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Tax Map Parcel No.: 061 W0-03-019A0 

Prepared by: Neal Gerber & Eisenberg 

Remediation Program Site ID#: EPA ID: VAD003123833 

UECA ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANT 

This environmental covenant is made and entered into as of the 30TH day of 
_August ___ _ _ , 2023, by and between OCT Stonefield Property Owner, LLC, whose 
address is c/o O' Connor Capital Partners, 535 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10022, 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Grantor" or "Owner"), and OCT Stonefield Property Owner, 
LLC, (hereinafter referred to as the "Grantee" or "Hohler") whose address is c/o O'Connor 
Capital Partners, 535 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10022. 

The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, whose address is 1111 East Main Street, Suite 
1400, Richmond, Virginia 2321 (hereinafter referred to as the "Agency" or "V ADEQ") also joins 
in this environmental covenant. 

This environmental covenant is executed pursuant to the Virginia Uniform Environmental 
Covenants Act, § I 0.1-1238 et seq. of the Code of Virginia ("UECA"). This environmental 
covenant subjects the Propeity identified in Paragraph 1 to the activity and use limitations in this 
document. 

1. Property affected. 

The property affected ("Property") by this environmental covenant is located at 3912, 3918, 3920, 
3924 and 3928 Lenox Avenue, Charlottesville, Virginia, 22901 and is further described in the legal 
description attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

A map of the Property as prepared by the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") 
depicting the subject property is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

2. Description of Contamination & Remedy. 

(a) The Administrative Record pertaining to the environmental response project 
reflected in this UECA environmental covenant can be obtained by request to the Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality, 1111 East Main Street, Suite 1400, Richmond, Virginia 
23219. 

(b) Description of Contamination & Remedy 

Description of Contamination. This UECA relates to the Property known as Stonefield Parcel G. 
Stonefield Parcel G consists of 7.5 acres and is currently owned by OCT Stonefield Property 
Owner, LLC. The Propetty was not used for manufactming purposes but is adjacent to the former 
Sperry Marine/Unisys manufacturing facility, which is the subject of a RCRA Facility 
Investigation under EPA ID VAD003 l 23833. The subject property was considered patt of Lot 2 



through the RCRA Investigation process. The Property was developed for commercial use after 
2015, with five retail buildings, an access road and an at-grade parking lot. 

The Property was previously part of a larger 82-acre parcel owned and operated by Sperry Marine. 
The 82-acre parcel is herein referred to as "the Facility". The Facility is located at I 070 Seminole 
Trail (Route 29) in Charlottesville, Virginia. It has been used to manufacture navigational 
instruments and systems since 1956. The manufacturing activities at the Facility have included 
machining, degreasing, soldering, and painting. Hazardous and non-hazardous chemicals and 
petroleum products have been used in the manufacturing process. 

In 1999, the Facility was subdivided into three lots: Lots I, 2 and 3. Lot 3 is currently owned by 
Northrup Gmmman Systems Corporation and contains a manufacturing building, paved parking 
lots and concrete surfaces surrounding the building. Sperry Marine and Unisys are former owners 
of the Facility. 

Facility environmental investigations began in 1987 and subsequent investigations were conducted 
on various occasions through to the present. 

[n 1996, Sperry Marine entered into a Voluntary Agreement with VADEQ to remediate the three 
Lots. Lots 1 and 2 were wooded parcels under contract to developers. Lot 3 included the 
Manufacturing Parcel and 3 wooded acres that were later added to Lot l. Sperry Marine submitted 
Site Characterization Reports to V ADEQ for Lots I and 2 in 1996 and Lot 3 in 1997. In 1998, a 
Supplemental Data Report for the three Lots was also submitted to VADEQ. Risk assessments 
concluded that the three Lots did not present unacceptable risks to human health or the 
environment if land and groundwater (GW) use restrictions were implemented. In 2000, Sperry 
Marine recorded the Declaration of Restrictive Covenants restricting the Properties to non­
residential use and prohibiting GW as a drinking water source. Lot 1 had restricted GW use but 
unrestricted land use. In 2000, VADEQ issued a Certificate of Satisfactory Completion of 
Remediation (Certificate) for Lots 2 and 3, which included a copy of the use restrictions recorded 
on the deeds in July and March of 2000, respectively. In 2002, VADEQ issued a Certificate for 
Lot I (including the 13 acres that was originally part of Lot 3), allowing unrestricted land use and 
prohibited GW use for drinking water purposes . 

As part of Sperry Marine's Voluntary Remediation Agreement with VADEQ, surface water and 
sediment samples were collected from the North and South streams and 20 monitoring wells 
(MWs) were sampled. From 2000 to 2004, fom years of GW data was collected from seven MWs 
on the tl11'ee Lots. In the final GW Report to VADEQ in 2005, Sperry Marine concluded that GW 
contamination, consisting of chlorinated volatile organic compounds (cVOCs), showed stable or 
decreasing trends. In 2007, the Facility requested that VADEQ release the Facility from VADEQ's 
Voluntary Remediation Program (VRP) to continue investigation and clean up under an EPA 
Facility Lead Agreement (FLA). VADEQ agreed and issued a Certificate for the remaining Lot 3 
in 2008. In January 2008, the Facility entered into a FLA with EPA to identify data gaps and 
investigate any remaining areas identified for Corrective Action . 

In 2015 and 2016, additional investigations were conducted at the Property as part of the Vapor 
Intrusion Assessment Report fer the larger retail and commercial development projects at Lots l 
and 2. These investigations included soil sampling and deep soil gas sampling to identify the 
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potential presence of contaminant migration onto Parcel G from the Facility. A total of twenty­
eight VOCs were detected in the two deep soil vapor samples collected from Parcel G, though 
none of the VOCs exceeded their respective Virginia Tier IH Commercial Screening Levels. TPH­
GRO was detected in both soil samples collected at Parcel G at concentrations of 9 .6 mg/kg and 
7.9 mg/kg, below the VADEQ action level of 100 mg/kg. Methylene chloride was also detected in 
both soil samples at low concentrations, well below the Tier III Commercial Screening Levels. 

Remedy 
In 2019, the EPA issued a Final Decision for the Manufacturing Parcel (Lot 3) and Parcel G. EPA's 
Final Remedy for the Property consists of conformance with an EPA approved Soil Management 
Plan, implementation of and compliance with land and groundwater use restrictions, installation 
of a vapor management system in each structure where testing indicates unacceptable indoor risk, 
and compliance with EPA-approved Operations and Maintenance Plan for any vapor control 
systems. An active vapor mitigation system was installed in the 3912 Lenox A venue building 
during construction in approximately 2015. Sub-slab vapor barriers were installed during 
construction at the four buildings located at 3912, 3918, 3924 and 3928 Lenox Avenue. 

In August of 2021, the EPA issued a memorandum to clarify the July I, 2019 Final Decision. The 
EPA clarified the scope of area coverage for the activity and use limitations required as part of the 
Final Remedy for Parcel G. 

The 2019 Final Decision and the 2021 EPA memorandum are attached hereto as Exhibit C and 
Exhibit D respectively. 

3. Activity & Use Limitations. 

(a) The Property is subject to the following activity and use limitations, which shall 
run with the land and become binding on the Gran tor and any successors, assigns, tenants, agents, 
employees, and other persons under its (their) control, until such time as this covenant may 
terminate as provided by law: 

(i) Groundwater at the Property shall not be used for any purpose other than 
operation, maintenance and monitoring activities required by EPA and/or VADEQ, unless its 
demonstrated to EPA, in consultation with VADEQ, that such use will not pose a threat to human 
health or the environment or adversely affect or interfere with the selected remedy and EPA, in 
consultation with VADEQ, provides prior written approval for such use; 

(ii) The Property shall not be used for residential purposes unless it is 
demonstrated to EPA, in consultation with V ADEQ, that such use will not pose a threat to human 
health or the environment or adversely affect or interfere with the selected remedy, and EPA, in 
consultation with VADEQ, provides prior written approval for such use; 

(iii) A vapor intrusion control system (VCS) shall be installed in each structure 
at the Property where testing indicates an unacceptable indoor risk. Each installed VCS shall be 
operated until it is demonstrated to EPA and/or VADEQ that vapor intrusion in such structure does 
not pose unacceptable risk to human health, and EPA and/or V ADEQ provides written approval 
to terminate the operation of the VCS; 
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(iv) No new wells shall be installed at the Property unless it is demonstrated to 
EPA and V ADEQ that the wells are necessary for final remedy implementation and EPA and/or 
V ADEQ provides prior written approval to install the wells; 

(v) Compliance with the VADEQ approved Soil Management Plan for any 
subsurface soil disturbance at the Property; 

(vi) Compliance with the VADEQ approved Vapor Control Systems Operation 
& Maintenance Plan with respect to the Property. 

(b) Geographic coordinate lists defining the boundaiy of each activity and use 
restriction, depicted in the polygon provided in Exhibit B are listed below. 

POINT LONG LAT 
5 -78.4906 38.06839 
6 -78.4905 38.06834 
7 -78.4904 38.06829 
8 -78.4904 38.06823 
9 -78.4903 38.06815 

10 -78.4902 38.06809 
11 -78.4902 38.06802 
12 -78.4901 38.06792 
13 -78.49 38.06784 
14 -78.49 38.06779 
15 -78.4899 38.06774 
16 -78.4898 38.06768 
17 -78.4898 38.06763 
18 -78.4897 38.06758 
19 -78.4894 38.06749 
20 -78.4892 38.06742 
21 -78.4891 38.06736 
22 -78.4891 38.06736 
23 -78.489 38.06739 
24 -78.4878 38.0687 
25 -78.4866 38.06797 
26 -78.4871 38.06738 
27 -78.4877 38.0668 
28 -78.4878 38.06663 
29 -78.4885 38.06704 
30 -78.4887 38.06689 
31 -78.4894 38.06727 
32 -78.4897 38.06737 
33 -78.4898 38.06743 
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POINT LONG LAT 

34 -78.49 38.0675 
35 -78.4902 38.06762 
36 -78.4906 38.06809 
37 -78,4908 38.06821 

4. Notice of Limitations in Future Conveyances. 

Each instrnment hereafter conveying any interest in the Property subject to this environmental 
covenant shall contain a notice of the activity and use limitations set forth in this environmental 
covenant and shall provide the recorded location of this environmental covenant. 

