details as to which
states have formally adopted definitions and which definitions are referenced are in the State Pages portion
of this report.

ITRC acknowledges in its PFAS Technical and Regulatory Guidance Document section on chemistry,

terminology, and acronyms that inconsistent PFAS definitions may create challenges and confusion among
regulators and regulated entities, alike.*

Regulations & Legislation

This section highlights the different PFAS regulations and legislation, including information on which states
regulate PFAS as hazardous under a state equivalent to CERCLA and/or RCRA.

PFAS Regulations Across Environmental Media

Many federal, state, and international authorities have in recent years established various health-based
regulatory values and evaluation criteria for certain PFAS. The largest focus has been on several of the
contaminants in drinking water. In April 2024, EPA enacted a federally enforceable National Primary
Drinking Water Regulation (NPDWR) under SDWA for PFOA, PFQOS, perfluorohexane sulfonate (PFHxS),
perfluorononanoic acid (PENA), hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA, commonly known as

2 Chemistry, Terminology, and Acronyms, PFAS Technical and Regulatory Guidance Document, ITRC. ITRC is
the national coalition focused on developing tools and strategies to effectively deploy innovative
environmental technologies and is a program of the Environmental Research Institute of the States (ERIS)
(and ECOS).

3 EPA has a structure-based definition of PFAS under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), and a
slightly more inclusive, structure-based definition under the 2022 Drinking Water Contaminant Candidate
List 5 (CCL5). The agency provides a large, publicly-available resource for PFAS structures and predicted
properties in its CompTox Chemicals Dashboard, some definitions provided by which are designed to be
broadly inclusive, and others, like that used under TSCA or the CCL5, are used for regulatory applications
and may be more precisely worded.

4 Chemistry, Terminology, and Acronyms, PFAS Technical and Regulatory Guidance Document, ITRC.



https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/human-health-toxicity-assessment-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/human-health-toxicity-assessment-perfluorooctane-sulfonic-acid-pfos
https://iris.epa.gov/ChemicalLanding/&substance_nmbr=705
https://iris.epa.gov/Document/&deid=355409#:~:text=Downloads-,Overview,ERG%2C%20a%20contractor%20to%20EPA.
https://www.epa.gov/chemical-research/human-health-toxicity-assessments-genx-chemicals
https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/2-2-chemistry-terminology-and-acronyms/#:~:text=definition%3A%20%E2%80%9Cfluorinated%20substances%20that%20contain,%E2%80%93)%20is%20a%20PFAS.%E2%80%9D
https://comptox.epa.gov/dashboard/chemical-lists/PFASSTRUCT
https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/2-2-chemistry-terminology-and-acronyms/#:~:text=definition%3A%20%E2%80%9Cfluorinated%20substances%20that%20contain,%E2%80%93)%20is%20a%20PFAS.%E2%80%9D

GenX chemicals), and perfluorobutane sulfonic acid (PFBS).> There are currently no national, enforceable
PFAS standards for other PFAS or for PFAS in other environmental media. ATSDR in 2021 finalized minimal
risk levels for PFOA, PFOS, PFHxS, and PFNA, but these are not regulatory values and instead serve as
screening tools to identify daily exposure estimates below which non-cancer effects are unlikely to occur.
If no federal standard exists, states may rely on reference documents like EPA’s Regional Screening Levels
(RSL) list or may establish their own guidance.

Several states have established legally enforceable values (e.g., drinking water Maximum Contaminant
Levels [MCLs]) or non-enforceable values (e.g., guidance values, screening numbers, advisories) for various
PFAS across environmental media for which federally-promulgated standards do not exist. ECOS in 2020
published a paper, which is updated annually, on Processes and Considerations for Setting State PFAS
Standards to outline the scientific and regulatory bases for how and why states set, or do not set, PFAS
guidelines. In this national analysis, ECOS examines more broadly which states have existing or planned
regulatory standards or advisory guidelines for different PFAS across drinking water, groundwater, surface
water, soil, air, fish and wildlife, and biosolids.

States with Existing or Planned PFAS Regulations and/or Guidance

States with PFAS States without Existing
: States with PEAS Regulatlons and/or PFAS I_?egulatlons and/or
Environmental . Guidance that are Also Guidance that are
. Regulations and/or . .
Media Guidance Planning to Implement Planning to Implement
New Regulations and/or = PFAS Regulations and/or
Guidance Guidance
Drinking Water 30 18 18
Groundwater 30 13 3
Surface Water 18 5 11
Soil 26 10 3
Air 8 1 0
Fish & Wildlife 21 1 5
Biosolids 10 0 1

This table shows the number of states with regulatory or advisory guidance (left column) and the number of states
without existing PFAS regulations and/or guidance that are planning to implement such limits (right column) for PFAS
in different environmental media. Some of the states with PFAS regulations and/or guidance (left column) are also
planning to implement new PFAS regulations and/or guidance, as shown by the number in the middle column.

5 In March 2025, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals granted EPA requests for 60-day stays on the
NPDWR and on the listing of PFOA and PFOS as hazardous substances under CERCLA. The stays
temporarily pause ongoing litigation challenging the regulations, which will be reviewed by the newly
installed EPA leadership.


https://www.epa.gov/chemical-research/learn-about-human-health-toxicity-assessment-pfbs
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/405269.pdf
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/

Below is the breakdown of the states identified above as having regulations and/or guidance.

States with Existing PFAS Regulations, Guidance, or Both

Environmental States with Only States with Only States with Both PFAS
Media PFAS Regulations PFAS Advisories Regulations and Advisories

Drinking Water 18 10 2
Groundwater 18 9 3
Surface Water 9 8 1
Soil 11 12 3
Air 3 5 0
Fish & Wildlife 0 21 0
Biosolids 5 5 0

This table shows the number of states with existing regulatory standards, advisory levels,
or both regulations and advisory limits for PFAS in different environmental media.

A summary of nationwide regulations for each media is below, and media-specific tables of each state’s
regulations are in Appendix lIl.



Drinking Water
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This map shows the distribution of states with enacted or planned regulations and/or guidance for PFAS in drinking water.

Thirty states have guidance for one or more PFAS in drinking water. Eighteen states have regulatory
standards, ten have advisory levels, and two have both regulatory and advisory limits. Eighteen of the 30
states with regulatory or advisory limits also plan to enact new guidance.

States with advisory levels may call them action levels, public health goals, notification levels, health risk
limits, or remediation screening levels, for example, depending on state regulatory processes and histories
with setting policy, which may direct toxicologists to use specific approaches or consider various factors in
the development of such limits. Nine of the states (Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wisconsin) with regulatory standards have enacted
MCLs (prior to the finalization of EPA’'s NPDWR).

Eighteen states that do not have guidance plan to enact a regulatory or advisory limit for PFAS in drinking
water.

Many states have already implemented, or are in the process of implementing, the federal NPDWR, which
sets legally enforceable MCLs for six PFAS in drinking water - PFOA, PFOS, PFHxS, PFNA, and HFPO-DA



- as contaminants with individual MCLs of four parts per trillion (ppt, also expressed as ng/L), 4 ppt, 10 ppt,
10 ppt, and 10 ppt, respectively, and PFAS mixtures containing at least two or more of PFHxS, PFNA,
HFPO-DA, and PFBS, using a Hazard Index MCL of 1 (unitless) to account for combined and co-occurring
levels of the contaminants. The final rule requires public water systems to complete initial monitoring for
these PFAS by 2027, followed by ongoing compliance monitoring, as well as public notification
requirements and a five-year deadline to begin implementing solutions to reduce PFAS if the MCLs are
exceeded. Given the three-year deadline for monitoring from the time the rule was finalized, states have
begun the process of planning for and/or adopting the NPDWR, which includes working through primacy
challenges, adding these values to state regulations, and working with their water systems to establish a
sampling and compliance plan, depending on state-specific rulemaking processes. All states will be required
to lower their limits, if necessary, to meet the federal MCL values, and will be adopting these regulatory
standards, if not already implemented. Wyoming does not have primacy (e.g., direct implementation) of the
SDWA PWS Supervision Program and as such would not adopt the NPDWR; instead, the NPDWR is
applicable and will be used in the state without the state formally adopting it.

Groundwater
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This map shows the distribution of states with enacted or planned regulations and/or guidance for PFAS in groundwater.



Thirty states have guidance for one or more PFAS in groundwater. Eighteen states have regulatory
standards, nine have advisory levels, and three have both regulatory and advisory limits. Thirteen of the 30
states with regulatory or advisory limits also plan to enact new guidance.

States have enacted groundwater quality standards, cleanup criteria, or similar guidelines for a number of
PFAS. Many states also indicated that their existing or planned groundwater guidelines are reflective of the

NPDWR, as groundwater is often used for drinking water purposes.

Three states that do not have guidance plan to enact a regulatory or advisory limit for PFAS in groundwater.

Surface Water
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This map shows the distribution of states with enacted or planned regulations and/or guidance for PFAS in surface water.

Eighteen states have guidance for one or more PFAS in surface water. Nine states have regulatory
standards, eight have advisory levels, and one has both regulatory and advisory limits. Five of the 18 states
with regulatory or advisory limits also plan to enact new guidance.



Many states noted that they will adopt or will consider adopting EPA’s September 2024 Final
Recommended Aquatic Life Criteria and Benchmarks, which established recommended freshwater criteria
for short-term (acute) and long-term (chronic) exposure and saltwater benchmarks for acute exposures to
PFOA and PFOS, as well as separate acute freshwater benchmarks for eight “data-limited” PFAS under
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 304(a)(3). While not legally binding, states and authorized tribes can adopt
the criteria into their water quality standards or adopt science-based criteria dependent on the local and
site-specific conditions. Other states also stated their consideration of the NPDWR for surface waters that
supply drinking water.

Eleven states that do not have guidance plan to enact a regulatory or advisory limit for PFAS in surface
water.

Soil
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This map shows the distribution of states with enacted or planned regulations and/or guidance for PFAS in soil.

8 PFBA, perfluorohexanoic acid [PFHxA], PFNA, perfluorodecanoic acid [PFDA], PFBS, PFHxS,
hexadecafluoro-2-decenoic acid [8:2 FTUCA], and pentadecafluorodecanoic acid [7:3 FTCA]


https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/10/07/2024-23024/final-recommended-aquatic-life-criteria-and-benchmarks-for-select-pfas
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/10/07/2024-23024/final-recommended-aquatic-life-criteria-and-benchmarks-for-select-pfas

Twenty-six states have guidance for one or more PFAS in soil. Eleven states have regulatory standards,
twelve have advisory levels, and three have both regulatory and advisory limits. Ten of the 26 states with
regulatory or advisory limits also plan to enact new guidance.

States have adopted various soil screening levels, remedial action guidelines, reference values, cleanup
objectives, or other types of guidelines for PFAS based on exposure scenarios (e.g., residential, commercial,
industrial, for the protection of groundwater, etc.). Several states also have soil screening levels that reflect
the PFAS included and/or values listed for residential and commercial/industrial exposures in EPA’s RSL
table.’

Three states that do not have guidance plan to enact a regulatory or advisory limit for PFAS in soil.

Air

States with PFAS Guidelines in Air
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This map shows the distribution of states with enacted or planned regulations and/or guidance for PFAS in air.

7 The RSLs, and state soil screening levels reflective of the RSLs, are advisory, as they are developed using
risk assessment guidance from EPA’s Superfund program and can be used under CERCLA as screening
levels, rather than cleanup standards, to determine if further investigation is warranted at these sites.


https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls
https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls

Eight states have guidance for one or more PFAS in air. Three states have regulatory standards and five
have advisory levels. One of the eight states with regulatory or advisory limits also plans to enact new
guidance.

While there are currently no federal air emission standards for PFAS, EPA asserted in its PFAS Strategic
Roadmap that the Agency is developing the technical basis for regulating specific PFAS as hazardous air
pollutants in the future and is exploring opportunities to share data and approaches with states to address
this source of PFAS pollution. A few states noted that once federal emission standards, standardized air
testing, or inhalation toxicity values are available at the national level, they will take actions such as
implementing regulations or adding certain PFAS to the toxic air pollutant lists. While it does not have a
regulatory or advisory level for PFAS in air, California did note that its Air Resources Control Board's
Chrome Plating Airborne Toxic Control Measures prohibit the use of fume suppressants that contain PFOS.

Fish & Wildlife
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This map shows the distribution of states with enacted or planned guidance for PFAS in fish & wildlife.

Twenty-one states have issued consumption advisories for one or more PFAS in fish and wildlife. One of
the 21 states with an advisory also plans to enact new guidance.


https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/chrome-plating-fume-suppressant-information

The fish consumption advisories may apply to one section of a waterbody or may apply to a number of
waterbodies statewide, and limits may be based on the waterbody, population consuming the fish, and/or
fish species. Most states have issued fish consumption advisories for PFOS, but several other states have
issued them for other PFAS, and a couple of states have issued consumption advisories for deer, turkey,
beef, or milk. Some states indicated that they are evaluating or adopting criteria for fish consumption based
on EPA’s Final Recommended Aquatic Life Criteria and Benchmark, and another indicated that they adopt
meal frequency criteria based on the Great Lakes Consortium for Fish Advisories’ Best Practice for PFOS
Guidelines document.

Five states that do not have guidance plan to issue consumption advisories for PFAS in fish and wildlife.

Biosolids
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This map shows the distribution of states with enacted or planned regulations and/or guidance for PFAS in biosolids.

Ten states have guidance for one or more PFAS in biosolids. Five states have regulatory standards and five
have advisory levels.

Maine was the first state to enact a regulatory ban, with a few exemptions, on the land application of
biosolids and biosolids-derived products. In 2024, Connecticut adopted a regulatory ban on the use, sale,
or offer for sale as a soil amendment of any biosolids or wastewater sludge that contain PFAS.


https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/10/07/2024-23024/final-recommended-aquatic-life-criteria-and-benchmarks-for-select-pfas
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/consortium/bestpracticepfos.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/consortium/bestpracticepfos.pdf

Several other states like Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, and New York are taking tiered approaches to
addressing PFAS contamination in biosolids, establishing thresholds for which land application of biosolids
is permitted, where land application has restrictions (e.g., application rate, sampling), and where land
application is not permitted.® Missouri specifically noted that it does not have CWA Section 503 delegated
authority, and Montana and Wyoming stated that they do not have biosolids primacy, and therefore do not
have guidance for PFAS in biosolids.

One state that does not have guidance plans to enact a regulatory or advisory limit for PFAS in biosolids.

PFAS Legislation

Nearly three-quarters of states in the U.S. have passed or proposed legislation related to PFAS. These
administrative policies or acts, bills, and statutes not only serve as the basis for state regulatory standards
but also serve as the basis for state funding for PFAS actions, monitoring or sampling requirements, or
cleanup actions.

State PFAS Legislation
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This infographic shows the number of states that have passed PFAS legislation in different categories.

Some notable legislation categories include:

8 For a more detailed discussion of state biosolids actions, read PFAS in Biosolids: A Review of State Efforts &
Opportunities for Action.



https://www.ecos.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/PFAS-in-Biosolids-A-Review-of-State-Efforts-and-Opportunities-for-Action.pdf
https://www.ecos.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/PFAS-in-Biosolids-A-Review-of-State-Efforts-and-Opportunities-for-Action.pdf

Aqueous Film-Forming Foam (AFFF): Twenty-two states have enacted legislation related to the
use of PFAS in Class B firefighting foams. Some of the bills prohibit the use of AFFF and require
switching to fluorine-free foam (F3). Others address AFFF in firefighting gear, the establishment
of AFFF takeback programs, the cleanup of airports or other sites that have historically used
AFFF for training or firefighting purposes, or the listing of discarded AFFF as hazardous waste
in state law.

Consumer and Other Products: Sixteen states have enacted legislation related to the use of
PFAS in products, notably consumer products, cosmetics, or food packaging. For example,
Minnesota’'s Amara’s Law bans the sale, offer for sale, or distribution of products containing
intentionally-added PFAS in eleven consumer product categories, and will by 2032 ban non-
essential uses of PFAS in all products. Washington’s Safer Products program, part of the state’s
Toxic Pollution Law, restricts or eliminates the use of priority PFAS in certain consumer
products when safer alternatives are available. New Mexico’s PFAS Protection Act will phase
out and ban consumer products containing intentionally-added PFAS, and will require labeling
of consumer products made with PFAS to help educate consumers.

Regulatory Standards: Twelve states have enacted legislation mandating regulations for certain
PFAS in different environmental media. This includes bills requiring a state to evaluate the need
for setting a standard generally, as well as bills requiring a state to enact an MCL or specify type
of limit.

Details on which states have enacted or proposed legislation on PFAS, including bill names and links, are
provided in the State Pages portion of this report.

