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A Hazardous Waste, Or What?

EPA’s New Toxicity Characteristics Rule Throws a Monkey Wrench Into An
Already Wrenching Petroleum-Contaminated Soil Disposal Predicament

: @ OT THAT A MONKEY WRENCH NEEDS TO BE A SOURCE OF FRUSTRATION. AS
. Buckminster Fuller once said,” A problem adequately stated is a problem

well on its way to being solved.” After EPA studies the issue of whether

or not UST petroleum-contaminated soils should be subject to regulation

under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act’s (RCRA's) Subtitle

C, the problem should be sufficiently and adequately stated and, theoreti-

cally, on its way to being solved...to some extent.

Part of the problem all along has been, and continues to be, the’
disposal of petroYeum—contaminated media (soil, groundwater, surface
water, recovered product) and debris generated during UST cor-
rective actions. States have been struggling with this issue
for a number of years, especially since many landfills across
the country have either closed, refused to accept the soils,
hiked the dumping fees, and /or put tighter restrictions on
what soils they will accept.

Asaresult, states have been in a “finding alternatives
tolandfilling” mode which is, in fact, the sensible thing to
do. After all, landfilling soils as a waste essentially just
transfers the problem ?rom one place to another - an
undertaking that is somewhat paradoxical, if not per-
verse.

More and more states are looking toward using
alternative soil treatment and disposal technologies
that will make these contaminated soils less con-
taminated so that they can either be treated in place
and not removed at all; removed, treated and re-
turned to their original site; or treated and used for some
other functional, but environmentally sound purpose. Some
of the promising soil treatment/disposal options have kinks /\
here and there t%mt need a bit of improvement. But, allin all,

a number of states are making real progress (see “Soil Treat-
ment on the Big Penninsula” on page 8).

Then came the March 29 Federal%?egister inwhichEPA

added a new - and more or less anticipated - dimension to

‘the conundrum by introducinga rule that establishes a new ) Heading Off LUST at the Border
toxicity characteristics (TC) test for determining whethera .
waste contains hazardous constituents. The current ex- Soil Treatment on the Big Peninsula
traction procedure (EP) leach test will be replaced with a

(Continued on Page 2) Tank“nlca”y Speaking
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Hazardous Waste?, continued

new Toxicity Characteristics Leach-
ing Procedure (TCLP).

The rule also adds 25 organic
chemicals, including benzene, to the
list of toxic constituents that will have
to be treated as “hazardous wastes”
and regulated under Subtitle C of
RCRA. This potentially brings many
of the previously “non-hazardous”
wastes containing hazardous sub-
stances, currently covered under
RCRA’s Subtitle I %,JST program, into
the Subtitle C system.

The regulatory levels for the TC
test tend to be quite low. For example,
a waste is considered hazardous if it
has 0.5 milligrams per liter (0.5 ppm)
ormoreofbenzene. Inthe preamgfe to
its rule, EPA admitted that contami-
nated soil and groundwater at many
UST sites would probably exhibit the
toxicity characteristic. This material
would then be subject to RCRA’s
“cradle to grave” hazardous waste
tracking system.

Don’'t Panic!

However, EPA hasopted todefer
petroleum-contaminated media and
debrisreculated underSubtitle]UST
corrective action requirements from
regulation under Subtitle C - pending
further study. The Agency felt that
subjecting the hundreds of thousands
of UST release sites expected to be
uncovered in the next few years to
Subtitle C requirements could “over-
whelm the hazardous waste permit-
ting program and the capacity of ex-
isting hazardous waste treatiment,
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...states may well be on
the cutting edge of new
and better ways to
handle petroleum
contaminated soils with
new soil treatment
technologies

storage, and disposal facilities.” Fur-
thermore, it would likely discourage
and delay cleanups.

Thisdeferral doesnotincludetank
bottom material associated with tank
cleaning and removal, nor does it ap-

ly to non-regulated USTs, such as
1eating oil tanks and product that has
leaked into the soil fromaboveground
tanks. Generators of these waste ma-
terials bear the responsibility for de-
termining whether they have a haz-
ardous waste and, if so, managing it
properly. Free product recovery
would not be subject to Subtitle C
requirements as long as it is recvcled,
because the mat_erial being recovered
is not considered a hazardous waste,
in this instance. The effective date of
this rule is September 25, 1990.

Pending Further Study

The preamble discussion sup-
porting the temporary deferral con-
tains a commitment to study the issue
further. Specifically, the EPA Oftfice of
Underground Storage Tanks (OUST)
will examine:

e Characteristics of UST corrective
actionssites, including theamountand
types of media that would fail the TC
test;

« Current practices for manage-
ment of media and debris;

¢ The impact of Subtitle C re-
quirements for USTs on federal and
state hazardous waste programs;

* Evaluating hazardous waste
treatment, storage, and disposal ca-
pacity for UST media and debris; and

¢ Whether and how Subtitle C
requirements can be applied to UST
cleanups.

At the conclusion of these study
efforts, “...EPA will determine whether
to retain the temporary exemption for
UST cleanups...or to remove the ex-
emption and make the TC fully ap-
plicable.”

Lest We Rule Out More
Fitting Solutions

Most state UST regulators readily
concur that removing the exemption
and making the TC tully applicable

would create a full scale UST cleanup
quagmire. “We're alreadyv trving to
handle thesoils responsibly,” explains
Michael Anderson, UST Cleanup Hy-
drologist with the Oregon Environ-
mental Qualitv Commission. “We
have enough of a problem trving to
deal with the contaminated sil, as it
is. If we had to treat it as a hazardous
waste, I don’t know how we would
handle it.”

The Oregon Environmental
Quality Commission (EQC) recentlv
addressed contaminated soils by set-
ting a fairly straightforward risk as-
sessment based on a number of site
specific factors. Thevadopted Cleanup
Rules for Leaking Petroleum UST Sys-
tems that outline basic cleanup ap-
proaches for petroleum LUST sites,
regardless of site complexity. To deal
with simple cleanups, where the only
problem is soil contaminated with
motor fuel or heating oil, the EQC
adopted Numeric Soil Cleanup Levels
for Motor Fuel and Heating Oif, which
they refer to as “The Matrix.”

“When [ heard the TCLP ruling
was being developed, we had just re-
cently adopted our soil matrix,” recalls
Anderson. “The first thing [ thought
was, how would that affect us? waat
if the cleanup levels we just adopted
would fail TCLP?” :

John Ruddell, Chief of the Florida
Department of Environmental
Regulation’s Bureau of Waste cleanup
says the possibility that UST petroleum
contaminated soils could eventuallv
be considered “hazardous wastes”
under RCRA Subtitles C would totallv
preclude the majority of the treatment
options currentlv allowed in his State.
Furthermore, more than 9000 UST sites
would become hazardous waste sites;
greatly increasing cleanup costs and
permitting time. “Our approach to
soil treatment in Florida is continu-
ously improving. We are generally
doing a better job as we learn more.”

“We have been working toward
responsibly handling these soils, care-
fully permitting a variety of treatment
options, including bioremediation and
low temperature thermal incinera-
tion,” says Frank Peduto, Senior En-

ineer with the New York State

epartment of Environmental Con-
servation Bureau of Spill Prevention
and Response. “Now, potentially, bv
having this media declared a hazard-
ous waste, we could see this technol-
ogy inhibited. Vendors would haveto
get hazardous waste treatment per-
mits, which would put them through
more hoops and and drive up treat-
ment costs.

“We respect the fact that the TC
ruling is d}irected toward better
managementof this material, however,
we feel our agency already properly
and effectivelv manages this waste.
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Becatise we pretty much ride herd on
all this material and treat to environ-
mentally responsible cleanup levels,
we feel weareaccomplishing the goals
of the TC rule. In our opinion, there
would be no environmental benefit in
treating this material as a hazardous
waste.”

“Furthermore,” Peduto pointsout,
“EPA has not evaluated the impact of
the TC rule on petroleum contami-
nated soils not generated under the
UST program, such as petroleum from
aboveground tanks and surface leaks
and spills. We have begun to employ
a variety of in-situ and aboveground
soil treatment technologies that can
treatthebenzenes - no matter what the
source.”

The bottom line is, states may well
be on the cutting edge of new and
better ways to handle petroleum con-
taminated soils. Many of these new
soil treatment technologies may work
more effectively in terms of environ-
mental protection and destroying the
contaminants of concern than the in-
veterate routine of trotting untreated,
manifested soils off to an ever shrink-

ing sugply of permitted hazardous
waste disposal sites.

The progress that has been made
could be for naught should EPA con-
clude, after study, that the TC ruleis to
be fully applicable to corrective action
under Subtitle I This is why many
UST regulators would like to see the
classification of petroleum contami-
nated soil resolved with some kind of
“special waste” desi%nation - to allow
for creative ways of handling soil. B
I S A

For more information
on the TC Rule,

contact: the RCRA /Superfund
Hotline at (800)424-9346 or
(202)382-3000 in the Washing-
ton, DC area. For information
on specific aspects of the rule,
contact Steve Cochran, Office
of Solid Waste, US EPA at
(202)475-8551. For information
about the UST deferral, contact
John Heffelfinger, EPA Office
of Underground Storage
Tanks, at (202)382-2199. EPA
requests data and comments
from the public on this issue.

Soil Treatment Mix ‘n Match

A variety of soil treatment/disposal options have surfaced over the past
few years, which has made it possible for states to make choices based on
appropriateness for the site and situation.

e IN-SITU TREATMENT is expensive for small amounts of contamina-
tion. It is best for sites with more contaminated soils than can feasibly be
removed. The goal in using in-situ technologies is to destroy the ability of
contaminated soil to create a plume of dissolved groundwater.

Within the in-situ category, soil vacuum extraction is being used suc-
cessfully more and more. The technology extracts organic vapors from the
soil using a vacuum. It works well with volatile soluble organic constitu-
ents, but not for less volatile heavier fuel oils. The EPA OUST is preparing
a training package on soil extraction which will include, among other
things, a video on subsurface transport and identifying ways state regula-
tors can review vacuum extraction proposals.

