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CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
Attorney General

CAROLYN E. TANNER (Bar No. 5520)
NHU Q. NGUYEN (Bar No. 7844)
Senior Deputy Attorneys General

5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202
Reno, NV 89511
Telephone: (775) 688-1818
Facsimile: (775) 688-1822
Attorneys for State of Nevada

Additional counsel listed on next page

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, STATE OF
NEVADA THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, A and THE
SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF THE DUCK
VALLEY RESERVATION,

Plaintiffs,
►~~

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY, THE
CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, E.I
DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY,
TECK AMERICAN INCORPORATED, and
MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LLC,

Defendants

Civ. Action No. 3:12-cv-00524-RCJ-
WGC

UNOPPOSED REQUEST FOR
ENTRY OF CONSENT DECREE
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IGNACIA S. MORENO
Assistant Attorney General
Environment &Natural Resources Division
United States Department of Justice

ELISE S. FELDMAN
Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment &Natural Resources Division
United States Department of Justice
301 Howard Street, Suite 1050
San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: (415) 744-6470
Facsimile: (415) 744-6476
E-mail: Elise.Feldman(a~usdoj.~ov

DANIEL G. BOGDEN
United States Attorney
District of Nevada
HOLLY VANCE
Assistant United States Attorney
100 West Liberty
Suite 600
Reno, NV 89501
Telephone: (775) 784-5438
Facsimile: (775)784-5181
E-mail: Ho11y.Vance(a~usdoj. o~v

Attorneys for Plaintiff United States of America

LLOYD B. MILLER (AK Bar No.7906040)
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Endreson &Perry, LLP
900 West Fifth Avenue
Suite 700
Anchorage, AK 99501-2029
Telephone: (907) 258-6377
Facsimile: (907) 272-8332
Email: Lloyd@sonosky.net

Attorney for the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation

Now come the State of Nevada on behalf of the Nevada Department of Conservation and

Natural Resources, Division of Environmental Protection and the Department of Wildlife; the

United States of America, on behalf of the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the

Department of the Interior's Bureau of Indian Affairs and the United States Fish and Wildlife

Service, the Department of Agriculture's United States Forest Service; and the Shoshone-Paiute
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IONACIA S. ~'IOlUl.'10 

A~.'; ~talll Attorney Otn~n,] 
Environment & !\aturaJ Resource ~ Di ... ision 
United St~tes Ikpa;t,nem of Jw;tice 

ruSE S. FEI.D'\iIAN 
Envi ronmental Enru,,;t'mCnI Section 
Fnvi runmcnt & Natural Re'lllUrcl.":'l Division 
United Stule~ Tkpartmont of J!I Slk~ 

3tH HowArd SIred, Suite 1050 
San Fr~nc;sco, CA 94105 
Telephone: (41 5) 744.(i.170 
Facsimile: (415) 744-6476 
E-mil; I: Eli <:.e.l 'e!dm!.ID('f u-.doj. go" 

DAI\IEL G. BOGnR~ 
C"ll il~l Slates Attorney 
DistriCl ofKe\'ada 
HOLLY VA_\ICE 
Anistl1llL United ~Iales Al1om.,y 
100 West Liberty 
Suit" 600 
Reno, NV 89S0) 

: (775) 7~4-S43l1 
. , 1 

U-mail: 

LLUYlJ D. Mll J .RR (AK 13m Nll.7906()4lJ) 
S'lT1ClSky, Clmmbe", Sachse, Endreson & Pcrry. LLP 
9(lO W~'1t "ifth Avt:Ttuc 
Suile 700 
Al"Ol'"hor:lf!C.l\1I: 99:501-2029 
T elephonc: (907) 258-6377 
r:a~s;mi lc: (<)01) 272-8332 
Emllil : ' ,h)ydCq~30nosky"nd 

A.rWl"Iley fiJI" Ihe Sho$hoIW·P(l'UI~ Tribes of rhr Dud, Val"~y Re.)"rrv<l'ion 

:-.low come lhe SIlIlc: of N.:-\"ada (In Ixhalr of du: :-.!cvuW. Depanmcnt ofCon~rvali"n ar>d 

