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Office of the Inspector General, DoD

Report No. 99-008 October 8, 1998
(Project No. 6CK-5051.05)

Summary Report on DoD Management of
Underground Storage Tan

Executive Summary

Introduction. This audit was jointly conducted by the Inspector General, DoD, and
the Army, Navy and Air Force audit agencies. The Service audit agencies issued
reports with recommendations to their respective Services. The Inspector General,
DoD, issued reports with recommendations to the Army, Defense Logistics Agency
and Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security). The audit was
performed in response to a request from the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Environmental Quality) to determine DoD compliance with the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle I (RCRA). RCRA requires all underground
storage tanks to be equipped with specified minimum spill, overfill, leak detection, and
corrosion protection by December 22, 1998. As of March 1996 the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Defense Logistics Agency reported having 11,389 underground storage
tanks at 222 installations. Our audit was limited to installations having more than

10 underground storage tanks.

Audit Objectives. The primary audit objective was to evaluate underground storage
tank management at DoD installations. Specifically, we determined:

e the accuracy of underground storage tank data reported to the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense (Environmental Quality);

e the status of underground storage tank compliance with RCRA;

o whether officials at DoD installations established underground storage tank
compliance plans and schedules, and provided adequate funds to bring underground
storage tanks into compliance by the RCRA deadline; and

¢ whether management controls were adequate to ensure compliance with RCRA.

Audit Results. DoD will not achieve full compliance with RCRA by December 1998.
Management controls were not adequate, at the time of the audit, to ensure that DoD
installations would bring at least 769 known underground storage tanks (400 Army-
owned storage tanks and 369 secondary tanks attached to oil-water separators) into
compliance by the deadline. As a result, DoD risked disruption of operations, and
fines of up to $10,000 per day, per noncompliant underground storage tank, or
$7,690,000 per day (769 x $10,000) (Finding A). Management acted promptly on this
information and now projects compliance at all but a few sites.

DoD installations reported inaccurate underground storage tank data to the Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security). Managers provided outdated
data, erroneously included unregulated tanks in environmental requirements, and failed
to report RCRA regulated underground storage tanks. As a result, underground storage



tank inventories were overstated, and environmental compliance funds may not have
been optimally utilized (Finding B). See Part I for discussion of the audit results and
Appendix A for details on the management control program.

Summary of Recommendations. We recommend that the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Environmental Security) require the Services and the Defense Logistics
Agency to identify the underground storage tanks that will not be compliant with RCRA
by December 22, 1998, and develop detailed plans to bring the tanks into compliance;
inform the Environmental Protection Agency and state regulatory officials of the
underground storage tanks that will not be compliant by the deadline and work with
them to develop an action plan that will permit DoD to continue operations without
incurring significant fines until compliance can be achieved; and ensure that DoD
installations implement Defense Planning Guidance for all underground storage tank
environmental compliance projects. Also, issue guidance on the applicability of RCRA
to secondary tanks attached to oil-water separators and heating oil tanks; and request
the DoD installations to review environmental compliance budgets, identify and report
on funds appropriated to bring unregulated tanks into compliance with RCRA, and
reprogram those funds for other use. In addition, we recommend that future “Defense
Environmental Compliance Program Review” data calls specify what information the
DoD installations should report. As a result of management’s comments, we added a
recommendation that the Deputy Under Secretary specify the number of tanks that are
still not compliant and identify related compliance schedules.