Regulating PFAS as Hazardous

In 2024, EPA finalized its rule designating PFOA and PFOS as hazardous substances under CERCLA,
proposed a rule to amend RCRA by adding nine PFAS to the list of RCRA hazardous constituents and to
modify the definition of hazardous waste as it applies to cleanups at permitted hazardous waste facilities.’
Twenty-one states also regulate PFAS as hazardous under a state equivalent to CERCLA and/or RCRA.
States may add certain PFAS to hazardous substance lists or related legislation, or include PFAS in RCRA
corrective action permits. In March 2025, New Mexico passed House Bill 140, which lists discarded
firefighting foams as a hazardous waste in state law and in accordance with its federal primacy under RCRA.

9 These federal regulations have different impacts on states, as outlined in ECOS’ paper, Processes and
Considerations for Setting State PFAS Standards.



https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/text.php?number=HF2310&type=bill&version=4&session=ls93&session_year=2023&session_number=0&format=pdf
https://ecology.wa.gov/waste-toxics/reducing-toxic-chemicals/washingtons-toxics-in-products-laws/safer-products
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=70A.350&full=true
https://www.nmlegis.gov/Sessions/25%20Regular/bills/house/HB0212.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/superfund/designation-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa-and-perfluorooctanesulfonic-acid-pfos-cercla
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/02/08/2024-02324/listing-of-specific-pfas-as-hazardous-constituents
https://www.nmlegis.gov/Sessions/25%20Regular/bills/house/HB0140.pdf
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/

Regulating PFAS as Hazardous Under State Equivalents to CERCLA and/or RCRA

No - 30 States

This pie chart shows the number of states that regulate PFAS as hazardous under a state equivalent to
CERCLA and/or RCRA. Texas preferred not to answer this question and is not included in the count.

Sampling, Source Identification, Monitoring, & Testing

This section focuses on how states identify where PFAS are used and found. It examines state actions to
identify PFAS in public water systems (PWSs) and nearby military installations, provides information related
to known PFAS sources and where states monitor for potential PFAS contamination, and details PFAS test
methods.

Statewide PFAS Sampling

States sample for PFAS across all environmental media. While sampling actions are mentioned in different
sections of this compendium, ECOS focuses in this section on state-led sampling and sampling requirements
of two major entities, PWSs and military installations.

Public Water Systems

Most states have conducted sampling at PWSs for PFAS in drinking water. Given the limited scope of the
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule, 45 states have conducted broader statewide sampling. These
efforts may be conducted as part of PFAS action plans or as part of the state-specific MCL development
process, required as part of monitoring and reporting programs for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permits, directed by bills or statutes through state legislatures, or conducted through
voluntary sampling programs. Some states have created online dashboards or maps to display data on
where PFAS has been found, and PWS sampling results can help states target resources for remedial
activities, develop drinking water mitigation plans, and otherwise characterize drinking water quality.



https://www.epa.gov/dwucmr/fifth-unregulated-contaminant-monitoring-rule
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This map shows the states that have conducted sampling of PWSs beyond UCMR requirements,
and which states have detected, or not detected, PFAS at any level in the finished water.1°

Under the SDWA, EPA every five years issues a list of unregulated contaminants that PWSs must monitor
for and report on. In 2021, the Agency published the fifth round of the Unregulated Contaminant
Monitoring Rule (UCMRS5), which requires PWSs serving at least 3,300 people (and some smaller systems)
to sample finished drinking water for 29 PFAS (and Lithium) between 2023 and 2025 using EPA Methods
537.1 and 533.1 States use UCMR results to better understand overall PFAS contamination and support
their individual sampling actions, and some are targeting their sampling concurrent with the UCMR5
requirements. For example, Tennessee has a statewide sampling strategy to test source water for the same
29 PFAS required in UCMRS5 in all PWSs. The state is working to make a dashboard of this source water
and UCMRS5 sampling to create a picture of both raw and treated drinking water, to begin to characterize

%1n March 2025, the Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality began work under a small and
disadvantaged communities emerging contaminants grant to collect PWS samples for PFAS analysis. At
the time of publication, however, results were not yet available for samples collected thus far, so the state
remains grey on the map.

1 All 29 PFAS are within the scope of either or both analytical methods. A table with the list of
contaminants, minimum reporting levels, sampling locations, and applicable analytical methods is available
on EPA’s UCMR webpage. Results of the testing will be updated on EPA’'s UCMRS5 Data Finder on a
quarterly basis until completion of data reporting in 2026. PWSs serving more than 10,000 people were
required to report on six PFAS under the third round of the UCMR (UCMR3); however, UCMRS5 is much
larger in scope and impacts more states than UCMR3 did.



https://www.epa.gov/dwucmr/fifth-unregulated-contaminant-monitoring-rule
https://www.epa.gov/dwucmr/fifth-unregulated-contaminant-monitoring-rule
https://www.epa.gov/dwucmr/fifth-unregulated-contaminant-monitoring-rule
https://www.epa.gov/dwucmr/fifth-unregulated-contaminant-monitoring-rule-data-finder

water quality in the state, to identify contaminated watersheds or aquifers, to characterize groundwater
conditions, and to otherwise provide insight into where to target treatment efforts.

States are working with their PWSs to gather monitoring data to meet initial monitoring requirements under
the NPDWR. These requirements will initiate continued data collection of targeted PFAS concentrations in
drinking water across the nation.

While the NPDWR does not apply to private drinking water wells, EPA announced alongside its final rule
that it made available $1 billion in funding through the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (i.e.,
Bipartisan Infrastructure Law [BIL]) to help private well owners sample for and address PFAS. As noted in
the table in the section of this report on funding for PFAS research and other initiatives, several states have
initiated sampling or rebate programs to support private well owners in identifying and treating PFAS
contamination. New Jersey also requires testing of private wells for PFOA, PFOS, and PFNA at the time of
home sale, every five years at rental properties (N.J.A.C. 7:9E-7:9E-2.1), and in new well installations
(N.J.A.C. 7:10-12.30c).

Military Installations

PFAS is often found at and near military installations as a result of DoD’s use of AFFF and other activities.
DoD is assessing active and former military installations for PFAS contamination. As of September 2024,
DoD had completed the preliminary assessments and site inspections phase at 712 installations, 581 of
which required further action and are proceeding to the next step in the CERCLA process.? DoD also
samples groundwater not consumed as drinking water under CERCLA, and samples drinking water on and
off-base for PFAS resulting from previous DoD activities. The Department plans to initiate interim actions
to sample and address private drinking water well contamination from DoD activities where concentrations
are known to be at or above three times the NPDWR, and will prioritize action where PFAS levels from
these releases are highest.®

While DoD conducts sampling for PFAS, 37 states conduct their own or partner with DOD or other
agencies to conduct PFAS sampling near military installations based on known or suspected occurrence,
proximity, or statewide surveillance activities. For example, New Mexico states that it sampled for and
found some of the highest documented levels of PFAS around Lake Holloman, which is located next to
Holloman Air Force Base, and the City of Clovis and rural Curry County, where 3,600 dairy cows were
euthanized from PFAS poisoning after the herd consumed groundwater runoff from Cannon Air Force Base.
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency has an interagency agreement with the state’s Department of
Military Affairs and serves as technical advisors for investigations, led by DoD, at three Army National
Guard facilities where PFAS was sampled for and detected. Similarly, California’s Water Resources Control
Board is working with DoD to identify and sample municipal supply drinking water wells and PWSs that
may have PFAS contamination from historic military operations. On its Military PFAS Resources webpage,

2 PFAS Data: Cleanup of PFAS, DoD.

8 Memorandum, Prioritization of Department of Defense Cleanup Actions to Implement the Federal Drinking
Water Standards for Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances Under the Defense Environmental Restoration
Program, DoD.



https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/military.html
https://www.acq.osd.mil/eie/eer/ecc/pfas/data/cleanup-pfas.html
https://www.acq.osd.mil/eie/eer/ecc/pfas/docs/policies/epa-mcl-implementation-memo.pdf

the state identifies dozens of facilities with known or suspected PFAS release and provides further
information on the sampling actions.

State-Led PFAS Sampling of Military Installations
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This map shows the states that have, beyond DOD actions, conducted sampling of military installations and detected
PFAS. No states reported sampling military installations and not detecting PFAS.

Blood Sampling

Most people in the U.S. have measurable amounts of PFAS in their blood, according to ATSDR.** Blood
tests can be used as part of an investigation or health study to show a range of blood PFAS levels in
communities and how levels vary among different populations. However, blood tests cannot provide
information on when someone was exposed to PFAS; how much PFAS they were exposed to; or if any past,
present, or future health problems are due to exposure to PFAS. Regardless, eleven states (California,
Colorado, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York,
Pennsylvania, and Vermont) have conducted blood sampling for PFAS and six more states are considering
conducting such sampling to better understand public health impacts from particular sources or events.

14 Testing for PFAS, ATSDR. CDC and ATSDR have a PFAS Blood Estimation Tool for community members
with exposure to PFOA, PFOS, PFHxS, and PFNA in drinking water. The tool is based on pharmacokinetic
models and was evaluated using data from the Agency’s PFAS exposure assessments, an effort mandated
under the Fiscal Year 2018 NDAA to evaluate PFAS exposure in communities near current or former
military bases known to have the contaminants in their drinking water.



https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/blood-testing/index.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/blood-testing/estimating-blood-levels.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/exposure-assessments/index.html

Some states offer tests widely and may require insurance to cover the costs, whereas other states may
offer tests as part of a health study or have targeted testing to specific communities.

States that have Conducted PFAS Human Blood Sampling

35 States

@ Yes, Conducted No, Have Not Conducted @ Considering Conducting

This pie chart shows the number of states that have conducted, are considering conducting,
or have not conducted and are not currently considering conducting human blood sampling for PFAS.

Source Inventories

PFAS contamination can be attributed to many different sources, including manufacturing facilities where
PFAS were used, airports where AFFF was used for training or firefighting purposes, landfills where
products containing PFAS were disposed of, and more. EPA has collected some data from states, Tribes,
and localities that are testing for PFAS pursuant to their own regulatory or voluntary data collection
initiatives, and is including the data in its Enforcement and Compliance History Online (ECHO) PFAS
Analytic Tools application.!® Three states that said they have maps of PFAS sources indicated that the maps
are integrated with EPA’s PFAS Analytic Tools.

EPA also collects data from facilities on releases and other waste management practices for PFAS covered
by the Toxics Release Inventory (TRI). PFAS are annually added to the list, as required by the Fiscal Year

5 The application integrates eleven national data sets on PFAS occurrence in communities, and includes
information about CWA discharges from permitted sources, facilities that have historically manufactured
or imported PFAS, history of transfers of PFAS waste, and other detections and use locations.


https://echo.epa.gov/trends/pfas-tools
https://echo.epa.gov/trends/pfas-tools
https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-program/addition-certain-pfas-tri-national-defense-authorization-act

2020 NDAA; As of Reporting Year 2024, 196 PFAS are reportable, and PFAS are designated as “chemicals
of special concern” and have a reporting threshold of 100 pounds.

In 2023, ECOS formed a workgroup of experts from state environmental agencies, federal agencies, and
NGOs to compile and share information in an interactive PFAS Use in Industry Table on industries that use
PFAS, in which processes, and where gaps exist so that states can better understand how to implement
technical assistance, monitoring, and remediation strategies.*¢

Given that there are still a number of gaps, ECOS asked states if they have inventories of PFAS sources
identified in their state (or source categories, such as schools [via PFAS in cleaning products or wastewater
from septic systems), airports [via AFFF use], etc.), if they know of companies or sites that have used or are
actively using PFAS in their state, and if they have a map (publicly available or not) of identified PFAS
sources.

8 The table lists known facilities, PFAS identified, and corresponding North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS) codes in over a dozen industrial categories such as sewage treatment,
airport operations, electroplating, solid waste landfill, chemical manufacturing, paint and coating
manufacturing, paper manufacturing and food service, semiconductor industry, textile manufacturing and
coating, and urethane and foam product manufacturing (e.g., AFFF).


https://www.ecos.org/pfas/pfas-industry-data/

State-ldentified PFAS Sources and Use Sites

Inventory of Map of
Companies/ Sites . Identified . .
Aty Laing Neither PEAS Information and/or Links

PFAS Sources

Inventory

of PFAS
Sources

Inventory: Based on EPA-identified source categories and NAICS

Alabama v v c9des . -
Sites: 3M, Daikin (Manufacturers), current and former military
installations
Inventory: Focus on AFFF sources at airports

Heste v v Sites: Alaska PFAS Contaminated Sites

Arizona

Arkansas

Inventory: Limited list based on other state’s investigations -
California v v Airports, landfills, chrome platers, bulk fuel terminals, refineries
have been investigated in the state

CNMI v v Inventory: Airport firefighting facilities, landfills
Colorado v v v zi;:is;tgzzsnBPigZ:;ggting foam containing PFAS - Certificate of
Connecticut v v
DC
Delaware v v v Inventory/Sites: Currently developing this information
Florida

Georgia v


https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/csp/pfas/responses/
https://lookerstudio.google.com/u/0/reporting/2330d7d3-1cbb-4186-a741-611bfcebab2d/page/p_9f9ovjhtnc?s=odK6glgR5mY
https://lookerstudio.google.com/u/0/reporting/2330d7d3-1cbb-4186-a741-611bfcebab2d/page/p_9f9ovjhtnc?s=odK6glgR5mY

State-ldentified PFAS Sources and Use Sites

Inventory of Map of
L7 Companies/ Sites Identified
of PFAS P . Neither Information and/or Links
Sources Actively Using PFAS
PFAS Sources
Hawaii v v Inventory: Internal list of PFAS sites currently being compiled
Inventory: Initial inventory list of industry type and potential sites
Idaho v S .
for purposes of public drinking water sampling efforts
Illinois v
Indiana
lowa v v v Inventory/Sites: Can provide upon request
Kansas v v Inventory: Final Statewide Inventory of Potential PFAS Sites in
Kansas
Kentucky v v Inventory: Inventory of potential sources only
Louisiana
Maine v v



https://www.kdhe.ks.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5182/Inventory-Report-PDF?bidId=
https://www.kdhe.ks.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5182/Inventory-Report-PDF?bidId=

State-ldentified PFAS Sources and Use Sites

Inventory of Map of

Companies/ Sites Neither Identified
Actively Using PFAS

Inventory

of PFAS
Sources

Information and/or Links

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

PFAS Sources

v v v
v v
v v v

Inventory/Map: The Maryland Department of Environment
(MDE) has conducted a GIS desktop analysis of potential PFAS
sources throughout the State to prioritize sampling of CWSs,
assist in source track-down efforts, and identify monitoring sites
for surface water and fish tissue sampling. An interactive map has
not been created however shapefiles can be provided upon
request.

Sites: MD Legislation (SB0956) required MDE to identify
Significant Industrial Users (SIUs) with pretreatment permits that
currently use PFAS chemicals. MDE's general permit for industrial
stormwater also requires facilities to identify whether PFAS
chemicals are used in their activities and have the potential to
contaminate stormwater. These lists have not been made publicly
available at this time.

Inventory: The Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MassDEP) maintains a spreadsheet of contaminated
sites including PFAS, in the cleanup program. The spreadsheet
includes where source(s) of contamination have been identified.
This is not currently published on the MassDEP website.

Sites: Certain PFAS are now included under the MA Toxics Use
Reduction Act reporting requirements. See PFAS Tracking
Required Under TURA.

Inventory: PFAS Sites and Areas of Interest, Identified Industrial
Sources of PFOS for Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plants
Map: MPART 's PFAS Geographic Information System



https://www.turi.org/pfas-tracking-required-under-tura/
https://www.turi.org/pfas-tracking-required-under-tura/
https://www.michigan.gov/pfasresponse/investigations/sites-aoi
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Programs/WRD/IPP/pfas-ipp-intiative-identified-sources.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Programs/WRD/IPP/pfas-ipp-intiative-identified-sources.pdf
https://egle.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=bdec7880220d4ccf943aea13eba102db&utm_source=gis-map&utm_medium=web&utm_campaign=splash&utm_content=MPART-PFAS-Geographic-Information-System-Map

State-ldentified PFAS Sources and Use Sites

Inventory of Map of
Companies/ Sites . Identified . .
Aty Laing Neither PEAS Information and/or Links

PFAS Sources

Inventory

of PFAS
Sources

Inventory: Facilities Included in the PFAS Monitoring Plan
Sites: PFAS Monitoring Plan Dataset. Sampling data collected

Minnesota v v v while implementing the PFAS Monitoring Plan lists results from
individual facilities. This list does not represent all PFAS sources
in MN.