,.; alllr.\l Rt:c'IOll1"CCS, Vivhioo " I" EllI'ironmenllll I'mlcction and L~ "'--par1melll of Wild!i ii:: the 

L." niteod Slales of Amcricu, (>n lxhalf of the t"l1hed Slates Environmental l'rote<;tion Agenc; .. , lll e 

I)cparlmcnt of til<: Interior's Bureau of lndi~n AlTai"! and tile United SIa"'" rish and Wildlife 

S<:rvicc. The Dl1mr1mcnt of Agricul lure'~ United States FUTI):'!! Service: lind the ShmJl<:mc-PaiUTe 
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Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation (collectively, "Plaintiffs"), and ask that this honorable

court enter the Consent Decree entered into by the Plaintiffs and Defendants Atlantic Richfield

Company, Cliffs Natural Resources f/k/a Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Company, E.I. du Pont de

Nemours and Company, Teck American Incorporated f/k/a Teck Cominco American Inc., f/k/a

Cominco American Inc., and Mountain City Remediation LLC, and lodged with this honorable

court on September 27, 2012. See Attachment 1 to Notice of Lod ing, (Document No. 2). In

support of this Request, the Plaintiffs submit the Memorandum in Support of Unopposed Request

to Enter Consent Decree and its attachments, filed herewith.

Respectfully submitted,

FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA

CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
Attorney General

Date: 12/12/12 /s/ Carolyn E. Tanner
CAROLYN E. TANNER (Bar No. 5520)
Senior Deputy Attorney General

Date: 12/12/12

Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree

/s/ Nhu O. N~uven
NHU Q. NGUYEN (Bar No. 7844)
Senior Deputy Attorney General
5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202
Reno, Nevada 89511
Telephone: (775) 688-1818
Facsimile: (775) 688-1822
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FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

IGNACIA S. MORENO
Assistant Attorney General
Environment and Natural Resources Division
United States Department of Justice

Date: 12/12/12 /s/ Elise S. Feldman
ELISE S. FELDMAN

Trial Attorney
Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment &Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice
301 Howard Street, Suite 1050
San Francisco, California 94105
Telephone: (415) 744-6470
Facsimile: (415) 744-6476

DANIEL G. BOGDEN
United States Attorney
District of Nevada
HOLLY VANCE
Assistant United States Attorney
100 West Liberty, Suite 600
Reno, Nevada 89501
Telephone: (775) 784-5438
Facsimile: (775)784-5181
E-mail: Ho11y.Vance(a,usdoj. o~v

Of counsel:
JOSHUA WIRTSCHAFTER
Assistant Regional Counsel
United States Environmental Protection Agency

KIRK MINCKLER
Attorney
Office of General Counsel
United States Department of Agriculture

SONIA OVERHOLSER
Attorney Advisor
United States Department of the Interior

THE SHONSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF THE

Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree
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Of counsel: 
JOSHUA WIRTSCHAITER 
A",;stam I{egional Counsel 

Trial Altom.;y 
Enviroruncntal Enrmccmcnl Section 
Environm ent & >J~\luraJ RCSOlln:CS D ivi ,j"n 
U, S. Department o j" Ju~ti cc 

301 Howard $1I«'1, Suite 1050 
San Fr.lncisco. Calili,rn ia 94105 
Telephor>e: (415) 744-6470 
Facsimile: (-11 5) 744-6476 

DANIEL G. Boo DI:..." 
United Shilt S Attorney 
District of Ke ,·ada 
H OLLY VA>JCF. 
,\ss;slant United StaLe~ Attorney 
100 West Liherty, Sui~ GOO 
R",no. Nc\"ada 11950 1 
fckplwmc: (775) 71W-5438 
Facsim ile: (775)7114-5 18 1 
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Artome), 
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DUCK VALLEY RESERVATION

DATE: 12/12/12 /s/ Lloyd B. Miller
LLOYD B. MILLER
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Endreson &Perry, LLP
900 West Fifth Avenue
Suite 700
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2029

Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree
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O\JCK VALLEY RE5ERVAnON 

hsI Llffi'd B. MiJl~ 
LLOYD B. MILLER 
Sono£k)', Chamber:;, Sxlw:, EndreS()n & Pomy, I.LP 
900 West Fifth Avenue 
SI1i\e 100 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 -2029 

(In<lpposod Kequ .. t lbr Entry "r elm,ent IJecree 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Gayle Simmons, hereby certify and declare:

1. I am over the age of 18 years and am not a party to this case.

2. My business address is 601 D Street, Washington, DC, 20004

3. I am familiar with the U.S. Department of Justice's mail collection and processing
practices, know that mail is collected and deposited with the United States Postal Service on the
same day it is deposited in interoffice mail, and know that postage thereon is fully prepaid.

4. Following this practice, on December 12, 2012, I served a true copy of the foregoing,
attached documents) entitled:

UNOPPOSED REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF CONSENT DECREE

MEMORANDUM 1N SUPPORT OF UNOPPOSED REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF CONSENT
DECREE,( including Exhibits A-B)

PROPOSED ORDER TO ENTER CONSENT DECREE

via an addressed sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid, and deposited in regularly
maintained office mail to the following parties (who do not yet appear on the Court's ECF system
for this matter):

Jen Unekis
707 W. 4t" St.
Lawrence , KS 66044

Betsy Temkin
Temkin Wielga & Hardt LLP
1900 Wazee Street, Ste 303
Denver, CO 80202

Nhu Nguyen
Nevada Dept. of Wildlife
100 N. Carson Street
Carson City, NV 89706

Carolyn Tanner
State of Nevada - Office of the Attorney General
5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202
Reno, NV 89511

Lloyd Miller
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Miller &Munson, LLP
900 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 700
Anchorage, AK 99501

Joshua Wirtschafter Kirk Minckler
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Dept. of Agriculture
Office of Regional Counsel Office of General Counsel
75 Hawthorne Street, ORC-3 740 Simms Street, Room 309
San Francisco, CA 94105 Golden, CO 80401-4720

Sonia Overholser
U.S. Dept. of Interior -Field Solicitor
401 W. Washington, SPC 44
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree

Page 1

Case 3:12-cv-00524-RCJ-WGC   Document 8   Filed 12/12/12   Page 6 of 7Case 3:12-cv-00524-RCJ-WGC   Document 24   Filed 05/20/13   Page 6 of 29

1 , 
3 

4 

5 , 
7 , 
9 

10 

II 

12 

" 
14 

15 

I' 
17 

" 
19 

" 
'I 

21 

2l 

2S 

26 

CER'nH~AIE OF SFRVICJJ 

I, Gayle Simmons. hereby t~r1ily and dtclarc: 

1. I illTl ovi:!" tbe age of 1 & yeal3 I1Ild am nol l1 party 10 lh i~ Cil..I.C . 

2. My bu~in e .... ~ address is 6O [ 0 SIT""I, Washington, DC, 20()()4 

J. I am fmnil inr w;lh lr.c lJ, S. UCpllnmen( or Just icc' s mail co \It)Cli nn :<nu pnx;""ing 
pr£I.Cticc" know (hat mai l is collected lind utpositcd with th e Uni led Statcs Postal Service on th~ 
~~mc day it is deposi tcl] in interofticc mail, ftnd know that posu. ~c thereon is 1\111 >' pr~paid_ 

4. Following this prJ~tice, On Dcccrnher 12, :2012, 1 ocrvcd 11. true copy ,,(the foregoing. 
lI.tw:hed dOCunl ~Il ll.") entitled: 

UNO}'POSED REQl"EST FOR 1::.'ITJ.t Y Of COX-SENT UI::CREF. 

