New Engla.nd. Interstate 85 Merrimac Street Bulletin 3
Water Pollution Control Boston May 1988
Commission Massachusetts

02114

LUSTLINED

A Report On ™e’eral & State Programs To Control Leaking Underground Storage Tanks

The ‘Force’ Behind OUST

agencies are like the franchisees.

It may be that, not only Luke
Skywaiker, but the EPA Office of
Underground  Storage  Tanks
(OUS'I:)’ has the ‘force’ with it. . .
in fact, the "force’ may be breathing
down the Agency’s neck. UST's
seem to be a hot issue and many
States, counties, communities, and
tank owners have either already
taken some kind of positive action
or are waiting, like sprinters poised
for the pistol crack, for EPA to come
forth with guidance or reguiations.

The force behind OUST is not
just a Congressional mandate
~ (under subtitle [ of the Solid and
Hazardous Waste Amendments to
RCRA) to promulgate UST regula-
tions by May of 1987; itis also those
States, counties, and municipalities

So who needs EPA, you ask?

Well, although the momentum for .

doing something about UST's is
there, the energy is either flying off
in different directions or switched
off for the moment until some di-
rection is provided. According to
Brand, "EIEA’S job is to set up a
framework for consistency. People
need some simple basic tools to get
started, and we are in the process
of trying to find out what the cus-
tomer needs.”

A Franchise Approach

“We are taking the approach that
EPA is in the role of a franchisor,”
Brand explains. “The State and local

Excellent franchisors, like Service
Master, McDonalds, or Marriott,
recognize that theirgob is to sup-
port and enable the field (i.e. fran-
chisees) to perform better. They
know genuine success or profits
can only occur in the franchises
across the country. The franchisors
also adopt the approach that their
job is to constantly improve the
performance of the weakest stores
or districts.

“Franchisors also provide research
on practical common problems or
tasks, and disseminate the results
for all to use. EPA’s handbook on
Notification Implementation and
the Software Program for proces-

Continued on page 3

that have already initiated tank reg-
ulatory programs and those others
who want to. [tis the major oil com-
panies who took on tank replace-

[
List of Contacts in the Office of Underground Storage Tanks

ment programs even before the Responsibili Namte Phone*
RCRA Amendments were passed. Director Ronald Brand 202/382-4756
It is the liability insurance to cover Spacial Ass’t to Director Heiga Butler 4799
cleanup costs that is very difficult Special Ass'tState Programs Dick Valentinetti 4758
to get. Indeed, the time to deal with Standards Branch Dave O’Brien, Acting Chief _ 7815
leaking UST’s has come. The force Technical Standards/Technology Dave O’Brien 7815
e e eroPlf OUST,  Relase Incdenaorudis. John eitelinger e
on Brand, Director o , 5
says if EPA didn't exist, the prob- Repair, Retrofitting, Closure
leon of UST's would stll have to be ORDIOTS fegggf‘m*:%n/ Mike Kalinoski 7989
addressed. The leaks would still be Workgroup Coordination/ Ginny Cummings 7925
there and so would the need for European Studies
corrective action and a solution for Finandial Responsibility/ Sammy Ng 7903
financial responsibility. Brand Regulatory Analysis e
points out that existing systems Implementation Branch Jim McCormick, Chief 5237
with widely varying approaches State & Regional Programs/ Susan Mann 7970
for dealing with UST’s are already State Grants
out there through State, county SPMS & Guidance Mary Decker 7989
and local governments. They have Interim ProhibitiorvEnforcement/ Pamela Harris 4614
been dealing with leaking tanks all Fate & Transport

along in some form or fashion and
if EPA went away they would still
be dealing with them.

*Phone numbers subject to change.
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Secondary Containment... Required in 4 States

Califernia, New York, New
Hampshire, and Kansas now have
UST regulations which include re-
quirements for secondary contain-
ment tor new underground storage
tank installations. California law al-
lows the exemption of retail motor
vehicle fuel tank systems from the
secondary containment require-
ments, #a leak detection and inter-
ceptionsystem is installed instead.
Numereus counties and communi-
ties acress the country have adopted
their omn UST regulations, and
many require secondary contain-
ment of new tank svstems. EPA is
evaluating the need for and feasi-
bility of secondary containment of
new tamk systems as a national re-
quirement.

_ Many major environmental leak
incidenss have apparently resulted
from refeases which went unde-
tected foe long periods of time. Sec-
ondary containment is intended to
intercept any leak, and foster its
quick detection and remediation to
preclude environmental degrada-
tion that might, otherwise, result
from faslure of the primary storage
svstem. A second barrier around
the stomge tank also provides a
second ¥ne of defense to (at least
temporaily) prevent loss of prod-
uct to the surrounding environ-
ment. Akev ingredient in any sec-
ondary mntainment design is the
capability and practice of leak
monitomng in between the primary
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and secondary containment bar-
riers to assure any product ac-
cumulating within the barrier is
quickly detected.

Many types of secondary con-
tainment are available today, in-
cluding double-walled tanks and
pipes, flexible membrane liners,
concrete vaults, and natural bar-
riers (e.g. clay soil). Other control
technologies ‘are available. Some
regulations specify which kinds of
containment are acceptable.

Although secondary contain--

ment entails some additional cost,
it may be particularly necessary in
certain critical and hydrogeologi-
cally sensitive water supply areas.
Many State and local governments
have already decided that secon-
dary containment with interstitial
monitoring is not too high a price
to pay to safeguard the future use
of important public water supplies.

The Suffolk County Department
of Health Services on Long Island,
New York has regulated UST's
through its Sanitary Code since
January 1980. Long Island has been
designated a sole source aquifer
and its entire water supply is de-
rived from the precipitation which
falls on the island and soaks into
the porous, sandy soil aquifer that
lies beneath the surface of the land.
The Suffolk County Sanitary Code
at one time required all new tank
installations to have secondary
containment for toxic and hazard-
ous storage, except that petroleum
tank systems in some locations
were exempted. Now, through the
new State law and recent revisions
to the County Code, petroleum
tanks are also required to have sec-
ondary containment. Siiniﬁcanty,
no new facilities with hazardous
waste materials are allowed to lo-
cate in the island’s delineated re-
charge zone, and existing facilities
may not expand their storage ca-
pacity in those areas.

New York State’s recently
adopted UST regulations state that
a barrier must be installed under
each (new) tank system to hold any
leaks long enough to be detected
by the leak morutoring system. In
permeable soils, a cut-off barrier of
clay or svnthetic material may be
used. en tanks are installed in
permeable soils, the native soil is
considered an effective barrier and
no additional secondary contain-
ment is required.

In other States, secondary con-
tainment is required in sgeghyc sen-
sitive areas, either by State, local
or county regulation. For example,

Massachusetts regulations, effec-
tive February 1, 1986, require sec-
ondary containment for all new or
replacement installations above
EPA-designated sole source aquif-
ers (e.g. Cape Cod and Nantucket).
Fourteen out of the fifteen Cape
Cod towns had already regulated
UST's prior to these revised State
regulations.

exas does not have UST enabling
legislation or regulations yet, how-
ever, the Texas Water Commission
has the authority, under special en-
abling legislation, to regulate “sta-
tic hydrocarbons and hazardous
substance storage facilities” located
on the Edwards Aquifer Recharge
Zone. The Edwards Aquifer “sys-
tem” is a complex geologic and hy-
drologic unit which encompasses
7 counties, including the cities of
Austin and San Antonio, and is the
water supply for over one miilion
people. The Zone’s UST regulations
say that the regulated facilities shall
be of double-walled construction or
of an approved equivalent method.
Interstitial leak detection devices
must be included.