Management Comments. The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental
Security) concurred with all recommendations. The Deputy Under Secretary required
the Services and the Defense Logistics Agency to report on the status of their
underground storage tank programs, and to plan, program, and budget to meet the
RCRA deadline; coordinate with State and Federal regulatory officials to preclude
incurring fines until compliance can be achieved; ensure that DoD installations
implement Defense Planning Guidance; and review compliance budgets to identify and
reprogram funds appropriated to bring unregulated tanks into compliance. The Deputy
Under Secretary agreed to clarify future data calls and issue guidance in FY 1999 on
the applicability of RCRA to secondary tanks attached to oil-water separators and
heating oil tanks. The Army Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management
provided unsolicited comments disagreeing with audit conclusions and
recommendations because they were based on 1997 data. The Assistant Chief of Staff
stated that, subsequent to the audit, the Army took unprecedented initiatives to ensure
full RCRA compliance by the deadline. See Part I for a summary of management
comments and Part I1I for the complete text of management comments.

Audit Response. The Deputy Under Secretary comments were fully responsive to

the draft recommendations. The Army comments were considered in formulating the
final report. We commend the Deputy Under Secretary and the Military Departments
for any actions taken to accelerate the effort to bring DoD underground storage tanks
into compliance with RCRA. As a result of management comments, we added a
recommendation to the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security)
to specify the number of underground storage tanks that are still not compliant and
identify related compliance schedules. We request that the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Environmental Security) provide comments on the final report by

December 7, 1998.
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Part I - Audit Results



Audit Background

This audit was performed at the request of the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary
of Defense (Environmental Quality) and jointly conducted by the Inspector
General, DoD, and the Army, Navy, and Air Force audit agencies. The Deputy
Under Secretary, as part of a semiannual DoD Environmental Compliance
Program Review, requested that DoD installations report the number of known
underground storage tanks (USTs) subject to the requirements of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle I, (RCRA); the status of UST
compliance with RCRA; and the likelihood that regulated USTs will be
compliant with RCRA by December 22, 1998. According to the March 1996
report to the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security),
DoD installations managed 11,389 USTs at 222 locations having more than

10 USTs.

Due to inconsistencies in UST data reported by the DoD installations in
semiannual reports, the Deputy Under Secretary was not certain that DoD
would meet RCRA requirements within the specified time frames. As a result,
the Deputy Under Secretary requested the audit to determine whether DoD
USTs would be compliant with RCRA by December 22, 1998.

Regulated USTs. RCRA defines a UST as any tank and connected piping that
contains a regulated substance and has ten percent or more of its volume
underground. Regulated substances include motor fuels, jet fuels, lubricants,
petroleum solvents, and used oils. USTs storing heating oil for use on the
premises where the tanks are located are exempt from RCRA.

UST Criteria. USTs owned and operated by DoD are subject to Federal, state,
and local statutory and regulatory guidance. Federal UST statutory provisions
are found at 42 United States Code 6991 - 6991h. Implementing regulations are
located in Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 1, Part 280,
“Technical Standards and Corrective Action Requirements for Owners and
Operators of Underground Storage Tanks,” September 23, 1988 (revised July 1,
1995). We considered both statutory and regulatory requirements in our
analysis of UST management. References to RCRA in this report include both
the statute and regulation. USTs owned and operated by DoD installations are
also subject to Component UST regulations and instructions.

Federal Regulations. RCRA sets minimum standards for spill, overfill,
and corrosion protection to be included in new USTs as well as standards for
upgrading, replacing, and closing existing USTs. Existing USTs (those installed
before December 22, 1988) were required to have functional leak detection
methods by December 1993. By December 22, 1998, existing USTs must be
upgraded to have spill, overfill, and corrosion protection; otherwise the USTs
must be removed, closed in place, or replaced with a new UST. New USTs
must be installed according to industry codes and must have leak detection as
well as spill, overfill and corrosion protection.



