DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY NO00O164.AR.000962

CRANE DiVISION NSWC CRANE
NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 5090.3a
300 HIGHWAY 361 )
CRANE, INDIANA 475275000 IN REPLY REFER TO:
' 5090/54.7
Sexr RP3/5217
23 JUN 2005

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Corrective Action Section

Office Of Land Quality

Hazardous Waste Permits

100 N Senate Ave

PO Box 6015 :

Indianapolis, In 46206-6015

Dear Mr. Workman:

Crane Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center submits a copy
of the letter that was sent to the persons on the facility
mailing list notifying them of the April 6, 2005 Class 1
Modification approval by the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management. Enclosure (1) contains the letter with merge codes,
the Statement of Basis that was an enclosure to the letter, and
the facility mailing list. The permit required Certification
Statement is provided as enclosure {2).

If you require any further information, my point of contact
is Mr. Thomas J. Brent, Code RP3-TB, at 812-854-6160,
email thomas.brent@navy.mil. '

Sincerely,

C:\{}NM9/;— . %QPA““““jLN
AMES M. HUNSICKER

Manager, Environmental Protection |
By direction of the Commanding Cfficer

Enclosures: 1. Facility Mailing List Notification Documentation
2. Certification Statement

Copy to:

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM {Code ES31)
USEPA (Pete Ramanauskas)

IDEM (Doug Griffin)



I certify under penalty of law that this document and all
attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in
accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified
personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or perscns who manade the
system, or those persons directly respensible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my
kncwledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware
that there are significant penalties for submitting false
information, including the possibility of fine and ilmprisonment
for knowing viclations.

<f)ﬂzﬂhflf bﬂwbj;’
/}GNATURE

Manager, Environmental Protection Cﬂ:if/gf
TITLE DATE

Enclosure (2}



Enclosure (1)

Facility Mailing List Notification Documentation



5080 /54 .
Ser Pp.j,f 52‘
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«ORGANIZATIONY

«NAME»

«ADDEESS»

«CITY ETATE» «ZIF_CODE»[BI]

Cn April o, 2005, Crane Division, Naval Surface Warfar
Center (NESWC Crane) received approval from the Di ector of he
Indiana Department of Environmental! Management {(IDEM) for a
Class 1 modificztion of its Finel Rescurce Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Hazardous Waste Management Permit dated
October 18, 2001. This Class 1 modification regulired prior
approval of the Director of IDEM. Three items are addressed in
the permit meodification,

Iﬁ‘]

The first modification results from a No Further Action
‘NFL) determination NSWC Crane recelved from the U. 8. EPA for
the Landfarm, Sclid Waste Management Unit {(SWMU) 30/00. The NFZ
was based on concluslons reached from ground water and
soil/sludge samples that no excess risk existed from the
previocus application of sludges that were possibkbly contaminated
v;tﬁ Ckm__ng wastes. On ODctoper 20, 2004, the U. 5. EPFL izsued
7 Bagig IZor T
enclosure (1) and alsc availlable on the KNSWC Crane website at:
WWw.Crane.navy.mil/newscommunity/Envir RAB default.asp?bhcp=1

Fis SWMU, which iz proviaed as

The second modification concerns the need to conduct a RCRA
Facility Investigation (RFI) at a former munitions testing area.
Specifically, the site is the Building 2044 Drop Tower and Test
Rail [Area of Concern (AOC) 02/00). This ROC was used from 1851
through 1973 for the drop testing of Z0-mm cartridges as well as
functicnal testing of cartridge actuated devices (CADs) and
preopellant actuated devicee (FADs) used in ejecticn seats. The
site consists of a dreop tower that is appreximately 100 feet
tall and a 97 foot long test rail. The Z0-mm cartridges were
dropped frcm the tower onto a concrete pad. The CADs and PADs
were tested on the test »rail., 2An RFI will investigzte impzcts
to all media and the need fcr remedial action.



5090/54.7
Ser RP3/521%2

The third modification revises the descriptive language for
the Load and Fill Area Buildings, SWMU 18, in Appendix J of the
permit. The description of SWMU 18 was amended to ensure that
the test pads on the hill behind Building 128 will be addressed
in a future RFI.