The impeding factor to soil venting is stricter air quality standards.
QUST is working with a few EPA labs to help expedite permitting of
commercial systems which are capable of treating vapors to state stan-
dards.

Bioremediation is another promising in-situ technology which in-
volves enhancing the environment so that indigenous microorganisms can
getbusy degrading the hydrocarbons in the soil. It works best after any free

roduct has been removed. Too much product is too toxic for the bugs.
ioremediation works best where the groundwater is not immediately
threatened.

* ABOVE-GROUND SOIL TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES are
gaining momentum. Soils can be incinerated in a variety of ways to destroy
or reduce levels of volatile organics in the soil. Incinerated soils are used as
cover material in landfills or they are sometimes incorporated into other
products, such as roadbed material, concrete or asphalt. Asphalt batching
plants are being used more and more for this purpose. Mobile incinerators
are gaining acceptance as a means of treating volatiles on-site without
removing the soil from the site.

Land spreading, land farming, above-ground bioremediation, or on-
site aeration are all techniques tﬁat involve allowing volatilization and
natural biodegradation of the organic contaminants in the soil It requires
anadequate and permissible land area, but can work well to get volatiles to
manageable levels. Air quality concerns are the biggest issue associated
with both incineration and land spreading.

EPA Reports
to Congress
on Exempt

Tank Study

When EPA’s underground storage
tank (UST) regulations were issued in
1988, some types of UST systems had
been exempted by Congress from these
regulations. Twosignificantexempted
UST systems were those storing heat-
ing oilused on the premises where it is
stored, and farm or residential tank
systemsof 1,100 gallons orless capacity
used for storing motor fuel for non-
commercial purposes. While Congress
exempted these tanks under Subtitle |
of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), itdirected EPA
to study the heating oil and small ca-
pacity motor fuel USTs to determine if
they should be regulated.

EPA recently completed this
study, concluding that problems as-
sociated with these exempt tanks will
not be solved through the implemen-
tation of uniform Federal regulation
of these systems...at least at this time.
The Agency made the following three
recommendations to Congress:

¢ Establish a Congressional ban
on the installation of new unprotected
underground heating oil and motor
fuel tank systems to address the major
technical problem leading to tank
failure;

¢ Continue the current exemption
for these tanks, because their unique
characteristics make the implementa-
tion of Federal regulations inappro-
priate; and

¢ Authorize EPA to establish edu-
cational and technical assistance pro-
grams to disseminate information to
owners of exempt tank systems on
proper tank management and to pro-
vide technical assistance to state and
local governments to develop their
regulatory programs, as needed.

If these recommendations are ac-
cepted and established, the Agency
will monitor their effectiveness and
evaluate the necessity forundertaking
further action.

The Rationale

EPA concluded that the problems
associated with exempt tank systems
need to be handled differentlv than
those associated with USTs currently
regulated under Subtitle I for several
reasons. Some primary reasons are:

* A majority of the exempt tank
systems are owned and operated bv
homeowners who have limited tech-
nical expertise and financial resources

(Continued on Pige o)

(D]




LUSTLine Bulletin 13

Heading Off LUST at the Border

Pawcatuck, Connecticut UST Release Threatens

Westerly, Rhode Island Well Field

HEN THE ATTENDANT af the small Pawcatuck, Connecticut gas station stuck the tank
on that cold rainy February 15th afternoon, it was clear something was wrong. The
2,000 gasoline tank had just been filled, and now only four inches were left draining
from the bottom. Although daily inventory readings had been somewhat abnormal during the
preceeding few months, theabnormalities appeared to be explicable, based on the records they'd been
keeping. But this discrepancy... this couldn’t be accounted for as errors in product delivered or

dispensed or anything. This was a sudden and full-fledged loss of containment. The Connecticut
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) UST Enforcement and Oil and Chemical Spills

Emergency Response offices were immediately notified.

The discovery of this gasoline leak
triggered a good deal of commotion in
both Connecticut and Rhode Island.
Besides emergency response and en-
forcement personnel, the incident
broughtoutboth governors, the press,
local officials, local roadside observ-
ers - the whole shootin” match. Italso
brought out laudable interstate and
responsible party cooperation.

At issue, apart from the obvious
environmental and safety concerns,
were the municipal water supplies
down gradient of the tank. The gas
station, located at the Rhode Island/
Connecticut border along one of the
main Connecticut thoroughfares to
Rhodelsland beaches, isa few hundred
yards from the Pawcatuck River in an
area surrounded by wetlands and
un(l:lerlaid with poroussand and gravel

* soils.

A Connecticut DEP Spill Response
person arrived at the facility and im-
mediately issued an order for the tanks
to be pumped and removed. He no-
tified the Town of North Stonington,
Connecticutand the heavily populated
Town of Westerly, Rhode Island that
the spill had occurred and that their
water supply well fields appeared to
be directly in the path of product mi-
gration.

When Town officials in Westerly,
Rhode Island heard about the leak,
they went to see if they could smell
anything in any of the water suply
wells. They smelled something. “The
Town reported the smell of a gasoline
odor in observation wells used to
measure water drawdown, located
along side the drinking water produc-
tion wells,” ex lainengruce Catterall,
Engineer in Charge of Site Remedia-
tion for the Rhode Island Department
of Environmental Management
(DEM). “Weresponded with urgency,
because we were concerned that
Westerly’s wells had already been
impacted.

4

Town implemented water restrictions
and maximized other supply sources.
Westerly doesn’t have a lot of extra
water, but we felt until we knew more,
it would be best not to influence
groundwater flow in close proximity
to the spill, at all. Even once we knew
the wells were not impacted, we felt
that under pumping conditions, the
river would not serve as a barrier to
the pollution,” said Catterall.

“The €umps were shut off. The
P

Four Tired Old Tanks

Meanwhile, back at the gas sta-
tion, the facility owner, Hendel, Inc. of
Waterford, Connecticut, had the 2,000
gallon tank pulled. A hole about the
size of a nickel was found directl
under the fill pipe (an area of the tan
prone to internal corrosion because of
repeated use of the dip stick and tur-
bulence from filling the tank). Over
the next couple of days a 6,000 gallon
tank and a 10,000 gallon tank were
also removed from the same facility.

According to Scott Deshefy, Con-
necticut DEP UST Enforcement Pro-
gram Coordinator, the 10,000 gallon
tank also had a hole about the size of a
nickel under the fill pipe, but the prod-
uct seems to have been somewhat
contained by a “rust plug” that had
covered the hole until the tank was
removed. Laterona 1,000 gallon waste
oil tank was removed ancfD found to be
leaking. This tank had a number of
smaller perforations.

Inventory records revealed that
about 1,500 gallons of gasoline had
been released into the ground cata-
strophically from the 2,000 gallon tank,
although that tank and the 10,000
gallon tank had {)robably leaked some
amount of gasoline prior to this inci-
dent. The 10,000, 6,000, and 1,000 gal-
lon tanks were installed in the 1960’s
and were subject to Connecticut’s
September 1, 1989 deadline for re-

moval. Since the tanks were still in
service as of February 15th, they were
in direct violation of the State’s UST
regulations. The date the 2,000 gallon
tank was installed is still in question.

The Responsible Party

Once the leak occurred, the
owner/operator signed a consent or-
der to quly investigate the extent of
contamination and take steps to abate
the problem. According to Elsie Pat-
ton, PrOéram Manager for the Con-
necticut Groundwater Contamination
Program, Hendel installed a total of 46
observation wells and conducted a
wide range of aquifer and water qual-
ity testing measurements.

One week after the release was
discovered, the Connecticut Attornev
General'sofficeissued astatement that
the Stateissuing the gasstation owner/
operator, Hendel, Inc. The Attornev

eneral’s office reported a maximum

enalty as high as $15 million might

e sought, based on the penalty of
$25,000 per day, per tank for each vio-
lation. Hendel owns a number of UST
facilities in the eastern Connecticut/
Rhode Island area.

“I'thinkalotof things brokeright,”
observed Bruce Catterall. “I think
Connecticut had a responsible partyv
who was big enough to get on with
clean up, but not so big that the com-
pany had layers of bureacracy to get
through. With some of the bigger oil
companies, you getbogged down with
so many levels of bureacracy that ev-
erything slows up. Hendel had drill
rigs on-site since the first day. Within
two weeks they had about 20 shallow
and deep monitoring wells installed.”

Quick Action in the Field

Federal LUST Trust money can be
used foremergency situations [ike this.
when a cleanup must be rendered e:-
ficiently and rapidly. “We've had 2
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number of sites here in Connecticut
where the LUST Trust has been in-
valuable,” said Scott Deshefy. “It en-
ablesustomoverightinand get things
going.”

In the case of Pawcatuck, the re-
sponsible party assumed much of the
costs for corrective action. The Con-
necticut LUST Trust program covered
such things as State personnel costs
and sample analysis. LUST Trust
equipment was used to install moni-
toring wells, get the first recovery well
in place, make a determination as to
it's efficiency, and initiate pumping to
reduce the rate of gasoline migration.

The DEP LUST Trust staff have
been cultivating their field measure-
ments capabilities, and Pawcatuck
presented the ﬁerfect opportunity to
put this know-how to use. Connecti-
cut LUST Trust staff joined the US
EPA Region I and Rhode Island DEM
staff at the Westerly well field site to
try to determine as quickly as possible
whether the water supply wells had,
indeed, been affected.

“We took samples from monitor-
inﬁ wells around the pumping wells,
which had been shut off,” Peter Zack,
Connecticut DEP LUST Trust Coordi-
nator, explained. “We analysed the
samples on the spot, usinia portable
]%as chromatograph purchased with

UST Trust money. We didn't detect
any gasoline in the water. We submit-
ted split samples to a lab. Asit turned
out, our numbers were very close to
the lab results.” The odor in the
monitoring wells was traced toa grease
used to coat the threads on the sec-
tions of pipe when the wells were in-
stalled.

