
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
CRANE D,VISKlN 

NAVAL SUrlFACE WARFAh!: CENTER 

300 HIGHWAY 361 

CRANe. INDIANA ~7527·5000 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
CDrrective Action Section 
Office Of Land Quality 
Hazardous Waste Permits 
100 N Senate Ave 
PO Box 6015 
Indianapolis, In 46206-6015 

Dear Mr. Workman: 

N00164.AR.000962 
NSWCCRANE 

5090.3a 

IN REPLY REFER TO, 

5090/54.7 
Ser RP3/5217 

23 JUN 2005 

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, 

Q~~---. ~. \AUA~ 
VAMES M. HUNSICKER 
Manager, Environmental Protection 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 

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

Copy to: 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM (Code ES31) 
USEPA (Pete Rarnanauskas) 
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 qualitied 
personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted 
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the 
system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the 
intormation, the information submitted is, to the best of my 
knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware 
that there are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment 
for knowing violations. 

Manager, Environmental Protection 
TITLE 

Enclosure (2) 



Enclosure (1) 

Facility Mailing List Notification Documentation 



5096 i S 4 . 7  
S e r  P.E'3,'5212 
20 J U K  2'005 

(<OK,CAE I ZAT I3Nn 
(<NAME?> 
c<kDDP.ESSa 
(<CITY - STATEX < t Z I F  - CODEn[l'.rul] 

On A p r i l  6 ,  2005,  Crane D i v i s i o n ,  Naval S u r f a z e  W a r f a r e  
C e n t e r  (NSWC Crane)  r e c e i v e d  a p p r o v a l  from t h e  D i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  
Indiar ia  Department of Envi ronmenta l  Iqanagement ( I D E M )  f o r  a  
C l z s s  1 m o d i f i c a t i o n  of  i t s  F i n a l  'esource C ~ n s e r v a t i o n  and 
Recovery Act (?.CF.&) Hazardous Waste Managemenr P e r m i t  d z t e d  
October  1 8 ,  2061. T h i s  C l a s s  1 m o d i f i c a t i o n  r e q u i r e d  p r i o r  
a p p r o v a l  of t h e  D i r e c t o r  o f  IDEM. Three  i t e m s  a r e  a d d r e s s e d  i n  
r h e  per mi^ m o d i f i c a t i o n .  

rn - h e  f i rs t  m o d i f i c a t i o n  r e s c l t s  f rom a  No F u r t h e r  A c t i o n  

{NFA) d e t e r m i r i a t i o n  NSWC Crane r e c e i v e d  from t h e  U .  S. EPA f o r  
t h e  Landfarm, S o l i d  Wasre Management U z i t  (SWMTT! 32/39. The KFk 
was based  on c o n c l u s i o n s  r e z c h e d  from ground waEer and 
s o i l / s l u d g e  samples  t h a t  no e x c e s s  risk e x i s t e d  from t h e  

. . 
p r e v i o u s  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  s l u d g t s   hat wers  p s s s i b l y  c o n z a ~ [ ~ i r i h t e d  
. v:l,h .: + ~ l j t i ~ 3  ~ a s t e s .  Pfl O r t o ~ e r  23,  2304, c:ie U. S. 5P.L. i s s ~ j e d  

, a ~ y a t e ~ ~ n ~  c f  5;sic f c ,y  rl-.:~ SWKiJ, vI:;cI; ; S  E,TCI:~.?EI;  :" 

e n c l o s u r e  (1) and a l s o  a v a i l a b l e  on t h e  NSWC Crane  w e b s i t e  a t :  
www.crane.navy.mil/newscommunity/Envir - RkB - d e f a u l t . a s p ? b h c p = l  

The second m o d i f i c a t i o n  c o n c e r n s  t h e  need  t o  condluct a  RCR9 
F a c i l i t y  I n v e s t i g a t i o n  (RFIj a t  a  fo rmer  m u n i t i o n s  r e s t i n g  a r e a .  
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  s i t e  i s  t h e  B u i l d i n g  2 0 4 4  Drop Tower and T e s t  
R a i l  [Area of  Concern ( A O C )  0 2 / 0 0 ] .  T h i s  AOC hjas u sed  from 1951 
th rough  1973 f o r  t h e  d r o p  t e s t i n g  of  2 0 - m ,  ccz r t r idges  a s  w e l l  a s  
f u n c r  i o n a l  t e s t i n g  of  c a r t r i d g e  a c t u a t e d  d e v i c e s  (CADS j and 
p r o p e l l a n t  a c t u a t e d  d e v i c e s  ( P A D S )  u sed  i n  e j e c t i o n  s e a t s .  The 
s i t e  c o n s i s t s  of a  d r o p  tower  t h a t  i s  z p p r o x i m a t e l y  100 f e e t  
t a l l  and a  9 7  f o o t  l o n g  t e s t  r;il. The 20-rnm c a r t r i d g e s  were 
dropped from t h e  tower  o n t o  a  c o n c r e t e  pad .  The CADS and PADS 
were t a c t e d  s n  t h e  test r a i l .  hn R F I  w i l l  i n v s s t i ~ z t e  i m p s c t s  
t o  a l l  media and t h e  need  t o r  r e m e d i a l  a c t i o n .  