If vou require any further information, my point of contact
is Mr. Thomas J. Brent, Code RP3-TB, at 812~854-6160,
emall thomas.brentlnavy.mil.

Sincerely,

{}fwvh-ht,f/unW%hjf‘

MES M. HUNSICKER
anager, Environmental Protection
By direction of the Commanding OCtfficer

Encleosure: 1. Statement of Basis



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
STATEMENT OF BASIS FOR NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION
AT SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNIT #30/00 (LANDFARM)
NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER
CRANE. INDIANA

Infroduction

On July 31. 19935, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) renewed a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste management permit for the U.S. Navy's Naval
Surface Warfare Center - Crane Division (INSWC) located in Crane. Indiana. The permit became effective
on September 4, 1993 for a duration of 5 years and contained both federa! and state conditions. In 2001,
the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) renewed the entire RCRA Permit for
NSWC as the State of Indiana has been authorized to administer the RCRA program in lieu of U.S. EPA.
The permit estahlishes the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendment (HSWA) Corrective Action
Requirements and Compliance Schedules obligating the U.S. Navy to perform RCRA Facility
Investigations (RF1s) at 33 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUSs). to conduct Corrective Measures
Studies, and to implement corrective measures if needed. As part of a December 2001 Work Sharing
Agreement between U.S, EPA and [DEM, the U.S. EPA retained oversight of work conducted at SWMU
#30/00 (Landfarm). IDEM retains final decision making authority under the RCRA Permit and has

classified this No Further Action (NFA) determination to be a Class 1 modification to the permit.
This Statement of Basis explains the rcasons for a determination of NFA at SWMU #30/00. This
document summarizes information that can be found in greater detail in the RCRA Facility Investigation

{RFI) reports and other documents contained in the administrative record for this SWMU.

Backeround

NSWC operates a wastewater treatment plant that generates sludges. NSWC historically used land
application for the disposal of sludge from its main on-site sewage treatment plant. These sludges are from
the processing of domestic and proccss wastewater sources. Process sources include wastewater from metal
finishing operations: surface coating operations; the loading. assembly, and packing of ordnance: water

treatment plant backwash; boiler blowdowns: and industrial laundry.

In October 1980, NSWC filed a RCRA Section 3010 Notification and a Part A (interim status) permit
application to operate as a treatment. storage, or disposal facility. The application for the Part A permit was
approved and the facility was allowed to operate as though it had a permit. In December 1983. NSW(C

applied for and obtained a sludge application permit to spray sludges from its wastewater treatment plant



along approximately 18 miles of roadside near the western boundary of the facility. On April 13, 1988,
NSWC was issued a permit (effective May 6, 1988) to apply sludge to a 2.5-acre site (Landfarm) located
near an existing sanitary landfill. Sludges from the on-site wastewater treatment facility were applied to
this site from November 16, 1988 through March 1995. [ June of 1994, NSWC began applying siudges to

eight new land-application-permitted sites located south and southeast of the Landfarm.

In 1992, the U.S. EPA became concerned that the sludges from the on-site treatment plant should be
characterized as FOO6 waste {i.¢., wastewater treatment sludges from electroplating operations). U.S. EPA
contended that the wastewaters discharging from the electroplating shop pretreatment plants were mixing
with other wastewaters in the sewer system prior to arrival at the main sewage treatment plant. In response
to U.S. EPA concerns, NSWC implemented measures to prevent the discharge of wastes from the plating
shops and the resulting mixing with other wastewaters. In 1995. U.S. EPA renewed and modified the
NSWC permit to include the Landfarm as SWMU #30/00 to settle the enforcement issue concerning F006
and to modify the HSWA corrective action requirements and schedule. TJ.S. EPA had already required
NEWC to conduct an RFI at the Landfarm as part of the 1989 permit to determine if the previous
application of sludges possibly contaminated with plating wastes had adversely affected the shallow
groundwater regime. The results of the RFI investigations at the Landfarm would be used to determine the

need for activity along the 18 miles of roadside.