5. Compliance and Use Reporting. 

(a) No later than June 30th of eve1y fifth year following VADEQ's approval of this 
environmental covenant, and whenever else requested in writing by EPA or V ADEQ, the then 
current owner of the Property shall submit, to the Agency and any Holder listed in the 
Acknowledgments below, written documentation stating whether or not the activity and use 
limitations in this environmental covenant are being observed. This documentation shall be signed 
by a qualified and certified professional engineer who has inspected and investigated compliance 
with this environmental covenant. 

(b) In addition, within one (I) month after any of the following events, the then current 
owner of the Property shall submit, to the Agency and any Holder listed in the Acknowledgments 
below, written documentation describing the following: noncompliance with the activity and use 
limitations in this environmental covenant; transfer of the Property; material changes in use of the 
Property; or filing of applications for building permits for the Property and any proposals for any 
site work, if such building or proposed site work will affect the performance of the Final Remedy 
on the :flroperty subject to this environmental covenant. 

6. Access by the Holder and the Agency. 

In addition to any rights already possessed by the Holtler(s) and the Agency, this environmental 
covenant grants to the Holder and the Agency, as well as their respective contractors or other 
representatives, a right of reasonable access to the Property in connection with implementation, 
inspection, or enforcement of this environmental covenant. 

7. Subordination. Reserved. 

8. Recortling & Proof & Notification. 

(a) Within 90 days after the date of the Agency' s approval of this UECA environmental 
covenant, the Grantor shall record, or cause to be recorded, this environmental covenant with the 
Clerk of the Circuit Court for each locality wherein the Property is located. The Grantor shall 
likewise record, or cause to be recorded, any amendment, assignment, or termination of this UECA 
environmental covenant with the applicable Clerk(s) of the Circuit Court within 90 days of their 
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execution. Any UECA environmental covenant, amendment, assignment, or termination recorded 
outside of these periods shall be invalid and of no force and effect. 

(b) The Grantor shall send a file-stamped copy of this environmental covenant, and of 
any amendment, assignment, or termination, to the Agency within 60 days of recording. Within 
that time period, the Grantor also shall send a file-stamped copy to the chief administrative officer 
of each locality in which the Property is located, any persons who are in possession of the Property 
who are not the Grantors, any signatories to this covenant not previously mentioned, and any other 
parties to whom notice is required pursuant to the Uniform Environmental Covenants Act. 

9. Termination or Amendment. 

This environmental covenant is perpetual and runs with the land unless terminated or amended 
(including assignment) in accordance with UECA. The then current owner of the Property shall 
provide VADEQ and any Holder written notice of the pendency of any proceeding that could lead 
to a foreclosme, as referred to in Section 10.l-1245(A)(4) of the Code of Virginia, within seven 
calendar days of the owner's receiving notice of the pendency of such proceeding. 

l 0. Enforcement of environmental covenant. 

This environmental covenant shall be enforced in accordance with § l 0.1-124 7 of the Code of 
Virginia. 

[SIGNATURES APPEAR ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES] 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENTS: 

GRANTOR 

OCT Stonefield Property Owner, LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: OCT Stonefield REIT LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company, 
its sole member 

By: OCT Stonefield Member LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company, 
its Manager 

By: OCT Stonefield Holdings LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability 
company, 
its managing member 

By (signature): v~ 
Name (printed): \J i\\ < It\ -0,..,.,--i;~"-V'\ _____ _ 

Title: ('~0 
STA TE OF NEW YORK 

cnY1couNTYOF Nw "loyv._ 

On this ~day of Au7us+ , 2023, before me, the undersigned officer, personally appeared 
lt:-Jil lil'.lli\,,\ lYC,maoc , who acknowledged himself/herself to be the person whose name is 
subscribed to this environmental covenant and acknowledged that s/he freely executed the same 
for the purposes therein contained. 

In witness whereof, I hereunto set my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: (Vl°j I DI 2oi5 
Registration#: OJA~~Y l 71¼2 

Alyssa Sophie AroQIOO 
Notary Public, State of Now Vor~ 

No. 01AR64171B2 I 
Qualified In Naesau Cn!-ln.i~Z§ 

Commission Expires MllY Hl, - No~=dL 



HOLDER 

OCT Stonefield Property Owner, LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: OCT Stonefield REIT LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company, 
its sole member 

By: OCT Stonefield Member LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company, 
its Manager 

By: OCT Stonefield Holdings LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability 
company, 
its managing member 

Da~_t/_2~_,_23_ 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

CITY/COUNTY OF ___,N ___ -l{,v __ J ..... ti_·,...;..K.. _____ _ 

On this ~day of St' 2023, before me, the undersigned officer, personally appeared 
i I lillVVI (\\ , who acknowledged himselfil1erself to be the person whose name is 

subscribed to this environmental covenant, and acknowledged thats/he freely executed the same 
for the purposes therein contained. 

In witness whereof, I hereunto set my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: {VJ~ / 0 1 10 l I; 
Notary Registration#: 11 Af.. L\ I] \ [ 2 

Alyssa Sophie Arcoleo 
Notary Public. Slate or New York 

No. 01AR6417182 
Qualllied in Nassau County 

Commission Ekpires May 10, 2026 



AGENCY 

APPROVED by the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality as required by § I 0.1-1238 of 

the Cod# ginia. / / . j ,/ 

Date: 0 3 By (signature): ~/w~Y .kJ.,,1'. _ 
Name (printectf ~ ~K=:;a..:::th:=·1·..,_y=ri...:.P-=e,...rs:;=~ .. v .... k ______ _ 
Title: Director, DiviM1 of Land Protection and Revitalization 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

PARCEL G 

CONTAINING 7.075 ACRES MORE OR LESS AND BEING A PORTION OF TAX MAP AND PARCEL 061W0-03-

00-019A0, THE LANDS OF OCT STONEFIELD PROPERTY OWNER LLC, RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 4857, 

PAGE 503 AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT A 1/2" IRON ROD APPROXIMATELY 1,953 FEET NORTH OF THE INTERSECTION OF U.S. 29 

(SEMINOLE TRAIL} AND STATE ROUTE 743 (HYDRAULIC ROAD} BEING A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT 

OF WAY OF SAID U.S. 29 AND A COMMON CORNER WITH THE LANDS OF NORTHROP GRUMMAN 

SYSTEMS CORP. (TAX MAP AND PARCEL 061W0-03-00-01900} AND AS SHOWN AS PARCEL 2G ON PLAT 

RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 4489, PAGE 6 WITH PLAT AT PAGE 19; 

THENCE LEAVING SAID RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF U.S. ROUTE 29 AND WITH THE COMMON LINE OF 

NORTHROP GRUMMAN THE FOLLOWING 7 COURSES: 

1.) NORTH 55°14'32" WEST A DISTANCE OF 263 .90 FEET TO A 1" IRON ROD; 

2.} SOUTH 34°42'12" WEST A DISTANCE OF 116.75 FEET TO A 3/4" IRON ROD; 

3.) NORTH 54°17'09" WEST A DISTANCE OF 245.75 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

4.) NORTH 64°49'04" WEST A DISTANCE OF 150.12 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

5.) NORTH 55°29'00" WEST A DISTANCE OF 91.64 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

6.) NORTH 37°51'18" WEST A DISTANCE OF 226.74 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

7.) NORTH 54°37'22" WEST A DISTANCE OF 72.88 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

THENCE LEAVING SAID LANDS OF NORTHROP GRUMMAN NORTH 35°21'13" EAST A DISTANCE OF 87.74 

FEET TO AN INTERSECTING POINT WITH THE LANDS OF COSTCO WHOLESALE CORPORATION (TAX MAP 

AND PARCEL 061W0-03-00-019B0) AND A POINT ON THE RIGHT OF WAY OF BLACKBIRD LANE (PRIVATE); 

THENCE ALONG THE COMMON LINE WITH OF COSTCO AND WITH SAID RIGHT OF WAY OF BLACKBIRD 

LANE THE FOLLOWING 11 COURSES: 

1.) ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 02°27'43" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 13.71 

FEET A RADIUS OF 319.00 FEET A TANGENT LENGTH OF 6.85 FEET AND A CHORD DIRECTION OF SOUTH 

49°07'51" EAST AND A DISTANCE OF 13.71 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

2.) SOUTH 47°53'59" EAST A DISTANCE OF 2.71 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

3.) ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 10°02'39" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 64.69 

FEET A RADIUS OF 369.00 FEET A TANGENT LENGTH OF 32.43 FEET AND A CHORD DIRECTION OF SOUTH 

42°52'40" EAST AND A DISTANCE OF 64.60 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 



4.) SOUTH 37°51'20" EAST A DISTANCE OF 39.96 FEET TO A NAIL; 

5.) ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 05°45'08" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.30 

FEET A RADIUS OF 501.00 FEET A TANGENT LENGTH OF 25 .17 FEET AND A CHORD DIRECTION OF SOUTH 

34°58'46" EAST AND A DISTANCE OF 50.28 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

6.) SOUTH 32°06'12" EAST A DISTANCE OF 73 .15 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

7.) ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 24°29'41 11 AN ARC DISTANCE OF 122.70 