A few Florida counties with sole
source a%uifers have UST regula-
tions with secondary containment
provisions. Dade County requires
secondary containmentat locations
that are within the “zone of influ-
ence” of drinking water wells. New
Jersey and Vermont intenci to have
secondary containment (equire-
ments in their propose:. regula-
tions. Vermont will r )ortedly
propose that all new tank:; and pip-
ing be double-walled (o¢ altermna-
tive approved method) unless it
can be demonstrated that tess pro-
tecion would not affect public

health. At the very least, the State’

plans to require secondary contain-
ment for tanks located in the more
sensitive Class 2 (public vvater sup-
ply) Groundwater Classification
areas.

The American Petrolenm Insti-
tute (AP!) does not believ:: that sec-
ondary containment is iecessary
under all conditions. Recom-
mended practice suggests the use
of secondary containment at loca-
tons within 300 feet of public
drinking water. In 1984 they pub-
lished a review, Secondary Con-
tainment For Underground Petro-
leum Products Storage Systems At
Retail Outlets, which provides a
data base of secondary contain-
ment practices which can be used
in selecting a secondary contain-
ment system. It can be helpiul for
regulatory agencies and for work-
ing with regulatory agencies. ®




EPA Release Incident Study

Tanks leak. Everyone working in
underground storage tank pro-
grams knows that. How, why,
where, and when they will leak,
and what impacts those leaks will
have are not so clearly known.

Last summer, as LUSTLine re-
ported on several State efforts to
assess reported tank system leaks,
EPA was beginnning to gather in-
formation from the 50 States on
such releases through its own
Release Incident Study. Prior to
this study, the only publicly avail-
able information on leaking tanks
nationwide was a 1981 report by
the American Petroleum Institute.
Since 1981, thousands of leakin
tank systems have been discovere
or detected. Some of them were re-
ported to State regulatory and re-
sponse agencies and have become

art of EPA’s release incident data
ase.

Visits to Water Control Boards,
Fire Marshals’ offices, Depart-
ments of Health, and assorted En-
vironmental and Natural Re-
sources offices identified 12,500
documented cases of releases from
underground storage systems. Se-
venty-tive percent of these inci-
dents have been reported since
1980. This documentation has been
compiled into EPA’s central data
base for evaluation of the major
causes and effects of tank failures.
This assessment will help guide
and support the development of
technical standards.

Even before visiting State offices,
it was obvious that case files would
contain information gaps, and in
some instances, probably more

aps than information. Clearly, in-
ormation that could help mold
regulatory development is not
foremost in the field inspector’s
mind when responding to com-
plaints about leaking tanks. Factors
of importance to field personnel,
however, such as time and location
of release, cause of release, mate-
rial released, and corrective meas-
ures taken were reported in over
75% of the incidents. Many other
data elements, such as soil charac-
terization and duration of the leak,
were rarely reported.

The scope of State incidence re-
porting ranged from simple state-
ments indicating that a service sta-
tion gasoline tank had leaked and
had caused a gasoline plume to

" form on the groundwater table to
others that also included data on
tank size and age, material of con-
struction, soil type and aquifer
depth, and weil = documented
health or environmental impacts.

States yielding the most com-
prehensive data were often those
that had already developed their
own data forms and/or those with
a long history of regulating under-
ground storage tanks.

Why Tank Systems Fail

Not surprisingly, these data indi-
cate that there are many causes of
tank svstem failure. Many of the
incident files lacked specific infor-
mation, only reporting causes as
“holes, leaks, an natural
phenomena”. The most commonly
reported causes of subsurface re-
leases were corrosion, structural
failure, improper installation, and
loose fittings. Corrosion was a
groblem for steel tanks and pipes,

ut for fiberglass, structural failure
and improper installation were key
factors. Loose fittings and poor in-
stallation were noted much more
often for pipin% releases than for
tank releases. [n addition, about
15% of the reported release inci-
dents were caused by overfills and
spills, a problem that OUST will
study further before proposing reg-
ulations.

Sensory Leak Detection

Most of the release incidents on
file were detected haphazardly, by
sight, smell, or taste, rather than
through a systematic detection ef-
fort using detection equipment or
inventory reconciliation methods.
A comparison of cases in which
both leak detection methods and
quantity released were reported
suggests that inventory reconcilia-
tion is less sensitive at identifying
leaks than detection equipment
and should not be the sole method
relied upon. EPA, through its labs
in Edison, New Jersey and Las
Vegas, Nevada, is examining sev-
eral types of equipment for detect-
ing and monitoring leaks to help
focus the leak detection portion of
the UST regulations. Underground
storage tank releases need to be de-
tected before their impacts reach
geoples’ eyes, noses, and taste

uds. -

This first attempt at collecting
nationwide data on reported re-
leases will give EPA a better under-
standing ot the scope of the UST
program. [t adds the weight of con-
clusions drawn from a large na-
tional data base to what had been
primarily a collection of anecdotal
information. While there are some
problems inherent in interpreting
a data base that was not drawn in

OUST ‘Force’ continued

sing notification data are two exam-
ples of this.

“In  franchise  organizations,”
Brand adds, “monitoring the per-
formance of individual franchises
also carries with it the responsibil-
ity to help diagnose problems and
provide support in their solution.”

Promote Innovation

Brand feels the program can
develop to be nationally consistent
and rigorous, yet strive toward
being locally flexible and innova-
tive. “Since’ we don’t have all the
answers right now, and many
States have come up with various
approaches that might work well,
why should [ force them into a
straightjacket?

“We need to recognize that we
are dealing with a rapidly evolving
UST field,” he eprains. “In our
regulations and programs we want
to provide a means for incorporat-
ing innovation and change. We
don’t want to lock our entire field
into today’s technology. For exam-
ple, in Sweden, where self-service
gas stations started, they have now
spawned another concept. . . ‘un-
manned, automated _stations.’
These stations are open 24 hours a
day and have no attendants. Qur
programs need to be flexible
enough to respond to such a
change if and when it comes to the
United States.”

Facilitating Voluntary
Compliance

Because of the large number of
tanks subject to regulation (the
Agency estimates over one million,
excluding farm and residential
heating oil tanks), and because
most of these tanks are owned by

Continued on page 6
]

a statistically random method, this
study provides data that can help
form several regulatory decisions.

OUST plans to have the Release
Inddent Report available for public
distribution this summer. In addi-
tion, the Office will fill in some data
ﬁgs with information to be collected

is summer from key counties and
munidipalities. This will be available
in the fail either as an addendum to
the Release Incident Report or as a
separate publication. @

Steve Glomb (202)382-5866




Fate, Transport and LUST

The title of EPA’s newly com-
pleted Fate and Transport Study
may bring to mind Orpheus’ star-
Jossed journey to the underworld.
Yedeed, EPA’s study is about the
snderworld, not of Greek mythol-

, but of the fate and transport
of regulated substances from leak-
jpg underground storage tanks.

lowers of UST issues may well
ancur, after embracing and digest-
ng this voluminous two-volume
fte and transport encyclopedia,
ytat Greek drama pales compared
wthe drama of wayward regulated
sgbstances.

The report, prepared by Camp,
Dresser & McKee, Inc. for EPA,
relps provide a good understand-

of the sdience that describes the
afivity of leaked substances in the
svironment. While the document
dpes not provide any direct gui-
dance for preventing or remedying
Raks, it will be a useful resource
®r those involved in gromulgating
YST regulations and for anyone
zoncerned with UST programs re-
gardless of their technical back-
ground. The study indicates there
are someimportant gaps in our un-
derstanding of the subject. For
eample, if we want to develop

dictive tools, we need to know
a lot more. Also, this study looks
o individual substances and not
fe effect of mixing particular sub-
gances.