Investigations Conducted

NSWC submitted a RCRA Facility Investigation Report for this SWMU in May 2001. The purpose of the
investigation was to determine if the previous application of sludges possibly contaminated with plating
wastes had impacted the shallow groundwater regime. From October 1999 to October 2000, NSWC
conducted five rounds of groundwater sampling frot seven wells at the Landfarm. Samples were collected
quarterly to examine the variability of the analytical data versus time and seasonal changes. Groundwater
samples were analyzed for a list of parameters associated with sludge application operations. The
parameters for the first two rounds of sampling included volatile arganic compounds (VOCs), metals,
explosives, ¢cyanide, nitrate/nitrite, ammonia, and phosphorous. Data from the initial two rounds were used
to focus the subsequent three sampling rounds on a list of potential contaminants of concern. Since metals

were the primary contaminants of concern associated with this SWMU, metals analysis was conducted on

all five sampling rounds.

VOCs and explosives were not detected in any of the wells during sampling rounds [ and 2 and were
eliminated from analysis for the remaining three rounds. Four metals exceeded their respective Risk Based
Target Levels (RBTLs) in at least one sample. RBTLs are used as conservative screening values 1o identity

potential constituents of concern. Chemical concentrations above a RBTL would not automatically



designate a site as "dirty" or trigger a response action. However, exceeding a RBTL suggests that further
evaluation of the potential risks that may be posed by site contaminants is appropriate. The RFI RBTLs
values were based on Drinking Water Standards, EPA’s Region 9 Preliminary Remedial Goals {PRG). or
other human health based criteria and are presented in Table | below along with the maximum detected

value and the frequency of detection.

Table 1 - Metals exceeding RBTLs in Groundwater

‘ i
Element Numb?r of | Maximum ‘ RFI Drinking Lifetime | State of Indiana |
Detections | Detected RBTL | Water HA' Residential
Over . Value fug/l.y | Standards fug/L) Groundwater
RBTLs in (ug/L) {ug/L) Level”
One Year (ug/L)
Arsenic 15 6.8 2 10 NA 50
Cadmiom | U 5.3 5 5 5 5
Nickel ] 108 100 NA 100 730
| Thallium 2 2.8 2.4 2 0.5 2

1) Lifetime HA - The concentration of a chencal in drinking waler that s not expected to cause amy adverse noncarcinogense effects for o lifcume
of exposure.

23 Indiana Departiment of Environmental Managemeni Risk Inicgrated Svstem of Closure (RISC) Februany 13,2001 Table A The default closure
leve! for residential settings is the MCLL i the MCI has been established: if pot, the default closure level is the lowest of either the groand water

pathway or the solubthin himut.

Arsenic was detected above its RBTL fifteen times throunghout the sampling period, but the maximum
detected value is below drinking water standards. Cadmium. Nickel, and Thallium were detected above
their RBTLs very infrequently throughout the sampling period. As an additional check, a statistical test
was performied to determine if parameter concentrations detected in downgradient wells were significantly
different from those detected in samples from the upgradient wells. The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
technique was the basic approach used to compare data from upgradient and downgradient monitoring well
lacations. The ANOVA technique was used to test whether there was statistically significant evidence of
contamination associated with SWMU #30/00. The test was performed on all parameters detected at least
once in the five downgradient wells during the five sampling rounds. The results of the ANOV A showed
that none of the parameters had downgradient concentrations that were higher than their respective
upgradient concentrations at a statistical significance of 5% (i.e., 95% confidence). This supports the

hypothesis that there 1s no significant impact on groundwater at the site due 1o activities at the SWMU.



Because of no impact to groundwater, NSWC requested No Further Action at this SWMU for all media.
The U.S. EPA recommended that NSWC collect and analvze soil/sludge samples from the Landfarm in
order to identify any potential risks that may be present in the soil/sludge exposure pathway. In March
2002, NSWC collected 18 surface and subsurface soil samples. Sainples were collected from a grid
encompassing the SWMU proper as well as perimeter samples. The samples were analyzed for metals as
these were the primary constituents of concern at the Landfarm. Sample results were compared to RBTLs
(based on human health and ecological risk screening levels) as well as background metals soil values

obtained from NSWC’s Basewide Background Soil Investigation (January 2001).