FEET A RADIUS OF 287.00 FEET A TANGENT LENGTH OF 62 .30 FEET AND A CHORD DIRECTION OF SOUTH 

44°21'02" EAST AND A DISTANCE OF 121.76 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

8.) ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 08°16'05" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 48.63 

FEET A RADIUS OF 337 .00 FEET A TANGENT LENGTH OF 24.36 FEET AND A CHORD DIRECTION OF SOUTH 

60°43 155 11 EAST AND A DISTANCE OF 48.59 FEET TO A DRILL HOLE IN CONCRETE; 

9 .) SOUTH 64°51'58" EAST A DISTANCE OF 91.91 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

10.) ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 09°57 '58" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 63.14 

FEET A RADIUS OF 363.00 FEET A TANGENT LENGTH OF 31 .65 FEET AND A CHORD DIRECTION OF SOUTH 

59°52'59" EAST AND A DISTANCE OF 63.06 FEET TO A DRILL HOLE IN CONCRETE; 

11.) ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 89°50'44 11 AN ARC DISTANCE OF 37.63 

FEET A RADIUS OF 24.00 FEET A TANGENT LENGTH OF 23.94 FEET AND A CHORD DIRECTION OF NORTH 

80°10'38" EAST AND A DISTANCE OF 33.90 FEET TO A DRILL HOLE IN CONCRETE AND A POINT ON THE 

WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF STONERIDGE AVENUE (PRIVATE); 

THENCE LEAVING SAID BLACKBIRD LANE AND WITH SAID STONERIDGE AVENUE NORTH 35°15'16 11 EAST 

A DISTANCE OF 580.97 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD, BEING AN INTERSECTING POINT WITH THE LANDS OF 

SEMINOLE TRAIL PROPERTIES, L.L.C. (TAX MAP AND PARCEL 061W0-03-00-01800) AND THE NORTHERLY 

RIGHT OF WAY OF LENOX AVENUE (PRIVATE); 

THENCE LEAVING SAID STONERIDGE AVENUE AND ALONG THE COMMON LINE WITH SAID LANDS OF 

SEMINOLE TRAIL PROPERTIES AND SAID LENOX AVENUE, SOUTH 54°37'31 11 EAST A DISTANCE OF 448.58 

FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD BEING A POINT ON THE SAID WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF U.S. 29; 

THENCE LEAVING SAID LANDS OF SEMINOLE TRAIL PROPERTIES AND ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT OF 

WAY OF U.S. 29 THE FOLLOWING 9 COURSES: 

1.) SOUTH 79°55'16" WEST A DISTANCE OF 4.42 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

2.) NORTH 58°43'5511 WEST A DISTANCE OF 10.16 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

3.) SOUTH 35°21'13 11 WEST A DISTANCE OF 87.57 FEET TO A 1/2" \RON ROD; 

4.) SOUTH 09°33'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 37.53 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

5.) SOUTH 35°19'23" WEST A DISTANCE OF 92.87 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 



6.) SOUTH 42°08'28" WEST A DISTANCE OF 205.17 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

7.) SOUTH 21 °21 126 11 WEST A DISTANCE OFl00.92 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

8.) SOUTH 35°19'23" WEST A DISTANCE OF 20.97 FEET TO A 1/2" IRON ROD; 

9.) SOUTH 41 °33 114" WEST A DISTANCE OF 13.01 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING CONTAINING 7.075 

ACRES MORE OR LESS. 

Prepared by: Kirk Hughes, LS. 
Kirk Hughes & Associates 
Land Surveyors & Planners 
220 East High Street 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 

(434) 296-6942 
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Attachment 1 - Northrop Grumman Facil ity Parcels 

0 200 400 600 800 1,000 
••c:=:::::::1••c==-••Feet 

Northrop Grumman 
Systems Corporation 
1070 Seminole Trail 
Charlottesville, VA 22901 
EPA ID: VAD003123833 

• ParcelG_coords 

~ PARCELG * 

~ COSTCO PARCEL 

~ MANUFACTURING PARCEL 

CJ Pa, eel IE.'> oe l 'Q'o'0-03-00-0 I M3 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

* Tax Parcel I.D. for "Parcel G" is now 016W0-03-00-019A0 

V Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free. 
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474 
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UNITED ST ATES 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION III 

FINAL DECISION and RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

for 

Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation 
(Former Sperry Marine) Manufacturing Parcel and Parcel G 
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Section 1: Introduction 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is issuing this Final Decision and 
Response to Comments (FDRTC) for a portion of the 81.6-acre former Sperry Marine property located 
in Charlottesville, VA (the Facility) (Figure 1). The subject portion of the property, herein referred to as 
the "Properties", consists of two parcels: (1) a Manufacturing Parcel, currently owned and operated by 
the Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation (NGSC), and (2) Parcel G, a commercial parcel located 
adjacent to the Manufacturing Parcel, and currently owned by OCT Stonefield Property Owner (Figures 
2 and 3). The Facility' s address is 1070 Seminole Trail (US-29), Charlottesville, Albemarle County, 
VA. 

The Final Remedy for the Properties includes: (I) Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) of 
groundwater contaminants; and, (2) installation of Vapor Intrusion Controls Systems (VCS), unless it is 
demonstrated that a VCS is not necessary to protect human health. In addition, the Final Remedy 
requires land and groundwater use restrictions that will be implemented by institutional controls until 
EPA' s Corrective Action Objectives are achieved. 

On December 14, 2018, EPA issued a Statement of Basis (SB) for the Facility which described 
the information gathered during the environmental investigations and proposed a final remedy for 
Corrective Action at the Facility. EPA solicited public comment on the proposed remedy (consistent 
with public participation provisions under RCRA), by issuing a notice in a local newspaper (The Daily 
Progress) on December 14, 2018. The 45-day comment period ended on January 28, 2019. EPA 
received comments from two sources during the comment period: NGSC and Unisys Corporation. The 
SB is incorporated into this FDRTC by reference. This FDRTC corrects some errors and omissions in 
the SB, based on the comments received during the comment period. See Attachment A for EPA's 
Response to Comments. 

This FDRTC is issued pursuant to the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
(HSWA) of 1984, 42 U.S.C. Sections 6901 , et seq. 

EPA' s Fact Sheet on the Facility is located at: https:ffa,ww.epa.gov/hwcorrectiveaction/ 
hazardous-waste-c leanup-northrop-grumman-systems-corp-charlottesville-va. Information on the 
Corrective Action program is located at: https://'vVww.epa.gov/hwcorrectiveactionsites. 

Section 2: Facility Background 

In 1955, the Sperry Corporation (Sperry) developed the Facility for manufacturing periscopes 
and navigational related equipment. Equipment was tested on-site. Historic processes included 
machining, degreasing, soldering and painting. After its development, most of the Facility remained 
wooded. In 1986, Sperry merged with the Burroughs Corporation to form Unisys Corporation (Unisys). 
Within a year after the merger, Unisys sold the Facility, including the Properties, to Newport News 
Shipbuilding (NNS), a Tenneco subsidiary. 
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After Unisys sold the Facility to NNS in 1987, NNS sold it to J.F. Lehman & Associates in 1993, 
and in 1996, it was then sold to Litton Industries, Inc. In April 2001 , Litton Industries was purchased by 
Northrop Grumman Corporation, and in 2003, Litton Marine Systems, Inc., the owner of the Facility, 
was merged into Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation (NGSC). Currently, NGSC only owns the 
19-acre Manufacturing Parcel, which is used for designing and testing navigation systems used in large 
ships. 

In 1986, the Facility was subdivided into three parcels or lots. In 1999, the parcel boundaries 
were revised. Two undeveloped parcels, Lots 1 and 2, were sold to developers and Lot 3 remained as the 
19-acre manufacturing plant property a/k/a Manufacturing Parcel. Lot 2 became Parcel G. Figure 2 
depicts the three parcels/lots which comprised the Facility. Lot 1 is not part of the Facility subject to 
this Final Remedy decision. 

In 2015, a Costco retail store and parking lot were built on a portion of Lot 1 (Costco Parcel) 
(Figure 3). EPA issued a FDRTC for the Costco Parcel on July 9, 2014, which addressed remaining 
contamination originating from historic releases of waste solvents on that Parcel. 

Parcel G is located adjacent the Manufacturing and Costco Parcels, as shown on Figure 3 
(approximate boundaries). Parcel G is currently owned by OCT Stonefield Property Owner (OCT). 
Parcel G was developed for commercial use, which includes retail buildings and a parking lot. 

On the Facility, there were two perennial (intermittent) streams called North and South Stream, 
respectively (Figure 2). North stream was in a ravine on Lots 1 and 2, northeast of the Manufacturing 
Parcel. Developers later diverted the North Stream into an underground pipe in the ravine, which was 
filled, leveled and paved for the Costco Parcel and Parcel G development. The South Stream was located 
on Lot 1, west of the Manufacturing Parcel and was also diverted into an underground pipe by 
developers. The two piped streams drain into a culvert under Seminole Trail and flow off-site into 
Meadow Creek, south of the Facility. 

Chemicals historically used on the Manufacturing Parcel included Freon™, tetrachloroethene 
(PCE), trichloroethene (TCE) and 1, l , I-trichloroethane (TCA ). PCE and TCE, used for degreasing, 
were later replaced with TCA. A paint booth was used in manufacturing and paint residues were 
collected and stored in drums on the north side of the Manufacturing Building on the Manufacturing 
Parcel. Several underground storage tanks were located on the south side of the Manufacturing Building 
and were removed. 