The Transport of a substance re-
frs to the mechanisms that govern
s movement in the environment.
Tae Fate of a substance refers to all
of the c:‘fl'wsical, chemiical, and
wological changes it undergoes in
%t environment. This report fo-
aises oa the fate and transport of
fte petroleum and hazardous sub-
gances to be regulated under
BICRA Subtitle [. Anestimated 90%

- 2 UST s store petroleum products.

&ccordimg to the report, of the 698

regulated hazardous substances,

&7 areEkely to be stored in UST’s.
In examining the physical, chem-

ial, and toxicological groperties of

whe substances stored in under-
ground fanks, the report deter-

Regional Update continued

Local Involvement
Important

In most areas, fire departments
are already involved with tanks to
gme degree under the Uniform
fire Code. mﬁnttkaltegé_rinvolving
¥cal agendies in the rogram
® belig:d to be a necesgity, be-
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mined that the hazardous compo-
nents of §asoline and fuel oil fall
in the middle range groupings for
the study’s three specified impact
scenarios of groundwater contami-
nation, human exposure to toxic
vapors, and ignitability. This
means that in terms of the risk factor
for petroleumn products, these prod-
ucts should be treated in the same
manner as hazardous substances.

The report indicated that al-
though little toxicity data is availa-
ble for most bulk petroleum prod-
ucts, the percentage of aromatic
compounds (e.g. benzene, toluene)
found in these products may be a
good indicator of relative toxicity.

eaded gasoline is being replaced
with more and more aromatics. Pe-
troleum product additives have add-
ed to the overall level of toxicity of
these products.

Some UST leaks have caused ex-
tensive and expensive environ-
mental damage and the reportcites
four recent case studies which illus-
trate the types of problems caused
by leaking UST’s. However, there
are some Incidents where large vol-
umes of product have escaped with
far less severe effects. The report
addresses the variety of factors,
such as the characteristics of leaked
material, the hvdrology of the area,
the type of soil in which it leaked,
and the general climate of the area,
which influence the impact of a
leaked substance on public health
and :h-= environment.

Through the understanding of
fate and fransport mechanisms and
the preperties of UST-regulated
substances plus the consideration
of environmental setting and site-
specific information, the findings
of this report can be used to
prioritize actions for such tasks as
compliance monitoring, corrective
action, and enforcement.

The study is now being reviewed
by EPA and State UST staff and
will be available to the public later
this summer. ®

Pamela Harris (202) 382-4614

cause manpower and logistic con-
straints prevent both EPA and the
State agencies from on-site involve-
ment in more than a token number
of tank installations and removals.
An additional task the Region
hopes to begin within the year is
an assessment of local cagability
and degree of interest in UST pro-
gram involvement. &

Disposing of
Used UST’s

There has been a flurry of tank
yanking activity nationwide. EPA
and the States have received
numerous calls from tank owners
who want to know the proper pro-
cedures for getting rid of their old
tanks.

This sudden interest in tank dis-
Eosal is primarily because of the

ederal May 8 deadlinie for notify-
ing State agencies of the location
and condition of UST’s. But, the
Federal law and most State laws
also say that tanks that “have been
removed from the ground” do not
have to be registered. Thus many
tank owners with aginﬁ storage
tanks that are either no longer In
use or that are due for replacement
have taken this “golden opportu-
nity” to get rid of tanks rather than
register them.

EPA will address the issue of clo-
sure in its tank regulations, but at

resent there are no “hard and
fast” rules for closure. In fact, the
handling and disposal of UST’s is
still loosely controlled in most
States. In response to Federal and
State waste disposal requirements,
some private disposal facilities
have developed their own policies
and procedures for dealing with
tank waste materials such as sludge
and water, and for disposing of
tanks.

Massachusetts has uniquely pro-
vided 5 designated “tank yards” for
the disposal of ail old steel tanks.
Lately,  however, the processing
and shredding of these tanks has
been backlogged because of all the
tank yanking enthusiasm.

Despite the absence of tank dis-
Eosal rules, tank owners who call

PA on this subject do receive gui-
dance. First of all, tank owners are
advised to check with their States
to see if specific closure regulations
are alreadv in place. If this is not
the case, then owners should refer
to the National Fire Protection As-
sociaton’s Flammable and Com-
bustible Liquids Code of 1984
(NFPA 30) and the Uniform Fire
Code. Both contain sections which
specifically address abandonment
and removal of UST’s. Local fire
marshals generally refer to these
codes to make determinations on
the proper handling of out-of-
service tanks. Some States have al-
ready adopted these codes as part
of their fire code.

. NFPA 327, Standard Procedures
For Cleaning Or Safeguarding

Continued on page 6




This Regional Update focuses on Re-
ton X and is written by Joan Cabreza,
egion X's UST Program Coordinator

(206/4-£2-0344)

Regulation in the
Pacific Northwest

Unlike many other regions, none
of the Region X States has an estab-
lished tank program at the State
level, and only one or two counties
have tank legislation aside from the
Uniform Fire Code. Cnly Oregon
has enacted enabling legislation
specifically for underground tanks.

ne positive aspect of the Pacific
Northwest's previously low degree
of involvement is the chance to
learn from some of the mistakes
and problems encountered in other
States. Hopefully, Region X states
can thus avoid some major pitfalls,
such as the legislative mazes that
can result when numerous diverse
sets of local legislation are de-
veloped prior to the State legisla-
tion.

One somewhat unique feature of
Region X is that in addition to the
regional headquarters office in
Seattle, the Region maintains five
small operations offices, one in
each mainland State and two in
Alaska. Although these offices pre-
sently have very limited involve-
ment in UST, their role is expected
to expand in coming years. This
local presence will be a particularly
important asset in States which do
not receive program delegation,
where EPA becomes more directly
involved with enforcement and
inspections.

Preliminary Notification
Results Surprising

Regionwide we originally ex-
pected notification to identify a
maximum of 110,000 tanks. Pre-
liminary results of the notification
indicate the totals may be greater
than expected in some OStates.
Structurally, these appear to be all
vpes ranging from conventional
tanks to (at least one) buried rail-
road tank car and a few brick and
mortar “tanks”.

The Seattle regional office is
focusing much of its present effort
on helping States establish their
programs. All four States have
applied for UST ts ranging
from $80,000 to $140,000. State
commitments under these grants
range from Alaska’s involvement,

| REGIONALUPDATE

which is limited to management of
notification and referrals of interim
prohibition complaints to EPA, to

Oregon’s comprehensive program

that includes developing a tank in-
staller certification program and in-
vestigating alternative State pro-
gram funding mechanisms.

The State notification program
are well underway. All States but
Washington are using the EPA
form, although Oregon has de-
veloped a voluntary addendum to
the form. This is intended to pro-
vide information which will be
used by Oregon to assess impacts
of various potential regulatory
strategies on the communuty.

As tank regulation is a-refatively
new concept in the Region, many
people are only slowly becoming
aware of the Federal requirements.
A number of agencies and groups
have actively helped to bridge the
information’ gap. Product dis-
tributors in several States has dis-
tributed notification forms to their
customers as a means of fulfilling
their own notification obligations
under the law. In Alaska, the De-
partment of Transportation volun-
teered to identify and distribute
forms to over 200 widely scattered
airports. Fire Marshals in several
States have also helped to dissemi-
nate information.

Indian Land Notification

As in other regions, Indian land
notifications are the responsibility
of EPA, rather than the State agen-
cies. The management of Indian
notifications is probably of greater
magnitude in Region X than other
regions because the region contains
the largest number of tribes and tri-
bal contederations: 4 in Idaho, 26 in
Washington, 7 in Oregon, and 1 in
Alaska. (Most Alaskan Indians do
not have reservation lands.)