Mississippi

Missouri v Map: Missouri PFAS Viewer Tool
Inventory: Known sources are given on the Montana Department
Montana v v of Environmental Quality PFAS website, along with associated
reports

Nebraska v v v Inventory/Sites: Nebraska Statewide Perfluorinated Compounds

Inventory
Nevada v v v
New v v Inventory: Status Report on the Occurrence of PFAS
Hampshire Contamination in New Hampshire
New Jersey v v
New Mexico v Inventory: Currently not a requirement to maintain a state

inventory but limited voluntary reporting of PFAS in RCRAInfo



https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/p-gen1-22c.pdf
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/p-gen1-22i.xlsx
https://modnr.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=386c71927569476ebd2d0e6910424d17
https://dee.nebraska.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Final%20Nebraska%20Statewide%20Perfluorinated%20Compounds%20Inventory.pdf
https://dee.nebraska.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Final%20Nebraska%20Statewide%20Perfluorinated%20Compounds%20Inventory.pdf
https://www.des.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt341/files/documents/r-wmd-24-02.pdf
https://www.des.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt341/files/documents/r-wmd-24-02.pdf

State-ldentified PFAS Sources and Use Sites

Inventory of Map of
Companies/ Sites . Identified . .
Aty UsTiz Neither PEAS Information and/or Links

PFAS Sources

Inventory

of PFAS
Sources

Inventory: New York monitors sources across multiple categories
but does not have a centralized or publicly available database.
However, the Division of Water PFAS and 1,4-Dioxane

New York v v Information Portal provides information related to discharges of
these emerging contaminants and their concentrations observed
in the environment.

North Carolina v v
North Dakota v v Inventory: All PFAS reports identify source categories
Ohio v
Oklahoma v
Oregon v v

Inventory: The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection’s (PADEP) Bureau of Environmental Cleanups and
Brownfields maintains a list of properties with PFAS

Pennsylvania v contamination. PADEP’s Bureau of Waste Management
conducted a landfill leachate PFAS study starting in late 2021, but
it didn’t include all landfills in Pennsylvania. So, PA has data on
PFAS in some landfills, but not a comprehensive inventory.

Inventory: Rhode Island Department of Environmental
Rhode Island v v Management Statewide PFAS Source Investigation Report
November 2023

Inventory/Sites: South Carolina has identified some categories
South Carolina v v and found contamination at legacy sites (NPLs) and DoD
installations



https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/2a5c1a31514c4965882917e74ec31c1f/
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/2a5c1a31514c4965882917e74ec31c1f/
https://deq.nd.gov/MF/PFAS/
https://dem.ri.gov/sites/g/files/xkgbur861/files/2024-05/pfas-source-investigation-plan.pdf
https://dem.ri.gov/sites/g/files/xkgbur861/files/2024-05/pfas-source-investigation-plan.pdf
https://dem.ri.gov/sites/g/files/xkgbur861/files/2024-05/pfas-source-investigation-plan.pdf

Inventory
of PFAS
Sources

State-ldentified PFAS Sources and Use Sites

Inventory of Map of
Companies/ Sites Identified

Actively Using ety PFAS

PFAS Sources

Information and/or Links

South Dakota v
Tennessee
Texas
Utah v
Vermont
Virginia v
Washington v
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming v

v v
v

v v
v

v

Inventory/Sites: Waste Management in South Dakota. The state
is aware of certain potential sources such as airports, landfills,
POTW's, etc. This is not a comprehensive inventory.

Inventory: In process

Inventory/Map (Sampling): Vermont Natural Resources Atlas

Inventory: From a survey of pre-treatment programs, but it has
data gaps

Inventory: Potential sources are identified in Washington’s PFAS
Chemical Action Plan

Map: PFAS Testing Results Dashboard - PFAS in Drinking Water
Data

Sites: PFAS Protection Act required them to report to the state

Inventory: Potential sources identified include fire stations,
refineries, airports, biosolids disposal, landfills, military sites,
wastewater discharges, industrial users, natural gas plants

This table lists which states have an inventory of PFAS sources identified in the state, which states know of companies/sites that have
used or are actively using PFAS in the state, and/or have a map of identified PFAS sources.



https://stateofsouthdakota-my.sharepoint.com/:x:/g/personal/steve_kropp_state_sd_us/ESDSz5xWc2BKt-SD2XaNWAoBmjqf8AZOdCxFVsCB-_NWjQ?e=VDdnru
https://anrmaps.vermont.gov/websites/anra5/
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/pfas/dashboard
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/pfas/dashboard

Monitoring Activities

Monitoring is a critical, long-term component of state PFAS actions. Regular monitoring (through state
monitoring plans, under NPDES or UCMRS5 requirements, or through other actions) helps states identify
potential sources and PFAS plume movement, inform regulatory actions, and determine where remediation

efforts should be targeted.

State PFAS Monitoring

0 & = A

45 29 35 37 22

States Monitor Public States Monitor States Monitor States Monitor States Monitor Soil
Water Systems Private Wells Groundwater Surface Water
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States Monitor States Monitor States Monitor Landfill ~ States Monitor Air States Monitor Fish &
Sediment Biosolids Leachate Wildlife

- o

This infographic shows the number of states that monitor for PFAS in different environmental media.

As expected, based on increasing requirements for identifying PFAS in drinking water, 45 states actively
monitor PWSs for PFAS, and 29 states monitor for PFAS in private wells. Some monitoring actions for
drinking water, surface water, or other media may be routine. However, in other states, while selective
monitoring may have been conducted on some listed media, a routine monitoring program may not yet be
established. A few states noted that certain types of monitoring, like those of groundwater and soil for
example, are performed as part of source site investigations. Other states require facilities to test landfill
leachate or other sources where elevated levels are expected, like waste coming from manufacturers with
known PFAS use.

Details on specific monitoring activities are provided in the State Pages portion of this report.



Analytical Methods

States use a number of methods to test for PFAS in different environmental media. In its paper on
Processes and Considerations for Setting State PFAS Standards, ECOS describes in detail the use of and

targeted PFAS for different methods (e.g., EPA Methods 537.1, 533, 1633, etc.), and outlines which states
use each method and for which media. This compendium provides updates to and expands upon the
methods states use, and includes other methods not otherwise described in ECOS’ paper. While the
numbers of how many states use each method and to which media they are applied are provided in the
table below, there are a few noteworthy themes and considerations for the data:

A number of states referenced using DoD Quality Systems Manual Version 5.1 or later (i.e., 5.2,
5.3, 5.4) for consideration as additional guidance and quality control requirements or at DoD
sites: eight states use it for drinking water analysis, nine states for surface water analysis, six
states for groundwater analysis, six states for wastewater analysis, nine states for soil and
sediment analysis, eight states for biosolids and sludge analysis, three states for air analysis,
nine states for landfill analysis, and seven states for fish tissue analysis.

ECOS removed the row for EPA Solid Waste (SW)-846 Method 1314, Liquid-Solid Partitioning
as a Function of Liquid-Solid Ratio for Constituents in Solid Materials Using an Up-Flow
Percolation Column Procedure, as no state uses this method as validated. Hawaii developed
guidance for a modified use of this method (soil column leaching test) for use with testing of
soil and sludge, and it is included in the “other” methods row.

Four states specifically noted that they are transitioning to EPA Method 1633 for all applicable
media.'’

Most states use EPA Method 537.1 to analyze PFAS in drinking water, but some states noted
that EPA Method 533 is becoming the preferred method and is widely used. States may allow
PWSs to use either method for analysis. Additionally, six states said they use EPA Method 537.1
version 2.0 for drinking water analysis, and two states referenced using both versions 1.0 and
2.0.18

Some states also modify certain methods for use in different media. For example, Washington
modified EPA Method SW-846 8321B using the QUECHERS extraction procedure based on an

7 EPA Method 1633, which was finalized in 2024, analyzes 40 PFAS in non-drinking water media. In

December 2024, EPA published Method 1633, Revision A (1633A), which includes minor changes to the
final version of Method 1633 that was validated, made in response to comments from study participants
and others. As EPA recommends use of either its Method 1633 or 1633A, and because ECOS surveyed
states on analytical methods prior to the release of the revision, ECOS will refer to both collectively as EPA
Method 1633 in this report.

8 In its final NPDWR, EPA determined that its Methods 533 and 537.1 v2.0 are the two available for
quantification below the MCL levels and allowable for initial monitoring. Initially, there were concerns that
this may create challenges with meeting timing requirements for the rule, since not all laboratories have
adopted or obtained certification for these methods, and not all states use Method 537.1 version 2.0 yet.
In January 2025, EPA published a Federal Register Notice for “Expedited Approval of Alternative Test
Procedures for the Analysis of Contaminants Under the Safe Drinking Water Act; Analysis and Sampling
Procedures,” which expedited approval of Method 537.1 version 1.0 for initial monitoring under the
NPDWR, addressing that timing gap. UCMR5 specifies the use of Methods 533 and 537.1 version 2.0 for
monitoring.



https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/
https://denix.osd.mil/edqw/documents/manuals/qsm-version-5-3-final/
https://www.epa.gov/hw-sw846/sw-846-test-method-1314-liquid-solid-partitioning-function-liquid-solid-ratio-constituents
https://www.epa.gov/cwa-methods/cwa-analytical-methods-and-polyfluorinated-alkyl-substances-pfas
https://cfpub.epa.gov/si/si_public_record_report.cfm?Lab=NERL&dirEntryId=343042
https://www.epa.gov/dwanalyticalmethods/method-533-determination-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-drinking-water-isotope
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-12/method-1633a-december-5-2024-508-compliant.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/16/2025-00464/expedited-approval-of-alternative-test-procedures-for-the-analysis-of-contaminants-under-the-safe
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/16/2025-00464/expedited-approval-of-alternative-test-procedures-for-the-analysis-of-contaminants-under-the-safe
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/16/2025-00464/expedited-approval-of-alternative-test-procedures-for-the-analysis-of-contaminants-under-the-safe

FDA method for fish tissue, and another uses its own state modification of EPA Method 537.1
(called 537M DNREC REM) for remediation of 37 PFAS in non-drinking water media.

A few listed methods may be used for media not listed. For example, Minnesota uses EPA
Methods SW-846 3512 and 8327 for stormwater (although it specifies that its industrial
stormwater program will require the use of EPA Method 1633 moving forward). New York uses
SGS MLA 110 for biota, and the District of Columbia uses AXYS Method MLA-110 Revision 02
Version 12, equivalent to EPA Method 1633, for fish tissue.

Some states have the capacity to conduct testing of certain PFAS, while others may need to
contract out analysis to private or other laboratories. Wyoming noted that its fish tissue
monitoring is conducted under the National Aquatic Resource Survey; therefore, state fish
tissue samples are analyzed by EPA rather than in a state or privately-contracted laboratory.



State Use of Analytical Methods in Different Environmental Media

Environmental Media
Lzﬁz:a:)c;ry Drinking Water Surface Water | Groundwater Woastewater Se?:ici)lilﬁént Biglsuoclligd; 4 Fish Tissue
5371 42* 4 5 1
M;’;;f‘f" 9 25 20 19 19 6 3 7
533 39 5 7 2 1 1
SW?&?J 3 3 5 3 4 2 1
1633 3 38 31 35 30 26 1 22 26
OTM-45 9
OTM-50 7
SW-846 1
8321B
SW-846 1312 4 2
1621 3 2 3 5 1 1 1 1
TOP Assay 2 4 8 4 10 3 1 2 1
SGS MLA 110 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 2 4
150 1
25101:2009
State Method 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Other 4 6 6 5 5 4 3 2 6



https://cfpub.epa.gov/si/si_public_record_report.cfm?dirEntryId=343042&Lab=NERL&simpleSearch=0&showCriteria=2&searchAll=Determination+of+Selected+Per-+and+Polyfluorinated+Alkyl+Substances+&TIMSType=&dateBeginPublishedPresented=11%2F02%2F2016
https://www.epa.gov/dwanalyticalmethods/method-533-determination-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-drinking-water-isotope
https://www.epa.gov/hw-sw846/sw-846-test-method-3512-solvent-dilution-non-potable-waters
https://www.epa.gov/hw-sw846/validated-test-method-8327-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas-using-external-standard
https://www.epa.gov/cwa-methods/cwa-analytical-methods-and-polyfluorinated-alkyl-substances-pfas
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2021-01/documents/otm_45_semivolatile_pfas_1-13-21.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-01/otm-50-release-1_0.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/hw-sw846/sw-846-test-method-8321b-solvent-extractable-nonvolatile-compounds-high-performance-liquid
https://www.epa.gov/hw-sw846/sw-846-test-method-8321b-solvent-extractable-nonvolatile-compounds-high-performance-liquid
https://www.epa.gov/hw-sw846/sw-846-test-method-1312-synthetic-precipitation-leaching-procedure
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-01/method-1621-for-web-posting.pdf
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.estlett.3c00061
https://www.sgsaxys.com/sampling-analysis/pfas/
https://www.iso.org/standard/42742.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/42742.html
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State Use of Analytical Methods in Different Environmental Media

Laboratory
Method

Drinking Water

Surface Water

Environmental Media

Biosolids /
Sludge

Landfills

Fish Tissue

1. Total PFAS Risk -
SGS MLA 119 (EOF),
SGS MLA120
(ultrashorts), 537M
(ultrashorts)

2. Non-target analysis
using High Resolution
Mass Spectrometry
3.200.7

(Other
Specified)

1. DEP SOP LC-
001-3

2. Total PFAS
Risk - SGS MLA
119 (EOF), SGS
MLA120
(ultrashorts),
537M
(ultrashorts)
3.SW-846
Isotope Dilution
Methods

4. Other in-house
methods for
proprietary/
specialty needs
5. User Defined
Methods
approved through
state’s Office of
Quality
Assurance, in
addition to 1633

Groundwater Woastewater S(.)Il /
Sediment
1. DEP SOP LC- 1. DEP SOP LC- 1. DEP SOP
001-3 001-3 LC-001-3
2. Total PFAS 2. Total PFAS Risk = 2. Total PFAS
Risk - SGS MLA -SGS MLA 119 Risk - SGS MLA
119 (EOF), SGS (EOF), SGS 119 (EOF), SGS
MLA120 MLA120 MLA120
(ultrashorts), (ultrashorts), (ultrashorts),
537M 537M 537M
(ultrashorts) (ultrashorts) (ultrashorts)
3. LCMSMS 3. LCMSMS 3. LCMSMS
compliant with compliant with compliant with
DOD QSM v5.3 DOD QSM v5.3 DOD QSM
or later or later v5.3 or later
4. Other in- 4. Other in-house = 4. Modified
house methods methods for SW-846 1314
for proprietary/ proprietary/ 5. Other in-

specialty needs
5. User Defined
Methods
approved
through state’s
Office of Quality
Assurance, in
addition to 1633

specialty needs

5. User Defined
Methods
approved through
state’s Office of
Quality
Assurance, in
addition to 1633

house methods
for
proprietary/spe
cialty needs

1. Total PFAS
Risk - SGS
MLA 119
(EOF), SGS
MLA120
(ultrashorts),
537M
(ultrashorts)
2. LCMSMS
compliant with
DOD QSM
v5.3 or later
3. Modified
SW-846 1314
4. User
Defined
Methods
approved
through state’s
Office of
Quality
Assurance, in
addition to
1633

1.320

2.
Modified
TO-15
3.5GS
MLA-
076

1. Total
PFAS Risk -
SGS MLA
119 (EOF),
SGS
MLA120
(ultrashorts),
537M
(ultrashorts)
2. LCMSMS
compliant
with DOD
QSM v5.3 or
later

1. LCMSMS compliant
with DOD QSM v5.3
or later

2. Non-target analysis
using High Resolution
Mass Spectrometry
3.SGS MLA-110
Rev.02 v.12

4. PACE ENV-SOP-
MIN4-0178 - biological
tissues

5. Modified SW-846
8321B using
QUENCHERS
extraction procedure
6. User Defined
Methods approved
through state’s Office
of Quality Assurance,
in addition to 1633

* 6 states noted that they use 537.1 v2.0 for drinking water analysis, and 2 states noted that they use both 537.1 v1.0 and v2.0.

This table identifies the number of states that use analytical methods for PFAS in different environmental media.



https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6
https://health.hawaii.gov/heer/guidance/ehe-and-eals/#ehe6

Remediation, Destruction, & Disposal

This section focuses on PFAS treatment, destruction, and disposal technologies, and highlights actions to
remediate and reduce PFAS contamination in the U.S.

Remediation Technologies

A range of technologies exist for treating PFAS-contaminated media (i.e., removing PFAS) and/or for
destroying PFAS (i.e., breaking down PFAS molecules) in different environmental media, but there are not
many proven, long-term remedial solutions.” Both granular activated carbon (GAC) and reverse osmosis
(RO) have proven effective at removing PFAS from drinking water, while other technologies are less-studied
or used. And given the high costs of implementation, changing regulatory requirements, necessary
maintenance needs, and need for additional scientific studies supporting their effectiveness, many methods
for PFAS treatment are not yet widely available to states and other entities (e.g., PWSs, landfills, etc.).

The table below shows the number of states that use or plan to deploy different technologies to target
PFAS, as well as examples of environmental media for which they have been applied. GAC, RO, incineration,
solidification and landfilling, and ion exchange resin are the most deployed technologies. A few states
specified other technologies or treatment “methods” for PFAS removal, including nanofiltration and
adsorptive medias for drinking water, sludge dryers and digesters to reduce PFAS in sludge and expand
landfill capacity, excavation of significantly contaminated soil from source areas, and product replacement.
No state uses or plans to deploy photocatalysis, thermal reactivation, electron beam treatment, and ball
milling, but they are not used so are therefore not included in the table.