The RBTLs used tn the soils investigation included the lowest value taken from U.S. EPA Region 9
Preliminary Remediation Goals for exposure to sotls (residential land use). IDEM Tier I Default Closure
Levels for soils for residential land use, U.S. EPA Soil Screening Levels for Soil Ingestion, Transfer from
Soils to Air, Migration from Soils to Groundwater, or U.S. EPA Region 5 Ecological Data Quality Levels
(EDQLs). Soils were screened against the fowest human health or ecological risk based criteria. Metals

which exceeded the RBTLs are listed in Table 2 below.

o=



Table 2 - Metals exceeding RBTLs in Soil

Element Maximum Maximum KTl St of Region U Maximum Maximum
| Detected Detected RBTL' Ineliana Residenrtial Rasewide Basewide
Surface Soil Suburface tme/ke? Residential Soil Direc Backeround BﬂCkgrOLI!)d
Value ‘ S pil o Soil Level © Conjuct Con;en[rnqup C‘uncen-tmlmn
(-2 11 value ok PRG Surlace Soil ° Subgurtace
(mgikg} At {mo/kg (mg/ke) {markg) Soil” (mg/ke)
1ma/kes

Antimony é a1l 0.1423 34 3t 0.23U" 1.8

Arsenic 224 12.9 0.39 3.4 0.39 [ 6.0

Barium 181 161 14 1.600 3400 133 94.4

Bervllium 1.5 1.4 0.1 63 130 0.1 0.69

Cadimium L6 it 72 0.00222 73 37 .05 0.0518°

Chromiun: | g, b 4 0.4 38 30 Net Analvzed | Not Analvzed

(hexavalent)

Chromium |5 5 30.7 20 No Value 21 151 25.5

{tolal)

Cobalt 169 262 0.14033 No Valoe 900 171 8.2

Copper 387 203 2.96 380 3100 1.3 16.4

[ron 42.500 35.800 23,000 No Value 23.000 17. 400 27.700

Lead 07 33.0 0.05373 81 400 17.1 1.7

Manganese 2.890 4.690 1.800 Mo Valoe LR 1060 370

Mercury 0.41 0.048 0073 2 23 0.06 0.07

Nickel 205 17.7 7.0 930 1600 174 121

Seleninm 0.83 38 0.02763 52 390 (.33 0.16U°

Silver 19.7 014 2.0 3l 190 0.03 005

| Thallium 037 0.34 0.04 28 52 o) 027
Vanad ium 60.9 3369 1.50 No Value 330 322 424
Zine 13 65.8 6.02 10.000 23.000 49.6 353

) Value is based on the Jowest human health or ecalogieal rish-based criteria

1
2 Indiana Department of Envirommental Management Risk Integrated System of Clasure (RISC) February 13 2001 Table A: Residential Soil

Closure level,
3)  NSWC Basewide Background Soil lnvestigation Report (January 2001}

4} This value is the average ol all non-detected values. Non-detected values were represented b using ene-hall the detection limit.

U — Not detected at Repaosting Limit.




Antimony. arsenic, chromium, iron, manganese, and vanadium were the only inorganics detected at
concentrations exceeding risk-based human health screening levels. All other inorganics noted in Table 2
exceeded ecological risk screening values. U.S. EPA Region 5 typically utilizes screening levels based on
the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs. The screening value used {or non-carcinogenic chemicals is one-tenth of
the Region 9 PRG to account for the potential cumulative effects of multiple compounds affecting the
same target organ. When chemical constituents are found to exceed screening levels, the U.S. EPA also
requires an evalnation of cumulative cancer risk and non-cancer {Hazard Index (HD)) risk from the
potential exposure to the presence of multiple chemicals. Two human receptors (the hypothetical future
resident and typical industrial worker) were evaluated for health risks potentially resulting from exposure
to these metals. The results of the cumulative risk evaluations are shown in Table 3. These risk estimates
were calculated using a 95% Upper Confidence Limit value on sample results as the exposure point

concentration of the chemical for human receptors.