In response to a Regional re-
quest, 38 tribes and confederated
tribal groups have appointed UST
coordinators who coordinate with
EPA and assist in distribution of
information and notification forms.
Two additional Region X tribes

eographically overlap with Region
E(. who oversees the notification
process for these tribes, and for-
wards appropriate forms to Region
X. This arrangement permits
“shared” tribes to deal with only
one EPA region.

In areas where Indian land own-
ership is in dispute, EPA and the
State have agreed that tank owners

may either notify the State on the
State form, or notify the EPA on
the EPA form.

Programs Flexible to
Unique State Needs

The four regional States are quite
distinct in organization, geog-
raphy, economics, politics and en-
vironmental philosophy. Program
implementation methods that will
work in more ubanized areas of
Washington often will not work
very efficiently in more rural,
widely dispersed and inaccessible
areas of Alaska, or in the indepen-
dent “frontier minded” areas of the
region. Given individual State dif-
ferences, the region hopes to strike
a balance that preserves regional
uniformity yet maximizes State
flexibility. The Region therefore en-
courages innovative and creative
program approaches that meet in-
dividual State needs, but also en-
courages State information ex-
change to promote regional cohe-
siveness. Other management aims
include establishing a good rapport
between regulators and regulated
community, and maximizing inter-
face with other existinﬁ programs
and groups such as the ground-
water and toxics programs and the
fire department.

Tank Failure and the
Pacifiec N prthwest

One Region X concern is that
many tank studies done elsewhere
may not be representative of Pacific
Northwest conditions because of
the rural nature of much of the re-
gion or climatic peculiarities such
as Alaska permafrost, Idaho desert,
and Washington seasonal high
water tables. For example, in the
northern Alaska region, an esti-
mated two thirds of all buried tanks
are located in the continuous per-
mafrost zones. The majority of
tanks are buried in the active perma-
frost layer, four to eight feet below
gxound, where frost heave and ad-

eeze force cause shearing, breaks
and cracks, and an above-average
leaking tank rate.

One important goal the region
hopes to accomplish early within
the program is an assessment of
tank owners’ knowledge and per-
formance expectations, determuna-
tion of installers’ expertise, and an
identification of the types of ac-
tions, attitudes, gaps in knowledge,
and spedial local conditions which
contribute to local tank failures.

Continued on page ¢
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RI Steel Tank Violation/
Bungled Tank Relining

The Rhode Island Department of
Environmental Management (DEM)
has issued a Notice o? Violatdon and
Order o Correct to an automobile
distributor for violation of Interim
Pronibition and failure to follow

roper closure procedures. A DEM
staff person noticed two used tanks
sitting above ground and later dis-
covered that two new 2000 gallon
bare steel tanks containing waste
oil and motor oil had been installed
in July 1985.

Federal Interim Prohibition regu-

lations barring the installation of.

unprotected bare steel tanks and
Rhode Island’s UST regulations
both went into effect in May 1985.
Thus, the installation was in viola-
tion of both State and Federal law.
Since te violator had already du-
tifully registered both of his old
tanks according to State requure-
ments, he had been informed of
installation and closure require-
ments.

The violator signed a consent
agreement with the State of Rhode
Island and has since taken the
foilowing corrective steps:

e the @nks were inspected. and
tanks med lines were cathodically
protected with anode bags

e spill containment basins were
installed

e a cornuous monitoring system
was installed

e precision tests were performed
on both tanks

The violator also paid a fine of
$525.0@. Fortunately, the old tanks
were im good shape so there was
no prodict loss to the surrounding
soill.D The old tanks were dispose
of according to State requirements.

Rhods[sland has recently issued

another notice of violation which
may say something about Tank Re-
lining. Five existing steel tanks
were precision tested in accordance
with = State requirements. Two
tanks failed the test so the owner
had all five tanks emptied and re-
lined. Rhode Island allows a tank
to be relined once as long as no
leaks are detected by precision tests
following the relining. When the
tightness test was performed again
for these relined tanks, all 5 tanks
failed the test. Monitoring wells
which had been installed around
the two tanks that originally failed
quickly showed evidence of prod-

. uct loss.

Two major problems accounted
for these leaks, one was improper
piping repair and the other was im-
groperiy replaced manways. The

tate has issued a Notice of Viola-
tion and an Order to precision test
the tanks, as well as a number of
other corrective measures. The

DEM has since adopted a policy of -

inspecting tanks prior to relining.

ther States’ regulations ad-
dress the issue of tank relining in
a variety of ways. For example,
Massachusetts does not allow re-
lining of any tank which has leaked
as a result of corrosion. In contrast,
New York and New Hampshire
allow failed tanks to be relined pro-
vided they have no open seams or
splits, and if they have less than
ten holes with none greater than
14" in diameter; relined tanks must
be precision tested after relining,
but before backfilling. =

Michael DelRossi, RI DEM
(401)277-2234

R

UST Disposal continued

Small Tanks And Containers, also
has information on safe procedures
for out-vhservice tank handling
operatiors. Finally, the American
Petro-
leum Instute (API) Bulletin 1604,
Recommemded Practice For Aban-
donment©Or Removal Of Used Un-
dergrousd Service Station Tanks,
provides useful guidance on this
subject.

In adétfon, the API has initiated
a study sstitled Disposal Methods
For Useil Underground Storage
Tanks, witich is designed to iden-
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tify cost effective alternatives for
the proper dvivslﬁosal of UST’s. This
new project will address such ques-
tions as: [s, or when is a used tank
a hazardous material? How clean
does a tank have to be to move off
site? What are the proper methods
to clean a tank? Can a tank be re-
ndered non-hazardous? and, How
best can a tank be disposed of (per-
forating, crushing, etc.) to
minimize present and long term
liability? The results of this study
should be available by early falland
will ultimately be used to update
Bulletin 1604. =

OUST ‘Force’ continued

local gas stations, Brand feels it is
crucial that the Agency build a
program that can be easily im-
plemented by the States. He ex-
plains, “the program will only suc-
ceed if State and local governments
can reach and change the behavior
of the thousands of tank owners
across the country.

“We believe that most people
will obey the laws and regulations
if they can readily understand what
is expected of them. We would like
to be able to make these require-
ments fair and reasonable. The
tank owners’ Notification Form
was designed along these lines.
QOur requirements will have to be
clear to all the players . .. tank
owners, inspectors, installers.

“I'm concerned about the real
work that will be out there when
the regulations are in place (they
are running about a year behind
schedule). [want to know that who
ever is inspecting that tank system
knows what they are looking at,
and what they are looking for. The
installer has to know how to do it
properly and, ultimately, the tank
owner fas to know what’s what.

“The EPA has to get this kind of
information out . . . here’s how to
doit. . . this is acceptable . . . this
is not acceptable.” Brand adds that
QUST is spending research money
on looking at practical manage-
ment practices that work, as weil
as ways to do things better.

In trving to make this program
simple, there are some tough is-
sues EPA will need to tackle. For
example, it is no secret that when
many existing UST’s are tested for
leaks, large numbers of leaks will
be discovered. Also, results from
EPA’s studv of tank tightness test-
ing methods will not be available
for 6 months to a year, so the

_ Agency will find it ditficult to pro-

vide dcceptable vs unacceptable
guidance on this issue for awhile.

Decision-Making Guides

OUST’s guiding principle is the
protection of groundwater. .The
Agency has selected groundwater
as its protection priority because it
ultimately encompasses other con-
cerns, foremost of which is human
health.