State Use of PFAS Removal, Destruction, and Disposal Technologies

Number of Muimlesr @i
States that Examples of Media Where States Have Applied or are
Technology States that . .. .
Plan to Exploring Application of These Technologies
Use It
Deploy It
PFAS Removal Technologies
Granular Activated Drinking water (public and prlvate.), gr'oundw'ater,
21 11 surface water, wastewater (including industrial),
Carbon . .
stormwater, landfill leachate, air
Reverse Osmosis 1 13 Drinking water (pub!lc and private), groundwater,
surface water, landfill leachate
lon Exchange Resin 8 10 Drinking water, groundwater, landfill leachate
. . Biosolids, landfill leachate, AFFF (to concentrate
Foam Fractionation 2 9
waste), other wastes
Soil Washing 1 1 Soil

% Treatment Technologies, PFAS Technical and Regulatory Guidance Document, ITRC.



https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/12-treatment-technologies/#12_4

State Use of PFAS Removal, Destruction, and Disposal Technologies

Number of
States that Examples of Media Where States Have Applied or are
Plan to Exploring Application of These Technologies
Deploy It

Number of

Technology States that
Use It

PFAS Destruction Technologies

Gasification/Pyrolysis 0 2 Biosolids

Incineration 6 7 AFFF, soil, sediment, spent filter media, other waste

Su;.)erc‘rltlcal Water 2 7 AFFF, biosolids, other waste

Oxidation

Electrochemical Drinking water, groundwater, surface water, biosolids,
L 1 4

Oxidation other waste

Thermal Degradation 3 3 Soil, AFFF, other waste

el eite] 0 2 Biosolids, other waste

Alkaline Treatment

Thermal Oxidation 1 1 Sewage sludge
Sonolysis 0 1 Soil, groundwater
Plasma 0 1 Biosolids, other waste
Ultraviolet Light 0 1 Groundwater

PFAS Disposal or Containment Technologies/Solutions

Solidification and

- 8 4 Soil, AFFF, biosolids, landfill leachate, other waste
Landfilling
Uf\de'rground 1 3 Drinking water
Injection
This table shows the number of states that use or plan to deploy a range of technologies
to treat, destroy, or dispose of/contain PFAS in different environmental media.
Landfilling

PFAS enter landfills as part of the general municipal solid waste (MSW) stream, in biosolids disposed of as
waste, through waste form manufacturing facilities, and other sources, and are often present in significant
concentrations. Solid waste landfills aim to contain waste, and thereby restrict the release of contaminants
within the landfill from entering the environment.?° While some landfill features, like flexible membrane
liners or leachate management systems, may help to contain PFAS, landfills are not effective long-term

20 Interim Guidance on the Destruction and Disposal of Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances and
Materials Containing Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances - Version 2, April 2024, U.S. EPA.



https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/2024-interim-guidance-on-pfas-destruction-and-disposal.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/2024-interim-guidance-on-pfas-destruction-and-disposal.pdf

containment sites, and have been found to emit PFAS via leachate into groundwater and surface water or
by “burped” gas into the air.?!

27 states have identified landfills as a known source of PFAS contamination in their state.

States with Landfills as a Known Source of PFAS Contamination
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This map shows the states where landfills have been identified as a known source of PFAS contamination.

Maryland has not yet identified landfills as a known source of PFAS contamination but noted that it will
soon add PFAS monitoring requirements to landfill permits, and that data will be used to determine whether
landfills are known sources. Arizona similarly said that its groundwater sampling results show PFAS in
monitoring wells at landfills, but that the source has not yet been definitively identified. Pennsylvania is
aware of PFAS in leachate and PFAS leaching out of some closed landfills into groundwater at some
Hazardous Sites Cleanup Act and Superfund sites, but active landfills are not currently a known source of
contamination to nearby groundwater or surface water. The state also raised the concern over landfill
liability, noting that landfills are not “sources” as they are receiving PFAS from elsewhere.

2" L andfill Gas: A Major Pathway for Neutral Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substance (PFAS) Release, June 2024,
American Chemical Society.



https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.estlett.4c00364

Five states have state-level restrictions or requirements about disposing of PFAS-containing materials in
landfills:

e Alaska issued guidance that AFFF should not be disposed of into landfills.

¢ In Connecticut, contractors disposing of PFAS-containing waste under state-funded projects
are discouraged from using incineration; landfilling (Under RCRA Subtitle C) is the state’s
preferred disposal method.

¢ In Maryland, the only restriction for the disposal of PFAS-containing materials is state bill 0273,
which states that Class-B Firefighting Foams that contain intentionally-added PFAS cannot be
disposed of in a landfill.

e Oklahoma requires a Non-Hazardous Industrial Waste Certification that would capture known
PFAS wastes, like AFFF or AFFF wash water, and not the incidental PFAS in discarded material,
like carpet.

¢ Washington has dangerous waste regulatory guidance and guidance on AFFF disposal, both of
which reference PFAS and landfills.

New York noted that while it has regulations on PFAS-containing wastes as hazardous substances at
Superfund and corrective action sites, it does not have a RCRA hazardous waste classification for PFAS, so
those wastes are considered solid waste and can be disposed of in Part 360 landfills in the state. The state
said that there are differing tolerances amongst landfills for accepting known PFAS-containing waste, with
some accepting it and others refusing waste containing certain materials (e.g., AFFF-contaminated soil, etc.).
The New York Department of Environmental Conservation continues to implement the state’s Inactive
Landfill Initiative to investigate emerging contaminants, including PFAS, in groundwater at closed landfills,
legacy Superfund sites, and other closed contaminated sites to ensure the most current data is available.

States have noted in this assessment and in ERIS’ 2024 report on state environmental agency needs that
PFAS contamination in and emissions from landfills are one of the areas needing more research, especially
regarding the development of methods for identifying total PFAS from different sources (including landfill
gas emissions); monitoring PFAS in landfill gas (including which types of landfills are most likely to have
PFAS in landfill gas emissions); understanding whether PFAS in landfill gas are transformed or destroyed
when flared or burned at a landfill gas-to-energy facility; and other challenges, including potential
groundwater impacts from PFAS at legacy and unlined landfills, leachate limitations, and the amount of
PFAS-contaminated GAC sent to landfills from PWSs.


https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/guidance-technical-assistance/dangerous-waste-guidance
https://ecology.wa.gov/waste-toxics/reducing-toxic-chemicals/product-replacement-program/afff-disposal
https://dec.ny.gov/regulatory/regulations/adoption-of-final-rule-6-nycrr-part-597
https://www.eristates.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2024-ERIS-Survey-Report.pdf

Quantifying PFAS Reduction

There are several ways states, federal agencies, and other stakeholders can measure pollution reduction.

23 states use data on how much PFAS is found in drinking water to measure their PFAS reduction progress.
Arizona is developing a metric to quantify reduction in communities based on drinking water levels that
meet the NPDWR, and a couple of states said they analyze progress based on the number of treatment
systems installed or on the levels in drinking water after drinking water treatment is implemented. Eleven
states quantify the amount of PFAS collected. For example, states with AFFF takeback programs track the
gallons of concentrate collected and the number of facilities that have transitioned to fluorine-free foams.
Other states measure how PFAS levels have dropped in agricultural products or through biosolids
monitoring, the number of regulated facilities that are regularly monitoring for PFAS, metrics related to
pollution reduction grants and estimated releases to the environment, or the phasing-out or banning of
PFAS in products. The states that do not quantify PFAS reduction noted that it is because it is too early in
their monitoring processes and enough data has not yet been collected, or because they have not yet

State Quantification of PFAS Reduction
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This graphic shows the number of states that use different methods to quantify PFAS reduction.

decided how they want to track various metrics.

Details on specific reduction activities are provided in the State Pages portion of this report.



PFAS in Products & Firefighting Foams

This section highlights state actions on PFAS in products and the supply chain, including consumer products
and firefighting foams.

Consumer Products

States have been increasingly focused on upstream sources of PFAS to better understand how
contaminants are used in industry, how they are discharged into the environment, and how they transfer
across media. ECOS asked states to identify what actions they currently take on PFAS in products.

State Actions on PFAS in Products

Sales Bans
Use Bans

Disposal Bans

Phase-Outs in
Commerce
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Other Actions on
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This chart shows the number of states that take specific actions on PFAS in products.

Some states take these actions based on enacted (or proposed) legislation that requires bans or other
requirements on PFAS in certain types of consumer products, food packaging, or firefighting foam. For
example:

e Minnesota recently began implementation of its Amara’s Law, which prohibits the sale or offer
for sale of consumer products with intentionally-added PFAS in 11 product categories (as of
January 1, 2025). The law will extend to a ban on all products that do not meet the definition
of “currently unavoidable use” by January 1, 2032. The state will also implement reporting and
fee requirements associated with products sold or offered for sale between 2026 and 2032.
Rulemaking is underway for the reporting and fee requirements, as well as to determine what
constitutes a “currently unavoidable use” and how to evaluate and address those uses.


https://www.mda.state.mn.us/environment-sustainability/products-added-pfas

e The Safer Products for Washington program operates under the state’s Toxic Pollution Law to
reduce PFAS and other toxic chemicals in consumer products by restricting or eliminating the
chemicals when safer alternatives are available. Washington is authorized to regulate chemicals
in consumer products through rulemaking in five-year cycles.

¢ In March 2025, New Mexico passed its PFAS Protection Act, a prospective phase out and ban
on consumer products containing intentionally-added PFAS. The bill will allow for the labeling
of consumer products that contain PFAS to help educate consumers.

¢ A number of states have bills on sales and distribution bans, labeling requirements, or other use
restrictions of PFAS in consumer products, food packaging, or AFFF, additional details for which
are available in the legislation and products sections of the State Pages portion of this report.

Twenty-seven states reported that they are aware of industries or specific companies that have taken steps
to reduce or eliminate PFAS use in products in their state. For example, Alabama and Minnesota both
discussed 3M'’s plans to cease all PFAS manufacturing by the end of 2025 (although the company will
continue to use PFAS that are manufactured elsewhere). In Park City, Utah, companies have partnered to
lead a takeback program for ski wax containing PFAS. And in West Virginia, The Chemours Company is
required to treat its new PFAS manufacturing line with three carbon beds to achieve 99.999 percent
removal. Overall, states reported that industries such as fire training facilities, large retail suppliers,
restaurants, airports, metal finishers, and chrome platers are among those taking steps to reduce or
eliminate PFAS in products.

Eleven states have taken steps to phase PFAS out of state purchases of products such as food packaging,
firefighting foams, and firefighting personal protective equipment. Michigan has an executive directive
aimed at reducing state purchases with intentionally-added PFAS, Colorado has a bill on purchasing
preferences for environmentally-preferable products, New York is implementing the GreenNY
Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Program, and Washington similarly has a green purchasing guide.

There are challenges in regulating PFAS use in the supply chain given the number of contaminants found in
manufacturing processes and products, essential uses of some of the compounds, varying regulatory
considerations, and lack of science and known risks about most PFAS. States recognize that they cannot
tackle the challenges alone, and there are opportunities for increased collaboration and coordination across
the federal and congressional levels, as well as with stakeholders more broadly, to ensure that alternatives
are available and negative externalities are prevented. At the direction of Congress, the U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) in 2024 released a report, Assessment of Fluoropolymer Production and Use with Analysis of
Alternative Replacement Materials, that contains a lifecycle assessment and cost-benefit analysis of common
PFAS currently in use, and potential replacements for commerce. EPA is tracking PFAS production, use,
disposal, and other information as well through its reporting and recordkeeping requirements under TSCA
Section 8(a)(7), whereby manufacturers and importers of PFAS or PFOS-containing articles in any year
between 2011 and 2022 must submit reports on use, production volumes, disposal, exposures, and hazards,
enabling the Agency to better characterize sources and quantities of manufactured PFAS in the U.S.22

22 |n September 2024, EPA announced a direct final rule and parallel proposed rule to delay the reporting
period until July 2025 due to budgetary constraints.


https://ecology.wa.gov/waste-toxics/reducing-toxic-chemicals/washingtons-toxics-in-products-laws/safer-products
https://www.nmlegis.gov/Sessions/25%20Regular/bills/house/HB0212.pdf
https://engageparkcity.org/ski-wax
https://ogs.ny.gov/greenny
https://ogs.ny.gov/greenny
https://www.osti.gov/biblio/2370520
https://www.osti.gov/biblio/2370520
https://www.epa.gov/assessing-and-managing-chemicals-under-tsca/tsca-section-8a7-reporting-and-recordkeeping#:~:text=The%20Environmental%20Protection%20Agency%20(EPA,months%20to%20provide%20their%20data.
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/09/05/2024-19929/perfluoroalkyl-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas-data-reporting-and-recordkeeping-under-the-toxic

Details on specific state actions on products or state purchasing requirements are available in the State
Pages portion of this report.

Firefighting Foams

PFAS has been used in AFFF for fighting liquid fuel fires, like those started by oil or gasoline, since the
1960s.23?* This Class B firefighting foam “blankets” the fire by cutting off the oxygen between the
flammable liquid and the air, making it an effective method for suppression at airports, military installations,
chemical plants, or fire training facilities. However, given PFAS’ mobility and persistence in the environment,
AFFF is one of the commonly known sources of contamination of drinking water, groundwater, and other
media. As a result, there has been an effort to collect and dispose of AFFF, as well as a shift to fluorine-free
foams (F3).

AFFF Takeback Programs

Nineteen states have implemented AFFF takeback (or collection) programs, and seven states are currently
considering implementing one.

States With or Considering AFFF Takeback Programs
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This map shows the states that have or are considering implementing AFFF takeback programs

28 Firefighting Foams: PFAS vs. Fluorine-Free Foams, U.S. Fire Administration.

24 For a history of use and environmental considerations of legacy PFOS AFFF, legacy fluorotelomer AFFF,
and modern fluorotelomer AFFF, see ITRC’'s PFAS Technical and Regulatory Guidance Document and fact
sheets on firefighting foams.



https://www.usfa.fema.gov/blog/firefighting-foams-pfas-vs-fluorine-free-foams/
https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/3-firefighting-foams/
https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/3-firefighting-foams/

Takeback programs may consist of different components, the most commonly reported being:

e Survey fire departments statewide, collect AFFF, and replace with F3.

o Host a collection day, and request that fire departments and other AFFF users bring their AFFF
to a specified location.

o Pay fire departments and commercial service airports per gallon to take unspent AFFF out of
service and store it until the state is able to collect it for safe disposal.

e Collect AFFF concentrate containers from municipal and state fire departments.

e Replace regional firefighting foam trailers with F3 trailers.

e Reimburse fire departments for apparatus foam draining and decontamination.

Costs for these programs are born by the state; funds may be allocated by the legislature through AFFF-
focused bills or statutes, or they may be a responsibility of the state environmental agency.

States dispose of collected AFFF in several ways:

e Hazardous waste landfill (ten states use this method, D e, ETEa e
four of which specifically noted that these landfills are ?
out of state). collected over

e Incineration out of state (three states use this 1,672,500 pounds of
destruction method). B AFFF through takeback

o Battelle’s PFAS  ANNIHILATOR  Destruction
technology using supercritical water oxidation programs.
(SCWO) (two states use this destruction method).

e Interim storage until a safe method is identified, or disposal method under development (three
states reported this).

A couple of states noted that AFFF is solidified prior to landfilling or incineration. ITRC outlines other AFFF
disposal and best management practices in its PFAS Technical and Regulatory Guidance Document and fact
sheets on firefighting foams, and EPA explores destruction methods in its interim guidance on the
destruction and disposal of PFAS. Specific takeback program details, including what is done with collected
foam, are provided in the State Pages portion of this report.

Fluorine-Free Foam

After significant research and pressure to find a solution to the human health and environmental concerns
posed by AFFF, DoD in January 2023 published an F3 military specification (MILSPEC), which outlines the
functional requirements for firefighting foams used at military installations. The F3 MILSPEC includes
laboratory testing and manufacturer product certification requirements to meet PFAS content limits (a
maximum of 1 part per billion [ppb] of unintentionally-added PFAS). In December 2022, Congress directed
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to prepare a transition plan for its move to MILSPEC-approved
F3 for aircraft firefighting. While military installations and FAA-regulated airports account for the majority
of foam use, states are increasingly looking to F3 requirements at their fire training and other facilities.



https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/3-firefighting-foams/
https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/3-firefighting-foams/
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/2024-interim-guidance-on-pfas-destruction-and-disposal.pdf
https://media.defense.gov/2023/Jan/12/2003144157/-1/-1/1/MILITARY-SPECIFICATION-FOR-FIRE-EXTINGUISHING-AGENT-FLUORINE-FREE-FOAM-F3-LIQUID-CONCENTRATE-FOR-LAND-BASED-FRESH-WATER-APPLICATIONS.PDF
https://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_safety/aircraft_rescue_fire_fighting/f3_transition/aircraft-firefighting-foam-transition-plan
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Thirty-two states have already transitioned at least one fire

department or airport to the use of F3. It is important to note that
\ just because a state authorizes its use does not mean that every fire
company has already switched to it; the transition may take time, and
some states still have both F3 and AFFF in use, or they retain AFFF
for use in fires but prohibit its use for fire training activities. A few
states noted that it is hard to track where F3 is being used. However,
21 states have bills or statutes prohibiting the use of AFFF or
use fluorine-free foam (F3). otherwise mandating the use of F3 or establishment of AFFF

takeback programs.