The portable GC was used to help
get the recovery well system on line
quickly and to analyse the samples
generated from the well. “When in-
stalling a recovery well, you need to
know F\ow much gasoline contamina-
tion is in the water,” said Peter Zack.
“We were able to give them this infor-
mation on the spot, instead of waiting
for lab results.

“Also,youcan'tbegintodischarge
from the recovery well until you have
determined that theairstripping tower
is doing its job of treating the contami-
nation. Again, you usually have to
send a sample to the lab and wait at
least a couple of days. With the GC,
wewereabletotell them, ‘okay, you're
a little high.” They’d tweak some
knobs. We would takeanothersample,
and in a short time they had the okay

tostart discharging. They wereableto -

starttreating almost immediately. The
GC can be a very powerful tool.”
“We also used the GC to sample
the ground water monitoring wells as
they were being drilled,” explained
Peter Zack. “The engineers and hy-
drologists had information right on-

Since pollution does
not recognize political
boundaries, a regional

and interstate
approach to ground-
water protection and
pollution prevention is
ultimately the most
effective solution.

site. After each well was put in and
purged we were able to get a sample
and tell them how much contamina-
tion was in it. They could use this
information to help decide where the
next wellshould go. We wereasked to
goback several times during remedia-
tion, because our information allowed
them to make decisions in the field
instead of waiting for lab results. Cor-
relation with lab results has been very
good forall of the sites we have tested.”

As emergency response activities
wound down, DE% Water Compliance
staff continued to determine where
additional monitoring wells should
be placed. They are now involved
witE long term site remediation and
monitoring of the contamination
plume, which had gottenalmostto the
edge of the river, within 150 yards of
the Westerly water supply.

“We are in the process of evaluat-
ing what will happenif Westerly turns
the pumps for this well field back on,”
saif Elsie Patton. “We ran the hy-
draulic control pump test on 2 of the 3
well fields that were shut down. They
are now back in service, safe to drink,
and being monitored. When we ran
the test on the third pump closest to
the spill we determined that, under
recovery conditions at that time, the
well field was still at risk of contami-
nation. Consequently, remediation
efforts continue. Ancther recovery
well and two more observation wells
wereadded. Therearenow 5 recoverﬁ
wells discharging into the Pawcatuc
River.”

Take Not Thy Water
Supply for Granted!

Within one month, the small State
of Rhode Island had two emergency
situations involving LUSTs and pub-
lic water supplies. Both communities
had to take a hard look at the vulnera-
bility of their watersupplyv wells. Bruce
Catterall noted that the Pawcatuck

emergency caused everyone involved
to give thought to the long term and
interim measures that might have to
be em’lplo ed in this situation.

“The Town of Westerlv's response
was to recognize that even if this par-
ticular threat wouldn’t become a reai-
ity in terms of actually polluting tha:
well, they shouldn’t put all their eggs
in that one basket. Now thev're ex-
ploring other well sites and develoy-
Ing contingency plans,” Catterall said.

Throughout the countrv, manv
community water supplies lie in close

roximi[t}/ to potential sources of poi-
ution. Unfortunately, many commu-
nities only begin to deal with'this threat
when the crisis has already arisen.
Since pollution does not recognize
political boundaries, a regional and
interstate approach to groundwater
protection and pollution prevention
is ultimately the most effective
solution.ll

(Continued from Page 3

Exempt Tank Study

to comply with Federal regulations.

* There are fewer established
channels, such as routine inspections
by fire marshals, for ensuring compli-
ance by exempt tank owners. Creat-
ing such channels would require
enormous expenditures.

¢ Developing uniform Federal
regulations for the entire nation mav
notbe warranted, because the types of
exempt tank systems - and associated
groblems -vary throughout the United

tates. For example, small residential
heating oil tank systems are concen-
trated in the Northeast; farm moter
fuel tanks are more concentrated in
the North Central and West.

* States and many local govern-
ments haveestablished UST regulatory
rograms that did not exist at the time
ubtitle [ was developed. These pro-
grams provide states the opportunitv
to target additional resources to ad-
dress exempt tanks wherever needed,
instead of relying on uniform Federal
regulations. K/Iany of these programs
have already begun to regulate ex-
empt tank systems.ll

Formoreinformation about this
Report to Congress, contact the
RZ%RA Hotline at 1-800/424-
9346. In Washington, D.C. call
202/382-3000. For a copy of the
Executive Summary of this re-

ort, writeto: US.EPA, Office of

nderground Storage Tanks,
P.O. Box 6044, Rockville, MD
20850.
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hically Speaking

This column will be a regular feature of
LUSTLine. We are using it as a forum for
addressing the technical questions and
interests of our readers...by way of the

by Marcel Moreau

opinions of Marcel Moreau, a nationally
recognized petroleum storage specialist.

We invite you to send us your technical
questions and opinions,

Tightness Testing - Let’s Begin With Nomenclature

We get a lot of consumer-tyfe questions about tank testing. We hear horror stories of tight tanks being dug up,

leaking tanks left in the groun

and different test methods
system. In order to even begin to talk about tank testing, we

%roducin% a variety of test results for the same storage
a eg

d best begin by defining and discussing some terms.

There are about a dozen tank testing terms in use today, which are often used interchangeably, even though they mav
mean many different things. Here Is my list of terms and associated definitions. They are listed in approximate
chronological order to show the evolution of methodologies for determining if a UST is leaking.

« Tank Test - This is probably the most commonly used
term, and also the most inclusive. A tank test is an
intensive monitoring procedure conducted over a period
of afew hours when the storage systemis not operational.
Although it can be used as part of a leak detection
monitoring method, it is distinct from most other leak
detection methods in that it is generally performed by
specialized personnel using equipment brought to the site
to conduct the test. With a few exceptions, this is probably
a good working definition for a term which encompasses
so many different methodologies. By itself. this term
implies nothing about a specific test procedure.

- Pressure Test - Probably the earliest form of tank tight-
ness test, apressure testinvolved plugging all the storage
system openings and pumping air into the tank until a
pressure of 5 pounds per square inch was reached. A
pressure gauge was attached and monitored for a period
of an hour or so. If the pressure remained reasonably
constant, the tank passed the test. There was no stan-
dard procedure for how much product was to be leftin the
tank. The test was only able to detect very large leaks,
because the the compressibility of air made it necessary
foravery large amount of air to be lost before the pressure
in the tank would be measurably affected.

In addition, the procedure was dangerous when used
with highly volatile products such as gasoline, because
the addition of air into the tank could produce an explosive
ratio of gasoline vapor to oxygen. The rapid introduction
of air through an ungrounded rubber hose could produce
a spark that could ignite this mixture. It was a fatal
accident involving an air pressure test that prompted the
development of today’s volumetric tank tests.

+ Standpipe Test - This test involved filling the storage
system into the fillpipe and then monitoring the level of
liquid in the pipe for an hour or so. Sometimes a length of
pipe was added to the fill pipe to bring the liquid level
above grade to facilitate measurement and include ail of
the piping in the measurement, as well. A one inch drop
of level in the standpipe was a commonly accepted
standard for failure.

Although the test was safer than the pressure test, it's
accuracy left much to be desired. There was no compen-
sation for temperature, and no time allowed after filling the
tank for deformation to occur. | suspect that many tanks
failed this test simply because of tank deformation effects.
The .05 gallon per hour standard for leak detection
probably originated with this test. Aoneinchdropinafour
inch diameter standpipe calculates out to be a volume
change of .05 gallons.

« Final Test - The National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA) has for many years published the document
Underground Leakage of Flammable and Combustible
Liquids, commonly known as “NFPA 329." This docu-
mentis intended for use by fire officials or other regulatory
authorities who may need to determine the origin of
explosive vapors in buildings or sewers. As part of the
investigation, the document describes some preliminary
procedures for investigating USTs, such as checking
inventory records and inspecting the visible portions of
the facility. in the earlier versions of NFPA 329, if these
methods did not reveal any evidence of leakage, then a
“final test” was to be performed.

The test was basically a standpipe test, with the addi-
tional requirement that the test compensate for variables
such as temperature changes in the product and the
deflection of the ends of the tank when the tank was
overfilled with liquid. The liquid level was to be above
grade so that all of the below grade components of the
system could be tested. Although labelled “final test,” the
requirements actually paralleled a recently developed
test known as the Kent-Moore test.

- Kent-Moore Test - Although the safety of the standpipe
test was recognized,-it was also known to be very unreli-
able. Working with the American Petroleum Institute
(AP1), Fred McClean, aretired Mobil Oit Company engineer.
investigated the reasons for this unreliability and identi-
fied two factors. One was that the changing temperature
of the product dramatically affected its volume, so tem-
perature effects had to be taken into consideration to
improve the accuracy and reliability of the standpipe test.
This was accomplished by measuring the temperature of
the liquid with a sensitive thermistor and circulating the
product in the tank to obtain a uniform temperature
distribution. :

The second factor was tank end deflection, which
resulted in an apparent loss of volume in the tank, be-
cause of the increase in hydrostatic pressure from over-
filling the tank. This was compensated for by first raising
and then lowering the level of the liquid in the standpipe.
it was thought that the tank deformation would stabilize
after the pressure was reduced.

The test got it's name from the Kent-Moore Company.
a tool making firm, which developed the equipment and
held the patent rights. The test equipment became
commercially available in 1965.

- Petro-Tite Test - In 1980, the patent rights to the Kent-
Moore test were purchased by the Heath Company. and

( Continued on Page 7
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Tank-nically Speaking, continued

the test method was renamed the Petro-Tite test. Petro-
Tite is sometimes used generically to refer to any tank
test, in the same way that Xerox has come to mean
photocopy.

- Precision Test - In the 1984 version of NFPA 329, the
“final test” was renamed the “precision test” to identify it
as the most precise method of UST leak detection then
known.

« Hydrostatic Tank Test - This term is sometimes used
as ageneric term for a volumetric tank test. Itreferstothe
fact that the test is conducted using liquid pressure rather
than air pressure.