Thus, with this guiding principle
of groundwater protection and the
need for a workable, implementa-
ble, and consistent approach to-
ward managing and regula_mng
USt's, the ilgency has initiate
numerous studies to enhance its

Cuntinued on page 12




Proper Installation Imperative

Interest in improving the quality
of UST installation is growing
rapidly nationwide. According to
Ron Brand, Director of EPA’s Of-
fice of Underground Storage
Tanks, no matter how good the un-
derground storage system, ifitisn’t

roperly installed, it is likely to
eak. EPA data indicate that up to
40% of UST leaks may be caused
by human error during tank or pip-
ing installation.

“We need to improve our svstem
of installing,” says Brand. “Instal-
lers need access to instructions,
tools and devices for doing the job
properly. We need to be assured
that installation is being done by
trained and reliable people so that
we can move toward significantly
improving our record of tank and
system failures.”

While many States are consider-
ing some kind of installer certifica-
tion program, at present, only the
State of Maine has officially begun
such a program. The Maine board of
UST Installers held its first written
exams on April 1 and 24th. Of the
266 who tooE the exam, 222 scored
greater than 80%, which is passing
anc certifiable.

The exam consisted of 100 ques-
tions taken from State regulations
and a compilation of documents on
installation. Prior to the exam, par-
ticipants were given 194 study

uestions along with copies of the

ocuments. The documents had
been referenced for easy informa-
tion access for use both in studying
for the exam and, more impot-
tantly, for future reference on the
job. The Board will continue to up-
date any changes in technology
and pass new information along to
the certified installers.

Through this program, the Board
now has a mailing list. This is im-
ﬁortant because Maine installers

ad always been independants
with no real information network.
The certification program provides
an information channel as well as
some trade cohesion and credibil-
ity.

According to one Board member,
aside from the usual grumblings
about paperwork, bureaucracy,
and fees, the installers seem to feel
positive about this program. They
now know they are recognized as
an important group. Furthermore,
certification should eliminate the
Saturday contractor who often
does a shoddy job and underbids
the full time installers. Pro

articipants also indicated they
earned a lot about things they
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didn’t understand such as cathodic
protection.

Most of the participants spent
more than 20 hours studying for
the exam. The results showed no
correlation between years in the
business and test scores. Copies of
the study questions can be ob-
tained from the Board by sending
$35.00 and a note requesting the
Tank Installer Studquaterial to:
Board of Underground Tank [nstal-
lers, Maine Department of Environ-
mental Protection, Station 17,
Augusta, ME 04333.

Florida is close to passing some
kind of certification program. At
gresent, installation must be done

v individuals with either a general
contractors or a plumbing contrac-
tors license. But testing tor either
license has generally had only one,
or no questions about installation.
Proposed legislation is directed to-
ward creating a separate Pollutant
Storage System Specialty Contrac-
tor. Many full time installers want
the State to formulate questions
that specifically cover tank and pip-
ing installation.

Other States, such as Connec-
ticut, New York, and Rhode [sland,
refer in their own State regulations
to NFPA 30 and manufacturers’ in-
structions for the installation of
UST’s. New York also has detailed
installation specifications and re-
quires a signed statement from the
installer, attesting the installation
requirements have been followed.
In Massachusetts, tanks can only
be installed by tank manufacturer
certified installers. Also, installa-
tions must be inspected by the local
fire department.

Currently there are no official in-
stallation methods that have been
approved by the EPA. The Agency
recommends interested persons
contact either the Steel Tank Insti-
tute, (202)223-6222, or the Petro-
leum Equipment Institute (see arti-
cle on new booklet) for a copy of
recommended installation prac-
tices. Also, most manufacturers in-
clude installation instructions with
the tank when it is shipped. These
instructions should be tollowed as
closely as possible. ®

New UST Installation Manual Available From PEI

Recommended Practices for Installation of Underground Liquid Storage Systems
is the title of a new publication prepared by the Petroieum Equipment Insstute (PED.
This 36-page manual is intended to serve as a guide for the proper installation of

underground tank and piping systems at service stadons, C-stores, and similar facilities
at which commerdial liquids are stored underground.

The book contains chapters on excavating, backfill, secondary containment, piping,
cathodic protection, and similar aspects of tank installation. The manual also includes
three appendices. One contains for-
mulas for calculating the weight re-
quired to prevent tank floatout. Another
describes procedures for calculating sac-
rifical anode requirements. The third
lists sources of other technical publica-
tions on installation of underground
storage systems.

The manual was in preparation for
more than a year and has been reviewed
extensively by oil company engineers,
environmental regulators, equipment
manufacturers, and installation contrac-
tors. The publication, with its 39 line
drawings, effectively captures the state-
of-the art in tank installation in an easy-
to-understand and accessible way.

The Petroleum Equipment Institute,
established in 1951, is the international
trade assodation for the petroleum mar-
keting equipment industry.

To Order: Single copy price of PEI RP 100-86 is 510 (38 for PEI members). A 3%
discount is offered for 25-49 copies; a 7% discount for 50-99 copies, and a 10% discount
for 100499 copies. Payment must accompany orders. Orders should be sent to Petro-
leum Equipment Institute, P.O. Box 2380. Tulsa, Oklahoma 74101.

[
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Florida’s Proposed |
Petroleum Cleanup Bill

Flonda’s permeable soils and
high water table render its ground-
water highly susceptible to con-
tamination, and groundwater is
the domking water source for over
90% ofthe State’s population. Con-
cern fr groundwater prompted
the passage of the Flonda Water
Quality Assurance Act in 1983.

From this authority, the Depart-
ment o0& Environmental regulation
(DER) developed the Stationary
Tank Rule. This rule requires tank
storagetfacilities to register the tank
systems, maintain inventory re-
cords, monitor for leaks, reportdis-
charges to DER, upgrade or replace
tanks i accordance with an estab-
lishedschedule, and contain, abate
and deanup discharges. Industry
has expressed concern about the
cost ofcomplying with this regula-
tion, because, in complying, an av-
erage &cility could face costs of
$40,008 o0 $75,00. However, if a
leak ommurs, average site cleanup
costs omuld range from between
$150,00 to $250,000. The small
facility ewner could be forced out
of business due to the expense of
cleanuzp even if he complied with
all themule requirements. Also, pol-
lution Habilitv insurance has been
next toimpossible to obtain.

Another concern centers on gro-
vidinga speedy alternate drinking
water source to residents with con-
taminated wells. DER has funds to
provide bottled water, but provi-
sions fr a more permanent alter-
native mater source are not allowa-
ble under existing authority. Right
now, witen a Ieaﬁ is discovered, if
responsible parties cannot be iden-
tified or cannot pay, a lengthy in-
vestigaion process must be in-
itiated 3¢ DER to determine the re-
sponsitie party. Meanwhile, relief
to the comtaminated welil owner is
delaved until this investigation is
complesd.

A thixd issue is directed toward
the deection and reporting of
leaks. Iadustry has indicated that
some owmmers are not reporting
leaks to the DER as required be-
cause offear of being closed down.
Since lezk detection devices are re-
quired ior all tanks instailed before
1970, there is some fear about what
will be discovered in this older tank
population when devices are in-
stalled. The DER’s main concern is
that thelmnger a leak remains unre-
ported ar undetected, and the
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longer remedial actions are de-
layed, the greater the threat to the
public health, safety and welfare,
the greater damage to Florida’s en-
vironment, and the higher the
eventual cost to contain and re-
move the contamination. If clean-
up actions could be initiated
quickly, all parties would benefit.

Committees of the Florida Legis-
lature have been meeting since
November, 1985 to address these
concerns. The House of Represen-
tatives Committee On Community
Affairs has prepared bill number
269. The Senate Committee On
Natural Resources has prepared
bill number 206 for the upcoming
session.