State Regulations. Each state has its own standards and corrective
action requirements for noncompliant USTs. Subject to Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) approval, RCRA allows states to establish UST
programs that are more stringent than the Federal UST program. As of October
1996, the EPA had approved programs in 23 states as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. States With EPA-Approved UST Programs
Arkansas Maryland Oklahoma
Connecticut Massachusetts Rhode Island
Delaware Mississippi South Dakota
Georgia Montana Texas
Iowa Nevada Utah
Kansas New Hampshire Vermont
Louisiana New Mexico Washington
Maine North Dakota

Audit Objectives

Our primary audit objective was to evaluate UST management at DoD
installations. Specifically, we determined:

e the accuracy of UST data reported to the Deputy Under Secretary,
e the status of UST compliance with RCRA;

e whether officials at DoD installations established UST compliance
plans and schedules, and provided adequate funds to bring underground storage
tanks into compliance by the RCRA deadline; and

e whether management controls were adequate to ensure compliance
with RCRA.

This report summarizes the results of the joint audit conducted by the Inspector
General, DoD, and the Army, Navy, and Air Force audit agencies. It also
includes the Inspector General, DoD audit results at Bolling, Griffiss,
Malmstrom, Minot, and Hickam Air Force Bases, which were not reported in
Air Force Audit Agency Project No. 97052025, “Underground Storage Tank
Environmental Compliance,” August 25, 1997. Issues identified at those
installations are addressed in Finding B. Air Force Audit Agency did not make
Air Force-wide projections on the numbers and status of USTs. Therefore, this
report combines the results of Air Force Audit Agency field work with that of
the IG, DoD, for the purpose of providing statistical Air Force-wide UST
projections. See Appendix A for a discussion of the audit process and
Appendix B for a summary of UST coverage related to the audit objectives. See
the findings for a discussion of the material weaknesses identified, and
Appendix A for the details of our review of the management control program.
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Finding A. UST Compliance With RCRA

DoD USTs will not achieve full compliance with RCRA by December
1998. Approximately 53 percent (3,293 of an estimated 6,240) of the
RCRA-regulated USTs were projected to be noncompliant as of April
1997. Furthermore, DoD managers had not established plans or
identified resources to bring at least 400 Army-owned USTs and

369 DoD-owned secondary tanks attached to oil-water separators into
compliance in time to meet the statutory deadline. This condition
occurred because of a lack of management oversight and program
emphasis. As a result, DoD risked disruptions to operations and
potential monetary fines of up to $10,000 per day, per noncompliant
UST, or $7,690,000 (769 x $10,000) per day, after December 22, 1998.

Compliance

After eight years of lead time to bring USTs into compliance, approximately
53 percent of DoD-owned RCRA-regulated USTs were projected to still be
noncompliant. Table 2 summarizes the total USTs reported to the Deputy
Under Secretary in March 1996, the number of statistically projected USTs
subject to RCRA, and the number of USTs statistically projected to be
noncompliant as of April 1997. The Army had the largest number of
noncompliant USTs with Navy, Air Force, and the Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA) respectively accounting for the remainder.

Table 2. Projected Noncompliant UST's
Total USTs Projected Projected
Reported USTs Noncompliant

Service March 1996 April 1997 USTs - April 1997
Army 4,015 2,218 1,620
Navy 2,654 834 519
Air Force 3,047 2,708 905
Marines’ 1,591 416 241
DLA® 82 64 8
Total 11,389 6,240 3,293

*DLA and Marine Corps numbers are actual based on a census strata. See Appendix C.

Plans and Resources. Some DoD managers had not established plans or
identified resources to bring USTs into compliance with RCRA. As a result,
they may not be able to bring their USTs into compliance to meet the
December 22, 1998, deadline.

Plans. Managers had not established plans to bring at least 769 USTs
into compliance in time to meet the RCRA deadline. Army predicted that 400
of their USTs would not be compliant by December 22, 1998. Also, managers
across DoD excluded another 369 secondary tanks attached to oil-water
separators from compliance plans. In addition, DoD managers at 14 of the

4



Finding A. UST Compliance With RCRA

83 installations visited may not be able to bring 395 USTs that they
inadvertently omitted from compliance plans into compliance by the deadline.
Managers of some of the 395 tanks said that plans to bring their USTs into
compliance were not separately identified, but were informally included in
overall environmental budgets. Documentation supporting the overall
environmental budgets did not include UST-related projects or identify actions
managers planned to bring USTs into compliance. Because managers had not
prepared work requests, initiated contracting actions, or otherwise documented
UST projects, we could not verify that any of the 395 USTs were included in
environmental compliance plans.