32
states

AFFF Outreach

Thirty-three states have conducted outreach to fire departments, airports, and other users of AFFF.

o Eight states have surveyed fire departments, airports, and other state-certified fire training
facilities to determine how much Class B firefighting foam is stored, to locate where there are
sources of potable water, and/or to identify the location and condition of stockpiles of the
PFAS-containing foams. The information gathered is used to target AFFF collection efforts.

e Seven states coordinate with their state fire marshals, collaborating on developing fact sheets,
assessing statewide AFFF inventories, sending surveys or emails, and developing best
practices.

¢ Six states have informational webpages or guidance specifically for fire departments and other
AFFF users. Three of the states noted that this guidance is to assist in a coordinated transition
to F3, helping fire departments obtain the PFAS-free foam and connecting the departments
with cleanup companies for information on best practices.

e Two states created fact sheets for annual state fire school attendees, and two other states
attended conferences to talk about their takeback programs.

¢ One state partnered with its state Department of Transportation to facilitate outreach to
municipal airports on the history of PFAS use, and to conduct a series of Airport Managers’
Meetings on AFFF and proposed sampling under the Superfund Pre-Remedial Program. The
state collected sampling results from nearby sources that were shared with the airport
managers after the investigation.

¢ One state provided airports with funding for input-based test boxes.

o One state wrote letters to manufacturers about recalling AFFF it sold.

¢ One state established AFFF user training protocol, and another conducted a PFAS-specific
training as part of an annual hazardous materials training requirement on the use of AFFF for
emergency purposes only.

e Other states noted partnerships with their state Departments of Emergency Management on
training on the appropriate use of AFFF, conducted fire apparatus decontamination projects, or
conducted other outreach actions to AFFF users on its use for emergency purposes only or
about state takeback programs.



Examples of State AFFF-Focused Fact Sheets:
e Connecticut on Decontamination of AFFF-Impacted Fire Apparatus
¢ Maine on Class B AFFF Firefighting Foam
¢ Michigan on Best Practices for Using AFFF
¢ Minnesota on Firefighting Foam Use, Replacement, and Disposal
¢ New Hampshire on State Law Prohibiting PFAS in Firefighting Foam, Best Practices for AFFF Use
e New Mexico on State Law Classifying PFAS Firefighting Foams as “Hazardous Waste”
e New York on Storage and Use of Firefighting Foams
¢ North Dakota on Precautions with Class B Firefighting Foam
e Washington on AFFF Guidance for Firefighting Organizations

Managing PFAS in Biosolids & Air

This section highlights state management of PFAS in sewage sludge and biosolids and in air emissions.

Sewage Sludge and Biosolids

A number of states have been managing or are looking to manage sewage sludge and biosolids, which may
be contaminated with PFAS as a result of its discharge from industrial, domestic, or commercial sources to
sewer systems and subsequent accumulation in, and incomplete removal from, the solids resulting from
municipal wastewater treatment processes. The three management approaches for biosolids (incineration,
landfilling, and land application) each pose different challenges, including but not limited to cost, capacity,
and movement through soils, groundwater, air, or leachate, which can ultimately contaminate drinking
water, wildlife, and other media.?> There are also a host of liability concerns, as well as challenges regarding
interstate transfer of biosolids and products derived from biosolids, that point to better understanding
source contributions and control as a long-term need.

Many states have undertaken biosolids regulatory and management strategies, with bans or tiered
recommendations for land application, requirements about landfilling biosolids, and requirements for
monitoring. Twenty-eight states collect information on where biosolids from wastewater treatment plant
(WWTP) processes go (e.g., landfills, land application, or incineration) that is not already reported under
CWA Section 405(d), which regulates the standards for use or disposal of sewage sludge under 40 CFR Part
503.26 A number of states have also started a process, created a group, or considered ways to address PFAS
in biosolids in different scenarios:

25 Stakeholder Meeting Facilitation for Issues Related to PFAS and Biosolids, Page 6, December 2024, U.S.
EPA.

26 When this rule was adopted, EPA offered states the option to become delegated to administer the
biosolids program if they met regulatory and enforcement requirements, enabling those states to
streamline reporting of how facilities manage biosolids. Nine states (Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, Ohio,
Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and Wisconsin) are authorized through the NPDES Program to
administer Part 503 regulations and to be the permitting authority for one or more management options
for biosolids. EPA annually collects biosolids reports from about 2,250 larger facilities in the 41 states
where EPA is the permitting authority. EPA discusses some available biosolids and sewage sludge
management methods in its 2024 updated interim guidance on the destruction and disposal of PFAS and



https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-I/subchapter-O/part-503
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-I/subchapter-O/part-503
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-12/facilitation-issues-pfas-biosolids.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/npdes-state-program-authority
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/site_clean_up/contaminants_of_emerging_concern/pfas_documents/firefightingrelated/trb-afff-decon-spociu-2023-01-09.pdf?rev=19d0b8d645ed4eaea5a84df397ea0749&hash=17BA3A62A60B6CEC1BCCA1E7119D1389
https://www.maine.gov/mema/sites/maine.gov.mema/files/inline-files/Class%20B%20AFFF%20Infographic.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/pfasresponse/investigations/firefighting-foam
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/w-hw4-17.pdf
https://www.des.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt341/files/documents/rem-39.pdf
https://www.env.nm.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Hazardous-Waste-Amendment-Fact-Sheet-03-08-25-1.pdf
https://dec.ny.gov/regulatory/proposed-emergency-recently-adopted-regulations/bulk-storage-regulatory-revisions/adoption-of-final-rule-6-nycrr-part-597/storage-and-use-of-fire-fighting-foams-fact-sheet
https://deq.nd.gov/Publications/MF/PFAS-AFFF-Precautions.pdf
https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/2104031.pdf

e Twelve states are evaluating flexibility or capacity for changing the preferred biosolids
management option (i.e., among incineration, landfilling, and land application).

e Twenty-one states are pursuing source reduction approaches for biosolids (e.g., using
pretreatment authorities, conducting publicly-owned treatment works (POTW) influent studies,
and partnering with likely industrial dischargers). Four of these states are using Clean Water
State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) emerging contaminant funding from the BIL for these types of
activities.

e Twelve states are developing communications products on PFAS in biosolids (i.e., using
different risk communication materials on reducing PFAS at the source or PFAS in consumer
products, etc.).

Thirteen states are considering changes to how they manage biosolids. A few states are looking to
implement tiered approaches or risk-based levels for regulating the land application of biosolids. States are
evaluating storage requirements, considering adding biosolids monitoring requirements for certain PFAS to
NPDES or similar permits, gathering data on distribution, or focusing actions on source identification and
reduction, among other efforts. A couple of states noted their intent on waiting for EPA to advise on best
practices for sludge management. No states, other than Maine and Connecticut who have already
implemented some sort of biosolids use or sales ban, are considering bans on land application at this time.

State Actions to Address PFAS in Biosolids
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This chart shows the number of states undertaking different actions on biosolids
as it pertains to PFAS and management of the sludge.

PFAS-containing materials, and in January 2025 the Agency published its Draft Sewage Sludge Risk
Assessment for PFOA and PFOS.



https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/draft-sewage-sludge-risk-assessment-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa-and-perfluorooctane
https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/draft-sewage-sludge-risk-assessment-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa-and-perfluorooctane

Details on anticipated changes in states’ management practices of PFAS in biosolids are provided in the
State Pages portion of this report.

Air Emissions

Air is one of the less studied and regulated environmental media pathways for PFAS exposure. While the
focus of many federal and state air programs has been on emissions from chemical production sites or
industrial manufacturing, PFAS can be detected in indoor air as well, resulting from PFAS in consumer
products and lower air ventilation rates.

Some states have done work to analyze, collect data on, or regulate PFAS in air emissions. Thirteen states
have collected (or been provided with) data on PFAS emissions from one or more facilities in their state,
and ten states are working with facilities to generate data on PFAS emissions.

Availability of State Data on PFAS Emissions

Collecting Data on
PFAS Emissions

Working with
Facilities to
Generate Data on
PFAS Emissions

Action to Collect or Generate Data

Number of States

This chart shows the number of states taking actions on PFAS emissions.

Maryland is not currently working with facilities to generate data on PFAS but noted that permit
applications received for a potential source of PFAS emissions must quantify the emissions. Pennsylvania
clarified that it collects data on PFAS emissions with select permittees (not statewide). Delaware noted that
for all air emissions, it compares the maximum downwind concentration of a pollutant to the health-based
standards and cannot issue an air permit unless that concentration is 100 times less than the health-based
standard. As cited in the analytical methods section of this report, 16 states use either Other Test Method
(OTM)-45 or OTM-50, although not many states have conducted air monitoring analysis yet, and therefore



data on PFAS emissions is limited.?” States acknowledge that it is often difficult for a state to request that
a facility test air emissions.

In its Strategic Roadmap, EPA commits to building the technical foundation to address PFAS in air emissions
and to sharing data with states to better understand and address these upstream sources of pollution by
developing monitoring approaches for stack emissions and ambient air, developing cost-effective mitigation
technologies, and increasing understanding of the fate and transport of emissions. While there are currently
no federal PFAS emissions standards, New Jersey, New Mexico, and North Carolina in August 2024
petitioned EPA to add PFOA, PFOS, HFPO-DA, and PFNA to its list of Hazardous Air Pollutants under
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. The states argue that the PFAS are air pollutants causing adverse effects
to human health or the environment and noted that they hope that the Agency will consider this action
under its Roadmap goal of addressing PFAS emissions.

Permitting

The NPDES program is an important tool established by the CWA to help states and EPA regulate point
source discharges to waterbodies.?® Forty-seven of 50 states have the delegated authority for one or more
components of the NPDES program, including permits, regulating federal facilities, pretreatment programs,
general permits, or biosolids programs. The NPDES program also requires a federal Multi-Sector General
Permit (MSGP) specifically for stormwater discharges from certain industrial activities in 29 sectors. As is
the case with NPDES permits, states with permitting authority can amend (e.g., strengthen) the federal
permit requirements and issue NPDES stormwater general permits modeled after EPA’s MSGP.?? The
proposed 2026 MSGP would require a majority of sectors to conduct quarterly “report-only” indicator
monitoring for PFAS listed in EPA Method 1633. While monitoring stormwater for PFAS under such permits
can create challenges for some industries (e.g., AFFF may be used for fire training and is subject to an MSGP,
but may not be considered part of the airport’s industrial processes; facilities for industries like automotive
shredding are required to monitor for PFAS but PFAS may be added from other process, like fabric
treatment in cars), a number of states have requested that EPA include PFAS monitoring requirements in
the MSGP and to develop practices to minimize PFAS introduction to stormwater.

Twenty-six states include PFAS in NPDES, MSGP, or other permits. Twenty-four states are considering
implementing at least one of the recommendations from EPA’s December 2022 memorandum to states,
which provided guidance for addressing PFAS discharges through NPDES permits and through
pretreatment and monitoring programs.>® Recommendations for including PFAS in NPDES permits are:

27 OTM-45 measures 50 specific PFAS at stationary sources and can identify other PFAS that may be
present in air samples, and OTM-50 measures 30 volatile fluorinated compounds in air emissions from
stationary sources. EPA’s updated interim guidance on the destruction and disposal of PFAS recommends
the use of OTM-50 to collect data and reduce uncertainty about products of incomplete combustion from
the thermal treatment of PFAS-containing materials.

28 |f the waterbody is a drinking water source, the NPDWR may influence what the criteria and related
permit limits are in some states.

2 EPA issues this permit where it directly implements the NPDES program (e.g., states without delegated
authority, certain tribal reservations or federal facilities, etc.).

30 While a number of states were already using their water programs to control PFAS prior to the release
of this memorandum (e.g., adding PFAS sampling to some NPDES permit compliance sampling inspections,



https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-11/epas-pfas-strategic-roadmap-2024_508.pdf
https://www.deq.nc.gov/air-quality/pfas-hap-petition/download?attachment
https://www.epa.gov/npdes
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-discharges-industrial-activities
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-discharges-industrial-activities
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-discharges-industrial-activities-epas-proposed-2026-msgp
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2022-12/NPDES_PFAS_State%20Memo_December_2022.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/pfas/interim-guidance-destruction-and-disposal-pfas-and-materials-containing-pfas

e Adding monitoring requirements for effluent - and wastewater residuals (industrial) and effluent,
influent, and biosolids (POTW) using EPA Method 1633;

e Incorporating best management practices for reducing PFAS (i.e., addressing discharges,
addressing AFFF for stormwater permits, for pollution prevention); and

e Evaluating and imposing site-specific, technology-based effluent limits.

Most states plan to add monitoring requirements to permits. Five states already implement one or more
recommendations, for at least one PFAS, consistent with the memorandum. New York implements its own
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit program, approved by EPA for the control of
surface wastewater and stormwater discharges in accordance with, but broader in scope than, the CWA, it
controls point source discharges to groundwaters, as well as surface waters. On March 15, 2023, the New
York Department of Environmental Conservation released final ambient water quality guidance values for
PFOA and PFOS through an update to its Technical and Operational Guidance Series (TOGS, or state water
guidance memorandums) 1.1.1. The Department simultaneously released TOGS 1.3.13, “Industrial
Permitting Strategy for Implementing Guidance Values for PFOA, PFOS, and 1,4-Dioxane,” and in January
2024, released the draft TOGS 1.3.14, “Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) Permitting Strategy for
Implementing Guidance Values for PFOA, PFOS, and 1,4-Dioxane.” Both strategies outline how the state
intends to incorporate the guidance values identified in TOGS 1.1.1 for PFOA and PFOS into SPDES
wastewater permits.

Permits and associated monitoring requirements will enable states and other entities to collect as much
information on PFAS use as possible. As a result, states will need to implement compliance strategies to
help industrial facilities authorized under the NPDES to meet applicable criteria and use tools like the TRI
to identify PFAS sources. Information on how states include or plan to include PFAS in permits, as well as
if they are implementing or considering implementing the recommendations provided in EPA’s 2022
memorandum, is outlined in the table below.

requiring POTWs to submit certain information on PFAS sampling, etc.), the guidance, which updated an
April 2022 memorandum to EPA regions, was intended to make it easier for states to do so, thereby better
regulating discharges and assisting with general PFAS management, cleanup liability, and other
considerations.


https://dec.ny.gov/regulatory/permits-licenses/wastewater-stormwater-water-withdrawal/spdes-permit-program
https://dec.ny.gov/regulatory/guidance-and-policy-documents/water-guidance-documents

Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

CNMI

Colorado

Connecticut

DC

Are PFAS
included in
NPDES

permits,
MSGPs, or
other
permits?

PFAS in Permits

Capacity

Monitoring - NPDES and indirect
discharge permits (For 10+ years)

Stormwater industry permits (For 5+
years)

Monitoring - discharge permit for
PFAS treatment (Since 2021)

Monitoring and reporting - NPDES
permits; Sampling and testing -
existing landfill MRPs (Since 2024)

Monitoring and discharge limits -
NPDES permits (Since 2020)

Sampling - NPDES permits;
Monitoring at POTWs - general
permits requiring WPCFs (Since 2024)

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Adding Evaluating N/A -
monitoring Incorporating technology- Recommendations
requirements BMPs for based Alread
(Methods reducing PFAS effluent Im Iemenyted
1621, 1633) limits :
v v
v
v v v
v
v v
v
v v




Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

Are PFAS
included in
NPDES
permits,
MSGPs, or
other
permits?
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho v
lllinois v
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine

PFAS in Permits

Capacity

(Since 2023)

NPDES permits

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Adding
monitoring

requirements
(Methods
1621, 1633)

Incorporating
BMPs for
reducing PFAS

Evaluating
technology-
based
effluent
limits

N/A -
Recommendations
Already
Implemented




Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

Maryland

Massachusetts

Are PFAS
included in
NPDES

permits,
MSGPs, or
other
permits?

v

PFAS in Permits

Capacity

Monitoring - NPDES municipal
wastewater individual discharge
permits, NPDES industrial wastewater
individual discharge permits, municipal
groundwater discharge permits; PFAS
identification in stormwater pollution
prevention plans and pollution
prevention measures - general permit
for industrial stormwater; PFAS
requirements - general permit for
application of pesticides; Monitoring
and address contamination - SIUs with
pretreatment permits that use PFAS

Monitoring - surface water discharge
permits (Since 2020)

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Adding
monitoring
requirements
(Methods
1621, 1633)

Incorporating
BMPs for
reducing PFAS

Evaluating
technology-
based
effluent
limits

N/A -
Recommendations
Already
Implemented




Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

Michigan

Are PFAS
included in
NPDES
permits,
MSGPs, or
other
permits?