Table 3 — Cancer and non-cancer risk estimates for Landfarm soils (95% UCL EPC)
ftc \[1 "Table 3 — Cancer and non-cancer risk estimates for Landfarm soils (95% UCL EPC)}

Grid Surface Soil | erimeter Surface Soil nid Subsurface Soil erimeter Subsurface Soil
azard Index (Residential) 21 1.3 2.2 2.5
ancer Risk (Residential) 3.1E-05 2.0E-3 2.3E-03 2.7E-05
Hazard Index {Industrial} 0.17 0.11 0.19 6.24
Cancer Risk (Industrial) 7.6E-06 5.0E-06 6.2E-06 6.6E-06

U.S. EPA typically considers sites with a calculated HI value below 1 and a cancer risk estimate range
berween 107 and 10™ as generally not requiring additional remediation. The calculated cumulative cancer
risk for both receptors falls within U1.S. EPA’s acceptable risk range. The metal driving the cancer risk
above the low end of the acceptable risk range (10) is arsenic. Although the arsenic concentrations found
in the soils at the Landfarm exceed basewide background concentrations, arsenic is a naturally occurring

metal.

The Hazard Index was calculated above 1 for all Landfarm soils. This Hazard Index value was determined
by adding the individual Hazard Quotients (HQ) calculated for non-carcinogenic cheinicals to determine
their cumulative effects. The non-carcinogenic risk driver (HQ) found to be pushing the HI over | was
Iron. For the purposes of a human health risk assessment, EPA recognizes that [ron is a naturally occurring
constituent and an essential nutrient. For the soil data at the Landfarm, the 95% UCL cencentration of
34,800 mg/kg Iron eorresponds to an estimated HQ of 1.5 after comparison to the residential PRG value.
This result can be interpreted to mean that chronic ingestion of this soil would add approximately 0.45
mg/kg-day to an individual’s diet. This is not significantly higher than the provisional EPA No Observed
Adverse Effect Level of 0.3 mg/kg-day and would correspond to an approximate doubling or tripling of the
National Academy of Scicnce Recommended Daily Allowance (RDA) for Iron. This increase would not be



expected 1o result in the onset of chronic adverse effects in typical individuals who display normal
homeostatic control over iron accumulation and protein binding. Based on EPA’s human health risk
assessment cuidance. the observations that lron ts a naturally occurring constituent. an essential nutrient,
and that the highest HQ of 1.5 should not be associated with chronic adverse health effects, the 1otal Hls

accounting for all other metals present in Landfarm soils fall helow 1.

Antimony, arsenic. bervllium, cadmium. chromium, copper, lead. mercury, silver. vanadium, and zinc were
detected at concentrations exceeding the 1.S. EPA Region 5 EDQLSs for ecological receptors and basewide
background soil concentrations. Similar to human health risk based values. chemical concentrattons above
an EDQL would not avtomatically designate a site as "dirty” or trigger a response action. However,
excezding an EDQL suggests that further evaluation of the potential ecological risks that may be posed by
site contaminants is appropriate. Because EDQLs represent the lowest screening levels found in the
literature for any receptor, they are not always applicable to site-specific receptors and conditions. As a
next step, NSWC evaluated these chemicals against alternative ecological screening levels which may be
more applicable (e.g.. Canadian Soil Quality Guidelines). A comparison of the sampling concentrations to
the various applicable screening levels as well as soil background concentrations indicates that there is a

low probability of unacceptable ecological risk.

Determination of No Further Action

Based on this information and the information contained in the administrative record. there are no

unacceptable present or potential future human health or ecological risks at SWMLU #36/00.

There is no further action required at SWMU #30/00. Please note, however, that this does not preclude
U.S. EPA or IDEM {rom requiring further action in the furure if we obtain any information indicating that
such action is needed to protect human health or the environment. Nothing in this Statement of Basis
should be interpreted as prohibiting U.5. EPA or IDEM from taking any actions necessary to protect

human health and the environment, including ordering additional corrective action if necessary.