Resources. Some UST managers had not identified the resources to
bring USTs into compliance with RCRA. Defense Planning Guidance requires
that the cost of environmental compliance be captured and recorded on the
“Summary of Base Support” (Exhibit Fund-22) for each business area.
However, funds for UST projects were not always identified in environmental
compliance budgets or supporting justification documentation. As a result,
management’s need to fund and undertake projects to comply with statutory
requirements was not evident and we could not verify that they intended to
undertake projects to meet 1998 RCRA UST standards in a timely fashion.

Time. DoD may not be able to bring its USTs into compliance in time
to meet the December 22, 1998, deadline. With approximately 53 percent of
the USTs still not compliant, and the rapidly approaching compliance deadline,
management will not have time to bring all of the RCRA-regulated USTs into
compliance unless managers significantly increase their efforts and dedicate
resources to do so. Even with increased emphasis, Army officials predicted that
about 400 of their regulated USTs will not be compliant by the deadline.

Management Oversight and Program Emphasis

UST managers did not adequately oversee the UST program and emphasize the
need to bring USTs into compliance with RCRA. Senior officials were not
aware of the lack of UST compliance progress, the inconsistent interpretation
and implementation of RCRA, or resources needed to bring USTs into
compliance. Furthermore, UST managers focused on satisfying competing
environmental requirements and failed to identify UST compliance projects in
budget documents intended to emphasize statutory requirements.

Management Oversight. Oversight of UST programs was not adequate and did
not ensure that senior officials were aware of the progress being made toward
meeting RCRA requirements, that the installations consistently implemented
RCRA guidance, or that UST programs were adequately staffed. For example:

e Although RCRA was effective December 22, 1988, the installations
did not report on their effectiveness in achieving compliance with the statute
until 1994, six years later. Subsequent data reported to the Deputy Under
Secretary was not verified until 1997, one year before the compliance deadline.



Finding A. UST Compliance With RCRA

e DoD did not standardize the implementation of RCRA directives to
ensure consistent interpretation and implementation of the Act.

e According to Army Audit Agency Report No. AA 98-134,
“Management of Underground Storage Tanks,” senior Army management did
not provide the personnel resources needed to bring USTs into compliance.
Staffing of UST programs at audited installations was not consistent with the
number of noncompliant tanks, the rapidly closing compliance deadline, and
efforts needed to get USTs into compliance. The under staffing may have
adversely affected Army ability to bring its USTs into compliance in a timely
fashion.

Program Emphasis. Management did not always emphasize UST program
compliance with RCRA. Instead, they focused resources on satisfying
competing environmental requirements. They also failed to identify UST
compliance projects in budget documents.

Competing Requirements. The installations had numerous competing
Federal, state, and local statutory requirements that diverted resources away
from RCRA compliance projects. The most notable situation was at Fort Bragg
where, according to environmental officials, 80 percent of their 1,400 heating
oil tanks were leaking. They stated that they were statutorily required to
upgrade, close, or remove and remediate the leaking heating oil tanks upon
discovery. Also, abandoned USTs were routinely being unearthed at
construction sites, which halted the construction projects until the sites could be
assessed and the tanks removed. According to Fort Bragg officials, such
activities consumed a significant amount of their environmental resources and
hampered their ability to focus on RCRA compliance projects.