Section 3: Summary of Environmental Investigations 

3.1 Corrective Action Regulatory History 

In August 1980, EPA received a Hazardous Waste Activity Notification for the Facility as 
required by RCRA § 3010. A 1988 inspection by Virginia Department of Waste Management (VDWM) 
identified the manufacturing plant (then owned by NNS), as a large quantity generator of waste solvents, 
corrosives and paint sludge. From 1987 to 1990, NNS voluntarily conducted environmental 
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investigations in preparation for subdividing and selling portions of the 81.6-acre property. The 
investigations included sampling of soil , soil vapor, surface water (SW), sediment and groundwater 
(GW). Contamination was identified in some areas. 

In 1996, Unisys entered into a Voluntary Agreement with VDEQ to remediate the three Lots 
(Figure 2). Lots 1 and 2 were wooded parcels under contract to developers. Lot 3 included the 
Manufacturing Parcel and 13 wooded acres later added to Lot 1. In 1996, Unisys submitted Site 
Characterization Reports to VDEQ for Lots 1 and 2 and for Lot 3 in 1997. In 1998, a Supplemental Data 
Report for the three Lots was submitted. Risk assessments concluded that the three Lots did not present 
unacceptable risks to human health or the environment if land and groundwater (GW) use restrictions 
were implemented. In 2000, the property owner recorded the Declaration of Restrictive Covenants 
restricting the Properties to non-residential use and prohibiting GW as a drinking water source. Lot 1 
had restricted GW use but unrestricted land use. In 2000, VDEQ issued a Certificate of Satisfactory 
Completion of Remediation (CSCR) for Lots 2 and 3, which included a copy of the use restrictions 
recorded on the deeds in July and March 2000, respectively. In 2002, VDEQ issued a CSCR for Lot 1 
(included the 13-acres originally part of Lot 3), allowing unrestricted land use and prohibited GW use 
for drinking water purposes. 

As part of Unisys' s Voluntary Remediation Agreement with VDEQ, SW and sediment samples 
were collected from the North and South streams and 20 monitoring wells (MWs) were sampled. From 
2000 to 2004, four years of GW data were collected from seven MWs on the three Lots. In the final GW 
Report to VDEQ (2005), Unisys concluded that GW contamination, consisting of chlorinated volatile 
organic compounds (cVOCs), showed stable or decreasing trends. In 2007, Unisys requested that VDEQ 
release the Facility from VDEQ's Voluntary Remediation Program (VRP) to continue investigation and 
clean up under an EPA Facility Lead Agreement (FLA). VDEQ agreed and issued a CSCR to Unisys 
(participant) and Litton Marine Systems (owner) for the remaining Lot 3 in 2000. 

In January 2008, Unisys entered a FLA with EPA to identify data gaps and investigate any 
remaining areas identified for Corrective Action. 

3.2 Environmental Investigations Summary: 

3.2.1 Corrective Action RCRA Facility Assessment and RCRA Facility Investigation 

In a 1996, VDEQ identified IO solid waste management units (SWMUs), one hazardous waste 
management unit (HWMU) and one area of concern (AOC) focused primarily on the Manufacturing 
Parcel, then owned by J.F. Lehman & Associates. Ten years later, during a 2006 visit to the 
manufacturing building (then owned by NGSC), EPA re-evaluated the SWMUs, HWMU and AOC. 
Thirteen SWMUs were identified, with 8 located inside the Manufacturing Building and five SWMUs 
and two AOCs located outside. SWMUs inside the Manufacturing Building were not investigated 
because the units were on concrete floors with no visible floor drains and no evidence of releases. The 
previously identified HWMU was renamed SWMU-1. The Facility was designated as a small quantity 
hazardous generator at that time. 

As part of the FLA with EPA, Unisys sent EPA a RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan with a 
Description of Current Conditions (April 2008) (RFI WP). The RFI WP included the data collected 
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under VDEQ's Voluntary Remediation Program. The RFI WP built upon the previous investigations and 
identified areas where further investigation was needed. The RFI WP covered the Manufacturing Parcel, 
Parcel G and the Costco Parcel. Six areas were identified for further investigation, as listed below: 

(1) SWMU-1: Former Paint Pit on Manufacturing Parcel; 
(2) SWMU-9A: Former Used Drum Storage Area on Manufacturing Parcel; 
(3) SWMU-9B: Former Hazardous Waste Storage Area on Manufacturing Parcel; 
(4) AOC-2: Former Weed Control Area, partially on Parcel G; 
(5) Facility-wide GW on Manufacturing Parcel and Parcel G; and 
(6) North Stream Sampling on Parcel G. 

The Units listed above as one through four, were identified as potential contaminant source 
areas. SWMU-9A and AOC-2 were considered the main source areas. 

Investigation of the six areas was completed and the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Report 
was submitted to EPA in September 20 I 0. EPA approved the RFI Report in March 2013. The findings 
are discussed in Section 3.4, below. 

3.3 Summary of Remedial Activities: 

Prior to the FLA, Unisys completed remedial activities at two locations: (1) SWMU-1 (Former 
Paint Pit); and (2) AOC-I (Former Diesel Fuel Spill). Under the FLA, Unisys conducted a soil removal 
at AOC-2 (Former Weed Control Area) (Figure 2). The remedial or Interim Measures (IMs) for clean-up 
at these three locations are detailed below. 

SWMU-1: The Former Paint Pit, also known as the Former Neutralization Pit, was located outside the 
Manufacturing Building' s northern comer. The Former Paint Pit was unlined and was used to neutralize 
and dispose of waste liquids from 1955 until the 1970s. Waste types and quantities are unknown. Unisys 
excavated 70 to 80 cubic yards of contaminated soil from the Former Pit (SWMU-1) in 1989 and 
stockpiled it on-site under plastic sheeting. The soil contaminants were primarily PCE, TCE, toluene and 
xylenes. The stockpiled soil was the subject of a Compliance Order with VDEQ. In 1990, Unisys 
transported the soil to an off-site hazardous waste landfill with VDEQs approval. In January 1995, 
VDEQ approved final closure. 

AOC-I: In March 1998, a delivery truck at a loading dock struck a bollard in the southwestern comer of 
the Manufacturing Building and an estimated 15 gallons of diesel fuel were released. Diesel flowed onto 
the pavement with some seeping through. The Litton (on-Site) Spill Response and County Fire 
Department intercepted the spill before it reached the South Stream by using absorbents in stormwater 
boxes and a drain to the North Stream. Asphalt was removed at the spill site and 46 tons of contaminated 
soil was excavated. The storm water pipe was flushed and absorbent pads and booms contained the 
flushed water in a pit. The stormwater pipe was inspected by camera and some debris and diesel fuel 
were removed. There was no evidence that diesel reached the South Stream. VDEQ approved the clean­
up and required no further action. 

AOC-2: The Former Weed Control Area was located on the current Costco Parcel and a portion of 
Parcel G (Figures 2 and 3). Information provided by employees who worked at the Facility in the 1970s 
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suggested that spent solvents were used for weed control on the Costco Parcel and Parcel G. Later 
investigations confirmed cVOC contamination in soil, soil gas, GW, SW and sediments in the North 
Stream. Solvent amount, types and frequency of application are unknown. The solvent application 
reportedly ended in the 1970s. 

During the RFI, Unisys proposed an Interim Measure (IM) at AOC-2 to further delineate soil 
contamination and determine if soil removal was necessary. PCE and TCE were found in soil in discrete 
areas. Only PCE levels exceeded EPA's Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for non-residential uses. 
Thereafter, Unisys excavated 2,581 tons of contaminated soil and disposed of it at a permitted off-site 
landfill. EPA approved the AOC-2 IM Report (November 2012) for the soil removal. GW monitoring 
data from the former AOC-2 shows some residual cVOCs in GW, however contaminant levels are 
declining. 

3.4 Findings of Facility Investigations: 

I. Site Geology and Hydrogeology: The Facility is underlain by the Charlottesville Formation, a highly 
faulted gneiss, and is situated in the Blue Ridge physiographic province. The upper portion of bedrock is 
moderately to highly weathered rock called saprolite. Competent bedrock is present beneath the Facility 
at depths ranging from 12 to 57 feet below ground surface (bgs). 

GW is 15 to 50 feet below ground surface (bgs) in both unconsolidated and bedrock beneath the 
Facility. GW flow is generally to the east and southeast across the Facility, with the former stream 
channels acting as GW discharge zones for shallow GW, even though the streams were diverted into 
underground pipes. 

2. Soil Sampling Results: Soil sampling began in 1987 with a bias towards known or suspected release 
locations. Samples were analyzed for cVOCs and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and in some areas, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). Constituents of potential concern in soil were 
PCE, TCE and chromium. Soil results for all SWMUs and AOCs were screened against EPA's Risk 
Based Concentrations (RBCs) for industrial settings and only PCE exceed RBC levels at two locations: 
SWMU-9A (6 feet bgs) and at AOC-2. See discussion above in Section 3.3 (Summary of Remedial 
Activities) for the remedial measures taken at AOC-2. Elevated levels of TPH were found at depth at 
SMWU-9A. 

3. North and South Stream Sampling Results: Surface water (SW) samples were collected in multiple 
locations in North and South Streams over a 10-year period ( 1988 to 1998). North Stream samples 
contained concentrations of c VOCs that had migrated from AOC-2 and possibly the Manufacturing 
Parcel. SW cVOC levels declined over time. In 1988, sample results showed only TCE exceeded EPA 
Region 3's Biological Technical Assistance Group Screening Benchmarks (BTAG) freshwater levels. 
In addition, in 1988, South Stream samples had no c VOC detections except for PCE in one location that 
diminished over time. Sediment samples were collected from both Streams at three locations in 1989. 
North Stream showed PCE exceedances of the BTAG screening level in two of three locations and 
South Stream in one location. In 2011 , North Stream was sampled again before it was diverted into an 
underground pipe. One sediment sample exceeded the PCE BT AG screening level and in SW, PCE was 
below the applicable screening level. The intermittent streams are now conveyed through pipes 
underground due to development on Parcels surrounding the Manufacturing Parcel. 
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4. GW Sampling Results: GW MWs are currently monitored on the Manufacturing Parcel, Parcel G and 
the Costco Parcel and are shown on Figure 3. Table 1 shows GW contaminant levels from initial 
sampling to the most recent sampling. Except for MW W-3, all cVOCs levels have declining trends over 
time. MW W-3 has the highest level of cVOCs contamination on the Facility. TCE levels in MW W-3 
increased after 1990 and remained above 2000 parts per billion (ppb) until 2005, when a declining trend 
began. The cVOCs in MW W-3 appears to be concentrated and confined in a fine-grained layer below 
45 feet bgs. 