The March 30, 1986 version of
these bills, referred to as the Florida
Super Act, would:

1) Enable DER to provide swift
restoration or replacement of resi-
dential drinking water supplies
contaminated by leaking petro-
leum tanks. Funding would come,
in part, from an existing Water
Quality Assurance Trust Fund.

2) Create another “Super Fund”
account to provide funds to be used
specifically for petroleum cleanup.
The money for this $50 million ac-
count would come from a ten cent
per barrel tax on petroleum prod-
ucts coming into the State, (includ-
ing all liquid fuels except LP gas
and certamn residual fuels), and a
tank registration fee of 350 for the
first year and $25 for each year
thereafter. This excise tax would be
reactivated when the fund falls
below 325 million and deactivated
when the cap is reached. The tax
is scheduled to expire on October 1,
1992, subject to legislative review.

3) Require DER to issue registra-
tion stickers or certificates to be dis-
%fyed in plain view at tank sites.

e Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services, which routine-
ly inspects retail facilities for prod-
uct quality, is required to report un-
registered tanks to DER.

1) Direct DER to develop a com-
pliance verification program for the
stationary tank requirements to be
implemented on October 1, 1987.

5) Establish an Early Detection
Incentive Program to encourage
tank owners to meet tank monitor-
ing and retrofitting requirements
on or ahead of schedule and to ac-
tively seek out and report all leaks
as soon as possible.

DoD Evaluating
Tank Testing
Methods For
Jumbo UST’s

Tank integrity testing is an impor-
tant element of underground storage
tank management. Federal regulations
will likely include tank testing require-
ments and many State and local regu-
lations already have such requirements
as a means E‘J/r detecting or verifying
leaks. The EPA is currently evaluatin
in-tank testing methods at a research
facility in Edison, New Jersey. The
Agency is also beginning a similar
study of external monitoring methods
atan ORD research lab in Las Vegas.

The results of these studies will be
available in Spring of 1987 and should
provide important information on
which methods meet the performance
criteria, as well as guidance on how io
perform the tests.

A significant problem developed
when the Department of Defense
(DoD) began testing its under-
ground storage tanks. The Depart-
ment found that commerdal tank
testing methods (of the type being
evaluated by EPA) were not
adequate or appropriate for testing
very large storage tanks such as
those found at many DoD installa-
tions. The National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) leak detection
standard of 0.05 gallons per hour
was established with smaller-sized
tanks (e.g. 10-20,000 gallons or less)
in mind Rasic cabrmiations which as-
sume high instrument predsion and
very low ambient interterence levels
for factors such as temperature
changes and vapor pockets suggest
that for larger tanks there may be
no practicaT method of achieving
NFPA standard.

The DoD uses several thousand
underground bulk storage tanks
(UBST's) for the storage of petro-
leum products. Typically, they are
one of two types. Category [ tanks,

This Incentive or Amnesty Pro-
gram encourages the reporting of

etroleum contamination sites to

ER in writing between July 1,
1986 and October 1, 1987. With spe-
cific exemptions, these sites would
be cleaned up at the expense of the
Fund. =

John Svec (904) 488-0300




usually ranging in size from 20-
50,000 gallons, are typical of such
operations as flight lines. Category
Il tanks, containing 50-80,000 bar-
rels of fuel, i.e., 2.1 to 3.36 million
gallons, are used at DoD tank
farms. Because these tanks differ
so markedly in scale from most un-
derground storage tanks, the DoD
has gquestioned whether Federal
and State regulations are directly
applicable to UBST's. Consequently,
the DoD has decided to evaluate
whether existing precision tank
tests can be effectively applied to
UBST’s at-DoD installations.

This evaluative research is being
conducted for the Defense En-
vironmental Policy Office by the
Midwest Research Institute (MRI).
The contract, administered by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Huntsville Division, will do the
following:

o review Federal and State regula-
tions, both existing and proposed,
and pertinent DoD documents,
such as directives and manuals, re-
lating to UBST’s and leak detection
requirements;

¢ evaluate available UBST detec-
tion methods and determine their
applicability to DoD fadilities;

o identify site specific problems at
DoD installations;

e field test a recommended UBST
leak detection method to verify its
suitability for DoD installations;
and

e develop a tank test strategy to
insure the highest probability of
detecting leaks in UBST's.

MRI is currently reviewing LUST
regulations and leak detection
methods and conducting prelimi-
nary site assessments at two DoD
insfallations in California-March
AFB and San Pedro Defense Fuel
Source Point (DFSP). It is antid-
pated that the recommended leak
detection. method will be field
tested in mid-summer.

This research will help the DoD
implement a workable and effec-
tive UBST management program.®

L. Peter Boice, DoD Defense
Environmental Leadership Project,
(202) 633-1273

To order copies of LUSTLINE,
Bulletin 3, call HOTLINE (800)
424-9346. Solid Waste Document
# EPA/530-SW-86-010.

Questions and Answers

EPA receives numerous UST questions on the Hotline. This issue of LUSTline
addresses some of the most frequently asked questions about Definitions and
Exemptions for purposes of Notigcation. The following definitions represent current
EPA policy. These terms will not be final until they are proposed in the Federal
Register and public comment is taken into consideration.

Under Section 9001 of the 1984 RCRA Amendments, Underground Stor-
age Tank means “any one or combination of Tanks (including underground
pipes connected thereto) which is used to contain an accumulation of
regulated substances and the volume of which (including the volume of
the underground pipes connected thereto) is 10 percent or more beneath
the surface of the ground.”

Q. What is the definition of a “tank”? -

A. A tank is a stationary device which is constructed primarily of non-
earthen materials (e.g., wood, concrete, steel, plastic) which provide struc-
tural support. Under this definition, almost any type of container (e.g.,
underground sumps, dump tanks) would be considered a tank.

Q. What is meant by “used to contain an accumulation of regulated
substances”?

A. This means that a UST that contains regulated substances for any period
of time, no matter how small the amount, is within the jurisdiction of
Subtitle I. There is no de minimus or small quantities exclusion, although
such an exclusion is likely to be included in later technical regulation of UST’s.

Q. What is meant by “beneath the surface of the ground”?

A. A tank is 10% or more beneath the surface of the ground if its volume
(including the volume of its connected Eiping) is either 1) 10% or more
below ground surface or grade, or 2) 10% or more below ground surface
or otherwise covered with material so that expeditious inspection is preciuded.

This definition addresses two situations in which a tank would be consi-
dered underground. First, a tank may be considered an undexégtound stor-
age tank even if 10% or more of its volume is not covere by ground
material as for example a tank that is in a below grade containment area
(such as a swimming pool or a ditch).

Second, if 10% or more of the tank volume is covered by ground material,
either below or above grade, the tank is within UST jurisdiction. This means
that tanks that are above ground but mounded over with dirt (to comply
with local fire codes) are within UST jurisdiction.

The definition of underground storage tank excludes nine tvpes of tanks
which would otherwise be subject to UST regulation. The following ques-
tions and answers are most frequently asked about excluded tanks.

Q. What is a “farm tank”?

A. A farm tank is a tank located on a tract of land devoted to the production
of crops or raising animals, including fish, and associated residences and
improvements.
is definition is based upon that used by the Internal Revenue Service

in connection with tax exclusions for farmers. To be exempt from UST
jurisdiction, a farm tank must be located on the farm property. “Farm”
includes fish hatcheries and rangeland. “Farm” does not include
laboratories where animals are raised, land used to grow timber, or pesticide
aviation operacons. :
Q. What does the “storm water or waste water collection system” exclusion
encompass?
A. A stormwater or wastewater collection system is defined as piping,
pumps, conduits and any other equipment used to receive and convev
surface water runoff resulting from precipitation or domestic, commerdial,
and industrial wastewater. %‘he collection of stormwater or wastewater
must be directed towards conveyance, and does not include storage ot treat-
ment of stormwater or wastewater except where incidental to conveyance.