Defense Planning Guidance. As previously discussed, managers did
not always document RCRA compliance projects in the environmental section of
the Summary of Base Support budget exhibit to ensure that senior management
was aware of and funded UST projects. Defense Planning Guidance requires
that the cost of environmental compliance be captured and recorded on the
Summary of Base Support (Exhibit Fund-22) for each business area to ensure
that adequate plans are established and funds provided to bring Class II projects
into compliance. DoD Instruction 4715.6, “Environmental Compliance,”
Enclosure 3, April 24, 1996, defines Class II projects as projects that address
areas of noncompliance where corrective action is required by a specific future
date, such as USTs. Managers must fund Class II projects to allow for timely
execution of projects to meet statutory deadlines. However, 764' noncompliant
USTs were not included in RCRA compliance plans and budgets, and officials
who should have been tracking compliance projects did not question their
omission.

'The 764 USTs were composed of the 369 secondary tanks attached to oil water separators +
395 USTs inadvertently omitted from compliance plans.
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Finding A. UST Compliance With RCRA

Consequence of Noncompliance

DoD risks operational disruptions and monetary penalties up to $10,000 per
day, per noncompliant UST after December 22, 1998. Based on our calculation
of at least 769 USTs being noncompliant in April 1997, daily fines could be as
much as $7,690,000.

Disruption of Operations. DoD risks disruption of operations unless its USTs
comply with RCRA. To enforce RCRA compliance, some state regulatory
agencies will not permit delivery of products to tanks without a valid permit
after December 22, 1998. Inspector General, DoD, Report No. 98-113, “State
Certification of Underground Storage Tanks,” April 15, 1998, identified

1,498 discrepancies that could result in operational disruptions. For example,
the review of DoD- and state-generated UST inventories determined that
operations could be curtailed at 487 USTs (that were included in DoD-generated
UST inventories but were not included in state-generated inventories) until DoD
properly registers the tanks and proves them to be compliant. State regulatory
officials planned to fine or penalize anyone delivering products to a UST that
does not have a valid state permit. This would effectively shut down operation
of noncompliant USTs after December 22, 1998.

Fines and Penalties. DoD could be assessed monetary penalties of up to
$7,690,000 per day after December 22, 1998, for the 769 noncompliant USTs.
RCRA provides for EPA-levied fines and penalties of up to $10,000 per day

per noncompliant UST after December 22, 1998. Representatives from the
EPA National Underground Storage Tank Office stated that they intend to have
state regulatory officials assess DoD compliance with RCRA and, based on state
determinations, impose unspecified fines and penalties for noncompliance.
Although it was the DoD position that the Government did not waive sovereign
immunity as it pertains to UST fines, regulatory officials in the 31 states
surveyed also planned to impose unspecified fines against DoD for failing to
comply with RCRA. The Army Audit Agency reported that some state
regulatory officials believed that they could and would impose fines of up to
$50,000 per day, per noncompliant UST. The Air Force Audit Agency also
concluded that the Air Force could be fined up to $10,000 per day for each UST
not in compliance with RCRA after December 1998.

Conclusion. Even with increased emphasis, DoD may not achieve full
compliance with RCRA by the statutory deadline. At least 769 USTs (400 Army
USTs and 369 secondary tanks attached to oil-water separators) were expected
to be noncompliant after December 22, 1998. The Deputy Under Secretary
should inform EPA and state regulatory officials that DoD will not be fully
compliant with RCRA by the deadline and work with them to develop an action
plan to permit DoD to continue operations without incurring significant fines or
penalties. For example, the Deputy Under Secretary could agree with EPA and
state regulatory officials to require the installations to remove noncompliant
USTs from service after December 22, 1998; and use fuel purchase cards or
other means to satisfy installation requirements. Such an agreement could give
the installations an additional year to bring their USTs into compliance with
RCRA and allow them to avoid fines and penalties of up to $7,690,000.