Declining cVOC levels in GW can be attributed to significant reduction of cVOCs use in 
manufacturing and modern waste handling practices which reduce the likelihood of releases. Without 
further contaminant loading to the aquifer, natural attenuation processes, such as dilution, dispersion and 
in some locations, reductive dechlorination (possibly at MWs W-3, -22, -25, -26) are reducing residual 
levels of cVOCs in GW, as seen in Table 1 below. 

MWs are screened in the shallow aquifer zone, except MWs W-21 and W-22, which are 
screened in deeper zones. MW W-22 is screened in competent bedrock downgradient of W-3. W-22 
currently shows PCE above the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 5 ppb1, (promulgated pursuant 
to Section 42 U.S.C. §§ 300f et seq. of the Safe Drinking Water Act and codified at 40 CFR Part 141), 
with TCE, cDCE and vinyl chloride below their applicable MCLs. W-21 shows non-detected levels of 
cVOCs. Data from MWs located on the perimeter of the Facility property boundary indicate 
contaminated GW is not flowing off-site. 

Table 1- cVOC levels in ppb1 

MWID Date PCE TCE cDCE vc 
MCL=Snnb MCL=Snnb MCL=70ppb MCL=2ppb 

NGSC wells: 9/ 13/ 1987 380 1.7 NA 2 ND 3 

W-1 6/ 18/2018 ND ND ND ND 
3/ 17/ 1987 21 560 130 ND 

W-3 6/1 8/2018 150 1900 420 ND 
3/ 11 / 1988 3000 29 1.3 ND 

W-13 6/ 18/2018 89 5.2 ND ND 
11 / 12/1989 990 16 NA ND 

W-19 6/ 18/2018 4.8 ND ND ND 
9/24/2008 ND ND ND ND 

W-21 6/20/2013 ND ND ND ND 
9/25/2008 7.9 56 22 ND 

W-22 6/ 18/2018 5.8 4.4 14 ND 
Parcel G wells 10/08/2015 6. 1 1.3 ND ND 

W-23 6/ 18/2018 6.6 1.2 ND ND 
10/08/2015 ND ND ND ND 

W-24 6/18/2018 ND ND ND ND 
Costco wells: 10/08/2015 21 13 8.2 ND 

W-25 6/ 18/2018 13 4.4 2.5 ND 
10/08/2015 230 64 6.7 ND 

W-26 6/ 18/2018 180 43 4.9 ND 
W-27 10/08/2015 ND ND ND ND 

1ppb - parts per billion; 2 NA - Not Analyzed; 3 ND - Not detected 
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5. Parcel G - Soil and Soil Gas Sampling Results: Prior to development of Parcel G, the developer 
(EDENS), sent EPA a Workplan (WP) for soil and soil gas sampling for cVOCs because a portion of 
AOC-2 is located on Parcel G. EPA approved the WP in December 2014. In July and September 2015, 
EDENS collected six soil gas samples 5 feet below subgrade where five retail pad/sites were planned, 
and two deeper soil gas samples (> 15 feet bgs) from the bedrock/soil interface. Soil samples were also 
collected. CVOCs were not detected in soil samples. However, some cVOCs in soil gas were found, 
with only PCE exceeding V ADEQ's commercial screening levels at one planned retail pad. EDENS' 
Report recommended installation of a Vapor Control System (VCM) in the building planned for that 
location. EPA approved the November 2015 Vapor Intrusion Assessment (Stonefield G Parcels) Report, 
including the VCM recommendation. The EPA-approved VCM system was installed. 

6. Manufacturing Building Sub-Slab and Indoor Air Sampling: The highest ICE level in GW is found 
at W-3. W-3 is located within 20 feet of the Manufacturing Building. Because of W-3 ' s proximity to the 
Manufacturing Building, EPA requested that Unisys conduct a vapor intrusion (VI) evaluation inside 
that building. EPA approved the RF! Workplan Addendum #2, Vapor Intrusion Evalualion-1987 
Building Addition and sampling began in March 2017. The VI Evaluation consisted of six sub-slab 
sampling points inside the Manufacturing Building (within 100 feet ofW-3), an outdoor soil gas sample 
collected between W-3 and the Manufacturing Building and an outdoor ambient air sample collected 
upwind of the building. Indoor air samples were not collected because of concern that indoor chemical 
storage and operations involving chemicals would inflate sampling results. 

Sampling results from the Manufacturing Building presented in Unisys' VJ Evaluation Report 
(May 2017) showed that cVOCs were present in sub-slab soil gas and in the outside soil gas sample. 
Sub-slab soil gas results were used to estimate potential indoor air VOC levels using EPA's default 
attenuation factor for sub-slab to indoor air (0.03). Cross-slab pressure differentials created by indoor 
heating and cooling were also measured. Estimated indoor air results were compared to EPA' s Regional 
Screening Levels (RSLs) for industrial indoor air exposure for workers using 10-hrs/day exposure. The 
results for indoor air in the Manufacturing Building were within EPA's acceptable risk range, indicating 
that estimated VOC levels in indoor air would not pose unacceptable risk to workers. PCE was the 
primary cVOC detected with smaller concentrations ofTCE detected. EPA approved the VJ Evaluation 
Report in June 2017. 

To confirm the results, Unisys repeated the sub-slab soil gas sampling at the same six indoor 
locations in February 2018. Using the sub-slab data, building air exchange rates and the estimated or 
calculated risk formula, indoor air level risk in the Manufacturing Building was within acceptable levels. 

NGSC conducted its own sub-slab sampling event throughout the Manufacturing Building in 
November 2017 and conducted indoor air sampling events in December 2017 and January 2018. NGSC 
collected sub-slab air samples from 12 locations in areas not already sampled by Unisys (farther than 
100 feet from W-3). NGSC then collected 5 indoor air and 2 outdoor air samples in December 2017 and 
again in January 2018. Outdoor air samples were collected near air intakes to the Manufacturing 
Building. NGSC submitted its Report of findings, Sub-Slab Soil Vapor and Indoor Air Data Collected 
by Northrop Grumman to EPA in April 2018. 

In three locations, NGSC's sub-slab results showed PCE and ICE levels at much higher levels 
than Unisys sub-slab sample results, which were taken from different locations in the Manufacturing 
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Building, farther than 100 feet from W-3. EPA used the Vapor Intrusion Screening Level (VISL) 
calculator to evaluate potential indoor air risks to worker health based on NGSC' s sub-slab air results. 
According to the VISL calculator, 6 of the 12 NGSC sub-slab results exceeded acceptable risks for 
indoor air for non-carcinogenic effects. EPA used a 10 hour/day worker exposure time, which is a 
typical work shift as provided by NGSC (see Table 2). EPA' s acceptable excess lifetime cancer risk 
range for carcinogens is 1 cancer incidence in 10,000 (104 ) to 1,000,000 (1 o·6) people and a non-cancer 
hazard index of no greater than 1. 

Table2 
NGSC Sub-Slab Air (SS) Results* & EPA VISL Indoor Calculated Risk 

SS Sample ID PCE TCE Carcinogenic Non-Cancer Hazard Risk 
VOe levels in Risk 

ug/m3 ** RSLi=47 RSLi=3 EPA Target IO"" to lo-6 EPA Target=l 

SG-2 56,300 <391 4.48E-05 12.1 
SG-3 39,300 <262 3.12E-05 8.41 
SG-5 3,240 212 5.23E-06 1.60 
SG-6 2,290 319 5.82E-06 1.86 
SG-7 5,080 230 6.92E-06 2.07 
SG-8 6,740 524 1.19E-05 3.69 

*November 2017 data; * *ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter. 

Table 3 below shows the VISL risk calculations for the two of five IA samples where PCE and 
TCE were detected. For the actual measured indoor air (IA) results, indoor air risk was within EPA' s 
acceptable risk range using EPA' s risk calculator (VISL) for IA in industrial settings. IA-1 non-hazard 
risk of 1.44 rounds to 1. Outdoor air samples showed no detections for PCE or TCE. EPA used a 10 
hour/day exposure. EPA' s VISL calculation does not consider outdoor/indoor air exchange rates in the 
Plant or a site-specific attenuation factor for sub-slab vapor to indoor air. 

Table3 
NGSC Indoor Air (IA) Results & EPA VISL Indoor Calculated Risk 

IA Sample PCE TCE Toluene Carcinogenic Non-Cancer 
ID voe levels Date RSLi= Risk Hazard Risk 

in ug/m3 * RSLi=47 RSLi=3 22,000 EPA Target lo-4 to 10-6 EPA Target=I 

IA-1 12/28/2017 159 2.12 19.4 5. lOE-06 l.44 
01/20/2018 11.7 <2.15 152.0 3.IOE-07 0.09 

IA-2 12/28/2017 25.2 <7.20 · 45.9 6.68E-07 .0.18 
01/20/2018 <5.43 <2.12 84.7 NIA** 0.0048 

* ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter; ** NI A - Not Applicable - toluene is not considered a carcinogenic chemical. 

