UNITED STAYES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE

AT KNOXVILLE

PRYOR OIL CO,, INC., )
)
Plaintiff, )

) No. 3:02-CV-679

v, } Judge Phidlips
)
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, }
);
Defendam, )
WER ' D SES OF DE A

Defendant, United States of America, by and through Harry S. Manice, JIr., United Stares
Attomey for the Bastern District of Tennessee, submits the following answer and defenses w she
plaintifl’ s complane: |

ANSWER

1. Tao the extent Paragraph 1 of plainti{f’s complain: contains solely plantiff’s
characterization of its [awsuir, no Tesponse js required. Defendant otherwise denies thai plainuff
may properly bring this action for the relief sought or under the authority alleged ia paragraph 1.

2. Defendant denies the allegations of paragraph 2 of plainhiff’s complaint.

3, Defendant admits the allegations of paragraph 3 of plaintiff’s complaint.

4. Defendant admats that plaintfi is a corporation organized under e laws of the
state of Missoun and that 1y has offices in Cookeville, Pumnam County, Tennessee. Defendant is
without sufficient knowledge 1o admit or deny the remainder of the allegations of paragraph 4 of

the plaimifi’s complaim and therefore denies such allegations.
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5. Defendant admirs that the Envirenmental Protection Agency ("EPA”) is an agency
within the Exscutive Branch of the United States of America, that Christine Todd Whiunan is the
Administrator of EPA, that EPA is organized into geographic regions, and that Jimmy Palmer is
the Regiona) Adminisirator of EPA Region 4. Defendamt deries the remainder of the allegations
of paragraph 5 of plaintiff’s complaint.

6. Defendant admirs that on or about July 19, 2002, a release of oil occurred
following ot during the dnlling of a well owned, operared by, or under the contral of, plaintift.
Defendant is withour sufficient knowledge 10 admit or deny the remainder of the allegations of
paragraph 6 of plaintif"s complaint and therefore denies such allegarions.

7. Defendant admirs that a representarive of the Tenressee Department of
Environment and Conservation visited the subject well sitc at some time following ard/or during
the release of oil. Defendant is withour sufficient knowledge 10 admit or deny the remainder of
the allegations of paragraph 7 of plainGiff's complaint and therefore demies such allegations.

8. Defendant 2dmits that at some time dunng release ;':f oil from the subject well site
that the o1 was ignited. Defendant is without sufficient knowledge 10 admit or deny the
remainder of the allegations of narapraph 8 of nlainriff's romplaini und therefore dapise such
allegations.

9, Defendant admits the allegations of paragraph 2 of plaimiff's complaint.

10.  Defendani is without sufficient knowledge to admii or deny the remainder of the
alleyations of paragraph 10 of plainuiff’s complaint and therefore denies such allegarions.

1]. Detendam admits that at the time EPA siaff amved a1 the sitc oil booms had been

placed in creeks for the purpose of capturing released oil. Defendant is withour sufficient

3% ]



knowledge 1o admit or deny the rematinder of the allegations of paragraph 11 of plamntiff's
complaini and therefore dentes such allegations.

12. Defendam admits that a business entity known as Boots & Coots was present on

the sire at some time on or before July 21, 2002, for the purpose of performing services related to
the well. Defendant is without sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the remainder of the
allegations of paragraph 12 of plaintiff’s complaint and therefore denies such allegations.

13.  Defendant is without sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations of
paragraph 13 of plaintiff’s complaint and therefore denies such allegations.

14.  Defendant admirs that EPA through ivs On Scene Coordinator ("OSC™"} imnated a
federal response for the purposes of conducting removal actions authorized under Section 31 i(c)
of the Clean Water Act at the subject site on July 21, 2002, because Mr. Pryor was unable 1o
demonstrate financial capacity for response costs, and denies the remainder of the allegations of
paragraph 14 of plaintiff’s complaint.

15.  Defendant is without sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations of the
first sentence of paragraph 15 of plantiff’s complaint and therefore denies such allegations.
Defendant admits that EPA began cleanup sctivities on Monday, July 2], 26/ ; defendant denies
the remainder of the allegations of the second sentence of paragraph 15 of plaintiff’'s complaint.

16.  Defendant admits that Boots & Coots capped the well on July 27, 2002, and that
the Wartburg Fire Department was present during the fire-fighting activities and provided
equipmlent and services lo assist in fire-fighting. Defendant is without sufficient knowledge 10
admit or deny the remainder of the allegations of paragraph 16 of plaintiff’s complaint and

therefore denies such allegations.