5090/54.7 
Ser RP3/5212 

The third modification revises the descriptive language for 
rhe 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 198 will be addressed 
in a future RFI. 

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

Sincerely, 

Id. ,&..+J-- 
ES M. HUNSICKER 

danager, Environmental Protection 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 

Enclosure: 1. Statement of Basis 



LJNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCI 
STATEMENT OF BASIS FOR NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMlhATION 

AT SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNIT #30/00 (LANDFARM) 
N4\'.4L SURFACE Vi ARFARC CENTER 

CRANE. INDlAhrA 

Introduction 

On July 3 I .  1995. tlie United States Environmental Protection Agent!. (I1.S. EPA) renewed a Resoitrce 

Conservation and Recovery Act iRCRA) hazardous waste managemen1 permit for the U.S. Navy's Naval 

Surface Warfare Center - Crane Division (h'SWC) located in Crane. Indiana. Tlie permit became effective 

on September 14. 1995 for a duration of 5 years and contained both federal arid state conditions. In 3001, 

the Indiana Department of En~~ironmental Management (IDEM) renewed the entire RCRA Permit for 

NSWC as tlie State of Indiana has been autliorized to administer the RCRA program in lieu of U.S. EPA. 

Tlie pemiir establishes the Hazardous and Solid U'aste Amendment (HSWA) Corrective Action 

Requirements and Co~npliance Schedules obligating the U.S. Navy to perform RCRA Facility 

Investigations (RFls) at 33 Solid Waste hlanagement Units (SWMIJs): to conduct Corrective Measures 

Studies. and to implement corrective measures if needed. As pan of a December 2001 Work Sharing 

Agreenle~it behveen U.S. EPA and IDEM, the U.S. EPA retained oversieht of work conducted at SR'MIT 

#30100 (Landfar~n). IDEM retains final decision makinp authority under the R C R 4  Permit and has 

classified this No Further Action (NFA) determination to be a Class I modification to the perniit. 

This Statement of Basis explains the rcosons for a deter~nination ofNFA at SWMU $30/00. This 

documint summarizes information that can be foond in greater detail in the RCR-2 Faciiit? In\,cstigation 

(RFI) reports and other documents contained 111 the adminlstrat~ve record for this SUihlLi. 

Background 

NSWC operates a wastewater treatment plant that generates sludges. NSWC historically used land 

application for the disposal of sludge fro111 its main on-site sewage treatme111 plant. These sludges are from 

the processing of do~nestic and proccss wastewater sources. Process sources include wastewater fi-om metal 

finishing operations: surface coating operations; the loading. assembly. and packing of ordnance: aarer  

treatment plant backwash; boiler blowdowns: and industrial laundry. 

In C3ctoher 1980, NSU'C filed a RCRA Section 3010 Notification and a Part A (interim status) permit 

application to operate as a treatment. storage, or disposal facility. The applicatiori f o ~  the Pan 4 permit \\.as 

approved and tlie facility was allowed to operate as iliough it had a permit. 111 Dece~nher 1983: NSWC 

applied for and obtained a sludge application pernlit to spray slod_:es from its wastewater treatment plant 



along approxilnately 18 miles of roadside near the western boundary of the facility. On April I;, 1988. 