Even though the VISL screen indicates that IA is within EPA' s acceptable risk, the results for 
IA- I and the elevated sub-slab levels of PCE and TCE in 6 of the 12 sub-slab locations indicates that 
vapor intrusion has the potential to pose unacceptable risk in the Manufacturing Building during the 
heating season'. 
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3.5 Human Health Risk Assessment 

Currently, there are no human or ecological exposures to Facility-related contaminants in areas 
outside and near the Manufacturing Building. However, NGCS sub-slab and indoor air sampling 
indicate that PCE and TCE vapor has the potential to enter the Manufacturing Building from the 
subsurface during the heating season at levels that may exceed EPA' s acceptable risk. 

Human exposure to soil is unlikely, given that soil surfaces at the Facility are paved or covered 
with buildings. Future construction worker exposure to any residual Facility-related contaminants at 
depth (soil or VOC vapors) can be controlled by implementing an EPA-approved Facility Soil 
Management Plan. According to OW data, contaminated OW remains within Facility boundaries. The 
Facility and surrounding area is supplied with public water and sewer. Land and OW use restrictions 
were placed in the land records for the Facility property, including the Properties, under the VA VRP 
program, prohibiting residential use of the land and prohibiting OW use for drinking water or industrial 
source purposes. 

3.6 Environmental Indicators 

Under the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), EPA set national goals to address 
RCRA corrective action facilities. Under GPRA, EPA evaluates two key environmental clean-up 
indicators for each facility: (1) Current Human Exposures Under Control; and (2) Migration of 
Contaminated Groundwater Under Control. The Facility met both indicators for the Facility in July 2008 
and January 2016, respectively. The environmental indicator forms are linked to EPA's Fact Sheet for 
this Facility, found at the web address in Section 1. 

Section 4: Corrective Action Objectives (CAOs) 

EPA's Corrective Action Objectives (CAOs) for environmental_ media for: 

1. Soil 

EPA has determined that the EPA RSLs for Industrial Soil for direct contact are protective of 
human health and the environment for individual contaminates throughout the Properties provided that 
the Properties are not used for residential purposes. Therefore, EPA's CAO for soils at the Properties is 
to maintain RSLs for Industrial Soils and control exposure to the hazardous constituents remaining in 
those soils. 

2. Groundwater 

EPA expects final remedies to return usable OW to its maximum beneficial use within a 
reasonable timeframe, given the circumstances of the project. For projects where aquifers are either 
currently used for water supply or have the potential to be used for water supply, EPA uses drinking 
water standards, otherwise known as MC Ls, as the cleanup standard. Therefore, EPA' s CAO for 
groundwater at the Properties is to achieve MCLs and control exposure to the hazardous constituents 
remaining in the OW until the applicable MCLs are achieved. 
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3. Indoor Air 

The CAO for vapor intrusion in occupied buildings is to control human exposure to indoor air 
concentrations caused by Facility-related contaminants (PCE and TCE) that were released to soil and/or 
groundwater exceeding EPA· s acceptable cancer risk range ( 1 o-t to 1 o·6) , and a hazard quotient of 1 or 
less for non-carcinogenic health effects. 

Section 5: EPA's Final Remedy 

EPA's Final Remedy for the Properties consists of: 

1. Soil: 

Based on the available information, including the implementation of the Interim Measures, there 
are currently no unacceptable risks to human health and the environment via soil for the present and 
future reasonable anticipated use of the Properties, which is non-residential. Most of the Properties' 
surface is paved or covered with buildings, therefore, human exposure to soil is very limited. Because 
contaminants remain in subsurface soil at the Properties above levels above what EPA considers 
acceptable for residential use, the soil remedy is: (a) a land use restriction (see Institutional Controls 
below) and, (2) conformance with an EPA approved Soil Management Plan for any subsurface soil 
disturbance. Prior to any earth moving activities, including excavation, drilling and construction in 
areas where contaminants may remain at levels above residential use, or GW above CAOs, shall be 
conducted in accordance with a Soils Management Plan to be developed and submitted to EPA for 
review and approval. 

2. Groundwater (GW): 

EPA' s GW remedy consists of monitored natural attenuation with continued monitoring until 
MCLs are met in the areas of the Properties with GW contamination. GW monitoring will be in 
conformance with an EPA approved GW Monitoring Plan. 

EPA anticipates that remaining GW contamination will attenuate naturally over time, ultimately 
achieving GW drinking water standards (MCLs) without further treatment. Therefore, EPA's Final 
Remedy for GW at the Properties consists of monitored natural attenuation with continued monitoring, 
and compliance with and maintenance of GW use restrictions, as implemented though institutional 
controls at the Property, until drinking water standards (MCLs) are met. EPA also proposes that use 
restrictions be maintained to prevent exposure to contaminants while contaminants remain above 
drinking water standards. 

3. Vapor Intrusion (VI): 

Based on the available information, there currently is a potential for unacceptable risk in 
occupied buildings at the Properties, located above contaminated soil and/or GW plume and within 100 
feet of the contaminated GW plume through the vapor intrusion pathway. See Figure 4 for a depiction of 
the G W plume area. Therefore, EPA' s proposed remedy is for the installation of a vapor control system 
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("VCS") and compliance with an EPA-approved Operation and Maintenance Plan for such VCS in any 
existing occupied building and any building to be constructed on the Properties located above 
contaminated soil and/or GW plume or within 100 feet of the perimeter of the contaminated GW plume, 
unless otherwise demonstrated to EPA that vapor intrusion does not pose unacceptable risk to human 
health in such building and EPA provides written approval that no vapor control system is needed. With 
respect to existing buildings on the Properties, a VCS was installed in a retail building located on Parcel 
G (Retail G3 shown in Figure 5) during that building's construction. 

4. Intermittent Streams: 

EPA is proposing no further action for the streams because surface water and sediment no longer 
presents an unacceptable risk to human health or ecological receptors and the intermittent streams are 
now conveyed in underground pipes. 

5. Institutional controls (ICs) 

!Cs are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and legal controls to minimize 
potential human exposure to contamination and/or protect the integrity of the remedy decision by 
limiting land or resource use. Under the Final Remedy, some contaminants remain in groundwater and 
soil at the Properties above levels appropriate for residential uses. Therefore, EPA's Final Remedy 
requires compliance with and maintenance of land and GW use restrictions. The !Cs shall include, but 
are not limited to, the following land and GW use restrictions: 

a. Groundwater at the Properties shall not be used for any purpose other than operation, 
maintenance and monitoring activities required by EPA and/or VDEQ, unless its demonstrated to 
EPA, in consultation with VDEQ, that such use will not pose a threat to human health or the 
environment or adversely affect or interfere with the selected remedy and EPA, in consultation 
with VDEQ, provides prior written approval for such use; 

b. The Properties shall not be used for residential purposes unless it is demonstrated to EPA, in 
consultation with VDEQ, that such use will not pose a threat to human health or the environment 
or adversely affect or interfere with the selected remedy, and EPA, in consultation with VDEQ, 
provides prior written approval for such use; 

c. A vapor intrusion control system (VCS) shall be installed in each structure where testing 
indicates an unacceptable indoor risk. Each installed VCS shall be operated until it is 
demonstrated to EPA that vapor intrusion in such structure does not pose unacceptable risk to 
human health, and EPA provides written approval to terminate the operation of the VCS; 

d. No new wells will be installed at the Properties unless it is demonstrated to EPA and VDEQ that 
the wells are necessary for final remedy implementation and EPA provides prior written 
approval to install the wells; 

e. Compliance with an EPA approved groundwater monitoring plan; 
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f. Compliance with an EPA approved Soil Management Plan for any subsurface soil disturbance; 

g. Compliance with an EPA approved Vapor Control System Operating & Maintenance Plan. 

In addition, Unisys shall provide EPA with a coordinate survey of Properties' boundaries. 
Mapping the extent of the land and groundwater use restrictions will allow for presentation in a publicly 
accessible mapping utility such as Google Earth or Google Maps. 

EPA, VDEQ and/or their authorized agents and representatives, shall have access to the 
Properties to inspect and evaluate the continued effectiveness of the Final Remedy and if necessary to 
conduct additional remediation to ensure the protection of the public health and safety and the 
environment. 

Section 6: Financial Assurance 

EPA will evaluate whether financial assurance for corrective action is necessary to implement 
EPA's Final Remedy at the Properties once these costs are provided to EPA in the Corrective Action 
Implementation Plan. Estimated costs for the implementation of land use restrictions, implementing an 
EPA-approved Soil Management Plan, GW monitoring and installation and maintenance of vapor 
control systems over 10 to 20 years will be evaluated to determine whether financial assurance is 
required. 

Section 7: Public Participation 

EPA announced the 45-day public comment period in a local newspaper, The Daily Progress. 
The comment period was from December 14, 2018 to January 28, 2019. EPA received comments from 
Unisys Corporation and Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation. The comments and EPA' s responses 
are presented in Attachment A. 

Section 8: Signature 

John A. rmstead, irector 
Land, Chemicals and Remediation Division 
US EPA, Region Ill 

Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation Facility, VA 

Date: 7. /.19 
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Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation
1070 Seminole Trail
Charlottesville, VA 22901 -2891
EPA lD: VAD003123833
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Attachment A

Response to Comments

I. Comments by Unisys Corporation (Unisys) are shown in black and EPA's responses are in blue.
Some comtnents, where noted, have been summarized because of length and/or repetition, Sections refer
to the Section number in the Statement of Basis (SB).

l. Section l: In the first sentence, EPA defines the Sperry Marine Facility as the "Facility." In Section 2,
EPA defines Sperr), Corporation as "Sperry". It is important to understand that not all of EPA's
references to "Sperry" are references to Sperry Corporation or Unisys Corporation, as successor to
Sperry Corporation....EPA should clariff the SB to make clear when it is referring to Northrop
Grumman and when it is refening to Unisys.