. Volumetric Tank Test - This test is is conducted by
monitoring the volume of the liquid in the system, while
compensating for for any variables that may affect the
volume. The results of the test are usually given in terms
of a measured loss or gain of liquid per hour.

« Overfilled Tank Test - This is a volumetric test which
meets the original NFPA 329 requirement that all of the
below grade piping be filled with liquid during the test.

« Underfilled Tank Test - This is a volumetric test con-
ducted with the liquid level in the system significantly
below the tank top. The development of this test resulted
fromthe recognition that overfilling the tank during the test
introduces the problem of vapor pockets and exacerbates
the problem of tank deformation. This type of test has
been encouraged by the EPA definition of tightness test,
whereby only those portions of the storage system that
routinely contain product need to be tested for leakage.

- Piping Tightness Test- This is a tightness test specifi-
cally designed for piping. In UST systems it is generally
applied to the product supply piping, which carries product

from the tank to the dispenser. Inasmuch as piping can
withstand much higher pressures than tanks and the
volume within a typical piping network is relatively small,
pressure testing of piping is still the standard method.
NFPA 329 specifies that piping must be tested by being
pressurized hydrostatically at 150% of the operating pres-
sure, but not less than 5 psi, maintaining the pressure for
at least 10 minutes. The federal regulations have added
performance requirements to piping tightness testing of a
minimum detectable leak rate of .1 gallon per hour and a
probability of detection of 85% and false alarm of 5%.

- Non-Volumetric Tank Test - The problems associated
with volumetric tightness testing have encouraged the
development of non-volumetric tests. These tests use
techniques that do not involve measurement by volume of
liquid in the tank and are thereby unaffected by many of
the problems associated with volumetric tests. These
tests typically give results in terms of pass or fail based on
the detection of a specific leak criteria, such as the
presence of a trace gas or an acoustical signal.

. Tightness Test- This is ageneric term for a UST testing

methodology which can meet EPA performance stan-
dards. The test must evaluate any portion of the tank that
routinely contains product, and must compensate for
thermal expansion or contraction of the liquid, vapor
pockets, tank deformation, evaporation or condensation
and the location of the water table.

The definition includes a performance standard of the
detection of a leak of .1 galion per hour with a detection
probability of 95% and a false alarm probability of 5%.
This means that in a population of 100 tanks, each of
whichhas a.1 gallon per hour leak, the method will find the
leak in a least 95 of those tanks. Conversely, in a
population of 100 tanks, each with a leak rate of zero
gallonper hour, less than 5 of the tanks will fail the test and
incorrectly be called leakers. R

COLIS Thrives

IT'S NOT A DISEASE, IT'S THE COMPUTERIZED
On-Line Information System (COLIS),
which is busily providing users with
readily accessibleinformationand case
histories on LUST cleanups. In the
past four months users have been call-
ing from all over the U.S. and even
Europe. COLIS was designed to sup-
port some of the many UST needs -
varyinfg levels of experience, new
technologies, increasing numbers of
contaminated sites - by providing us-
ers with actual field documentation
and therationalebehind field decisions
at cleanup sites, all of which is now
easily accessed on personal PCs with
COLIS.

The folks who developed COLIS
at EPA’s Risk Reduction Engineering
Lab Release Control Branch in Edison,
New Jersey gratefully acknowledge
all those state on-scene coordinators
and task project managers who pro-
vided case history reports to make this
technology transfer possible. COLIS
is a user friendly system that can help
response Fersonnel deal with those
nagging cleanup questions that con-

tinuously emerge during remediation
of a contaminated site.

The files provide users with such
siteassessment data as: short termand
long term corrective action cleanup
technologies, relevant cost data, clo-
sureactivities, recent UST publications,
insight on the successes/failures of
alternative cleanup approaches, and
actual reference personnel who were
responsible for making these decisions.
Thisis notan “expertreferral system,”
rather it is a means for transferring
information on actual cleanups from
those who have dealt with or are cur-
rently dealing with contaminated sites
to those who have similar site prob-
lems of their own.

Is COLIS difficult to use? Not at
all, it’s easy to work with and requires
little to no reading of guidance docu-
ments. (Documentationisavailable to
those who want it.) The system 1is
designed in such a fashion that one
can go On-Line and simply punch
away at the kevboard with immediate
success. A system operator is avail-
able should vou encounter any prob-

lems or you may leave a message on
COLIS and someone will get back to
you.

How can you access COLIS? First
of all, COLIS is free public informa-
tion; second, you can access the sys-
tem with little knowledge about com-
puters. You need a PC, a modem, and
a communications software package -
then, you're all set. Give the COiIS
operators a call and thev’ll set vou up
immediately.

If youhavea case study that deals
with the cleanup of a contaminated
site, please give the folks at COLIS a
call. You're input helps others resolve
some of the same problems and tasks
you have encountered.lt

-]
For more information, contact the
EPA COLIS Operator at
201/906-6871, or
Robert W. Hillger , U.S. EPA
2890 Woodbridee Ave.
Building 10, (M5-104)
Edison, NJ 08837
phone 201/321-6639.
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Soil Treatment on the

A Chronicle of Florida’s Petroleum Contaminated Soils

by John Ruddell

The Florida State Underground Pe-
troleum Environmental Response Ac-
tion Act (SUPER Act) of 1986 pro-
vided funds to cleanup petroleum
contaminated sites and granted a sort
of “amnesty” to those who reported
their sites before December 31, 1988.
The amnesty took the form of a free
cleanup, either by the State or through
reimbursement to the owner or opera-
tor, for sites reported before the dead-
line. The result was 9,437 sites re-
ported by the end of that deadline.

With this number of contaminated
sites it is clear that a vast amount of
soil must be cleaned up - and at costs
that won’t break the bank. In Florida,
all of the regulations and procedures
for soil cleanup are based on the prem-
ise that groundwater is the most criti-
cal resource in need of protection and
restoration. This bias stems from the
State’s heavy reliance on groundwa-
terasadrinking water resource (about
97% of the population relies on
groundwater for drinking water), and
the extremely shallow depth to

roundwater throughout mucE of the
tate.

Contaminated soils are viewed as
a continuing source of groundwater
contamination, which must be ad-
dressed before any long term restora-
tion of a site can be achieved. Without
this kind of approach we could expect
larger groundwater plumes to cleanup,
prolonged groundwater treatment
times, and increased cleanup costs.

Florida’s soil cleanup guidelines
state that:

* Soils with total hydrocarbon
readings greater than 500 ppm on an
organic vapor analysis instrument
with a flame jonization detector are
considered “excessively contami-
nated” and must be remediated - and
may warrant immediate remediation.

* Soils with readings between 10
and 500 ppm are “contaminated” and
may have to be remediated, depend-
ing on site conditions and actual lev-
els.

* Soils with readings below 10

pm are generally considered “clean”
with little potential effect on ground-
water.

Treatment Types -
Plusses and Minuses

The treatment of contaminated 50il
falls into the two broad categories of

8

in-situ treatment and excavation and
treatment.

IN-SITU TREATMENT does not require the
removal of soil from the ground. The
two in-situ methods used in Florida,
at present, are bioremediation and
vacuum extraction.

® Bioremediation, which deals
with enhancing the bacteriological
activity that naturally degrades hy-
drocarbons in soil, has proven to be
difficult to control and has, so far, met
with limited success in the State.

* Vacuumextraction, whichworks
on the volatile fraction of the contami-
nation, is a promising technique that
works well on some types of contami-
nation and in specific geologic and
hydrogeologic environments. Itis not
ef%ective in cfﬁgh water table or tight
soil situations. If not controlled, it has
the potential to merely transfer the
contamination to the air, rather than
treat it.

EXCAVATION AND_ TREATMENT is a
method wherethesoilisremoved from
the area of contamination and treated
either on-site or transported to an-
other location for treatment. Treat-
ment methods used in Florida include:
landfilling, landfarming, fixation, and
incineration. All have their advan-
tages and all have some drawbacks:

* Landfilling of non-saturated,
non-hazardous soils inalined land fill
is permitted in Florida at present. The
number of landfills that accept petro-
leum contaminated soils has been
steadily declining due to liability con-
cerns on the part of landfill operators.
In addition, disposal costs have con-
tinued to increase.

* Landfarming is a treatment
method that relies ona combination of
volatilization, biodegradation, and
photo-degradation. It can be done at
the contamination site or at an ap-
proved off-site facilitv. The method
re?uires an area IarEe enough for the
volume of soils to be spread 6 to 12
inches for the duration of the treat-
ment period. It also requires runoff
and infiltration controls.

Currently, there are no permanent
off-site landfarming facilities in Flor-
ida, but several petroleum cleanufvs
are doing on-site landfarming. The
land area required limits this tech-
nique as an option for the typical serv-
ice station scenario.

» Soil fixation usually consists of

mixing the ex-
cavated  soil
with  cement
comFounds and/
or chemical stabi-
lizers, and returning
the mixture to the excava-
tion. This method is generally
not used at petroleum contamina-
tion sites in Florida, primarily due to
the high costs involved. ’

* Incineration is the preferred
treatment method for petroleum con-
taminated soils in Florida, because,
when done properly, it results in the
destruction of the contaminants. A
number of asphalt plants, stationarv
industrial incinerators, and mobile in-
cinerators have been permitted to do
soil treatment. Regulations govern-
ing air discharges and materials han-
dling are evolving as we gain informa-
tion through experience. Guidelines
on the use and disposal of incinerator-
treated soils are being developed,
based on the type of treatment svstem
employed.

The Incineration Menu

Currently, there are four types of
facilities witg’ the potential for burn-
ing petroleum contaminated soil in
the State: asphalt plants, cement/clav
kilns, fixed E}Cility commercial rotarv
kilnincinerators,and mobileincinera-
tors. The first two types were de-
signed and built for some other pur-
poseother thanburning contaminated
soil; the other two are units specifi-
cally designed to deal with contami-
nated material. All but the rotary kiln
incinerator are treating soil in Florida.
Here is a brief description of each of
the four incineration methods:

¢ Asphalt plants

A number of facilities whose pri-
mary business is producing asphalt
are permitted to decontaminate soils
containing petroleum products. The
majority of these plants utilize dryers

that 1o:perate attemperatures ofaround

350°F. With these relatively low tem-
peratures, they are best used for soils
contaminated with light petroleum
products, such as gasoline.

