
UNIThD STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTEE} DISThTCT 01 TENNESSEE

AT KNOXVILLE

PRYOR OIL CO. INC..

PIantiff,
No. 3:02-CV-679
I udge Philips

ThE UI’TTED STATES OF AMERICS

Defcncknt.

*N&WVk AND DEFENSES OP DntNDANT

Defendant, tJnjtcd Stares oi’Aniflica, by and throuEh Harry S. MaITICC, Jr., United States

Attorney for the Eastern District of Tetmessee, subrrjks the olluwing iaswer and deknte5 to the

p1aintff’s complain;;

4J4SWEK

1 Tc the ciwni hsagraptt I of plairnUfs eonplan contains solelyplahulift’s

chcdct;rizaflon of us lawsuir no response is requircd. Defendant otherwise denies that plaintiff

may properly bring Uis action or the relief 90ug21t or under the authority a1ked ía paragra* I.

2. Defendant denies the allegations ofparagrh 2 oip1aintfFs coxnpiainr.

3. Dkndant dmks the allcgatioxis of pwagraph 3 ofplaintiff’s cumplaiim

4- D:fcudant achuns that plafr4üff is a cor 013110n urpaized under the laws of the

stare ofMissotiü wd that n has ofliccs in Cookeville, Putnam County, Tennessee. Dcfrndant is

without suflieicu ktowledge to adruft or deny the remainder of the allegations of psragr4ph 4 01

the plainüWz couiplaini and thtreIore denies such alkg$oii.
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5. Detbndarn admiis that the Envimnmcrnal hotection Agency EPA" is an agency

within thc Executive Branch oithc Uniicd States of Ameiica, that Christine Todd Whitman is the

Adjmjnjstnior of EPA, that EPA is organized into geographic regions, and that Jimmy Palmer is

the Rcionai Admthisu-ator of EPA Region 4. Defendant denies the revnnder of the allegations

ofpaaaph 5 of plStifFs complaint.

Defendant admits that on or about July 19, 2002, a release of oil occurred

following or during the dnlling of a well owned, operated by, or under the control o1 plantitt

Defejuiant is without sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the remaindr of the 4llcganon of

paragraph 6 ofpla1ntifrs complaint and therefore deuies suvtt allegations.

7. Defendant a4mrs that a represernajive of the Tennessee Deparunent of

EnvirQnmern and Conservation visited the subject welt site at some time tl1owing ar.d/or during

th release of oil. Detbndait is withota suffiicin Jmowt;dge to admit or deny the remaindcr of

the a1}cgatios oIparagraph 7 orplainiiff’s complaint and therefore deides such allegations.

8. Detendan admfts thu at nme time during release a oil from the subject well sire

that the oil w85 Ignited. Defendant is without sufficient knowledge m admit or deny the

remainder of the allegat!nns of nnrarapb 8 nfclainriffs cnmpiainL a& tlirefore nn zcS

allegations.

9. Defendant admits the allegations ofparagraph 2 of p5nxiffs complaint.

10. Defendant is without sufficien knowledge t admix or deny the remain4er of the

allegations of paragraph 10 oCp1antiffs ComplSt nd therefore denies such aIlegtions.

IL Detendwt admits that g the time LPA staff amved at the site oil booms had been

placed in creeks or the purpose of capturing released oil. Defendant is without sufficient
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knowledge to admit or deny the remainder ofthe allegations of paragraph 11 ofpiauniffs

complaint and therefore denies such allegations.

U. Defendant admits that a business entity known as Boors & Cools was present on

the sire at some time on or before July 21,2002, for the puipose of perfbnning services related ro

the well. Defendant is without sufilcient knowledge to admit or deny the remainder of the

allegations ofpragraph 12 of plaintiff’s complaint and therefore denies such allegations.

13. IDefezidant is without sufficient knowedge to admit or deny the allegations of

paragraph 13 ofplathtiff’s complaint and therefore denies such allegations.

14. Defendant admfts that EPA through its On Scene Coordinator OSC initiated a

federa’ response for the puiposes oconducting removal actions authot-i2ed under Section 311c

of the Clean Water ACT at the subject site on July 21, 2002, because Mr. Piyor was unable to

demonstrate financial capachy for response costs, and denies the remainder of the allegations of

paragraph 14 of plaintiffs complaint.

15. Defendant is without sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations of the

first sentence of paragraph 15 ofplaintiff’s complaint and therefore denies such allegations.

Defendant admits that EPA began cleanup activities on Monday, lu!y 2, ‘nm; defendant –eriez

the remainder of the allegations of the second sentence of paragraph iSo!plaintiff’s complaint

16. Defendant admits that Boots & Coots capped the well on uly 27, 2002, and that

the Wartburg Fire Department was present during the ære-fighting activities and provided

equipment and services to assist in fire-figixing. Defendant is withorn sufficient knowledge to

admit or deny the remainder of the allegations ofparagraph 16 ofplaintiffs complaint and

therefore denies sucb allegations.

3