EPA Response: EPA agrees rvith the commenl. The Final Decision and Response to Comments
(FDRTC). the tlrst paragraph of Section I clarilies that the Facility retbrs to the fbrmer 81.6-acre
propert!' and delines the 'Properties' as a suh-set of Facilitl, parcels. that consists of the Manuf'acturing
Parcel and Parcel C. and that Northrup Grumman Systems Corporation (NCSC) is the current ormer ol.
the Manulbcturing Parcel. Under Section 2. EPA added a more detailed ownership historl'ol'the largcr
81.6-acre properly'and specified Unisys' role in VDEQ Voluntary Agreemenl activitics.

2. Section 2 (oaragraphs 1): EPA states that "Unisys sold the l9-acre Manufacturing Parcel within a year
after the merger." EPA should clariff the SB to say that Unisys sold the entire property (81.6 acres) to
Newport News Shipbuilding. (Paragraph 2): EPA says that "...a l9-acre parcel referred to as the
Manufacturing Parcel was retained by Sperry for manufacturing operations." EPA should revise the SB
to clariff that Unisys sold the entire property to Newport News Shipbuilding NNS) in 1987 and that
NNS, using the name "Sperry Marine", or some form of that name, retained the l9-acre parcel for
manufacturing operations. Unisys as successor to Sperry did not retain the Manufacturing Parcel for
manufacturing operations or any other part of the property.

EPA Response: EPA agrecs rvith the comment. In the frDRT'C. Section 2. l't paragraph. EPA changed
the sentence to 'Within a year after the merger. ["inis1,s sold the Facility. including the Properries. to
Nerrport News Shipbuilding (NNS). a fenneco subsidiary'.' In the 2nd paragraph. EPA removed the
sentence tiom the FDRTC.

3. Section 2 (paragraph 5): Unisys recommends that EPA revise the SB to clarify that the two streams
were diverted into buried culverts by developers of the property outside of the Manufacruring Parcel.

EPA Response: EPA agrecs rvith the commenl. ln the F.DRTC. EPA added the Lot numbers that the
intermittent streams lvere on and clarifies that the_v- were not on the Manulacturing Parcel.

4. Section 2 paragraph 6: 'Unisys requests that EPA revise the SB to state the timeframe when chemicals
were used and when the various other activities identified took place. As indicated in Section 3.1 of the
sB....'
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[]PA Response: In the FDRTC. EPA changed the sentence tiom 'Chemicals used on the Manufhcturing
Parcel included...'. to'Chemicals historically'used on the Manutacturing Parcel included....'EPA used

the rvording tiom Unisys' RCRA Facility Report (RF'l).2010. rvhere Unisys provided historical
intbrmation. u,hich also did not specili'lhe orvnership or timet'rames.

5. Section 3 (EPA summarv of 4 comments): Paraeraph l: For the dates, along with the activities
mentioned in paragraph l, Unisys requested that EPA name the specific owner at the time of the
activities described in the paragraph, rather than using 'Sperry'. Paragraph 2 to 4- Instead of using
'Sperry', speciS that Unisys entered into a Voluntary Agreement with VDEQ, submitted Site
Characterization Reports, final GW Report to VDEQ and entered into a FLA with EPA. Also, use the
owner at the time that recorded the Covenants.

EPA Resoonse: EPA agrees rvith the comment. ln the FDRTC. EPA made the suggested changes in
paragraphs I -4. The Statement of Basis (SB) is a summary of the Site environmental history and
investigations on the Manufbcturing and G Parcels. While EPA understands Unisys' concern rvith
specif,ving Unisys' and succeeding owners and years ol'ownership. lbr the purposes of supporting and
proposing a remed1,. ownership details are peripheral to describing where the contaminants rvere fbund.
their potential irnpact to human health and the environnrent. and horv the potential unacceptable risk is
to tre addressed. Horvever. EPA seeks to be as accurate as possible and made Unisys' requested changes
in the FDRTC.

6. Section 4 (EPA summarv of comment): EPA's Corrective Action Objectives for #3 Indoor Air:
Unisys reiterates that it had not operated at the Site since 1987 and that Litton operated the Facility in
1988 when the Facility was identified as a large quantity generator [of waste solvents, corrosives and
paint sludge], and that NGSC was identified as a small quantity waste generator in 2006. Also, that the
results of Unisys' sub-slab investigation results from the NGSC building suggests that shallow soils are
the more likely driver for sub-slab VOC vapors than groundwater.

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges the comment. EPA stated its objectives tbr Facility soil.
groundwater and indoor air. rvhich are independent of the of the site ownership history. Further. to
renlove any ambi-euitl,with respect potential source of contaminant to indoor air. the FDRTC now states
that 'The [Corrective Action Objective] CAO fbr vapor intrusion in occupied buildings is to control
human exposure to indoor air concenrrations caused by Facility-related contaminants (PCE and TCE)
that rvere released to soil and/or groundwater. . . .'

7. Section 5. l. Soil (EPA summa{v of comment): EPA indicates that a Soil Management Plan (SMP)
should be prepared for EPA approval that will address handling of 'any subsurface soil disturbance.'
Unisys' concern is that it has not owned or operated at the property for over 30 years and EPA should
not assume that environmental impacts in soil are a result of Unisys operations, as there have been a

number of successive owners.

EPA Response: EPA acknorvledges the commenl and notes that the SB and FDR'IC do not identily rvho
caused the contamination or who will be responsible tbr the implementation of the remedy. Theret'nre.
no change is necessary.

8. Section 5.2. GW (EPA summarv of comment): "....GW monitoring will be in conformance with an
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EPA-approved GW monitoring plan (GMP). The proposed ICs also include compliance with said GMP
Unisys submitted a GWP dated May 23,2014 to EPA that appears to be acceptable to EPA. Unisys
proposes that GW monitoring at the Site continue at the Site in accordance with the May 2014 GMP.

EPA Response: EPA acknorvledges the comment. Oncc the Final Remedf is finalized. Unisys may
request EPA to consider the N{ay 20l4 GMP to salisfl'the required GIvIP tbr the Final Remedl'.

9. Section 5. 3. Vaoor Intrusion (EPA summary of comment): '....as has been done to date, testing
groundwater from the existing network of monitoring wells, knowledge of residual concentrations of
VOCs in soil and interpretations of groundwater flow direction provide a basis for evaluating the
groundwater VOC plume with respect to vapor intrusion in the future.' 'EPA recommendations
regarding vapor control appear to disregard the already installed and operating IIVAC system in the
NGSC buildings, which, so far as Unisys is aware, are maintaining indoor air concentrations that meet
EPA's stated CAO for indoor air....Furtherrnore, sub-slab testing by Unisys and NGSC has already
negated the worth of correlating groundwater VOC concentrations with sub-slab vapor VOCs. And
NGSC's testing has shown that, of the numerous locations they tested ne,u suspected VOC source areas,
only two have been identified by EPA as warranting some measure of vapor control, which potentially
could be accomplished by the HVAC system. Unisys, therefore, requests that EPA revise the SB to state
that vapor testing be conducted for any future construction of buildings.

EPA Response: With respecl to tuture buildings. the FDRTC does provide fbr a demonstralion. for EPA
revien'and approval. that vapor intrusion does not pose unacceptable risk to human health in such
buildings. thus not requiring a VCS. Absent ol such demonstration and its approval by EPA. a VCS is
required lbr all luture buildings that are to be occupied. With respect to the existing building. in the
FDRTC. EPA concluded that there is a potential fbr unacceptable risk ftom vapor intrusion to the
existing building and does not have documentation that supports the claim that the "already installed and
operating HVAC sy'stem in the NGSCI buildings.. ..meet EPA's stated CAO." Therelbre. no change is
necessary. Unisys may provide a denronstration that fbr thc existing building. including an analysis of
the efl'ectiveness ol'the HVAC system tunctioning as a building VC'S. that vapor intrusion does not pose
a potential unacceptable risk. EPA expects that such demonstration to include. at a minimum. an

analysis accounting lbr seasonal (hcating/cooling) variations.

I0. Section 6. Table 3. #l Protect human health and the environment: Unisys requests that EPA revise
the SB to state that vapor testing be conducted for any future construction of buildings at the Facility,
rather than requiring installation of a vapor control system in new structures over or within 100 feet of
the contaminated water plume.

EPA Response: See responsc to commenl #9

II. Comments by Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation (NGSC) and EPA's responses. Some
comrnents, where noted, have been summarized because of length and/or repetition.

A. The FDRTC should clari& whether a VCS must be designed. installed and operated now in the
Manufacturine Building (EPA summary): '....As a result, the SB says on pages l0-l l:
"Therefore, EPA's proposed remedy is for the installation of a vapor control system ("VCS") and
compliance with an EPA-approved Operation and Maintenance Plan for such VCS in any existing
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occupied building and any building to be constructed on the Properties located above the contaminated
GW plume or within 100 feet of the perimeter of the contaminated GW plume...." While the proposed
remedy appears unequivocal, it is not because EPA added the following language to end of the sentence:
"....unless otherwise demonstrated to EPA that vapor intrusion does not pose unacceptable risk to
human health in such building and EPA provides written approval that no vapor control system is
needed."

NGSC asks that EPA clarifr its intent. We believe EPA intends to require that Unisys design, install and
operate a VCS now inthe Manufacturing Building, subject to the possibility of EPA agreeing to
terminate operation of the system laterbased on a future demonstration by Unisys that vapor intrusion
no longer poses an unacceptable risk.l If this is EPA's intent, we ask that EPA modiff the sentence
quoted above in the manner set forth in Section C, below.