NSWC was issued a pernlit (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, I988 through Marc11 1995. In June of 1994, NSWC began applying sludges to 

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

In 1992: tlie U.S. EPA became concerned that the sludges from the on-site treatment plant should be 

characterized as F006 waste (i.e., 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. 111 response 

to U.S. EPA concerns, NSWC implemented ~neasures to prevent the discharge of wastes from the plating 

shops and the resul t i~~g mixing with otller wastewaters. In 1995. U.S. EPA renewed and modified the 

NSWC permit to include tlie Landfarm as SWMU #30i00 to settle the enforcement issue concerning FO06 

and to modifj  the HSWA corrective action requirements and schedule. U.S. EP.4 had already required 

NSWC to conduct an RFI at tlie Landfarm as pan of the 1989 permit to determine if the previous 

application of sludges possibly contaminated wit11 plating wastes had adversely affected the shallow 

groundwater regime. The results of tlie RFI investigations at the Landfarm would be used to determine the 

need for activity along the 18 miles of roadside. 

Investigations Conrlucted 

NSWC submitted a RCRA Facilih Investigation Report for this SN'h4U in May 2001. The purpose of  the 

investigatiotl was to deterlnine if tlle previous application of sludges possibly contamiilated \\.it11 plating 

wastes llad impacted the shallow groundwater regime. From October 1999 to October 2000, NSWC 

conducted five rounds of groundwater sampling fro111 seven wells at the Landfarm. Samples were collected 

quarterly to exa~niile 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 sa~npling included volatile organic compounds (VOCs). metals, 

explosives. cyanide, nitrateinitrite, ammonia, and phospl~orous. Data from the initial hvo rounds were used 

to focus the subsequent three sampling rounds on a list of potential contaminants o f  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 an)  of the wells during sampling rounds 1 and 2 and were 

eliminated from analysis for the remaining three rounds. Four metals exceeded their respective Risk Based 

Target Levels (RE3TLs) in at least one sample. RE3TL.s are used as conservative screening values lo identi@ 

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



designate a site as "dirty" or trigger a r e spo~~se  action. However. exceedin? a RBTL s ~ ~ g g e s r ~  that fill-lher 

evaluation of the potential ris1;s that ma! he posed by site contaminants is appropriate. The RFI M T L s  

values were based on Drinlcing M'ater Standards, EPA's R e ~ i o n  9 Preliminary Remetliai Cioals (PRG). or 

other human heolt11 hased criteria and are presented in Tahle I belo\\ along with the maximum detected 

value and the frequent! of dele c t '  1011. 

Table 1 - Metals exceeding RBTLs in Groundwater 

I 15 Arsenic , 1 6.8 - 10 NA 1 50 ~ 1 

I I I I I I 

WI 
RBTL 
(ugiL) 

Maximum 
~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ d  
Value 
( u g / ~ )  

Element 

Arsenic was detected above its RBTL fifteen t in~es througliout the sampling period, hur the maximum 

detected value is below drinking water standards. Cadmium. Nickel, and Thallii~m were detecred above 

their RBTLs very infrequently throughout tlie sampling period. As an additional check, a statistical rest 

of 
Detections 
Over 
RBTLs ill 

Orie Year 
I 

Nickel 1 

1 2.4 2 

was perfornied 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 i~pgradierit and downgradient monitoring well 

locations. The ANOVA tecliniql~e was used to test \\.liether there \$,as statistically significant evidence of 

contaminat~on associated with SM'R4U #30!00. The rest was perfol-med on all parameters detected at leasr 

once in the ti\:e downgr:~dient wells during the five sampling rounds. Tlie results of tlie ANOVA showed 

that none of the parameters had downgradient concerit~.arions that were higl~rr  than their respective 

upgradient coocentrations at a slatistical significance of 5% (1.e.. 95% co~ifidence). This supports the 

hypotllesis that there is no sig~lificant impact on groundwater at 111~ site due to activities at thi. SM%IU. 

I I I I I I 
I00 I08 

1 Drinking 
Water 
Standards 

(ugiL) 

I j Llfetlmc HA - l h e  conccurrauun o i a  clrenl8cal in drotklnn WBlcr l i l n l  i+ cutrl chpecred In cnc~sc an, adverse noncurcloogroc effccri fn! ;i ldcllnir 

ofexposure 

2) Indiana Departmenr uf Envlruomcntal Munagemen; Rlsh Iniegrurcd S\srcm of Closure (RISCI Fchruan 15. 2001 Tohlc A Tllc default clusuic 

level for r c s ~ d c ~ i r ~ a l  senlngi ti ihc IIICL. ~ l t b e  MC1 ihni bvcu er tahl~sl~cd 11~~n l .  rl lc default clnssru level i s  tltc luiresl oi'c~rl~er ti,t groitnd anler  

patl~va! or 11,~ s n I t ~ h ~ l ~ l \  I I I ~ U  

0.5 

NA 

2 

Lifetime 
HA'  
(ugl l )  

- 

Sratc oflndiana 
Residential 
Groundu'arer 
Level2 
(~_e iL)  

100 730 I 



Because of no impact to groundwater. NSWC requested No Furtller Actiou at this SWMU for all media. 

