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ExxonMobil

Coy‘poraﬂom

FiNAL PrRoJECT AGREEMENT SIGNED M AY 25, 1999

Background

The Project Sponsor: Exxon Company USA,
now known as ExxonMobil Corporation
(ExxonMohil), isresponsiblefor all domestic oil and
gas operations in 12 states, the Gulf of Mexico,
and the Pacific Ocean off southern Californiaand
Alaska. The Sharon Steel Fairmont Coke Works
Superfund Site, located in Fairmont, West Virginia,
was placed on the EPA’s National Priorities List
(NPL) on December 23, 1996. ExxonMobil isthe
only potentially responsible party (PRP) working
with EPA and the West Virginia Division of Envi-
ronmental Protection under an Administrative Or-
der on Consent to address environmental concerns
at this site. ExxonMobil isthe first XL project re-
lated to the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), also known as Superfund.

The Experiment: To facilitate and increase the
likelihood that interested developers will use the
site after cleanup for commercial or industrial de-
velopment, ExxonM obil proposesto (1) demolish
buildingson-sitewithout afinding of environmental
risk, (2) engagethe services of redevel opment con-
sultants and companies to determine how best to
make the site most amenabl e to development, and
(3) work with local stakeholders to identify rede-
velopment optionsby preparing, among other things,
a “potential for redevelopment” site assessment,
an environmental assessment of the property, and
areal estate market overview of the site with mar-
ket options. ExxonMobil hasused innovative stake-
holder involvement techniques such as public
availability sessions to explain project plans and
obtain input on future site uses. This project has
received a high degree of local community sup-
port. In addition, ExxonMobil will use Superfund
“non-time critical” removal authoritiesto acceler-
ate the cleanup of the site. Changes to the tradi-
tional Superfund process will be made, affecting
(1) the site characterization and cleanup, (2) the
risk assessment procedures, (3) the management

of on-sitelandfills, (4) the mitigation requirements
onsite for EPA-created wetlands, (5) the stake-
holder and community involvement process, (6) the
reduction of paperwork requirements, and (7) the
quality assurance process. With these changes, this
project strives to demonstrate a streamlined
Superfund process that results in the reduction of
potential risk to human health and the environment
in a shorter time frame.

TheFlexibility: Superfund sitesaretypically ap-
proached in aphased process. After asite hasbeen
listed on the NPL, a remedial investigation/feasi-
bility study (RI/FS) is conducted at the site to as-
sess risk and eval uate alternative technol ogies for
remediation. The RI/FS culminates in arecord of
decision (ROD), which outlines the actions to be
taken and documents the rational e behind the deci-
sion to take action at the site. Subsequently, the
remedial design (RD) phase determines the speci-
ficationsfor cleanup actionsthat are implemented
during the remedial action (RA) phase. These
phases involve the submittal and approval of vari-
ous documents and public comment periods. It is
not uncommon for this process to require several
years. Another cleanup approach in the Superfund
program isthe removal action, which can be com-
pleted in significantly less time. ExxonMobil has
proposed to conduct the cleanup of this Superfund
site asaseries of short removal actions. An RI/FS
and ROD are not required for a removal action.
EPA and the State of West Virginia will provide
ExxonMobil with flexibility regarding (1) the use of
streamlined removal processes in order to expe-
dite cleanup actions at the site, (2) the mitigation
processes for wetlands created by EPA during pre-
vious removal actions, (3) the data validation re-
porting requirements, and (4) the risk assessment
criteria and analyses. Long-term remediation will
occur if deemed necessary. Thisflexible approach
is expected to reduce the time and cost needed to
complete the cleanup.

The Superior Environmental Performance:
ExxonMobil will clean up thesitein approximately
half the time anormal cleanup would take, which
will reduce the exposure time period and expedite
risk reduction to human health and the environment.
In addition, ExxonMobil isfocusing on the future
use of the site and will incorporate the redevel op-
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ment strategy into siteremediation. ExxonMobil will
continue to work actively to ensure and maintain
involvement of key stakeholders and the general
public during the site cleanup. ExxonM obil will di-
rectly fund the State of West Virginia's involve-
ment in the project and will work with the Fairmont
Community Liaison Panel and EPA in every stage
of the cleanup process.

Progress in Meeting Commitments
(As of July 2000)

ExxonMobil has demolished most of the build-
ings and structures on-site.

Completed in Spring of 2000, ExxonM obil con-
ducted an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analy-
sis of proposed removal actions at the waste
management areas | ocated on the western por-
tion of the site.