PFAS in Permits

Capacity

Municipal NPDES permits (Since
FY2021): effluent and biosolids
monitoring/reporting, local limit
development for WWTPs with
Industrial Pretreatment Program
(IPP)/confirmed sources, effluent
limits for IPP WWTPs with confirmed
sources, effluent goals for some
without confirmed sources, Pollutant
Minimization Plan (PMP) and source
evaluation programs.

Industrial NPDES permits (new
discharges and where treatment
already exists): monitoring/reporting,
technology-based effluent limits,
media changeout reporting

Existing industrial and industrial
stormwater discharges: short-term
stormwater/waste characterization
study, consent order/permits with
effluent goals/limits, PMPs or
Corrective Action Plans, monitoring
requirements

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Adding
monitoring
requirements
(Methods
1621, 1633)

Incorporating
BMPs for
reducing PFAS

Evaluating
technology-
based
effluent
limits

N/A -
Recommendations
Already
Implemented




Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska

Nevada

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
PFAS in Permits December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Are PFAS
included in Adding Evaluating

NPDES monitoring Incorporating technology- WA

Recommendations
Already
Implemented

permits, Capacity requirements BMPs for based
MSGPs, or (Methods reducing PFAS effluent
other 1621, 1633) limits
permits?

Monitoring, effluent limits (new) -
NPDES permits
Monitoring (new) - NPDES general
v permits for industrial stormwater, v v
maybe MS4 permits for AFFF use;
Emissions testing - one Title V air
permit

Monitoring - individual stormwater
permit and state operating

v pretreatment permit - single facility
(Since 2023)
Voluntary monitoring for

v municipalities that request to have

sampling and reporting conditions in
permit




Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

New
Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Are PFAS
included in
NPDES

permits,
MSGPs, or
other
permits?

v

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
PFAS in Permits December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Adding Evaluating
monitoring Incorporating technology-
Capacity requirements BMPs for based
(Methods reducing PFAS effluent
1621, 1633) limits

N/A -
Recommendations
Already
Implemented

U.S. EPA has primacy on NPDES
permits in NH. Upon reissuance -
sampling requirements

Monitoring, technology-based limits
(some) in surface water permits (Since
2022), groundwater permits (Since
2021)

Monitoring - SPDES permits for

industrial discharges (Since 2023);

SPDES permits for discharges from

POTWs (Since 2024); Additional v
monitoring, action levels, effluent

limitations (Expected)

Monitoring v v




Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota

Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Are PFAS
included in
NPDES

permits,
MSGPs, or
other
permits?

PFAS in Permits

Capacity

BMPs - stormwater municipal permits
(Since 2023)

Limits - NPDES permits; Monitoring -
major sewage and industrial NPDES
permits

Influent, effluent, and IU monitoring -
permits for POTWs (Since 2022);
Source reduction BMPs - MSGPs
(Since 2024); Monitoring and
treatment - remediation general
permit (Since 2024)

Limits or "report only" monitoring -
single permit with PFAS limits so far

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Adding Evaluating N/A -
monitoring Incorporating technology- Recommendations
requirements BMPs for based Alread
(Methods reducing PFAS effluent Im Iemenyted
1621, 1633) limits :
v
v v




Inclusion and Capacity of PFAS in State-Issued Permits

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Are PFAS
included in
NPDES

permits,
MSGPs, or
other
permits?

PFAS in Permits

Capacity

Pilot treatment of landfill leachate for
PFAS prior to discharge to a POTW

Monitoring - major POTWs and
industries identified in EPA's memo as
permits are renewed; Monitoring for
discharges to groundwater from
specific industries - draft industrial
stormwater general permit

(Since 2015)

Monitoring - permits for discharge of
wastewater (Since 2022); Limits -
PFAS in surface water (Since 2022);
Limits for 2 PFAS - state hazardous air
pollutant rule permits (Since 1988)

If not already implemented, which recommendations from U.S. EPA's
December 2022 NPDES PFAS guidance memo is your state considering
implementing?

Adding Evaluating
monitoring Incorporating technology-
requirements BMPs for based
(Methods reducing PFAS effluent
1621, 1633) limits

N/A -
Recommendations
Already
Implemented

v
v
v v
v v

This table outlines which states include PFAS in permits, in what capacity, and whether they plan on incorporating
any of the major aspects of the 2022 EPA memorandum to states regarding including PFAS in NPDES permits.



Risk Communication

Risk communication is a critical, and challenging, step in addressing PFAS. It is difficult to explain to general
audiences what levels (e.g., parts per trillion [ppt]) of PFAS mean in terms of risk or how they are derived,
as well as risk assessment and management considerations are associated with PFAS use and
contamination. Given the rapidly-evolving science and toxicology; the technical uncertainties to sources
and fate and transport; the patchwork of regulations; and the varying, and sometimes competing, priorities
for PFAS management among stakeholders, it is important to effectively communicate about what PFAS
are, how they impact human health and the environment, and what actions can and should be taken to
minimize risks and exposure.

State PFAS Outreach

States with PFAS
Webpage

L 7 7]

13
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i o

States with States with

PFAS Press Releases PFAS Trainings  PFAS PSAs

O

11

States with

*
22 13

States with States with PFAS
PFAS Hotlines  PFAS Social Media Media Events

States are working to communicate to the public about PFAS in a
variety of ways, sharing information about what PFAS are, results
of state sampling, fish and wildlife advisories, and other topics that
may help their constituents better understand potential risks to, or
actions they should take to protect human health and the
environment. Forty-seven states have a PFAS-specific webpage on
their environmental agency website. Forty-one states have also
developed PFAS fact sheets, and 25 states have mapping tools or
have otherwise worked to display geographical information about
PFAS sampling and contamination detected across their states.
Twenty-one states have conducted trainings for drinking water and
wastewater systems, staff, real estate organizations, schools,
boards of health, and other entities.

States have also engaged with other entities to provide input on
and highlight best practices in risk communication. For example,
ITRC in 2023 published a Risk Communication Toolkit for
Environmental Issues and Concerns, which uses PFAS as an example
of how to develop communication plans and stakeholder outreach
activities. ERIS in 2018 partnered with the Association of State and
Territorial Health Officials (ASTHO) to develop a PFAS Risk
Communication  Hub, which highlights state-level risk
communication of PFAS. ERIS compiled FAQs for different
audiences and developed case studies on state-specific risk
communication practices. EPA in 2024 updated its PFAS
Communications Toolkit with materials for PWSs, local officials,
and other entities to communicate about what PFAS are and what
the agency is doing. And other stakeholders, like the American
Association for the Advancement of Science, have partnered with
states, federal agencies, and others to host risk communication
workshops and explore effective messaging. While there are some

key themes across these actions, like the need to establish trust with communities among local officials,
there are still many gaps in how to best conduct messaging about PFAS.


https://rct-1.itrcweb.org/
https://rct-1.itrcweb.org/
https://www.eristates.org/projects/pfas-risk-communications-hub/
https://www.eristates.org/projects/pfas-risk-communications-hub/
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/pfas-communications-toolkit
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/pfas-communications-toolkit
https://www.aaas.org/epi-center/pfas-risk-communications
https://www.aaas.org/epi-center/pfas-risk-communications

Details on specific public outreach activities and state PFAS webpages are provided in the State Pages
portion of this report.

Funding

Funding for state PFAS activities comes from a range of federal, state, academic, and other sources. This
section will highlight different funding mechanisms for state actions, as well as information on cost-benefit
analyses and legal settlements.

Priorities for Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Funding

In November 2021, Congress passed the BIL, which provides more than $50 billion over fiscal years 2022
to 2026 to EPA for drinking water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure - the single largest federal
government investment in water.3! Some of the funding is specifically targeted to emerging contaminants
like PFAS, including $4 billion to the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF), $1 billion to the
CWSRF, and $5 billion to support small and disadvantaged communities address drinking water
contamination (EC - SDC Grant). In April 2024, when EPA announced the final NPDWR for six PFAS, it
announced that Congress authorized additional funding under the fiscal year 2024 BIL EC - SDC Grants to
support testing and treatment for private well owners, who are not subject to the MCLs.%? States, tribes,
and communities can apply for BIL funding to support infrastructure investments across the country.3?

Forty-four states have either already received funding for prioritized PFAS project(s) or have prioritized
PFAS project(s) in hopes of receiving funding using BIL funds from at least one of the three pots of funding
dedicated to emerging contaminants.

31 Fact Sheet: EPA & The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, November 2021, EPA. The funding for private well
owners has not yet been authorized for future fiscal years.

32 Processes and Considerations for Setting State PFAS Standards, Page 47, April 2024, ECOS.

33 While there is not a federal database outlining all BIL appropriations, EPA in February 2023 and April
2024 sent memorandums to the Agency’s Regional Water Division Directors providing information on
allotments of BIL appropriations for the EC - SDC grant in fiscal years 2022-23, and fiscal year 2024,
respectively. EPA also has a map, current as of July 2023, that highlights a subset of investments made
nationwide under the BIL and in 2024, the Agency published a report on progress made under the law.



https://www.epa.gov/water-research/drinking-water-technical-assistance-support-bipartisan-infrastructure-law
https://www.epa.gov/cwsrf/clean-water-state-revolving-fund-emerging-contaminants
https://www.epa.gov/dwcapacity/emerging-contaminants-ec-small-or-disadvantaged-communities-grant-sdc
https://www.epa.gov/infrastructure/fact-sheet-epa-bipartisan-infrastructure-law
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-02/FY22_FY23_Combined_BIL_EC_Allotments%20Memo%20to%20WDDs_February%202023_signed.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/final_fy24_bil_ecsdc_allotmentmemo_april-2024.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/final_fy24_bil_ecsdc_allotmentmemo_april-2024.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/sidebar/index.html?appid=970f29edc2534265a141ab278365b26b
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2025-01/2024-iia-report_jan2025_508.pdf

States Using BIL Funding for PFAS Actions
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This map provides an overview of which states have identified specific priorities (and/or already received funding for
prioritized projects) using BIL funds from at least one of the three pots of funding (EC -SDC, DWSRF, or CWSRF).

Most states have identified projects specifically focused on reducing and/or treating PFAS contamination.
However, since the three funding mechanisms are geared towards emerging contaminants broadly, several
states mentioned that some of the funding they received is also directed towards manganese, 1,4-dioxane,
harmful algal blooms, or other emerging contaminants. Several states specified that funding is attributed to
specific projects in a Project Priority List based upon EPA pre-approved and public-notified screening
criteria, as well as those outlined in a state Intended Use Plan. States provide annual reports on project
updates and funding status to EPA. Some states that identified priorities specified that they are those they
expect to be funded by 2026.

States’ priorities for funding and/or projects that have been funded under the EC - SDC grant, DWSRF for
emerging contaminants, and/or CWSRF for emerging contaminants are outlined in the table below.



State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities

Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund (DWSRF) Emerging

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

CNMI

Colorado

Source, remediation, and consolidation
projects; Emerging contaminant testing

Sample Community Water Systems for PFAS

Support PFAS Mitigation Program efforts to
assist eligible water systems with sampling,
options evaluations, interconnections, and
treatment system construction

Support disadvantaged communities with
drinking water treatment

Sampling and mapping entry point and
groundwater PFAS levels

Support drinking water systems that have
already tested and have results above the
NPDWR

Contaminants Grant

Source, remediation, and
consolidation projects; Emerging
contaminant testing

PFAS treatment projects; Sample
PWS raw water sources for PFAS;
Help small utilities address
emerging contaminants based on
the outcome of the source water
monitoring efforts; Purchase
Liguid Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry equipment so that
the state can analyze water
samples in-state

Eligible projects through the
states' Water Infrastructure
Financing Authority

Support PFAS investigation at
public water systems serving
disadvantaged communities

Install GAC filters; Evaluate other
treatment alternatives

Support drinking water systems
that have already tested and have
results above the NPDWR

Grant

Remediation of the waste streams
associated with the drinking water
projects

Address PFAS in biosolids

Eligible projects through the states'
Water Infrastructure Financing
Authority

Purchase PFAS surface water testing
equipment

Funding transferred to DWSRF EC
program as the state has not yet
received funding requests for CWSRF
EC projects



https://www.azwifa.gov/programs/funding-type/dwsrf
https://www.azwifa.gov/programs/funding-type/dwsrf
https://www.azwifa.gov/programs/funding-type/cwsrf
https://www.azwifa.gov/programs/funding-type/cwsrf
https://www.azwifa.gov/programs/funding-type/cwsrf

State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities

Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund (DWSRF) Emerging

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants

Connecticut

DC

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Support PWSs; Media campaigns; Develop the
water sector workforce and assist private well
owners with PFAS or other emerging
contaminant issues

Build DC's capacity for labs to perform analysis
of ECs

Identify and reduce PFAS in drinking water to
levels below the NPDWR by providing
financing for treatment and/or connecting
communities with private wells to public water
systems; Groundwater and surface water
sampling of hard-rock aquifers; Statewide air
dispersion modeling; Private well sampling;
Cost analysis; Contaminant mitigation

No information available - Projects managed by
a separate state government financing entity

Grant received - project information
unavailable

Contaminants Grant

Address PFAS and other emerging
contaminants in public drinking
water; Staff to implement the
provisions of the DWSRF EC
allotment

Build DC's capacity for labs to
perform analysis of ECs

Drill a new well in a confined
aquifer to eliminate concerns of
elevated PFAS levels at a site;
Incorporate GAC (or otherwise
most cost-efficient treatment) at
two plant sites; Comprehensive
review of treatment at a surface
water treatment plant and provide
necessary upgrades to storage and
distribution

Plan and design PFAS remediation
No information available - Projects

managed by a separate state
government financing entity

PFAS projects - undefined

Funding is currently being
awarded to projects on the state's
Intended Use Plans list

Grant

Conduct pilot testing of PFAS removal
technologies on landfill leachate in
coordination with NEIWPCC

Build DC's capacity for labs to perform
analysis of ECs

Woastewater treatment plant projects
to eliminate PFAS

Pilot to remediate PFAS in biosolids

No information available - Projects
managed by a separate state
government financing entity

PFAS projects - undefined

Funding transferred to DWSRF EC
program as the state has not yet
received funding requests for CWSRF
EC projects




State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities

Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund (DWSRF) Emerging

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants

Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Baseline monitoring, planning and design, and
treatment projects at systems identified
through DWSRF voluntary sampling program

Initial sampling; AFFF take-back program;
Sampling at contaminated sites; Infrastructure
projects

PFAS sampling in drinking water in small
utilities during initial monitoring through 2027

Additional raw and finished drinking water
monitoring for PFAS; Installation of a waterline
for an alternative drinking water source for one
community; Treatment upgrades to address
PFAS in drinking water

Grant received - project information
unavailable

Contaminants Grant

Voluntary PFAS sampling at all
state Community PWSs that
focused on various sizes of water
systems and on surface
waterbodies that are used for
drinking water

Infrastructure projects

Replacement of wells

Installation of a new regional
reverse osmosis water treatment
plant and granular activated
carbon contactor tanks to remove
PFAS from drinking water

Grant received - project
information unavailable

Grant

Planning and design project in a
system with documented PFAS in
biosolids

Pilot incineration of municipal
biosolids; Treatment of influent from
old military installations into municipal
collection systems

Installation of a flood pumping station
to reduce PFAS reaching the Ohio
River

PFAS delineation and remediation at
the state's Fire and Emergency
Training Institute

Improvements to a sanitary district’s
regional PFAS treatment system;
Funding for three water utilities and a
solid waste utility for various PFAS
solutions, wastewater infrastructure,
and water pollution control projects




State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

. . Drinking Water State Revolving Clean Water State Revolving Fund
Small or Disadvantaged Communities . . :
. . Fund (DWSRF) Emerging (CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants
Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC) .
Contaminants Grant Grant
Address contamination exceeding NPDWR at Address contamination exceeding ~ Develop technology to destroy PFAS
community water systems in small and NPDWR at community water in biosolids
disadvantaged communities by installing new systems by installing new
Maryland treatment systems, access to new water treatment systems, access to new

sources, or connections to uncontaminated water sources, or connections to
systems uncontaminated systems

Projects at public water systems including
constructing treatment to remove PFAS; Other

Massachusetts =~ projects including personnel, contracts, and
purchase of PFAS testing equipment for the
state laboratory

Proactive residential drinking water samplingin  Municipal water hook up for PFAS treatment; PFAS source control
disadvantaged communities and connecting communities impacted by PFAS through infrastructure rehabilitation or
residents to municipal water replacement (reduction of PFAS

contaminated infiltration/inflow);
Projects at municipal WWTPs (both
NPDES and Groundwater Discharge),
mostly at those without an Industrial
Pretreatment Program and with
elevated levels of PFAS in either
effluent, biosolids, groundwater,
and/or monitoring wells (604b BIL
funds)

Planning and pilot testing for leachate
Minnesota sources going to municipal wastewater
treatment facilities

Michigan

Project information on Intended
Mississippi Use Plan on state Department of




State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities
Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving

Fund (DWSRF) Emerging
Contaminants Grant

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants
Grant

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New
Hampshire

Grant received - project information
unavailable

PFAS sampling and analysis; Source water
activities (hydrologic risk assessment model
development, update plans to include ECs);
Public communication (web-based map of PFAS
results); Technical assistance (lab equipment
and training, facilitated discussions w/ SDC
about solutions to ECs); Research (Total
Organic Fluorine [TOF] as PFAS surrogate to
monitor for treatment breakthrough);
Emergency mitigation and response (investigate
source contamination and provide POU
treatment for PFAS); Engineering (Preliminary
Engineering Reports to respond to PFAS,
projects to address PFAS).