Finding A. UST Compliance With RCRA

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Audit
Response

We recommend that the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Security):

1. Require the Services and the Defense Logistics Agency to identify
the underground storage tanks that will not be compliant by December 22,
1998, and develop detailed plans including resources and efforts to bring
tanks into compliance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

Management Comments. The Deputy Under Secretary concurred stating that,
because of the attention focused on underground storage tanks during the audit,
the Services and the Defense Logistics Agency made significant progress in data
collection improvements, resource allocation, and management action plans.
The Deputy Under Secretary also increased emphasis on underground storage
tank management in guidance, instructions, and reviews, and required the
Services and the Defense Logistics Agency to work with State regulatory
officials to reconcile their storage tank inventories. As a result, they expect to
meet the RCRA deadline, except in a few locations.

2. Inform the Environmental Protection Agency and state regulatory
officials that DoD underground storage tanks will not be in compliance by
December 22, 1998; and develop an action plan to permit DoD to continue
operations without incurring significant fines or penalties until compliance
can be achieved.

Management Comments. The Deputy Under Secretary concurred stating that
they brief the Environmental Protection Agency semiannually on DoD efforts to
comply with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act deadline. The
Environmental Protection Agency delegated tank program management to the
states, so the Deputy Under Secretary instructed the Services and Defense
Logistics Agency to also coordinate their programs with the states and reconcile
tank inventories before the deadline. As a result, with the exception of three
Naval installations in Florida, the Services and the Defense Logistics Agency
expect to meet the deadline. The Navy negotiated agreements with Florida
regulatory officials to preclude disruptions to operations and related fines or
penalties.

3. Ensure that DoD installations implement Defense Planning
Guidance for all underground storage tank environmental compliance
projects.

Management Comments. The Deputy Under Secretary concurred stating that
they and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) environmental
budget analyst have increased emphasis on tank program management during the
budget process. Also, the Deputy Under Secretary now requires the Services
and the Defense Logistics Agency to provide more detailed explanations of their
underground storage tank investments and progress towards meeting the
deadline.



Finding A. UST Compliance With RCRA

Added Recommendation. As a result of management comments to the draft
report, their unprecedented efforts to bring storage tanks into compliance, and
the obsolescence of projections in the draft report, we added Recommendation 4
to have the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security)
specify the number of underground storage tanks that are still not compliant and
identify related compliance schedules.

4. Specify how many underground storage tanks are still
noncompliant and identify related compliance schedules.

Audit Response. We ask that the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Security) respond to Recommendation 4 in her comments on the

final report.



Finding B. Accuracy of UST Reporting

DoD installations reported inaccurate UST data to the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security). Managers reported
outdated UST data, erroneously included unregulated tanks in
environmental requirements, and failed to report RCRA-regulated USTs.
The inaccurate reporting occurred because managers inconsistently
interpreted ambiguous guidance on certain classes of USTs and data calls
were imprecise. As a result, the UST inventories were overstated and
environmental compliance funds may not have been optimally utilized.

Reporting

DoD inaccurately reported an inventory of 11,389 USTs at 222 installations as
of March 1996. The inaccurate reporting was the result of a combination of
reporting errors.

Reporting Accuracy. DoD installations reported to the Deputy Under
Secretary an inaccurate inventory of 11,389 USTs at 222 installations as of
March 1996. Table 3 summarizes the March inventories.

Table 3. Reported USTs
Defense Component Reported

Army 4,015
Navy 2,654
Air Force 3,047
Marines 1,591
DLA 82

Total 11,389

Of the 222 installations, 83 statistically sampled installations reported

6,943 USTs to the Deputy Under Secretary in response to the March 1996 data
call (Appendix C). We could not verify the accuracy of UST reporting at 33 of
the 83 installations because managers did not maintain required UST records.
However, for 50 of the 83 installations, we were able to ascertain the number of
USTs that should have been reported in March 1996. Of the 50 installations,

37 reported inaccurate UST data. Additionally, the 37 installations collectively
overstated their inventories by approximately 36 percent. They reported

3,251 RCRA-regulated USTs when they actually had only 2,091 USTs.