The U.S. EPA recommended that NSWC collect and analyze soillsludge samples from the Landfarm in 

order to identify any potential risks that may be present in the soillsludge exposure pathway. In March 

2002, NSWC collected 18 surface and subsurface soil samples. Samples 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 constitoents of concern at the Landfarm. Sample results were compared to RBTLs 

(based on human health and ecological risk screeninp levels) as well as background metals soil values 

obtained f ron~  NSM'C's Basewide Background Soil lnvesripation (January 2001 ). 

TheRBTLs used in the soils investigation included the lowest value taken from L1.S. EPA Region 9 

Preliminay Remediati011 Goals for exposure to soils (residential land ose). IDEM Tier I Default Closure 

Levels for soils for residentia1 land use. U.S. EPA Soil Screening Levels for Soil Ingestion, Transfer from 

SoiIs to Air, Migration from Soils to Groundwater. or U.S. EPA Region 5 Ecological Data Quality Levels 

(EDQLs). Soils were screened against the lowest l ~ u ~ n a n  Ilealth or ecological risk based criteria. Metals 

which exceeded the RBTLs are listed in Table 2 below. 



Table 2 - Metals exceeding RBTLs in Soil 

Elemenl Maximom KTI  

Deteclrd I ~ B T L ~  
, , 

Value 

I 50 1 No Value 1 550 I I rZ.2 - 4 2 4  

Zine 

Slsk a i  
Ilidtan:~ 

~ ~ ~ i d ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  

Soil 2 

(mglkgi 

R c v n  9 
Rcsidenraill 
So1I Dlrecl 
Con'aC' 
PRG 
imglk;] 

hl;thlmuill 
nilcrirldi. 
Bsi-kprou~>d 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ r , ~ ~  
surhcc soi l  ' 
(mnlkg) 

I )  Ynlur 15 based on the Iii\\ril lholnun lhri~llli or ccalogleill rid-hased crilerl:, 

21 1od~an;t Llepanoleni a l . Lnv l ro~~~~>en~n l  hlaaugernenl Rcrk l~ltegrated Sjrtel i l  aIClo5are (IUSC) F e h t u i l ~  l i  2001 Tilblu A Rrs ide i l l~o l  Soil 

C lo i t~re I eijel 

3 )  NSWC Uaselride Uitcknroltjld Sail l l~ve i t~gatco~l  Rcpon Ilanlla" 2001) 

4)  111~s value is tlie n\,er;l:c of'nll ~nan-detected values Non-dslccrcd values nerc  represented hy ual l~g one-hi~lf'lliv dclec~ioll lhmil 

U - Not detected nl i<eporl~nn 1.11nil 

I15 

Ivlax~rno~v 
Haselvide 
Buck~ronad  
C o ~ ~ c e n t r i l t ~ r > i ~  
Subsurfac? 
Sail' i m g l k g ~  

68.8 b h L  10.000 Zi. f l f l ( l  49.6 35.3 



Antimon\.. arsenic, chroniium, iron. manganese, and vanadiu~n were the only inorganics detected at ,, . 

concentrations exceeding risk-based human health screening le\'els. All other inorganics noted in Table 2 

exceeded ecological risk screening !,slues. U.S. EPA Region 5 typically ~~ti l izes  screening levels based on 

the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs. The screening value used for non-carcinogenic chemicals is one-tenth of 

the Region 9 PRG to account for tlie potential cumulative effects of multiple compounds affecting tlie 

same target organ. Mlen  chemical constituents are found to exceed screening levels, tlie U.S. EPA also 

requires an evaluatioli of cumulative cancer risk and non-cancer (Hazard Index (HI)) risk from the 

potential exposure to [lie presence of ~nultiple chemicals. Two human receptors (thc liypotl~etical future 

resident and typical industrial worker) were evaluated for hcalth risks potentially resulting from exposure 

to these metals. The results of the cu~nulative 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 tlie chemical for human receptors. 