Improve drinking water infrastructure; Conduct
private well sampling; Enhance laboratory
capabilities at the state's public health lab;
Projects focused on source water protection

Supply website

PFAS projects for drinking water
remediation

Infrastructure projects to
remediate drinking water through
treatment or connecting to a
larger public water system

Health's Bureau of Public Water

Funding is available but no current
PFAS projects are on the state's
priority list

Explore landfill leachate treatment
alternatives




State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities

Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund (DWSRF) Emerging

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York
North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Projects to address contamination at small
and/or disadvantaged water systems

Initial PFAS Rule monitoring at approximately
650 eligible public water systems and outreach
to system customers; Follow-up source water
monitoring and assistance with treatment
where contamination is found

Projects to address PFAS contamination and
treatment

Sample private wells to identify accessible
public water extensions and understand
prevalence of PFAS in state groundwaters

Sample and remediate PFAS for qualifying small
community public water supplies; Projects
partnered with DWSRF to extend funding
capabilities

Contaminants Grant

Grant received - Additional
information on funds awarded and
projects are available on the
state’s Water Bank Spending
Dashboard and Priority Lists.

PFAS projects at PWSs

PFAS to study and address PFAS
treatment, compliance

Plan, design, and construct
treatment and new water sources
at PWSs through regionalization
or production wells

Treatment and sampling projects;
Projects partnered with EC - SDC
grant funds for infrastructure

Grant

Grant received - Potential projects to
remove emerging contaminants,
including pilot testing

Projects to treat PFAS in landfill
leachate, other contaminated media

Plan and construct, install lab
equipment in, and plan studies to
identify sources for future
pretreatment projects at wastewater
treatment facilities

Evaluate potential industrial sources
and the impact of wastewater
treatment processes



https://dep.nj.gov/wiip/spending-dashboard/
https://dep.nj.gov/wiip/spending-dashboard/
https://dep.nj.gov/wiip/intended-use-plan-and-project-priority-lists/

State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities

Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund (DWSRF) Emerging

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Initial sampling for PFAS at all small or
disadvantaged communities serving less than
3,300 people in the state that have not already
sampled for PFAS; Plan and design needed
remediation for those water systems with
detections; Planning/design/ construction
projects for disadvantaged communities with
PFAS detections on the existing ECs project
priority list

Help small/disadvantaged systems complete
necessary engineering to obtain permits
needed to apply for Pennsylvania Infrastructure
Investment Authority funding

Implementation of investigations identified in
November 2023 Statewide PFAS Source
Investigation Report; Provide treatment to
impacted private wells determined by source
investigations

Planning and design studies; Interconnection
projects (i.e., tying systems onto new public
water sources)

Grant funds requested for PFAS projects when
identified

Contaminants Grant

Address and mitigate exposure to
PFAS in drinking water

Information about funded projects
is available on PENNVEST'’s
website, and can be filtered by
project type (i.e., drinking water,
wastewater, etc.), or by PFAS
projects specifically by using the
“Application Type” field

Local technical assistance

Planning and design studies;
Interconnection projects (i.e., tying
systems onto new public water
sources)

Grant received - project
information unavailable

Grant

Projects that address ECs of concern
as a primary focus or as part of a larger
strategy and lead to a capital project
and/or outcomes to address ECs;
Monitor, mitigate, and/or treat ECs;
Reduce or eliminate ECs in water
systems; Purchase monitoring
equipment that would determine
treatment needs for addressing PFAS

Funding is available but no current
PFAS projects on the state's priority
list

Funding for design and
implementation of landfill leachate
pretreatment systems; Enhancements
to laboratory capacity to support PFAS
testing in wastewater

Funding transferred to DWSRF EC
program

Funding transferred to DWSRF EC
program as biggest needs currently
pertain to drinking water



https://www.pvportal.pa.gov/PVApplicationMap/Mapping/Default
https://www.pvportal.pa.gov/PVApplicationMap/Mapping/Default

State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities

Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund (DWSRF) Emerging

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants

Tennessee

Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Woashington

West Virginia

Will make an announcement of the grant in
Spring 2025

Projects to address contamination at PWSs

Determine presence of PFAS and other ECs in
drinking water, waterworks serving small and
disadvantaged communities; Identify needs for
small and disadvantaged community
waterworks; Develop and disseminate a public
outreach campaign on the presence of
emerging contaminants in the state's drinking
water; Address PFAS at a groundwater
treatment plant; Provide a county with public
water at a restaurant and a few residential
properties; Other waterworks needs as they
arise to address PFAS

Wastewater and stormwater facility
reconstruction/construction projects; PWS
support

Drinking water facility upgrades or studies

Contaminants Grant

Address contamination at PWSs
not included under UCMR5

Projects to address contamination
at PWSs

Projects to address waterworks
with PFAS contamination

Projects in identified
disadvantaged communities under
state Emergency Rule definitions

Drinking water facility upgrades or
studies

Grant

Projects to address PFAS
contamination

Projects to address PFAS in
partnership with the EC - SDC grant,
including a project at a drainage
system to install bioretention cells,
provide treatment, and reduce flows
by increasing stormwater filtration

Drinking water facility upgrades or
studies




State Allocations of BIL Emerging Contaminant Grant Funding

Small or Disadvantaged Communities
Emerging Contaminant Grant (EC - SDC)

Drinking Water State Revolving

Fund (DWSRF) Emerging
Contaminants Grant

Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) Emerging Contaminants
Grant

Grant funding, in conjunction with the DWSRF,
for projects that address PFAS contamination in
municipal drinking water systems; Grant
funding for projects that address PFAS or
manganese in other than municipal (OTM) and
non-transient non-community systems

Wisconsin

Statewide monitoring of PFAS in drinking
water; Develop a Statewide PFAS Action Plan;

Wyoming Source Water Protection; Provide assistance to
public water supplies to address PFAS
contamination

Principal forgiveness loan funding
for projects that address PFAS
contamination in municipal
drinking water systems

Funding allocated to projects in
Intended Use Plan

Principal forgiveness loan funding for
projects that address PFAS
contamination in municipal
wastewater systems

Funding allocated to projects in
Intended Use Plan

This table details state priorities on PFAS projects under three pots of BIL emerging contaminant funding. Many of these projects have already been funded.




Funding for PFAS Research & Other Initiatives

In addition to the BIL, state funding for PFAS sampling, treatment, and other projects can come from
different sources. For example, states can apply for federal grants like the EPA Multipurpose Grant for
states and tribes, which funds high-priority activities to complement activities funded under established
environmental statutes. Funding may be available to state agencies that implement the categorical grant
programs. States may also fund PFAS research, partnering with universities or other entities to better
understand PFAS fate and transport, environmental uptake, treatment efficacy, and other topics. Finally,
many state environmental agencies receive funding from their state legislatures that is appropriated for
specific activities related to PFAS.

The table below provides information on non-BIL funding sources and funded activities for state PFAS
projects.


https://www.epa.gov/grants/multipurpose-grants-states-and-tribes

State

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

CNMI

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source
Not available
State Legislature

State Legislature
U.S. EPA - Cooperative Agreement

U.S. Air Force
ARPA

ARPA

Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR)

Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR)

State Legislature

State Legislature - AB-178, Budget
Act of 2022

U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S.

Economic Development
Administration; U.S. Department of
the Interior, Office of Insular Affairs

Funding Activity ‘
Pilot testing for individual project-type research
Emerging contaminant projects

AFFF Disposal Reimbursement Program for rural communities
Site discovery efforts related to releases of AFFF

Construct and operate a PFAS treatment system - near an Air Force base, Tucson

Construct PFAS treatment at a federal Superfund site - City of Tucson

Surface water and fish tissue sampling, site remediation, and outreach efforts
Conduct PFAS research related to the development of PFAS sensors and cost-
effective sorbents, and on the effectiveness of ion exchange resin regeneration - in
partnership with universities (UA, ASU, and NAU)

Examine the fate of PFAS and other contaminants in biosolids

Support PFAS sampling and mitigation primarily at small and/or disadvantaged public
drinking water systems

Develop and validate a broad-spectrum test method for the class of PFAS; Sample
nearly 4,000 public water wells serving disadvantaged and several disadvantaged
communities; Develop a treatment-based regulatory approach for PFAS as a class

Install GAC treatment facility




State

Colorado

Connecticut

DC

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source

U.S. EPA - Office of Research &
Development Pilot Study

U.S. EPA

CDPHE - PFAS Grant Program

State Legislature - SB 20-218/PFAS
Cash Fund

Department of Public Health

Department of Emergency Services
and Public Protection

Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection

State Legislature

Department of Economic and
Community Development

Not available

Territory Legislature

Funding Activity ‘
Foam fractionation and GAC regeneration

PFAS site assessments to support fish and biosolids work

Research on potential impacts of PFAS in ski wax, septic systems, and wildfires

PFAS Takeback Program and PFAS Grant Program to support communities with
testing, infrastructure, and emergency assistance

Laboratory analytical equipment, consumables and staffing

Reimbursement of state/municipal fire departments for apparatus decontamination
and AFFF disposal

AFFF takeback program; Replacement of eight regional foam trailers with new PFAS-
free trailers; Conduct private well testing and treatment and provide bottled water
and filtration systems where needed; Conduct environmental media testing
statewide; Assist municipalities to investigate and cleanup municipally-owned
properties polluted with PFAS; Manage PFAS data; PFAS rebound testing

PFAS remediation of an AFFF-contaminated elementary school property - Town of
Canton

Statewide background soil study

Monitor PFAS levels in groundwater and in fish tissue

Sampling and regulation development



State

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source
U.S. EPA - Multipurpose Grant

U.S. EPA
Not available

Not available
Not available

State Legislature

State Legislature

U.S. EPA - Performance Partnership
Grant

U.S. EPA - State Response Program &
Multipurpose Grants

U.S. EPA - Public Water System
Supervision Grant

U.S. EPA - Public Water System
Supervision Grant

U.S. EPA - Great Lakes Restoration
Initiative grant

State Legislature - Indiana Code 10-
19-13

Funding Activity
Not available

Preliminary assessment/site inspection
Sampling technologies
PFAS water treatment

Investigate PFAS transformations in thermal treatment of contaminated soils to
assess destruction feasibility

Assessments and corrective actions for fire training facilities on state-owned lands

Alternative drinking water sources for private potable supply wells

Emerging contaminants; PFAS-related laboratory supplies and equipment

Test WWTPs, landfills, AFFF release sites; Field study of PFAS uptake into food crops

Conduct non-regulatory sampling at public water system sources

Supported contractual employees conducting PFAS sampling and assisted with
assessment, and associated sampling/analytical support and supplies

Purchased LC-MS/MS (Liquid Chromatography -Mass Spectrometry and Liquid
Chromatography -Tandem Mass Spectrometry) equipment for lllinois EPA Laboratory
capable of analyzing PFAS in fish tissue (and drinking water)

Establish a PFAS biomonitoring pilot program for firefighters as part of PFAS Testing
Pilot Program



https://www.in.gov/dhs/fire-and-building-safety/pfas-testing
https://www.in.gov/dhs/fire-and-building-safety/pfas-testing

State

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source

U.S. EPA - CWA 604b funds

U.S. EPA - Public Water System
Supervision Grant

Congress - ARPA

State Legislature - Cooperative
Agreements with University of Maine

USGS, Maine Department of
Environmental Protection

Maine Department of Environmental
Protection

Maine Department of Administrative
and Financial Services, The Bureau of
General Services

State Legislature - PFAS Fund for
Agriculture

State Legislature

State Legislature

Funding Activity ‘

PFAS analyses

Source water sampling study for emerging contaminants

Sample private drinking water wells and providing whole home filtration systems and
ongoing monitoring of these systems

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife and UM to conduct 3 projects
evaluating PFAS exposure and impacts on wildlife health, and PFAS impacts on hunter
behavior from consumption of game meat and fish

Study on PFAS movement through environment

Assessed landfill capacity for biosolids; Evaluated leachate treatment approaches in
Maine

Study on relationship between disposal of sludge in landfills and bulking agents
needed

Maine Department of Agriculture to fund study on PFAS in agriculture - grants
available soon

Sludge and septage soil and groundwater investigation

Increase laboratory capacity for PFAS




State

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source

U.S. EPA - Multipurpose Grant

U.S. EPA - Pre-Remedial Grant

Not available
Not available

State Legislature - SB0273

MassDEP

MassDEP

Massachusetts Capital Budget

State Legislature
State Legislature
State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

U.S. EPA - EnPPA & PPG Agreements

Funding Activity

PFAS monitoring in WWTPs, fish tissue, and surface water

Investigate potential industrial sources of PFAS

Studies on PFAS characterization of drinking water, municipal wastewater, biosolids,
fish tissue, surface water, and groundwater

NTA PFAS analysis of drinking water and fish tissue samples

Establish a fire-fighting foam disposal program

Conducted a study testing the effectiveness of homeowner Point of Use treatment
devices (such as an under the sink treatment system) to remove PFAS - In partnership
with the University of Massachusetts

Research on PFAS in pesticides, which identified fluorination of containers as a PFAS
source

Research for the PFAS biosolids plan on sludge capacity and PFAS reduction

Assist specific communities with PFAS remediation over the past few years
Five grant programs to public water supplies/municipalities

MA State Revolving Fund for additional PFAS assistance

Bolstering the AFFF Take Back Program

Support MPART and its statewide PFAS initiatives

Investigate PFAS in wildlife




State

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature - Clean Water Fund

State Legislature - Clean Water Fund

Funding Activity

Quantify exposure and health risk of mercury and PFAS on raptors in Minnesota -
Hawk Ridge and Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR)

Help municipal wastewater facilities, landfills, and compost facilities to address PFAS
in land-applied biosolids

Develop technologies to remove PFAS from point source discharge - Minnesota DNR
and Dem-Con Companies

Develop and examine methods for destruction of PFAS in landfill leachate - University
of Minnesota

Study the presence of PFAS and microplastics in agricultural supply chains and to
research how to communicate ways to reduce plastic and PFAS use - University of
Minnesota (UM) West Central Research and Outreach Center

Develop a treatment process to use “liquid-phase plasma discharge technology” to
remove PFAS in drinking water - UM Southern Research and Outreach Center

Develop and test “various types of waste wood chips and fungi” to use as
sequestration of PFAS at contaminated waste sites; Research into using Fungal-Wood
Chip filtering system for PFAS removal - UM

Design and implement a way to protect aquatic resources from PFAS migration from
landfills using engineered wetland treatment systems - In partnership with St. Louis
County

Develop new methods to detect and sequester PFAS in lakes and rivers - UM

Assess mercury and other fish contaminants, including PFAS, and monitoring to track
the status of impaired waters over time - DNR

Address emerging threats to drinking water supply and suppliers, including PFAS
contamination, among other things




State

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source

State Legislature - MPCA Source
Identification & Reduction and
Planning/Design of Treatment
Technologies Grants

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature

State Legislature - Clean Water Fund

State Legislature - 604b and PFA
funds

U.S. EPA - Brownfield funding under
128a/104k

Missouri Department of Natural
Resources

U.S. EPA - Multipurpose Grant

Funding Activity

Identify sources of PFAS entering facilities and/or waste management facilities;
Develop pollution prevention and reduction initiatives to reduce PFAS entering
facilities, prevent releases, and monitor the effectiveness of these projects

Determine ambient PFAS levels in Minnesota soils to help develop management
strategies for PFAS-contaminated soil

Identify fluorinated pesticides and pharmaceuticals that degrade into potentially
persistent or toxic byproducts - UM

Conduct a full-scale pilot evaluating supercritical water oxidation of biosolids and
drinking water treatment residuals to destroy PFAS and recover energy in the process
- Barr Engineering, City of St. Cloud, and MnTAP (UM)

Identify enzymes and microbes capable of breaking down PFAS-bound soil into
nontoxic elements - UM

Reduce microplastics and PFAS pollution to the environment through better
management of solid waste streams - UM

Test for mercury, PFAS, and other contaminants in fish and to track impaired waters -
DNR

PFAS Monitoring Plan efforts for Municipal Wastewater

Sample for PFAS in at least 1 Phase 2 assessment

Emerging contaminants projects, including PFAS

Laboratory analytical costs for PFAS samples (surface water, sediment and
groundwater) and development of PFAS GIS layers (project period is from
10/01/2020 through 09/30/2022)