Excluded from UST jurisdiction under this definition are tanks associated
with stormwater or wastewater sewer systems. Tanks that are part of waste-
water collection systems at industrial facilities are also excluded under this
definition so long as the tanks are primarily used for collection and convey-
ance of wastewater or stormwater. Tanks used for storage or treatment of
stormwater or wastewater not incidental to collection and conveyance, such
as wastewater treatment tanks at industrial faclities or municipal water

Continued on page 12
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The Retail Gas Station
Insarance Predicament

Retail gas station owners and
operatossare caught in an insur-
ance dilmma. It's a “sign of the
times” z»d a sign of uncertainty
. .. bow many leakers are out
there? —~. how much damage has
been dume? Many States either re-
quire argian to require tightness
tests fard@anks at specified ages or
interva¥ . . . EPA s also consider-
ing sufian option. This will lead
to thediscovery of many more
leaks amd, undoubtedly, more
cleanupeosts and liability claims.
Insurm® has covered many of
these mts in the past, but many
tank memers who need it most,
now fid such insurance difficult,
if notdpossible, to get.

Rigitnow, only two insurance
groupsare marketing and writing
gasolmestation policies; The Plan-
ning Trporation and Federated
Insurage. These policies cover
goversment-ordered cleanup costs,
third pety liability costs, and asso-
ciated #eal costs. Premiums are de-
termireiby tank age (main factor),
size otogeration, previous clai
experisge, and the location of the
facility(Facilities located in States
with tegh UST re%l‘irements, e.g.
Califori, Florida, New Jersey, are
subject® hig?er premiums.) Also,
througimut the country, additional
surchaxrgs may be levied for
facilitims with older and/or bare
steel tads.

Becaee of the risk involved in
coverigunderground storage sys-
tems, 3aQAYy insurance poudes are
actuallwwritten through reinsur-
ance, wiich is a pooling of many
insuremsto reduce the risk to any
one instance company . Recently,
the nuztier of companies involved
in reingmance has gone down, re-
sultingZxdecreased coverage. For
exampé, Planning Corporation
currentivoffers coverage of $2 mil-
lion perdxcurrence and $4 miilion
total. Ths, if one fadlity has five
tanks awdifour are leaking, they are
coveredi¥r no more that 34 million.

Whichgas station facilities are
being mxed? The major oil com-
panies3ht own and operate their
own fagittes generally are self in-
sured. @y have their own insur-
ance and account for about
47,000 %ewice stations. Also, chain
operatiosi about 46,000 stations,
are goaidisks. They operate under
one seticorporate rules and have
more asets. Finally, convenience
store chas (e.g. 7-Eleven), repre-
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senting about 15,000 stations, are
good risks for the same reasons as
the retail station chain operations.

Facilities having the most dif-
ficult time getting insurance are
very often the people who need it
the most. Independent owner/
operators and leased dealers, about
79,000 stations, are considered un-
known risks in the insurance world.
They are a aeograﬂhically dis-
persed groué:’. Qiten the higherrisk
stations (older tanks, etc.) of this
group are the ones who try to get
insured. The less risky facilities .
the ones with newer tanks or those
with careful and conscientious
maintenance standards, may not try
to get insurance, gambling on low
risk probability.

This insurance problem is being
handled in a variety of ways. Some
major refiners are attempting to in-
clude their leased stations in an in-
surance pool. Some States are also
trving to deal with this problem.
Michigan, for example, is planning
to establish an insurance program
for service stations that can’t get
insurance. ,

At present, there are a number
of factors influencing the thinking
of the insurance industry: 1) the
number and size of claims are in-
creasing, especially in States with
stringent regulations; 2) uncertain
“exposure” ... the new EPA re-
quirements, the timing of the re-
quirements, the size of the third

arty and legal costs; 3) the finandal

ealth of the insurance industry, in
general; and 4) the desire within the
mnsurance for tort reform.

The EPA is doing studies to see
if financial responsibility require-
ments are needed to cover cleanup
costs and third party liability. ®

Sammy Ng (202) 382-7903

National UST Survey To
Be Released

The EPA Office of Toxic Substances has
completed a survev of motor fuel UST's
in support of OUST. The survey, Under-
ground Motor Fuel storage Tanks: A Na-
Honal Survey, was conducted over the last
two years and is scheduled for public
availability in June. EPA will evaluate the
survev results for guidance in reguiation
deveiopment. For information, contact
U.S. EPA, WHS62A, OUST, 401 M St. SW,
Washington, D.C. 20460, Attention Infor-
madon Office.

LUST in
Germany

As promised in the last issue of
LUSTline, we are reporting on some
of the more fascinating findings Marcel
Moreau, Maine Department of En-
vironmental Protection, brought back
from his study of European approaches
to the prevention of LUST problems.
Marcel was awarded a fellowship from
the German Marshall Fund of the
United States to study regulatory
strategies and UST technologies in
Germany, France, England and the
Netherlands. Because most Western
European countries have a longer his-
tory of UST regulation than the LLS.,
the EPA is also looking toward Europe
{and Japan) to gain some insight into
practices and technologies that may or
may not have worked well.

Marcel Moreau has brought back
from Europe a refreshing new per-
spective on the leaking under-
ground storage tank problem.
Moreau’s slide presentation of
European LUST prevention begins
with the observation that there are
“significant similarities between
the stvles of European cathedral
gargoyles and un erground stor-
age tank technology.’

Europe has a long history of en-
vironmental regulation.  Ger-
many’s Environmental Inspection
Agency celebrated its 100th an-
niversary in 1985 and France has
regulated the storage of hazardous
substances since 1866. The detail
applied to UST regulation ranges
from Germany’s meticulous and
pragmatic approach, as reflected in
1ts garguyies, v Englaid’> more
simplistic approach of encasing the
entire installation in 6 inches of
concrete. Again, this is more or less
reflected in the absence of gar-
Eo_vles in England. The genesis of

ngland’s approach is, perhaps,
rooted in Stonehenge.

Needless to sav, the bulk of use-
ful information that Marcel saw fit
to convey centered on the West
German approach to LUST; France
and the Netherlands followed close
behind. Germanyv does not appear
to have a significant leaking tank

roblem anymore. However, this
gas not always been the case. After
converting to fuel oil use in the
mid-1950’s, large numbers of tank
leaks began showing up as corro-
sion set in, around the mid-1960’s.

As the problem gained national at-
tention, national experts quickly
thered and thoroughly dissected,

eciphered and debugged it-




All German UST's are now dou-
ble-walled, but they are designed
as leak-detection systems rather
than dual-containment systems.
They are more like single-walled
tanks with a leak detection system
wrapped around them. Because
the outer steel wall is not intended
to be used for primary containment
of the stored substance, it is thinner
and constructed to much less rigor-
ous standards than the primary
vessel, which is designed to with-
stand 29 PSI. The space between
the two wails contains antifreeze
and is connected to a reservoir
above the tank. A leak causes the
antifreeze between the walls to
storm the breach and set off an au-
tomatic alarm in the reservoir.
Over half of France has double-
walled tanks similar to the German
design.

In Germany, France and the
Netherlands, ~ piping is often
welded together and clad in PVC.
Joints are coated in the field with
asphalt. Piping is uniformly sloped
to the tank.