As is the case with all thermal
treatment units, decontamination is
accomplished by a combination of
volatilization and oxidation - volatili-
zation plays the key role in this tvpe of
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facility. The natural
volati{,ization of pe-
troleum contami-
nants is enhanced in
the thermal treat-
ment process by
raising the vapor
pressures of the
volatile constituents.
Many of the as-
phalt plants use the
decontaminated soil
as part of their as-
phalt mix. The abil-
ity of asphalt plants
to treat soil to levels
that are acceptable
for other uses is in-
creasingly coming
into question. The
State has established
soil disposal/use
uidelines. The fol-
owing are the cur-
rent  guidelines
which are being up-
dated in new regula-
tions due out this

the burn area of the
kiln. Cement and
lime kiln tempera-
tures are about
3,000°F; aggregate
and clav drying kilns
are somewhat less
than 2,000°F. The or-
ganics in the soil are
destroved, while the
inorganic residue is
either incorporated
into the finished
roduct or collected
or disposal or use
elsewhere.

Only a few of
these industrial kilns
are permitted toburn
petroleum contami-
nated soils. Concern
for product quality
may limit the capac-
ity of these units to
deal with very much

Photo courtesy of Thermo Process Systems Inc.

MOBILE INCINERATION UNIT

of the petroleum
contaminated soils,
although our experi-

October:

* I the soil is to be used as part of an
asphalt mix it must meet the following
criteria:

1) The sum of the benzene, tolu-
ene, xylenes, and ethylbenzene (BTEX)
concentration as measured by EPA
Method 5030/8020 must be less than
500}2) b; and

f The total recoverable petro-
leum hydrocarbon (TRPH) concentra-
tion (measured by EPA method 418.1)
must be less than 500 ppm.

o If the soil is to be used as roadbed
material, it must meet the following
conditions:

1) The BTEX concentrations must
be less than 200 ppb;

2) The TRPH concentration must
be less than 100 ppm; and

3) The roadbed must be at least 1
foot above the 100 year high water
table.

* Ifthesoil is to be used as “clean” fill,
it must meet the following conditions:

1) BTEX concentrations must be
less than 100 ppb; and

2) TRPH concentrations must be
less than 5 ppm.

The fact that asphalt plants are
currently providing a significantshare
of Florida's incineration capacity is a
matter of concern. Stockpiles of un-
treated soil are building up at these
glants - far more soil than can legally

e used as asphalt mix material - caus-
ing the State to look into the need for
further regulation of this treatment
option.

Air quality control measures are
also an on-going concern at all ther-
mal treatment plants. Air quality
control regulations for thermal treat-
ment units are designed to provide

reasonable assurance that contami-
nants are not merelv transferred from
soil to the air.

Air quality guidelines for asphalt
plants treating petroleum contami-
nated soil state that particulate emis-
sions should not exceed the New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS)
forasphalt-concrete glants (0.04 grains
per dry standard cubic foot, and limit
opacity to 20%). In addition, the
guidelines state that, as a minimum,
the petroleum that originally con-
taminated the soil has to be in compli-
ance with used oil specifications (ex-
cept for flashpoint).

Based on our experience, we have
come tobelieve thatall units should be
equipped with an afterburner that
maintains at least 1,400°F with at least
0.5 seconds retention time. Also, the
recent lowering of the OSHA thresh-
old limit value gT L\ for benzene from
30 mg/cubic meter to 3 mg/cubic
meter has caused Florida to rethink
the earlier permits issued to thermal
treatment units to burn petroleum
contaminated soil. e are also reex-
amining the particulate emission
standards, pointing toward new lev-
els of 0.03 grains, dscf, and visible
emissions of less than 5% opacity.

* Cement & Clay Kilns

Cement kilns, lime kilns, aggre-
gate kilns and clay kilns are generally
rotary kilns constructed of steel cas-
ings lined with refractory brick. In
most cases, they are much longer than
fixed facility rotarv kiln incinerators
and, therefore, the s0ils have much
longer retention times (3-4 hours} in

ence has been that
levels of contaminants in the soils af-
ter incineration would be suitable for
clean fill.

The primary operational concern
aboutindustrialkilnsisresidencetime.
High temperatures for short periods
of time can literally char the outside of
some soils, without “cooking” the
heavier products out of the center.
Soils with high clay content or soils
bound in grass clods are particularly
susceptibﬁ: to this “burnt biscuit”
phenomenon.

Particle size, residence time, and
temperature are emerging as the im-
portant factors in all thermal treat-
ment systems. Florida is considering
regulations that limit particle sizes to
less than somewhere between 1 and 4
inches, require minimum combustor
temperatures of at least 700°F and re-
tention times of at least 15 minutes.

Alir quality considerations for in-
dustrial kilns are generallv the same
asforasphalt plants. Most kilnsshould
use a precipitator or baghouse to re-
move suspended particulates in the
flue gases.

* Rotary Kiln Incinerators
Unlikeindustrial kilns, rotary kiln
incinerators are primarilv designed to
burn waste. They consist of a long
inclined tube that is rotated slowly.
The rotation tumbles the swaste that is
introduced at the high end of the kiln.
Combustion takes place as the agi-
tated material falls down the tube.
Residue material is collected at the
lower end and exhaust gases usually
pass through an afterburner before

(Continieion Page 15)
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Lab Bypass Procedures

An Improving Technology Spelled Out in a New EPA Guide

nce you get a feel for what can
be done using field measurement
techniques and equipment, you may
well move to curb the tedium of
waiting for lab results. With all the
hundreds of thousands of UST sites
that will need to be investigated over
the next few years, state and local UST
personnel will be hankering fora quick
and reliable means for determining
whether correctiveaction isnecessary.
Field measurement devices and good
field measurement procedures are a
means for dramatically reducing the
time it takes to conduct a site assess-
ment.

Field measurement procedures
can provide immediate and accurate
on-site information on the severity and
extent of contamination - provided
theindividual doing the measurement
is not a bungler. This information can
be used at tank closure site assess-
ments to direct additional investiga-
tions, determine the placement of
monitoring wells, and help make reli-
able cleanup decisions that won’t
compromise the environment by
dragging out the whole affair.

urrently there are a couple of
schools of thought aboutsoiland water
analysis - to lab or not to lab kinds of
issues. Many states and consultants
require Jab analysis of soil and water
samples collected at UST sites, because
they feel the results are more accurate
and they will have “real” numbers
that bot¥1 quantify and qualify con-
taminants. Howevef, the results are
highly dependent on good field sam-
pling and handling procedures. Also,

lab results may take as long as 45 days
to come back from the lab and they
frequently indicate the need for addi-
tional sampling.

Then there are the believers in the
a%e old sight-and-smell method of field
observation -evesand nosescalibrated
to a standard devined by a yogi from
Yonkers. The sight-and-smell tech-
nique provides immediate, but not
particularly accurate results. Inaddi-
tion, it is an unhealthy practice, and
the olfactory component can desensi-
tize with over use.

The growing numbers of indi-
viduals associating themselves with
the “new school of dependable field
measurement techniques” will argue
thatinmany cases, field measurements
may be more accurate than lab analy-
ses, which suffer inaccuracies due to
loss of contaminants resulting from
biodegradation and volatilization
during sample holding. (EPA studies
show losses in the range of 10 to 35%
can occur during a 2 to 3 day holding
period for benzene, toluene, ethylben-
zene, and xylenes (BTEX) in water
samflzles.)

hey will also argue that the cost
of field measurement is lower, which
can reduce the cost of investigation
and allow more samples to be
taken...on the spot. Taking more and
better directed samples gives a clearer
icture of the extentof arelease, which
eads, ipso facto, to a better cleanup
decision.

Currently, investigators are using
a variety of field measurement tech-
niques and procedures to assess con-

Field
Measufemenfs:
Dependap/e
Dafa When
You Neeq /¢

tamination at UST sites. In an effort to
getstate-of-the-artinformation on this
subject out whereit's needed, the EPA
Office of Underground Storage Tanks
has published a new guide, Field
Measurements: Dependable Data When
You Need It, that presents some hands
on information on field measurement
procedures currently used for UST
investigations. The guide identifies
applications and limitations of the
procedures. [t includes:

* A comparative overview of the
most common field measurement
procedures;

* Descriptions of: General
Headspace Analysis of Soil and Wa-
ter, D?_mamic Headspace Analysis Us-
ing the Polyethylene Freezer Bag
System, Liquid Extraction and Analy-
sis of Water, Hanby Procedure for Soil
and Water Analysis, and Active Soil
Vapor Sampling Analysis;

* Descriptions of field instruments
used in most of these procedures; and

» Alist of manufacturersand dis-
tributors of field sampling and analv-
sis equipment. B
T S

To order copies of this publication
write: US EPA OUST,
P.O. Box 6044,
Rockuville, MD 20850.

New SoiL ExtracTIiON KiT USErFuL FOR DETECTING
DieseL FueL anp HEaTInG OI1L

A new product not included in
EPA’s Fiels Measurements: Depend-
able Data When You Need It guide is
a disposable soil extraction kit by
International Lubrication and Fuel
Consultants of Albuquerque, New
Mexico. The kit can be used on-site
to detect heavier weight hydrocar-
bons such as heating oil, diesel fuel,
waste oil, hydraulic oil and greases
within 30 minutes. If samples are
found to be contaminated and fur-
ther quantification is needed, the

kit provides the necessary particulars
for sending the samples on to a lab.
The kit is designed to screen soil
on-site in the same manner as in the
laboratory. It contains a petroleum
extraction solvent that will remove
etroleum hvdrocarbons fromsoiland
take them through filter paper into a
small evaporation dish. As the sol-
vent evaporates, it deposits and con-
centrates anyv hvdrocarbonresidue on
the mirror finish of the dishsoitcanbe
seen or smelled. The process can de-

tectless than 100 ppm of the heavier
hydrocarbons.