In June 2000, EPA outlined the non-time criti-
cal removal workplan in an Action Memoran-
dum. ExxonMobil has begun the removal
action.

Wetlands in the area have been surveyed and
evaluated. EPA has determined that the wet-
lands are part of existing drainage systems,
therefore, mitigation will not berequired. How-
ever, during remediation, these areas may need
to be graded to improve drainage.

Market valuation of the property has been com-
pleted to facilitate redevel opment.

The focus over the next six months will be to
complete the non-time critical removal action
at the western portion of the site and to begin
work on the second engineering eval uation/cost
analysis (EE/CA) to assess the risks at the
eastern process area. In addition, the stake-
holderswill continueto hold meetings approxi-
mately every month.

Benefitsfor the Environment

Duetothestreamlined XL experiment, therisks
to human health and the environment at this
Superfund site are expected to be addressed
in half thetime.

In addition, deed restrictions have been placed
on the property to ensure that future activities
do not result in exposure to unacceptable lev-
elsof risk.

Benefits to Project Sponsor

Reporting requirements have been reduced,
and stakeholdershaverelied on el ectronic com-
munication, which expedites review of deci-
sion documents.

The streamlined processwill result in ashorter
cleanup time and will possibly result in long-
term cost savings. In addition, the sooner the
cleanupiscompleted, the sooner investors may
purchase and redevelop the property.

Benefitsfor Stakeholders

This XL project provides environmental ben-
efits to the community that are not typical for
Superfund sites, such as demolishing on-site
structures to facilitate redevelopment. The
stakeholders hope that such aesthetic improve-
mentswill spur investor interest in the site.

Stakehol ders have the opportunity to influence
theimplementation of the project by participa-
tion in a 25-person advisory panel that meets
monthly to discuss the project, thereby invok-
ing a sense of trust and respect among stake-
holders.

Citizens can also discuss concernsdirectly with
ExxonMobil by using ExxonMobil’stoll-free
project hotline set up explicitly for the commu-

nity.

Citizenswere given aunigue opportunity early
onin the project to provide input into matters
such as the future use of the property, on-site
demalition of buildings, and the site cleanup
process.

I ssues Needing Resolution

EPA had difficulty obtaining agreement from
itsinternal enforcement offices during the de-
velopment of the FPA. Internally, EPA must
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be able to balance the priorities of the XL pro-
gram officeswith the priorities of the enforce-
ment office.

e Some of the environmental reporting require-
ments are seen as excessively burdensome and
could be streamlined. EPA has since suspended
the quarterly status reports because the min-
utes from the monthly stakeholder meetings
provide sufficient information.

*  One stakeholder noted that the required envi-
ronmental reports do not keep up with the ac-
tual work taking place and therefore cannot
serve as EPA enforcement records.

e Inability to determine whether a nearby artifi-
cial wetland can legally beremoved has caused
delays.

e One stakeholder emphasized the need to en-
surethat the stakeholder group more accurately
reflects a cross-section of the community.

L essons L ear ned

*  Hosting morethan one public meeting to iden-
tify stakeholders and technical experts would
have been useful.

e The community gained confidence in
ExxonMobil through itswillingnesstointeract
withthe community. The quick, candid dialogue
with the stakehol der panel facilitated thistrust.

»  Certain stakeholdersfelt that moretime should
have been spent at the beginning of the project
to clarify the roles of the stakeholders partici-
pating in the process.

e Itcanbedifficult toidentify al partiesand the
decision maker for each party wishing to par-
ticipate.

e One stakeholder noted that if agreement is
reached regarding what the contaminated site
will be used for before or during the siteinves-
tigation and removal stages, the amount of time
needed for the removal and remediation pro-
cess can be reduced.

e Projectscan run more smoothly and efficiently
with organized stakehol der involvement.

e One stakeholder emphasized the need to have
buy-in from all major parties before moving
further into the stakeholder process.

e Another stakeholder emphasized the value of
having expertsfrom different agenciesinvolved
to enable the community to better understand
the different issues.

e Electronic reporting provides real-time com-
muni cation and expeditesreview.

I nfor mation Sour ces

The information in this summary comes from the
following sources: (1) the Final Project Agreement
for the ExxonMobil XL project; (2) Project XL
Stakeholder Involvement Evaluation—Final
Draft Report, May 2000; (3) focus group discus-
sions in December 1999 with representatives of
ExxonMobil Corporation, Federal and state regu-
latory agencies, and representatives of the local
community; and (4) the December 1999 Project
XL Progress Report Exxon Company USA (EPA
100-R-00-015).
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