Reporting Errors. The overstatement of RCRA-regulated USTs reported to
the Deputy Under Secretary in March 1996 was the result of a combination of
reporting errors. Some UST managers reported outdated data that had been
collected for Base Realignment and Closure reporting and a pre-1996 data call,
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Finding B. Accuracy of UST Reporting

and others inappropriately reported environmental measure of merit baseline
data. UST managers also included 872 unregulated heating oil tanks and failed
to report 369 secondary tanks attached to oil-water separators.

Outdated UST Data. The installations reported outdated UST data to
the Deputy Under Secretary in response to the March 1996 data call. In
addition to reporting old data that had been collected for other purposes (e.g.
Base Realignment and Closure reporting), the installations reported USTs that
were no longer owned by DoD or that had been removed from service. For
example, reporting officials within the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
did not believe that the Navy’s UST inventories had changed significantly from
the September 1995 data call, so they used the same data to respond to the
March 1996 data call. Air Force officials reported measure of merit baseline
data for at least one installation and reported old, unverified data for two others.
Some managers reported USTs that had been removed from the ground or
reported USTs located on land no longer owned by DoD. Because some
managers were confused about which USTs to report, they reported outdated
data that contributed significantly to the March 1996 reports being overstated.

Unregulated USTs. The installations included 883 non RCRA-regulated
USTs in their March 1996 reports. Eighteen of the audited installations
reported 872 heating oil tanks that were not RCRA-regulated. In addition, the
Army inappropriately reported 11 USTs at the Stratford Army Engine Plant.
The facility had underground piping associated with 11 above ground tanks that
had at one time contained state-regulated substances. While the substances were
state-regulated, they were not regulated under RCRA. Non RCRA-regulated
USTs accounted for about 13 percent (883 of 6,943) of the total USTs reported
by the audited installations to the Deputy Under Secretary in March 1996.

RCRA-Regulated USTs Not Included In Reports. Managers at the
audited installations failed to include 369 secondary USTs attached to oil-water
separators in their March 1996 reports. These USTs were excluded from
reports because managers did not understand that they were subject to RCRA.
To avoid receiving outdated and inaccurate data in response to future data calls,
the Deputy Under Secretary should be more specific about what data should be
included in the reports.

Inconsistent Interpretations

Ambiguous and conflicting guidance on certain classes of regulated USTSs
resulted in the installations inconsistently interpreting and implementing UST
guidance. Also, Deputy Under Secretary data calls were imprecise and not
clearly understood by some UST managers.

Ambiguous and Conflicting Guidance. RCRA guidance on secondary tanks
attached to oil-water separators and heating oil tanks was ambiguous and
implementing guidance promulgated by the Services was conflicting. In the
absence of clarifying instructions from the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Security), the Services and UST managers did not consistently
interpret and implement RCRA guidance.
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Finding B. Accuracy of UST Reporting

Ambiguous Guidance on USTs Attached to Oil-Water Separators.
Ambiguous guidance on secondary tanks attached to oil-water separators may
result in 369 USTs not being compliant with RCRA after December 1998. The
preamble to Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 1, Part 280,
“Technical Standards and Corrective Action Requirements for Owners and
Operators of Underground Storage Tanks (USTs),” (40 CFR § 280), considers
oil-water separators as wastewater treatment tanks and exempted them from
regulation under RCRA. However, neither guidance in the preamble, 40 CFR
§ 280, nor Defense Component implementing directives addressed secondary
holding tanks attached to oil-water separators. Some installations installed
secondary holding tanks to collect and store large quantities of hazardous waste
so they could reduce the need to frequently pump and dispose of the waste
generated by oil-water separators. Because the guidance was ambiguous, UST
managers inconsistently reported secondary tanks attached to oil-water
separators. Table 4 summarizes the treatment of secondary tanks attached to
oil-water separators at the 83 audited sites. See Appendix D for a detailed
presentation of how installations regulated secondar