The kit, which costs $23.95, in-
cludes: the solvent, a metal can for
mixing the solvent and sample, fil-
ter paper, %loves, evaporating dish,
additional sample bottle, labels,
chainof custody form, instructions,
and a postage paid lab shipper. M

For more information call
1/800/237-4532.
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Just The Facts....Please!

Evaluating Leak Detection Performance Claims

EPA APPROVED!
EPA CEerTIFIED!

BEST METHOD AVAILABLE!
Claims like these abound. Trade pa-
ers teem with ads extolling assorted
eak detection equipment. Salespeople
are just an 800 number away, eager to
explain to you why their’s is the best
available method. You scratch your
head and figure some of these claims
are more warranted than others. But,
how the blazes are you supposed to
know what’s what? Which methods
really work and which claims are bo-
us?
& If you are a tank owner paying for
a leak detection testing service or a
piece of equipment, or if you are a
state regulator who’s got the job of
approving a piece of equipment, this
isnotjustanacademic question. There
is a lot at stake - your business, liabil-
ity, the environment. You need to
make a decision based on the facts, not
the hyperbole!
o help provide facts about leak
detection performance, EPA is en-
couraging manufacturers to test their
equipment (preferably by a third party)
according to a few standard proce-
dures and to report their results fol-
lowing a standard format. The results
of these tests should provide helpful
information to tank owners and regu-
lators. The actual procedures will be
of more interest to manufacturers and
third party testing organizations.
A new series of documents, Stan-
dard Test Procedures for Evaluating Leak
Detection Methods, provides detailed
instructions for testing this equipment.
A separate test procedure is available
for each of the following types of leak
detection:
* Volumetric Tank Tightness
Testing

* Automatic Tank Gauging
Systems

* Vapor-Phase Out-of-Tank
Product Detectors

* Liquid-Phase Out-of-Tank
Product Detectors

* Non-volumetric Tank
Tightness Testing

¢ Gtatistical Inventory Recon-

ciliation Methods

* DPipeline Leak Detection

Systems

How the methods are evaluated
depends on how they work and what
is required in EPA’s regulations. For
example, tank tightness tests and
automatic tank gauging systems are
evaluated by conducting a series of
tests on a non-leaking tank with vari-
oussimulated leak rates. Themethod'’s
performance (in terms of probability

of detection and false alarms) is based
on how closely the actual and mea-
sured leak ratesagree. The evaluation
of pipeline leak detection systems de-
termines the same parameters by
simulating leaks in a non-leaking
pipeline (or by using a large database
of results from field testing using the
method).

Vapor and liquid monitors are
tested in a laboratory settin% using
various components of petroleum at
different concentrations and thick-
nesses. The detector’s performance is
based on its response relative to the
amount of product actually present.

Statisticalinventory reconciliation
methods are evaluated by supplying
the vendor with actual inventory data
to which simulated leaks have been
added. Performance is determined by
comparing the reported to the simu-
lated leak rates.

As a consumer, many of your
questions about the performance of a
leak detection method should be an-
swered by the short results sheet that
is filled out at the completion of the
evaluation. For example, the results
sheet for tank tightness tests includes
the method’s probability of detecting
aleak of 0.1 gallon per hour

required aspecialized test facility, may
also be used to prove that a method
meets EPA requirements. Evaluations
conducted following a national con-
census code or standard, such as the
one being developed by ASTM, are
also acceptable alternatives to EPA’s
procedure.

The bottom line is, tank owners
and regulators should expect manu-
facturers of leak detection equipment
to provide them with an evaluation
that supports the method'’s perform-
ance claims. Only then can gecisions
about leak detection be based on facts
ratherthan sales claims. Keep in mind,
however, these performance estimates are
only valid if the tester or installer follows
manufacturer directions. The results
sheet provides some consumer guid-
ance by listing the important elements
of procedure, so you can check to see
that you are getting the method vou
paid for. For example, the tank tight-
ness test sheet lists minimum tank
stabilization waiting times for the
specific method. W

For more information: to obtain
any one of the Standard Test Proce-
dures for Evaluating Leak Detection

Methods, write USEPA OUST, P.O.
Box 6044, Rockville, MD 20850.
Ask forOUST Publication #45 and

specify the typef test procedure.

and the probability of false
alarm. Theresultssheetalso
provides important limita-
tions on these performance
estimates.

Manufacturers can dis-
tribute these completed
forms as part of their mar-
keting and sales efforts.
Tank owners can keep the
resultssheetson filetoshow
inspectors that the method
they use meets EPA per-
formance standards.

Most tank owners will
only be interested in the
short results form. People
with more in-depth inter-
est in the performance of a
system (such as regulators)
can ask the manufacturer
for the complete evaluation
report that includes a de-

talled description of the | ____

Become an EPA
TECHNOLOGY PARTNER

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

Register for a U.S. EPA Technology Transfer Presentation
on the Underground Storage Tank Test Apparatus.
Learn how you may join with EPA to further develop ang
apply this valuable environmental technoiogy.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

2890 Woodbridge Ave., Mail Stop 923

Date: September 11, 1990

SEPA

in

TECHNOLOGY

For further information, call or write:
Technical Information Exchange

Edison, NJ 08837-3679
(201) 549-9664

Location: Edison. New Jersey

method as well as the data
obtained during the evalu-
ation.

EPA’s standard test
procedures are not the only
way to evaluate the perfor-
mance of leak detection
methods. For example, the
Edison study of tant’ tight-
ness testing, which was
conducted following a
separate test procedure that
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FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

A o T o E

Financial Responsibility Compliance

Date Extensions

EPA HAS PUBLISHED AN INTERIM FINAL
RULE to extend the Category III (mar-
keters owning 13-99 USTs) financial
responsibility compliance date, and it
has dpublished a proposed rule to ex-
tend the Category I\/p(marketers with
1-12 USTs, non-marketers with less
than $20 million net worth, and local
governments) financial responsibility
compliance date. Petroleum market-
ers in Category III now have until
April 1991 to obtain financial assur-
ance. TheEPA has proposed that tank
owners in Categor IVphave until Oc-
tober 1991 to comply with the financial
responsibility requirements.

B{/ extending the third and fourth
compliance dates, EPA hopes to pro-
vide short term relief to UST owners
and operators who, as yet, have no
methods of financial assurance avail-
able to them. These groups generally
represent the small gas stations and
convenience stores most in need of an
effective financial responsibility
mechanism. The Agency maintains
that the extension of these compliance
dates should not adversely affect hu-
man health and the environment, be-
cause the UST technical requirements

forleak detection, tank upgrading,and
corrective action remain in effect.

Category II (marketers owning 100-
999 USTs) will not receive an extension to
their October 26, 1989 financial respon-
sibility compliance date. Information
EPA has indicates that a number of
insurers are writing UST coverage for
this cate§ory. In addition, EPA has
approved 14 state assurance funds for
use as compliance mechanismsand 12
otherfundsare currently underreview
by the Agency. While these funds are
being reviewed, owners and opera-
tors are deemed to be in compliance
with financial responsibility require-
ments for the amounts of coverage the
state fund provides.

EPA expects owners and opera-
tors to be in compliance with financial
responsibility requirements. The
Agency is particularly concerned
about facilities that have not made
good faith efforts to comply with ap-

licable regulations. In terms of en-
orcement priority, the Agency ismore
likely to take into account, ona caseb
case basis, factors such as good faith
efforts to comply and sudden incapac-
ity of a financial assurance provider.l

Proposed Financial Test of Self
Assurance for Local Governments

is Published

OUST HAS PROPOSED FOUR ADDITIONAL
mechanisms that will allow local
governments more flexibility in
meeting financial responsibility re-
quirements by October 26, 1991. The
new mechanisms being proposed are:
* Bond Rating Test - Local govern-
ments with outstanding issues of
general obligation bonds rated by
Standard and Poor’s or Moody’s as
“investment grade” will beallowed to
self-insure. To be eligible to use the
test, a local government must have $1
million or more in currently out-
standing general obligation bonds.

. Worl%sheet Test - A financial
worksheet has been developed that
recognizes the unique financial struc-
ture of governmental entities. Local
governments will usereadily available
financial data to complete the
worksheet and calculate the score.
Governments with adequate scores
will qualify to self-insure.
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* Governmental Guarantee - Local
government entities will beallowed to
obtain a guarantee from the state or
other local government with which
they can demonstrate a “substantial
governmental relationship.” Non-
state governments acting as guarantors
must qualify for self-insurance using
the bond rating or worksheet test.
* Fund Balance Test - Local govern-
ment entities may self-administer an
UST response fund if appropriate
safeguards are met.
he proposal was published in

the Federal Register on June 18. Inter-
ested parties may comment on the
proposal during the 60 day comment

eriod. For further information, con-
tact the RCRA Hotline at 1-800/424-
9346 or 202 /382-3000 in Washington,
D.C., or Stephanie Bergman, OUST, at
202/382-4614 8

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Answers to the following
financial responsibility
questions have been
Cgrepared by the EPA
ffice of Underground

Storage Tanks.

(%. What happens if I have
a leak and dow't have insur-
ance?

A. You are still required
to clean up and pay for
third-party damages
resulting from a leak,
even if you do not have
insurance. Congress
made tank owners and
operators liable for these
costs in a separate por-
tion of the law.

Q. Other than private
insurance, how can I dem-
onstrate financial responsi-
bility?

A.. More and more states are devel-
oping state-sponsored trust funds
that will supplement commercially
available coverage and assist tank
owners and operators in covering
the cost of cleanups. Thirty-four
states have passed legislation creat-
ing assurance or cleanup funds.
These state fund programs must be
submitted to EPA Regional Admin-
istrators for review and approval.
EPA has approved 14 such funds
and is currently reviewing 12 other
funds.