State

Nebraska

Nevada

New
Hampshire

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source
U.S. EPA
Not Available

U.S. EPA - Section 128(a) & Superfund
Pre-Remedial Cooperative
Agreements

University of Nebraska Lincoln

University of Nebraska Lincoln

State Legislature - RO Tax Credit
through Dep of Revenue

Not available

Congress - ARPA

State Legislature - PFAS Remediation
Grant and Loan Fund

State Legislature - PFAS Removal
Rebate Program for Private Wells

Not available

Funding Activity
PFAS surface water and fish tissue monitoring

Public Water Supply (PWS) Program sampled emerging contaminants such as PFAS

Completed statewide inventories and databases and conducted sampling for PFAS in
environmental media

Sample the influent, effluent, and biosolids/sludge in mechanical WWTFs throughout
the state (Samples will be taken inside the disinfection season as well as outside of
the disinfection season to determine the effects of disinfection on concentrations of
PFAS compounds)

Use different sampling apparatuses to find the most user-friendly; Develop technical
assistance guidance for wastewater treatment operators to sample for PFAS
compounds

Reverse osmosis systems used to address PFAS

Develop the use of TOF as PFAS surrogate to identify potential treatment
breakthrough at PWS

PFAS infrastructure projects to remediate drinking water either through treatment of
connecting to a larger public water system

Address PFAS MCL violations at PWSs and wastewater facilities

Rebates for eligible private well owners to install treatment system or for connecting
to a PWS

Shellfish/bivalve sampling; Sediment, surface water and fish tissue sampling; Garden
vegetable study; Loon egg sampling; Domestic septage sampling; School-derived
waste sampling; Sampling of Sludge Quality Certification holders




State

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source
Not available

USGS

U.S. EPA - Performance Partnership
Agreement

State - Specific Source Not Available

State Legislature

Not available

State Legislature

State Legislature

Federal - Specific source not available

U.S. EPA - Brownfield State Response
BIL Grant

State Legislature - Clean Water
Infrastructure Act

Funding Activity ‘
Contributed to the NEIWPCC Regional Sludge Study

Soil & sludge leachability study

Research related to PFAS occurrence, treatment and removal of PFAS in wastewater,
novel treatment of PFAS in water samples using plasma and electrochemical
processes, and assessment of PFAS in air and precipitation

Research that supports fish consumption advisories, a statewide survey of PFAS in
soils, a study on the efficacy of the synthetic precipitation leaching procedure (SPLP)
for PFAS compounds, development of bioaccumulation factors in freshwater and
saline fish species, PFAS occurrence and transport through vegetation, and track
down of PFAS from unknown discharges, analytical/synthetic chemistry, and
developmental toxicology studies related to the alternative PFAS used or formed at
Solvay

Reimbursement of eligible municipalities for cost of replacing AFFF

Baseline investigations of PFAS in drinking water sources (groundwater and surface
water), and private well water and blood surveillance sampling near a known PFAS
groundwater plume at Cannon Air Force Base (AFB) and offsite

Private well sampling

Groundwater sampling, modeling and ecological sampling around Cannon and
Holloman AFBs

Monitoring ambient surface water for PFAS in lakes and streams

Cleanup projects through the state Brownfield Cleanup Program and at EPA-lead
Superfund sites for PFAS and other contaminants

Address emerging contaminants generally, as well as PFAS contamination at state
Superfund sites




State

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source
Not available
State Legislature

North Dakota State University

U.S. EPA - Great Lakes Restoration
Initiative funding

State Legislature

U.S. EPA - Multipurpose Grants

U.S. EPA - Columbia River Basin
Restoration Funding Assistance
Program

U.S. EPA - Columbia River Basin
Toxics Lead Reduction Grant

U.S. EPA - Multipurpose Grants

PADEP
PADEP

U.S. EPA - 604b Water Quality
Planning Grant

Federal - Specific Source Not
Available

‘ Funding Activity

Toxicology research; Wildlife monitoring; Fish consumption advisories; Fate and
transport

Specific positions related to PFAS work

Research on PFAS in biosolids and the uptake into plants

Not available

Sample PFAS in Ohio’s large rivers as part of the H2Ohio Rivers Program

Provide the Oklahoma DEQ State Environmental Laboratory Division with laboratory
equipment capable of analyzing PFAS in drinking water

Safeguard waterways from pesticides and mercury; Clean up distressed properties in
communities historically impacted by toxic pollutants; Implement actions to address
PFAS; Develop diverse partnerships to advance innovative toxic reduction or
prevention activities

Finalize the Department of Environmental Quality's strategic plan for addressing
PFAS, prioritizing implementation activities and administering funds to implement
priority activities

Review source test protocols and test reports for PFAS in air

Studied the presence of PFAS in landfill leachate for some landfills in Pennsylvania

Clean Water Program monitoring for PFAS in surface waters

Ambient surface water monitoring for PFAS

Review of DoD and DOE PFAS investigations




State

South Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

Funding Source

State Legislature

U.S. EPA - Multipurpose Grant

Not available

Not available

Not available

State Legislature - Contaminants of
Emerging Concern Fund

State Legislature - HB30 Item 280
#1c

State Legislature
State Legislature

State Legislature

Not available

Funding Activity

PFAS activities related to large systems, small systems and private wells

PFAS testing in Jordan River

PFAS in fish tissue for consumption advisories and evaluation of wastewater and
other sources

Development of program for consumption advisories for PFAS including fish and
waterfowl testing

Study of public water system treatment efficacy

Address PFAS contamination at public water systems before federal funds became
available for this purpose

Conduct a cost analysis of implementing federal PFAS regulations for Virginia local
water systems and implementing pending U.S. EPA Copper Rules for water system
lead service lines; Publish report with the results of the cost analysis, possible funding
models, and identify federal funding that may be available - Virginia Department of
Health

Monitored ambient surface waters and groundwater

Three staff positions to support implementation of the 2024 PFAS legislation to
identify sources of PFAS in public drinking water supplies

Study emerging contaminants

Safer alternatives to PFAS in food packaging and certain consumer products



State Allocations of Non-BIL Funding Sources

State ‘ Funding Source

State Legislature

U.S. EPA - Environmental Justice

s el Government-to-Government Grant
Not available
Wisconsin Not available

State Legislature - PFAS Trust Fund

State Legislature

Diversion from Existing Funding

Wyoming State Legislature

U.S. EPA - Clean Water Act Section
106 & Multipurpose Grant funds

U.S. EPA - Clean Water Act Section
106 funding

U.S. EPA

Funding Activity ‘

Cleanup and remediation activities at specified sites, alternatives assessments, and an
Environmental Impact Statement for AFFF disposal

Not available

Tested the raw water for every public drinking water in the state as well as the
finished water for the public drinking water sources that had the highest hits

Ambient levels of PFAS in shallow drinking water wells
Not available

AFFF Collection and Disposal Program

Temporary in-home water services

Full-time position to coordinate emerging contaminant activities, the primary focus of
which is PFAS

Supported groundwater monitoring

Collect surface water samples and fish tissue samples as part of the National Aquatic
Resource Surveys

Analyze stream and river ambient samples for PFAS - In partnership with EPA Region
8 laboratory

This table provides information on state funding sources for PFAS actions and associated activities the funding targeted or will target.



Economic Impact & Cost Analyses

Costs associated with PFAS research, remedial, and regulatory actions are significant. Identifying and
cleaning up contamination across environmental media can cost states, federal agencies, utilities, and others
millions of dollars, with expenditures targeting actions such as investigation of PFAS releases; sampling;
monitoring; installing treatment technologies; storing AFFF; certifying labs, analyzing samples, and other
research; establishing standards and rulemaking processes; communicating about risk; paying for staff

hours; tracking fate and transport; and more.®*

Sixteen states have conducted cost-benefit analyses and seven states are required to analyze costs spent
on PFAS activities as part of administrative procedures for developing regulatory or advisory guidance,
compliance initiatives, or defining economic impact of overall state actions. Ten states are planning to

consider PFAS costs.

States Analyzing PFAS Expenditures

Northern Mariana

lslands
(4

This map shows the distribution of state requirements or actions related to
conducting cost-benefit analyses on, or considering costs of, PFAS actions.

34 Processes and Considerations for Setting State PFAS Standards, Page 46, April 2024, ECOS.

B states that have

Conducted
Cost-Benefit
Anailysis

States Required to
Conduct
Cost-Benefit
Anailysis

States Required to
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https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/

At a glance:

e 6 states spent a cumulative total of $57,050,000 on PFAS activities and estimate that
$1,028,500,000 will be expended for their future actions related to investigation, treatment,
cleanup, remediation, full-time employees, and more.

o States report that most lab sample matrices cost between $275 and $500 per sample.

e The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency conducted a study on potential statewide PFAS
treatment and destruction costs and estimated that over 20 years, it would take an estimated
$14-28 billion to remove and destroy PFAS from wastewater. The study cited that PFAS can
be bought for $50-1,000 per pound, but costs between $2.7-18 million per pound to remove
and destroy from municipal wastewater, depending on facility size, emphasizing the need to
consider upstream solutions.

While cost-benefit analyses are typically performed for individual state rulemakings, some states provided
specific totals spent on full-time employees dedicated to PFAS work, AFFF takeback programs,
characterization and remediation, sampling, drinking water mitigation, infrastructure, and other activities.
Details on specific cost estimates are provided in the State Pages portion of this report.

Legal Settlements

States may be engaged in, or aware of, lawsuits and settlements with PFAS manufacturers and/or users.
Eight states have received money from legal settlements, and a few others are aware of lawsuits in the state
(e.g., via utilities), or are part of lawsuits or pending settlement discussions (e.g., on behalf of state Attorneys
General against manufacturers due to PFAS contamination). Funding for state environmental agencies from
legal settlements is directed to staff work hours to enforce interim consent orders against manufacturers,
environmental media assessments, research and development initiatives, natural resource restoration,
reimbursement of previously-incurred investigation and remediation costs, treatment solutions; and/or
supporting impacted communities. A few notable lawsuits include:

e In February 2018, Minnesota settled a lawsuit with the 3M Company for $850 million to invest
in drinking water and natural resource projects in the Twin Cities east metropolitan region. In
May 2023, Minnesota settled a lawsuit with Douglas Corporation for $1.375 million for natural
resource damages in three metropolitan area lakes.

e InFebruary 2022, Colorado filed a lawsuit seeking compensation from PFAS manufacturers for
harm to Colorado’s residents, lands, and natural resources, including water supplies.

e In November 2023, Ohio settled a lawsuit with DuPont for $110 million over contamination
from its Washington Works plant in Parkersburg, WV.

e In 2024, New Jersey finalized the settlement of its lawsuit against Solvay for discharges at and
from its West Deptford plant for a total of approximately $393 million in remediation, natural
resource damages, and funding of remedial projects.

A January 2025 article contends that there may be an uptick in litigation as more becomes known about
PFAS health and environmental impacts, citing the European Union’s 2023 proposed ban on PFAS and the
subsequent impacts on manufacturing sectors, as well as the TSCA Section 8(a)(7) PFAS reporting


https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/c-pfc1-26.pdf
https://3msettlement.state.mn.us/
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/news-and-stories/douglas-corp-to-pay-1375-million-settlement-for-natural-resource-damages-caused-by-forever-chemicals
https://coag.gov/pfas/
https://governor.ohio.gov/media/news-and-media/state-secures-111-million-settlement-with-dupont-for-environmental-restoration-along-ohio-river
https://dep.nj.gov/solvay/faqs/#:~:text=What%20does%20the%20settlement%20require,commitments%20of%20nearly%20%24394%20million.



https://www.lawbc.com/pulling-the-threads-of-the-complicated-patchwork-of-federal-and-state-law-around-pfas-class-action-lawsuits/
https://www.lawbc.com/pulling-the-threads-of-the-complicated-patchwork-of-federal-and-state-law-around-pfas-class-action-lawsuits/













































































































































































































































https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-white-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-white-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2021-update/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-white-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2022-update/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2023-update/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/ecos-paper-processes-and-considerations-for-setting-state-pfas-standards-2024-update/
https://www.ecos.org/documents/pfas-in-biosolids-a-review-of-state-efforts-opportunities-for-action/
https://www.ecos.org/pfas/pfas-industry-data/



https://www.ecos.org/documents/resolution-21-1-advancing-collaboration-and-coordination-on-per-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances/
https://www.eristates.org/projects/pfas-risk-communications-hub/
http://www.ecos.org/pfas/
https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/








































































https://www.ecos.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2025-IDEM-PFAS-SL.pdf
https://www.ecos.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2025-IDEM-PFAS-SL.pdf



https://www.maine.gov/dep/spills/publications/guidance/rags/Maine-Remedial-Action-Guidelines-2023-11-15.pdf



https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/7050.0221/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/7050.0221/






https://dee.nebraska.gov/sites/default/files/publications/VCP%20Guidance%20Document%20Complete%20Oct%202021_0.pdf
https://dee.nebraska.gov/sites/default/files/publications/VCP%20Guidance%20Document%20Complete%20Oct%202021_0.pdf









https://files.dep.state.pa.us/PublicParticipation/Public%20Participation%20Center/PubPartCenterPortalFiles/Environmental%20Quality%20Board/2024/Mar_12_2024/03_7-575_Ch%20250_Proposed_Annex.pdf
https://files.dep.state.pa.us/PublicParticipation/Public%20Participation%20Center/PubPartCenterPortalFiles/Environmental%20Quality%20Board/2024/Mar_12_2024/03_7-575_Ch%20250_Proposed_Annex.pdf
https://sdlegislature.gov/Rules/Administrative/74:54:01:05
https://sdlegislature.gov/Rules/Administrative/74:54:01:05






https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?241+sum+HB1085
https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?241+sum+HB1085















https://www.mass.gov/doc/technical-basis-for-surface-water-and-fish-screening-values-0/download
https://www.mass.gov/doc/technical-basis-for-surface-water-and-fish-screening-values-0/download



https://www.pca.state.mn.us/business-with-us/site-specific-water-quality-criteria
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wq-s6-69e.pdf



https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/7050.0221/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/7050.0222/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/7050.0222/









https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?241+sum+HB1085
https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?241+sum+HB1085
























https://www.ecos.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2025-IDEM-PFAS-SL.pdf



https://www.maine.gov/dep/spills/publications/guidance/rags/Maine-Remedial-Action-Guidelines-2023-11-15.pdf



https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/c-r1-06.xlsx



https://dee.nebraska.gov/sites/default/files/publications/VCP%20Guidance%20Document%20Complete%20Oct%202021_0.pdf
https://dee.nebraska.gov/sites/default/files/publications/VCP%20Guidance%20Document%20Complete%20Oct%202021_0.pdf






https://extapps.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_hudson_pdf/pfassampanaly.pdf
https://extapps.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_hudson_pdf/pfassampanaly.pdf



https://files.dep.state.pa.us/PublicParticipation/Public%20Participation%20Center/PubPartCenterPortalFiles/Environmental%20Quality%20Board/2024/Mar_12_2024/03_7-575_Ch%20250_Proposed_Annex.pdf
https://files.dep.state.pa.us/PublicParticipation/Public%20Participation%20Center/PubPartCenterPortalFiles/Environmental%20Quality%20Board/2024/Mar_12_2024/03_7-575_Ch%20250_Proposed_Annex.pdf







































https://www.ecos.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/MN_fish-consumption-guidance_Nov-2024.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/eating/specpoprivers.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/eating/specpoprivers.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/eating/genpoprivers.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/eating/specpoplakes.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/eating/specpoplakes.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/eating/genpoplakes.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/docs/eating/genpoplakes.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/index.html
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/fish/index.html



https://www.des.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt341/files/documents/2020-01/ard-ehp-25.pdf
https://www.des.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt341/files/documents/2020-01/ard-ehp-25.pdf



https://dep.nj.gov/wp-content/uploads/dsr/summary-of-the-basis-for-new-jersey-fish-consumption-advisories-november-2024.pdf
https://dep.nj.gov/wp-content/uploads/dsr/summary-of-the-basis-for-new-jersey-fish-consumption-advisories-november-2024.pdf
https://dep.nj.gov/wp-content/uploads/dsr/summary-of-the-basis-for-new-jersey-fish-consumption-advisories-november-2024.pdf



https://www.ncdhhs.gov/news/press-releases/2023/07/13/ncdhhs-recommends-limiting-fish-consumption-middle-and-lower-cape-fear-river-due-contamination






https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nFz7jMSRdGcI4gj6UZZPQCknJglh43Qg/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nFz7jMSRdGcI4gj6UZZPQCknJglh43Qg/view?usp=sharing









https://extapps.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/dmm7.pdf
https://extapps.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/dmm7.pdf
https://extapps.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/dmm7.pdf
https://extapps.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/dmm7.pdf



https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/PFAS/PFAS_BiosolidsInterimStrategy.pdf
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/PFAS/PFAS_BiosolidsInterimStrategy.pdf
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/PFAS/PFAS_BiosolidsInterimStrategy.pdf
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/PFAS/PFAS_BiosolidsInterimStrategy.pdf