I As o,ritt"n, one could read rhe sentence to mean that EPA has reached no conctusion on whether a VCS is required now
and is willing to consider a demonstration now before making a decision. We do not believe that is what EPA intended.

EPA Response: Based on the recognition that lurther evaluation and assessment of the pathway is an

element olthe scoping and design of a VCS system. EPA's intent is twofold. In the short term. to
acknou'ledge that there is a possibility that further evaluation of the Vapor Intrusion pathrvay may yield
a demonstration that a VCS system ma1'not be necessary or required. For the Iong term. if a VCS is
installed and operated. then an approved demonstration is required betbre the system is no longer
required. Based on the available information. EPA concluded that there is a potential lbr unacceptable
risk fiom vapor intrusion. EPA expects this evaluation and assessment be conducted under the
Corrective Measures lmplementation PIan that will be required aller FDRTC.

Comment A. con't: Note that the SB incorrectly attributes the elevated concentrations of the
contamination in soil vapor beneath the Manufacturing Building to underlying GW conditions, such as
contamination at well W-3. As discussed in Section B. below, the soil vapor conditions are associated
with soil contamination beneath the Manufacturing Building that was not delineated by Unisys during
the remedial investigations. The information and analysis presented in the May 2017 and April 2018
Stantec reports clearly identified historical waste practices associated soil contamination by Unisys and
its predecessors that continues to be present beneath the Manufacturing Building. As a supplement or an
altemative to the VCS, NGSC believes that EPA should consider requiring Unisys to delineate and
remediate contaminated soils beneath the Manufacturing Building to levels that no longer pose a vapor
intrusion risk. Targeted vapor exEaction, based upon appropriate investigatory data to define the nature
and extent of source mass in soil, is one option that should be considered.

EPr\ Response: EPA partially agrees rvith the comment. In the SB. EPA concluded that based on the
available data. tlrerc is a potential risk to rvorkers lronr breathing cVOC vapor in indoor air. such that it
proposed a t'inal remedl, tbr cVOC vapor in indoor air. EPA agrees that vapor intrusion into indoor air
ntay occur lrom contaminated soil andlor groundwater. and the indoor air CAO in the FDR'I'C norv
reflects this. With respect to the soil characterization. soil samples collected in 2008 at SWMU-9A for
the RFI showed only one soil sample that exceeded EPA's current soil screening level fbr indusrial
seltings (fbr PCE). Four soil sanrples had lorver level PCE levels that indicated a potential tbr leaching
into groundwater. Pre-RFI soil sampling (1987) at SWMU-9A shorved onll'one sample that exceeded
UPA's 1987 screening level for industrial settings fbr PCE. TCE was detected at levels belorv the
screening level. These results do not indicate a need lbr lurther characterization lbr the assessment of the
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soil pathway fiom beneath the current building. Therelbre. llPA concluded that there is no current
unacceptable risk from direct contact to soils. and the linal rernedy, requires institutional controls to
ensure the integrit,"- and protectiveness of thc remedy over tinre. It is anticipated that additional
characterization and evaluation is to be conducted lbr tlre purposes of the inrplementation olthe Vapor
lntrusion remedy. While the remedy proposes VCS as the technologl'. it allorvs. through a
denronstration. other nrethods to ensure that the that the C.AOs tbr indoor air are mct.

B. Assuming EPA requires a VCS now. the FDRTC should require Unisys to desiem. install and operate
it (EPA summary/paraphrase): Because the contamination that requires operation of the VCS was
caused by Unisys and its predecessors, EPA should make clear that Unisys is responsible for designing,
installing and operating that system. Historical information shows operations began on the
Manufacturing Parcel in October 1953. Unisys and its predecessors used the manufacturing Parcel for
24 years to manufacture electronics before that and adjacent parcels were sold to Sperry Marine in 1987.
Figure 4 of NGSC's sub-slab and indoor air sampling report (April 2018) [Attached] shows the
historical configuration of the Manufacturing Building. Buildings I and 2 were original buildings in
place by the mid-I950's. Buildings 3 through 5 (present-day Hydraulics Shop, where indoor air samples
showed PCE and TCE detections in indoor air), were constructed in the early to mid-I970's over areas

where disposal of hazardous substances and/or wastes had already occurred. Figure 3 [attached] shows a
soil gas survey from 1988 showing VOC vapor readings around the building in the areas shown.

EPA Response: RCRA assigns responsibilitl.'tbr Conective Aclion to lacility owners and operators
EPr\ lvill exercise its authorities to require the implementation of the Final Remedy as appropriate

C. Any VCS installed should be desiened to encompass all areas where contaminant mass exists in soil
and/or Eroundwater that ooses a potential vapor intrusion health risk: As noted above, the RFI Report
did not accurately identiff the nature and extent of contamination beneath the Manufacturing Building.
The historical soil gas data [from 1988] (Figure 3 attached), the present day understanding of former
waste disposal practices beneath the Manufacturing Building prior to its expansion, and the 2017 and
2018 soil vapor data collected by Stantec [NCSC contractor] provide significant information about the
areas where soil and vapor contamination is present. Additional investigatory work should be performed
by Unisys to fully define the nature and extent of contamination beneath the Manufacturing Building so

that remedial measures can be targeted to address potential vapor intrusion issues. EPA summary of next
portion of the comment: NGSC proposes revisions to the SB in two Sections, requesting that EPA
require Unisys to install and operate a VCS in the Manufacturing Building and any building
subsequently constructed on the Facility, unless it is demonshated to EPA by Unisys that one is not
necessary. Also, for Unisys to delineate soil and soil vapor beneath the Manufacturing Building.

[:PA Response : See responses A and B.

D. The FDRTC should expressl), require Unis),s to prepare anv plans required as part of the remed:r:
The SB proposes that a Soil Management Plan, Groundwater Monitoring Plan and VCS Operation and
Maintenance Plan(s)2 be prepared and implemented at the Properties. Because Unisys is the sole party to
the FLA and is the party responsible for the contamination, the remedy should make clear that Unisys
has the obligation to prepare these plans. The remedy should also state that (i) the owners of the
Properties shall be provided by Unisys with a draft copy of the plans for review and comment before the
plans are presented to EPA for approval, and (ii) the plans must not unreasonably burden the owner'
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ability to conduct ordinary business operations on the Properties. Finally, the remedy should state that
Unisys must implement the Groundwater Monitoring Plan and all VCS Operation and Maintenance
Plans.

2 B..urr" new construction at the Properties over time could mean multiple vapor control systems must be installed, there
may be multiple Operation and Maintenance Plans that must be drafted.

EPA Resoonse: 'l'he F'DRTC is a decision document in which EPA selects a final remedy for a tacility.
or portion thereot. EPA has statutory authority to require owners and operators to implement corrective
action at a facility'. EPA willexercise its authorities to require the inrplemenlation ol'the Final Remedy
lbr the Properties as appropriate.

E. The FDRTC should acknowledge the presence of soil contamination beneath the Manufacturing
Building as a present-day source of impacts to soil vapor and groundwater and should provide an
estimated timeframe to achieve remedial goals

EPA Resnonse: EPA acknow ledges that soil and groundwater contamination remains at the Properties.
'Ihe implementation ol'EPA's Final Remedy rvill mitigate any potential impacts to human health and the
environment associated with that contamination. Estimated timeframes to achieve remedial goals will be
included in the Corrective Measures lmplementation Plan to be submitted alier EPA selects the Final
Remed;*.

F. Some aspects of Section 2 and 3 in the SB are not accurate and should be corrected for pumoses of
the FDRTC (EPA summary):

EPA Response: NGSC and Unisys submitted suggested language for FDRTC for Sections 2 and 3
regarding which parties ou.ned and operated the Properties and when and which parties took certain
actions. EPA made the suggested changes by Unisys and NGSC in Sections l. 2 and 3 of the FDRTC

Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation Facility, VA Page 23
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F'ROM:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION III

1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

SUBJECT: Clarification to Northrop Grumman Systems DATE:
8t3U2021Corporation (Former Sperry Marine)

Manufacturing Parcel and Parcel G
Charlottesville, VA
EPA ID: VAD 003 123 833
Luis Pizarro, Chief
RCRA Corrective Action Branch #1, 3LD
US Environmental Protection Agency

Tara Mason, RCRA Corrective Action Team Lead
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

This memorandum documents a clarification to the July 1, 2019 Final Decision and Response to
Comments (Final Decision) in which the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) selected
a final remedy (Final Remedy) for Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation (Former Spe.ry
Marine) Manufacturing Parcel and Parcel G in Charlottesville, Virginia ( Facility) .

This Final Remedy is for portions of the property, herein referred to as the "Properties", which
consists of two parcels: (1) a Manufacturing Parcel, currently owned and operated by the
Northrop Grumman Systems Corporation (NGSC), and(2) Parcel G, a commercial parcel
located adjacent to the Manufacturing Parcel, and currently owned by OCT Stonefield Property
Owner (See enclosed Figures). A separate Final Remedy was issued in July 2014 for the Costco
Parcel, also within the Facility, and is not impacted by this clarification

This memorandum clarifies the Final Decision with respect to scope of areal coverage of the
activity and use limitations required as part of the Final Remedy for Parcel G.

At the time of the 2019 remedy decision, it was the Agency intent that the remedies for the
Facility (that includes the Costco Parcel) to have the entire area of all three parcels be subject to
land use restriction, and that the total restricted area should be contiguous. The Final Decision
depicted in Figure 3 the approximate areas of the Parcels subject to the Remedy. The Final
Decision also stated that the Agency expected that Unisys is to provide a coordinate survey of
properties subject to restrictions (Section 5 page 12).

The enclosed figure depicts the area subject to the Final Remedy use limitations as per the
provide a coordinate suwey, which is to be reflected in the implementing mechanism, permit,
order or Environmental Covenant.

TO
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