Manholes are mandatory in the
tank and all piping goes through
the manholes. There are manways
to the ground surface to allow in-
spection of the piping and leak de-
tection system. This provides easy
access for maintenance inspec-
tions. Fiberglass is not used in
Europe for gasoline storage at ser-
vice stations, and only the Dutch
use cathodic protecton. Asphalt
coated
steel tanks are prevalent, but the
coating is much thicker than in the
United States. The coating is elec-
trostatically checked at 14,000-
20,000 voits at the factory, and be-

 fore installation at the site. (Asphalt
coatings in the U.S. have, tradition-
allv, not been tested at all.) ,
" In Germany and the Netherlands,
tanks are generally not covered
over at the ground surface with
concrete pads or asphalt. Instead,
concrete paving blocks are used in
anticipation of the need for access
to the tank system should any
problems occur. This allows easy,
quick, and inexpensive removal
and replacement of the pavement.

Inventory controls are consi-
dered a good management practice
in Europe, but are not used for leak
detection purposes.

Moreau observed three key fea-
tures that seemed to contribute to
the integrity of the underground
storage systems:

1) Suction Systems with single
check valves are preferred to sub-
merged pumps as a product dis-
pensing  technology. Suction
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American Petroleum Institute Underground Storage
System Research Programs

The American Petroleum Institute (API) has been looking into problems
associated with leaking underground storage systems since 1969. Over the
vears, the AP! has supporteg a number of research programs with the
purpose of investigating the many technical aspects of underground storage
svstems. A brief description of the most applicable completed projects,
projects in progress, and available reports is detailed below:

Analysis of Factors Affecting Service Station Inventory Control

The objective of the study was to identify factors affecting inventory
control procedures and to estimate their impact on the effectiveness of
inventory control as a tool for detecting product gains or losses. Factors
evaluated included: temperature, meter accuracy, vapor recovery, g2uging
and tank geometry. (Report Available)

Overfill Protection for Underground Petroleum Storage Systems at Retail
Outlets

The objective of the study was to develop information on the methods
and equipment available to provide cost-eftective, technologically feasible
and environmentally effective overfill protection systems for underground
petroleum storage systems. (Report Available) ,

Underground Storage System Survey of the API General Committee of
Marketing

The objective of the survey was to develop factual data regarding under-
ground storage system numbers, types, and ages owned by companies
that are represented on the APl General Committee of Marketing. In addi-
tion, information regarding the leak prevention and detection programs of
these same companies was also compiled. (Report Available)

Observation Wells as a Leak Detection Technique

The objective of the study is to identifv, describe and evaluate observation
weill methods for detecting leaks of hydrocarbon from underground petro-
leum storage systems. The resulits of the study are intended to provide a
basis for evaluating alternative monitoring techniques for a variety of
monitoring conditions and objectives.  (Report Available - Spring, 1986)

Automatic Gauging Systems as a Leak Monitoring Technique

The objective of the study is to identify, describe and evaluate automatic
gauginﬁ system technologies for monitoring an underground storage sys-
tem. The ‘study intends to document the sensitivity, degree of accuracy
and cost effectiveness of the various automatic gauging system
technologies. (Report Available - Spring, 1986)
Update of API Publication 1621 - Bulk Stock Control at Retail Outlets

The objective of the study is to evaluate the various inventory control
procedures currently being utilized to monitor underground storage sys-
tems. for losses. The results of the study are to be integrated into APl
Publication 1621 to improve the leak detection capabilities of inventory
control. (Report Available - Summer, 1986) :
Secondary Containment for Underground Petroleum Product Storage Sys-
tems at Retail Outlets

Disposal Methods for Used Underground Storage Tanks
See related articles.

TO ORDER: Contact Valeen Young, API, 1220 L Street, Northwest,
Washington, D.C. 20005 (202)682-8000.
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pumps are acknowledged to di-
munish leaks signincantly. Llhe
check valve s in the piping beneath
the suction pump, rather than at
the top of the tank as is common
in the U.S.

2) In Germany and France, spill
overfills are prevented by sensing
devices in the tank which stop the
filling procedure when the tank is
95% tilled, allowing ampie room to
then drain the hose into the tank.

3) The double-walled tanks,
mentioned earlier, seem to'be very
effective. o

This information just skims the
surface of Marcel’s store-house of
information on this subject. Any
group interested in Marcel’s gre—
sentation can call him at (207)289-
2651. He also plans to write up his
findings in a report. Informationon
this will be available in the next
issue of LUSTline. ®




Headquarters Update

EPA is “beefing up” its OUST
Hotline . The Agency will have 11
lines by August. The Hotline has
been set up to respond to questions
on EPA’s UST regulatory program.
The toll free Hotline number is 800-
424-9346. The number for local calls
is 382-3000.

OUST has developed the FY'87
State UST Grant Guidance for the
Regions to use in negotiating State
UST Grants. The Regions and sev-

eral States and State Organizations

met in Washington on May 1 to
review and comment on the draft.
Final Guidance will be issued in
June.
b
OUST ‘Force’ continued
understanding of the many pos-
sibile components of its regulatory
options.

OUST has also been following
tank regulation experiences bot
here and abroad. Brand and his
staff have relied heavily on the ex-
periences of States and countes
. with on-going programs. He is also
investigating the European ap-

roach to UST regulation and re-
ated technology because much of
western Europe has a 15 year
“edge” on the United States.

Ideally, Tank rer:izton should

be an evolving - - “vhich im-
proves as the ur ‘ngofbet-
ter or correct w -z things
improves. Ur.. e
tanks are leaking now .. Q-
portance of timely decsic. v

not completely allow for the iux..-77
of the ideal world. m.

Questions & Answers continued
treatment works, are not excluded under this definitiore. :

This definition excludes sumps when they are part of stormwater/waste-
water overflow or conveyance.

Q. What does the #flow-through process tank” exclusion refer to?

A. A flow-through process tank is a tank which forms an integral part of
a manufacturing process and through which there is a steady or uninter-
rupted flow of materials during operation of the manufacturing process.
The term “flow-through process tank” does not include tanks to store
regulated substances pnor to their introduction into the manufacturing
operation, or to store regulated substances as products or by-products from
the manufacturing process.

There are two key concepts associated with this term: 1) “flow-through”
means steady or regulated tlow. That is, the tluid level is subject to constant
change during operation of the process, 2) “process” means integral to
manufacturing process (as opposed to a process in the tank).

Concerning the first concept, defining “flow-through® as including regu-
larly occurring flows as well as continuous flows, the use of a retention-time
limitation was rejected on the grounds that this would be too complicated.
The dividing line between “ flow-through” and storage would be very difficult
to determine.

Concerning the concept of “process”, the only tanks that are excluded
as flow-through process tanks are those tanks that are integral to the man-
ufacturing process. This means that tanks that hold raw materials prior to
processing and tanks. holding products, by products, or wastes dfter the
processing may be subject to UST jurisdiction.

Q. What does the “liquid trap” exclusion refer to?

A. The liquid trap exclusion refers to tanks used for the purpose of the
collection and removal of water and other liquid impurities from oil and
gas during oil and gas production operations and their attendant production

es.
Although liquid traps are often used in activities other than oil and gas
production, the only tvpe of liquid trap excluded from UST jurisdiction
under the statute is a liquid trap used for the purpose of separating unused
oil and gas liquids from water at oil and gas producing facilities.

However, not all tanks at oil and gas producing facilities will qualify for
this exclusion. For example, after removal of oil in a liquid trap, the water
(containing some oil residue) may be stored prior 0 discharge. This oily
water would be subject to UST jurisdiction i?stored in an underground
storage tank. Tanks assodiated with gas deliverv lines that connect the
liquid trap to an underground storage tank may be subject to the pipeline
faciiities exclusion.

“Liquid traps” such as grease and oil traps at gas stations as well as
methane gas ?roduced at landfils are not within this exclusion and would

be suzbiest to UST jurisdicion. %
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