Q. My state fund will cover only part
of my financial responsibility, how can |
cover the remaining part?

A. Since state funds can leave the
owner or operator responsible for a
deductible coverage amount, vou
need to show your financial respon-
sibility for this amount. If you can’t
find private insurance for this
amount, one solution to the problem
can be found in additional state ac-
tion. Under EPA policy, states can
develop a test of self-insurance that
owners and operators can use to
demonstrate assurance for the
amounts not covered by a state fund.
The self-insurance test for the de-
ductible is typically designed to as-
sure from $5,000 to $75,000. To date,
two states (Alabama and Tennessee)
have developed such self-insurance
tests.

(Continued on Page 13+
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The UST Exchange is your forum for promoting the exchange of UST experiences, successes,
discoveries, frustrations, and anecdotes. If you have such information, get it off your chest!
Write Ellen Frye at NEIWPCC, 85 Merrimac St., Boston, MA 02114, or call 617/861-8088.

Pennsylvania’s Private Sector Regulatory Approach

While many states have begun
UST installer training and certifica-
tion programs, Pennsylvania is add-
ing a new twist to this by introducing
the private sector certified inspector,
who will be qualified to verify work
done by the certified installer. The
certified inspector can also be a certi-
fied installer, and vice versa, but the
system of checks and balances does
not permit inspecting your own in-
stallation.

The certified installer is to be en-
abled to handle all permitting associ-
ated with installing or modifying a
facility. Once the tank system is in-
stalled, the tank owner/operator
brings in and pays for the certified
inspector who checks out the job and
keys into a Tank Installation Module
(TIMs), which is a standardized infor-
mation form for each tank at each fa-
cility (system design, registration,
permits, etc.). The TIMs moduleis then
sent to the DER, where the informa-
tion is entered into a computerized
main frame storage tank data system
(STDS). Provide§ everything checks
out with the computer, a permit is
automatically issued. This procedure
allows the State to issue large num-
bers of permits without delay.

Pennsylvania UST regulationsare
currently being drafted, but the State’s
UST legislation provides for interim
permitting, certification, and techni-
cal standards. Because of the large
number of UST facilities subject to
UST regulation and because of the
stringent enforcement authorities ac-
corded the DER, the demand for staff
resources to deal with permitting and
enforcement could easily become
overwhelming and expensive.

By automating the information
system and putting part of the pro-
gram into the private sector, the DER
willnothavetorevieweachand ever

ermit. Instead, the regulators will

ick in after the computer screens the
information for compliance and red
lights a problem. In the long run the
agency expects to save about 70% in
staff resources.

As the program evolves, DER's
game plan is for private sector inspec-
tors to act as the eves and ears of the
agency for existing facility and tank
closure inspections, as well. The State
is developing special training courses
for each certification category. As of
early July, 969 interim certifications
had been approved - 427 installers,
491 installer/inspectors, and 24 in-

spectors only. The DER expects to
train and testabout 2000 installers and
inspectors for permanent certification
within the next two years.

Interim certification depends on
the applicant’s training by the manu-
facturer for a given tank tvpe (e.g.,
steel, composite, fiberglass), their
knowledge of appropriate standards,
etc.. Installers wiﬁ be certified accord-
ing to their qualifications. Inspectors
will also be certified by the category of
inspection they are trained to do.

The interim permitting program
istargeted togoonlinein August. The
registration programrequiresasticker
for the tank every year. If the tank or
facility is not in compliance with state
requirements, the computer will gen-
erate a letter advising the tank owner
that the sticker is dependant on get-
ting the appropriate information into
the State. Furthermore, product dis-
tributors may not deliver to a tank
without a valid sticker. If thev do, and
the tank leaks, they are also liable.

For more information on this
subject, call the Pennsylvania
Storage Tank Program at
717/657-4080.

Continued from Page 12
Questions and Answers

Q. What is EPA’s enforcement policy
regarding the financial responsibility
requlations?

A. EPA’s primary objective in en-
forcing the financial responsibility
requirements is to bring owners and
operators into compliance with the
regulations. All owners and opera-
tors are expected to make good faith
efforts to achieve compliance, and
enforcement actions must be taken
against recalcitrant parties. To
achieve these objectives, EPA’s en-
forcement strategy uses a combina-
tion of punitive and nonpunitive
enforcement responses. For ex-
ample, EPA may assess more severe
penalties against an owner or opera-
tor who has had a release and who
willfully disregarded the law and
chose not to get insurance, even
though he or she could have
afforded it. For owners and opera-

tors who make good faith efforts,
the strategy proposes alternative,
nonmonetary penalties under which
noncompliers will take action to
make their tanks more insurable
(e.g., by upgrading tanks, conduct-
ing tightness tests, or performing
site assessments).

Q. If I can demonstrate financial re-
sponsibility for only some of my USTs,
or if I can get only partial coverage for
my USTs, will I have to pay the non-
compliance fine of $10.000

a day?

A. For each case, the enforcement
response will depend on the circum-
stances of the violation, such as
whether assurance is generally
available and whether the violator
made “good faith” efforts to obtain
assurance. However, the strategy
places the responsibility for demon-
strating comrliance, or attempts to
comply, on the owner and operator.

Q. Who has to demonstrate financial
responsibility, the owner or the opera-
tor?

A. Either the owner or operator
(but not both) of the UST must show
financial responsibility, if thev are
different individuals or firms. It is
the responsibility of the owner and
operator to decide which of them
will show financial responsibility.

Q.1 something goes wrong, is the
owner or operator held liable?

A. Where the owner and the oper-
ator of the tanks are not the same
person or company, it is EPA’s

olicy to allow them to work out

etween themselves who will take
the necessary steps to complv with
the requirements. Under the law
and the regulations, EPA can hold
both parties liable if neither ensures
that the tanks meet the
requirements. &

—
UJ
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| EPA HQ UPDATE

Strategy for a National
UST Training System

Implementin§ a national program to
train an audience of three to five
thousand UST inspectors and twenty
to thirty thousand contractors presents
a formidable challenge! But QUST,
undaunted, has developed a strategy
for delivering training on a national
scale. It goes like this:

» First, build a coalition of partner-
ships with organizations to provide UST
training. As it is , schools, fire acad-
emies, and corporations across the
country aredevelopingand delivering
UST training. The Cc{luality of these
programs varies, and there are gaps
and overlaps in the information of-
fered. OUST would like to help and
encourage these organizations to work
cooperatively toward developing and
delivering quality UST training that is
accessible to those who need it. OUST
is currently trying to ferret out these
groups and discuss their participation
in this “UST Training Coalition” and
the mutual benefits that would result.

e Assure that training information is
readily available to those who need it.
Although a myriad of UST training
activitiesalready existand new courses
are offered weekly, many program
personnel are unaware of their avail-
ability. OUST sees the need for a
“training information network” that
provides a reliable source of informa-
tion on training programs and re-
sources. Such a network will help
program personnel take advantage of
existing courses and find the help they
need to develop new courses or offer
existing courses. Over time, this net-
work will play a part in helping na-
tional and state program managers
determine what new courses need to
be developed.

o Utilize training technologies that
are accessible to the learners. Providing
timely and accessible training to those
who need it nationwide is a tall order.
Relying ona limited set of appropriate
training technologies and processes to
quickly develop and deliver this
training can help. Generally, training
is viewed as a stand-up classroom
activity. This is an expensive training
format that tends to limit both acces-
sibility and timeliness of the training.
New training technologies have
emerged that combine computer based
training, videos, train the trainer
courses, and training manuals. They
are timely, accessible, cost less, and
they reduce training time while im-
provin[%[ retention rates.

o Help customers build their own
training capabilities. The success of the

14

training effort ultimately depends
upon the customers’ response - in this
case, state and local government UST
staff and contractors - who take ad-
vantage of training materials and
courses, utilize the information net-
work, and participate in thedefinition,
development, and delivery of training
courses.

Building this national training
system will take time, vet efforts are
underway to build a coalition and
define training needs. States can get
involved immediately by letting EPA
know about local universities, techni-
cal schools, fire academies and other
similar training institutions that are
interested in helping develop and de-
liver UST training. Statescanalso take
advantage of existing and upcoming
training materials and activities. Over
the summer OUST will offer a Leak
Detection Train the Trainer course to
Regionaland State program personnel.
Also, several videos are available. For
more information contact Steve Vineski,
OUST, 202/475-9723.

EPA Responds to API
Request for Technical

Changes to UST Rule

On April 27, EPA published aresponse
in the Federal Register to a petition by
the American %etroleum Institute
(APD) that requested the Agency to
make some technical changes to the 10
CFR Part 280 rules. In the response,
EPA sets out its rationale for deciding
to not grant the petition request on
five of the six issues presented.

In response to the sixth issue, on
April 27, EPA proposed a minor
changetothespilland overfilldesign
requirements that simply adds a per-
formance standard to the overfill
equipment standards. This is in re-
sponse to API's complaint that the
current performance standard under
CFR 40 Part 280 would only allow a
flow shutoff or restrictor device to be
used at the 90 percent filled mark.
Thus, for example, only allowing use
of 9,000 gallons in a 10,000 gallon
tank. The new updated provision al-
lows more flexible positioning of
overfill prevention equipment, aslong
as its ability to prevent overfills meets
the performance standard.

PA receivedsomecomments within
the 30-day comment period and expectsto
complete the rule change before theend of
this summer. Comments received sup-

wrted the proposed amendment. The
%’A contact on this issue is Kim Green,
202 475-9395.

OUST’s UST Poster

OUST developed an UST Poster, Is This
Tank Under Your Town?, inresponse to
Regional/state preferences for an
educationalawareness poster directed
toward the general public. The poster
is designed to make people aware of
how USTs relate to our more familiar
aboveground world - tanks are im-
portant and useful, but thev may leak
and subsequently pollute groundwa-
ter and soil. The poster narrative says
what concerned citizens can do if they
suspect a tank is leaking. It is 20"x30",

rinted onrecycled paper in full color,
and folded to fit into a 10"x 15"
envelope.

Normas y Procedimiento
Para TSA

OUST has published Normas y
Procedimiento Para TSA., a Spanish
version of Musts for USTs, which
summarizes the Federal regulations
for underground storage systems.