Table 3 -Cance r  and non-cancer risk estimates for  Landfarm soils (95% UCL E P C )  

(tc \I1 "Table 3 -Cancer  and non-cancer risk estimates for  Landfarm soils (95% U C L  EPC) )  

1 ~ r l d  Surface Sod lerllneter 5arfacr Sail 1 rid Subsurface Sol1 1 crlmeter ~ u h s t t r f a c c a  

I Cancer Risk (Industrial) 76E-06 50E-06 62E-Oh 6.65-Oh 

amrd Index (Residential) 

anccr l i ~ k  (Resldentialj 

Hazard Index (Industrcal) 

U.S. EPA typicall!. considers sires nit11 a calculated HI value below 1 and a cancer risk estimate range 

between 10" and 1 o - ~  as generall! not requiring additional remediation. Tlie calculated cumulative cancer 

risk for both receptors lalls \\rithin Lr.S. EPA's acceptable risk range. Tlie metal driving the cancel- risk 

above the low end of tlie acceptable risk range (10.9 is arsenic. Altliough the arsenic concentrations found 

in tlie soils at the Landfarm exceed basewide background concentrations, arsenic is a naturally occurring 

metal. 

Tlie Hazard Index \\,as calculated above 1 for all Landfarn soils. This Hazard hidex value was determined 

by adding the i~ldividual Hazard Quotients (HQ) calculated for non-carcinogenic che~nicals to determine 

their cumulative effects. Tlie non-carcinogenic risk driver (HQ) found to be pushing tlie HJ over I was 

Iron. For the purposes of a human health risk assessment, EPA recognizes that iron is a llaturally occurring 

constituent and an essential nutrient. For the soil data at the Landfarm. the 95% UCL concentration of 

34;800 inglkg Iron corresponds to an estimated HQ of 1.5 after comparison to the residential PRG valile. 

This result can be interpreted to meall that chronic ingestion of  this soil would add approximately 0.45 

~nglkg-day to an illdividual's diet. This is not significantl). higher than tlie provisional EPA No Observed 

Adverse Effect Level of  0.3 ingkg-day and would correspolid to an approximate doubling or tripling of  tlie 

National Academy of Scicnce Recommended Dailj- Allowance ( M A )  for Iron. This increase would not be 

2 .  I 

3 lE-05  

0.17 

1.5 

10E-5  

O l l  

2.2 

?5E-05 

0 19 

2.5 

27E-05 

0 24 



expected ro result in the onset of chronic adverse effects in typical indi\ridoals who displa! l ior~nal 

homeostatic control o\er  iron accumulation and protein binding. Based on EPA's Iiuman health risk 

assessinen1 guidance. the observations tliat Iron is a naturally occurring constituenl. an essential nutrient. 

and that the highest HQ of I S  should no1 be associated with clironic adverse healtli effects, the total Hls 

accounting for all other ~netali  present in Lalldfarnl soils fall helow I 

Antimon!. arsenic. berylliu~n, cadmium. cliromiom. copper. lead. mercury. sil\,er. \.anadium. and zinc were 

detected at concentrations exceeding the 11,s. EPA Region 5 EDQLs for ecological receptors and hasewidr 

bacl<ground soil concentrations. Similar to human health risk based \.slues. clieniical concentrations above 

an EDQL would not automatically designate a site as "dim." or trigger a response action. However, 

exceeding an EDQL suggests tliat f i ~ ~ t h e r  evaluation of tlie potential ecological risls that may he posed hy 

site contaminants is appropriare. Because EDQLs represent the lowest screeninp 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 liiay he 

Inore applicable (e.g.. Canadian Soil Quality Guidelines). A co~nparison of the sampling concentrations to 

the various applicable screening levels as well as soil bac1;~ound concentrations indicates tliat there is a 

low probabilin of unacceptable ecological risk. 

Determination of No Further  Action 

Based on tliis infolmarion and the information contained in tlie administrative record. there are no  

unacceptable present or potential f i~ t~ l re  lil~man health or ecolofical risks at SM'MC ;bi0/00. 

There is no further action required at SWMU #?0.!00. Please note, however, that tliis does not preclurle 

U.S. EP.4 or IDEM from requiring fi~rtlier action in the furi~re if we obtain any information indicating that 

such action is needed to protecr human llealtli or tlie environment. Nothing in this Sratement of Basis 

should be interpreted as prohibiting U.S. EPA or IDEM fiom taking any actions necessar?. to protect 

human liealtli and the environment, including ordering additional corrective action if oecessar?,. 

The administratwe record is available at tlie following location: 

United States En\rironmental Protection Agency - Region 5 

77 West Jackson Boulevard (DMG8.I) 

Chicago. IL 60604 

(3 12) 886-7890 

Behveen 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m (Monda), - Fi.idaq excluding Federal holidays) 