The administrative record is available at the following location:

United States Environmenta! Protection Agency - Region 5

77 West Jackson Boulevard (DW-81)

Chicago, IL. 60604

(312) 886-7890

Between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. (Monday - Friday excluding Federal holidavs)



NSWC Crane Mailing List

Palrick Bannel, Dir. Enviro & Energy Indiana Mig. Association P.C. Box §2012 indianapolis, IN 46282-0002
Colleen Aguire 5426 Walsh East Chicago, IN 46132
Scait Pruitt LS. Fish & Wildlife Service 620 8. Walker St Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Jan C. Sraith, Dir. Ot Histong Preservalion IDNR 402 W. Washingten 5t Indianapolis, 1N 46204
Cireclor Grand Cal Task Force 6060 Miller Avenue Gary, IN 46403-2467
Dorathy Alabach 6527 N. 125 W. Valparaiso, IN 46385
George Vantil Lake County Surveyar Lake County Government Center 2293 N. Main St Crown Poini, IN 45307-1896
Mark Wilson Evansville Courier Metro Desk P.O. Hox 2568 Evansviils, IN 47702-0268
Karesn James, Envird. Superintendent MC220 Amoco Qit Company 2815 Indianapolis Blvd. Whiting, IN 46394
Susan Genzeback, Environmenlal Affairs Midwes1 Steel U.8. Hwy. 12 Porage, IN 46368
Kelles Cobb Reclaimed Energy Co. 1500 Wesiem Ave. Connersville, IN 47331
Michael Foster Eli Lilty & Comparyy Lilly Corparate Centar Indianapelis, IN 46285
Ms. Tita Lagrimas Pollution Control Indusiries 4343 Kennedy Ave. East Chicage, IN 46312
Phil Shinn Eli Lilly & Company, Drop Code 2645 |Lilly Corporate Center Indianapolis N 46285
Rod Qancea ETES Corporation 935 Sheffield Ave. Dyer, IN 46311
Chief, Port Operations Depl. Marine Safety Office U.S. Coast Guard 215 83rd St. #D Hinsdale, IL 60521-7059
Viciar Locke WPTA-TV P.O. Box 2121 Fi. Wayne IN 46801
Steve Kozarovich, Asst. Managing Editor Kokonmo Tribung 300 N Union Straet P.O. Box 9014 Kokomo, N 46904
Mr. Craig Crispell Lone Star, Greencastls WDF P.O Box 482 Greencastle IN 45135
Kim Hagerman, President P.O. Box 10314 Taerme Haule IN 47801
MHealth Officar Lawrencs County Health Depl. Courthouse Annex Bedford, iN 47421
Health Officer Martin County Health Dept. Box 219 Shoals, IN 47581
Joe Kiumpp, Mayor City of Bedford 1102 16th S1. Bedford, IN 47421
\.S. Rep. John Hostettler 1214 Lengworth Office Bld. Washington, D.C. | 20515-1408
U.S. Sen. Evan Bayh 463 Russell Senate Office Building Washington, D.C. | 20510-1404
4.5. Sen. Richard Luger 306 Hart Senate Office Building Washington, D.C. | 20510-1401
L1 Gaov. Becky Skillman 333 State House 200 W. Washington St. Indianapolis, IN 45204.2797
| San. Brent Sleele State House 200 W. Washington Street Indianapolis, IN 45204-2786
|Sen. Lindel Hume State House 200 W. Washington Street Indianapolis, IN 45204.2786
Rep. Jerry Denbo State House 200 W. Washington Sireet Indianapolis, IN 46204-2786
Rep David L. Crogks State House 200 W. Washington Street Indianapolis, IN 45204-2786

6680 N. Botton Rd. Bloomington, IN 47404

1010 S. Dunn St Bleomington, IN 47401

3035 S. Rockport Rd. Bloomington, IN 47403

11308 Nabb Rd. Nabb, IN 47147