For information on EPA UST publi-
cations write: U.S. EPAQUST, P.O. Box
6044, Rockville, MD 20850.

it’s Time to Look for Leaks!

With another major leak detection
compliance deadline coming up this
December (for pressurized piping
systems and tanks installed between
1965and 1969), OUST has put together
another leak detection information
folder, It's Time to Look for Leaks: Leak
Detection Ontreach Materials, to help
states and other UST-related associa-
tions alert the regulated community.
The materials, which can be copied
and distributed, include:

s A one-page advertisement graphi-
calcliy emphasizing compliance dates
and leak detection options.

* A brief article describing the leak
detection requirements, including
compliancedates, allowable methods,
and sources of information for more
help.

* A series of flyers on approved leak
detection methods.

*» A packet of leak detection questions
and answers useful for telephone in-
formation services.

* A flow diagram with some hints in
running an efficient telephone infor-
mation service.

For information oun obtaining specific
materinls in the folder, contact your state
LIST progrant. For a complete set of ma-
terials, contact Garrette Clark, OUST, at
202/382-7994.
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Continued from Page 9
Soil Treatment in Florida

venting. Exhaust gases will often be
treated further through the use of a
scrubber. They are not used in Florida
because no one has applied for a per-
mit to build one, as yet.

¢ Mobile Incinerators

Seven companies have received
statewide or regional permits to use
mobile soil decontamination units in
Florida. The working theory behind
most of these units is that soilis heated
to the temperature where organic con-
taminantsare vaporized and removed
from the soil. Vapors are then passed
throughanafterburner, which oxidizes
the organic constituents to carbon di-
oxide and water. The off-gases are
cooled and scrubbed of particulate
matter before discharge to the atmo-
sphere, which satisfactorily handles
air pollution concerns..

The advantages of mobile incin-
eration are primarily reduced costand
liability. Cost to transport soil to off-
site facilities are eliminated. Liability
associated with off-site disposal of
treated soil is avoided. Cost associ-
ated with bringing in clean fill to back-
fill the excavation is also not a factor,
because the incinerated soil is right
there to be returned to its old turf.

Another advantage that we
thought mobile incineration would
provide is rapid, one step cleanup in,
more or less, a continuous operation.
However, we are experiencing some
difficulties with this approach in ac-
tual application.

The most serious drawback per-
tains to the moisture content of the
soils. When soils contain a lot of mois-
ture (like most of Florida’s soils) the
system requires considerably more
energy and residence time betore the
moisture evaporates and the soil tem-
peratures are high enough for com-

lete decontamination. This resultsin
higher operating costs and reduced
daily throughput for the unit.

To overcome this, a number of
companies are stockpiling soil on-site
and allowing it to dry out before
bringing the treatment unit on-site.
This obviously reduces some of the
fast turn around advantages, but the
systems still provide a very good soil
treatment alternative.

Improving As We Go
None of these techniques are per-
fect - they all have their limitations
and aEpropriate applications. It is
clear, however, that we are going to
need them all to treat the volumes of
contaminated soils that continue to
require treatment.
(Continued on Back Page)
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from Robert N. Renkes, Executive Vice President, Petroleum Equipment Institute

Yes, Accidents Do Happen During Tank Removal!

« A Wisconsin farmer died in June from injuries he suffered earlier when
a UST exploded while he was cutting it up with a saw. Sparks from the saw
apparently ignited fumes from fuel that remained in the tank.

+ An employee of a tank removal company in Georgia died in April when
the 10,000 gallon UST his firm had just removed exploded. OSHA
investigators are still trying fo determine what caused the explosion. It was
the third death in Georgia involving a tank closure in less than a year.

* A Tulsa, Oklahoma man was killed this spring when a metal cutting
saw created a spark, which ignited gasoline vapor in the tank his crew was
working on. The explosion blew the end from the tank and decapitated him.

These are just three examples of what can happen during a tank
removal/disposal project. Although we don’t keep score, we have per-
sonal knowledge of 20 or so explosions that occurred during a UST removal
this past year. Understand, PEl does not subscribe to a newspaper clipping
service - word of all these tragedies was sent to us by memgers who rea
aboutanaccidentand took the time to send the information to us. My point
is, suppose PEI only hears about, say, one in five tank explosions? That
extrapolates to about 100 tank explosions a year. :

e real tragedy is, every one of these accidents could have been
avoided. Wehaveidentified overadozen publicationsand videotapes that
explain how to properly do this kind of work (contact LLISTLine for an
information list). These safety procedures, when strictly followed, will
help insure safe tank removals.

Why do people continue to lose their lives decommissioning tanks?
First, we have a record number of tanks coming out of the ground. That
translates into a lot work. The upshot of that is many new, inexperienced
firms are entering the market everyday. Second, generally speaking, tank
removers are not licensed or certified. Any person or firm (often the low
bidder), regardless of experience, can remove tanks in most states. While
more than Ealf of the states have seen fit to license tank installers, less than
a dozen states require a licensed or certified tank remover.

Here are three things that, in my opinion, could help turn this lamen-
table situation around:

* States need to find some way to reach all removal contractors and
make certain they know the proper methods. This may involvealicensing/
certification program.

* OSHA and the fire service, sooner or later, will recognize that this
needless loss of life and damage to property can be avoided and develo
program to reach these people. Perhaps a permitting program would heﬁ)p.

¢ Finally, tank owners can make an issue of safety when they contract

-with a company to remove their tanks. Qualifications and experience in

safe tank disposal should be as important as price.l

OSHA's NEW HEALTH AND SAFETY REGULATION, 29 CFR 1910.120, sets new

health and safety requirements for field personnel working with hazardous
waste. This regulation applies to field personnel working around petroleum
UST's, because the definition of a "Hazardous substance" includes the
Department of Transportation's list of hazardous substances, which in-
cludes petroleum. While this rule clearly applies to UST personnel involved
in cleanup action, itis not clear whether it also applies to those involved with
tartl)k closure inspections. OUST is seeking a formal interpretation on this
subject.

Nevertheless, since itis mainly better to err on the side of caution, if you
are involved with tank removal, why not contact your local OSHA office to
obtain a copy of this rule? Ata minimum, UST field personnel who inspect
tank closures would be wise to have twenty-four hours of health and safety
training.

Stay tuned to updates on this subject.

]




To succeed in meeting our pri-
mary objective - cleaning up sites
without transferring the problem from
one medium to another - we will need
to continue improving the logistics of
employing these options, through
modifications and appropriate regu-
latory controls.l

John Ruddell is Bureau Chief for the
Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation’s Bureau of Waste Cleanup

s/LusT LETTERS

We received a letter from . Frank
Conley, Operations Manager at Ti-
er Fuel Company in Charlottesville,
A that reflects the frustration many

- ¥ormore information on the
“Florida soil treatment program
*call Don'Ehlenbeck at
904 /488-0190.

tank owner[operators experience in
shopping for leak detection devices.
Here is an except from the letter:

I have just finished reading
LUSTLine Bu{letin #12. EUREKA! Fi-
nally someone has something intelli-
gent, understandable and technically
oriented to say about meeting the
EPA’s leak detection mandates. I es-
Becially enjoyed The Leak Detection

ilemma article by Marcel Moreau. I'm
so tired of hearing from my various
vendors who promote products that
will discover Ile):aks within tolerances
that will satisfy N.A.S.A.; alarm sys-
tems that will produce statistical
graphs with enoughbellsand whistles
and gizmos that are sure to provide
more amusement to our average gas
station employee (at $4.00/hr. wage)
than his quarter spent at the local
amusement arcade. From the talk of
the vendors, I'm sure that these de-
vices have the computing power that
would make them useful in balancing
the national budget when they are not
monitoring my USTs.H

]
To order copies of LUSTLine,
Bulletin 13,
call Hotline
(800) 424-9346.

To add your name to the
LUSTLine Mailing List,
call (617) 367-8522

ProriLE oF A MoBILE INCINERATION UNIT :

For your information, here is a description of a mobile incineration unit
manufactured and operated by TPS Technologies Inc. This unitis referred to
as a mobile Soil Remediation Unit (SRU) and is specifically designed to treat
petroleum contaminated soils. Itis not the only unit or design on the market,
but it is a good illustration of this type of system.

The working theory associated with this unit is similar to other
thermal treatment systems:
« Soil is heated.
- The gases are filtered through a baghouse to remove dust and particulates.
- The “clean” vapors are passed through an afterburner which oxidizes the
organic constituents to carbon dioxide and water before discharge to the
atmosphere.
« The treated soil is cooled and any dust suppressed in the discharge systems.

The system itself consists of:

« A feed hopper that regulates the flow of material into the primary chamber.

« The primary combustion chamber, or rotary kiln, in which the soils are
heated to approximately 1600°F using #2 fuel oil - resulting in soil discharge
temperatures between 800°-900°F.

« The burneris located at the discharge end of the primary chamber, resulting
in a counter-flow design.

« Flow gases from the primary chamber are directed into a baghouse for
particulate removal.

+ Gases then flow to the afterburner. :

« The afterburneris designed to operate at 1400°-1800°F with a gas retention
time of 0.6 seconds.

« Performance results in 99.9% of the design VOC reduction with particulate
emissions less than 0.04 gr./dsct.

+ Soil cleanup results in:
Hydrocarbon contents ranging from non-detectable to 10 ppm
Benzene <100 ppb
Toluene < 100 ppb
Xylene <100 ppb
This particular system can process all types of soils and petroleum-based

contaminants as heavy as #6 fue! oil.

LUST

New England Interstate Water
Pollution Control Commission
85 Merrimac Street

Boston, MA 02114

o

"L.U.S.T. Buster T-Shirts &

Sweatshirts!

Tee's: S,M,L,XL $9.00pp
Sweats: M,L XL $16.50pp

Allow
4-6 weeks
delivery.

o
Send check or money order to: NEIWPCC
85 Merrimac St., Boston, MA 02114

First Class Mail
U.S. Postage Paid
Boston, MA
Permit # 14551