.\ ID IOR. ....... 'IDlJ.'vIll\ SlJPPOIf] OJ. cNOr rOSED RliQCEST FOR FNTRY OF (""ONSEKT 
uECR EE ,( iJK:luding Exhibits A-R) 

},KOPOSF.D ORDER TO I N'J ~R COl\SF.NT DECREE 

via an address~d s~alcd ~ twdopo with POSI"l!'-' fully prepaid , anu d~pn~itcd in !'~aularly 
lmi,inlained oillcc mail to the ft, [l owing partics (who (in m,t}ct appear on ~he C:(l\1rt ' ~ FeF ')"l~m 
[," this martcr): 

l~n Und:i3 
707 W. 4'" SL 
l.-awrcncc , KS 66044 

iklSy Temkin 
'Iemkin Widga & Hardl l-U' 
1900 WIIZCC SIrc...--r, Ste 303 
t)cnvcr , CO 802m 

Nhu Ngllyen 
Nev:ldu TkpL of Wildlife 
l00)/. Carson Stred 
Carwn Ci t} , !'..'\, lN706 

JOsllUi1 Wi rL'iCha fter 
U.S. l:::n~'i rorunentaJ I'roloxliOll I\gency 
Office or R~ional L~unscl 
75 Ha",thom e S\reeL O RC-3 
Snn rr,mciS(.·u, C.'\ 941 05 

Carolyll Tanner 
Slale of)].,vaUn - Oflkc of the .'\,Ul'ml:} GeJ>eJlII 
5420 Kic lzlc Lane. Sui le 202 
Reno.)lV 89S 11 

L\o}d Miller 
&>nosky, Chamocrs, S~chsc, Miller & II-Ian son, I ,] ,p 
900 Wcst fifth Avenlltl , Suilc 700 
AndxJr.lge , AK 995ll! 

Kick Minck!"r 
U.S. TkpL. of Agriculture 
Office o f GeIlCTliI CoUflSci 
740 Simm;; Street, Room 309 
GoJden. CO R040J-4nU 

27 SOHia O\-erbol= 
U.s. ))"pL of Interior - field Solidtur 

28 4() 1 W. Washington. src 44 
Phoenix, A7, 8S0()3 
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I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on December 12, 2012, at Washington, DC

Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree

~~~C-l- C~ ~~~~
GAY E SIMMONS
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I d~lare un<k:r the pen~ lt~· uJ perjury that tl1e lilTcgo i~ is t!\le lind (mT(Ct. 

Executed on T">t:ccmbct 12, 2012, ~t Washinttoll , DC 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
Attorney General

CAROLYN E. TANNER (Bar No. 5520)
NHU Q. NGUYEN (Bar No. 7844)
Senior Deputy Attorneys General

5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202
Reno, NV 89511
Telephone: (775) 688-1818
Facsimile: (775) 688-1822

Attorneys for State of Nevada

Additional counsel listed on next page

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, STATE OF
NEVADA THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, A and THE
SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF THE DUCK
VALLEY RESERVATION,

Plaintiffs,

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY, THE
CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, E.I.
DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY,
TECK AMERICAN INCORPORATED, and
MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LLC,

Defendants.

Civ. Action No. 3:12-cv-00524-RCJ-
WGC

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
OF UNOPPOSED REQUEST FOR
ENTRY OF CONSENT DECREE

Memorandum in Support of Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree
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CATIIER1l\F. COR I EZ- M.o\STO 
A110rlK)' Generoll 

CAROL y~ E. TA:t\l\FR (Bar No. S~2 ()) 

NHI J Q. ~ (J 1I Vl!::-4 (BilT "In. 7H44) 
Senior I)cputy Attomc:,s G"ncrai 

5420 Ki.::Vke Lane, Suite 202 
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Tdephon~: (nS) 6l18-18 18 
Facsimilt-: (775) 688- 1821 
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IN THE UNITED STATES mSTRKT COURT 

DTSTRICTOFNEVAO" 
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VALLeY KESF1WA no:'4. 

Plainlift's, 

ATLAl\] l C R1 CHFrELDCOMJ'Al>.'Y, I IIIi 
CLEVELA)l'D-CLlFFS IRON COMPANY, (.I. 
nu PONT OIJ KE!l.lOlJRS ANI) C:O\fPAl\"Y, 
TECK A\tER1CA..'{INCORPORATED, ~nd 
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IGNACIA S. MORENO
Assistant Attorney General
Environment &Natural Resources Division
United States Department of Justice

ELISE S. FELDMAN
Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment &Natural Resources Division
United States Department of Justice
301 Howard Street, Suite 1050
San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: (415) 744-6470
Facsimile: (415) 744-6476
E-mail: Elise.Feldman(cr~,usdoj.~ov

DANIEL G. BOGDEN
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Attorney for the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation

I. INTRODUCTION

On September 27, 2012, The State of Nevada on behalf of the Nevada Department of

Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental Protection ("NDEP") and the

Department of Wildlife ("NDOW"); the United States of America, on behalf of the United States

Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"), the Department of the Interior's Bureau of Indian
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Affairs ("BIA") and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service ("FWS"), the Department of

Agriculture's United States Forest Service ("USFS"); and the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the

Duck Valley Reservation ("Tribes") (collectively, "Plaintiffs"), filed a complaint asserting claims

under Sections 106(a) and 107(a)(1) and (2) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation, &Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(a) and 9607(a)(1) and

(2), and Nevada Water Pollution Control Law NRS § 445A.300 to 445A.730 against Settling

Defendants Atlantic Richfield Company, Cliffs Natural Resources f/k/a Cleveland-Cliffs Iron

Company, E.I. du Pont de Nemours and Company, Teck American Incorporated f/k/a Teck

Cominco American Inc., f/k/a Cominco American Inc., and Mountain City Remediation LLC,

(collectively, "Settling Defendants") and contemporaneously filed a Notice of Lodging attaching

a Consent Decree, ("Consent Decree"). The Consent Decree was the product of years of

extensive negotiations and resolves all of the claims asserted in the Complaint. Declaration of

David Seter, attached hereto as Attachment A ("Seter Decl."), ¶ 4. In accordance with 28 C.F.R.

§ 50.7, notice of the settlement was published in the Federal Register for a period of 30 days. See

Federal Register at Volume 77, Number 193 (October 4, 2012) at pages 60723 — 60724.

Declaration of Elise S. Feldman attached hereto as Attachment B ("Feldman Decl.") ¶ 3. As of

the end of the public comment period, November 5, 2012, the United States had received only

one comment from the public pertaining to the settlement. Feldman Decl. ¶ 4. For the reasons

set forth below, Plaintiffs request that this Court approve and enter the Consent Decree as an

Order of the Court at this time.

II. DESCRIPTION OF SETTLEMENT

The Rio Tinto Mine Site ("Site") is an abandoned copper mine located approximately 2.5

miles south of Mountain City, in northern Elko County, Nevada. Mountain City Copper

Company conducted mining operations at the Site from 1932-1947. As asserted in the
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The Rio Tinto ;...tine Site ("Si te") is 811 abandoned copper mine l()cated approximately 2.5 
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Complaint, the Plaintiffs have incurred, and will continue to incur response costs in addressing

contamination of the Owyhee River and Mill Creek, and natural resources have been affected by

the contamination.

As asserted in the Complaint, each of the Settling Defendants are either current owners or

owner/operators of the mine at the time releases occurred and are therefore liable under Section

107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9607(a) for the past and future response costs and for costs of

assessing damages to natural resources. The Consent Decree resolves the claims and requires the

Settling Defendants to do the following: (1) implement the remedy selected for the Site which

includes, among other things, removal of mine tailings from the Owyhee River, achieving certain

water quality standards, and providing fish passage and stream bank restoration, ("Remedy"), at

an estimated cost of over $25 million; (2) implement additional work if monitoring after Remedy

Construction identifies elevated levels of Site contaminants, and if NDEP or EPA requires such

additional work; (3) provide performance guarantees; (4) pay EPA $1,234,067 for past response

costs; (5) pay NDEP and EPA certain future oversight costs; (6) pay federal natural resource

trustees, United States Department of Interior and USFS, damage assessment costs of $709,527;

(7) pay $150,000 to the Tribes for their past and future costs; and (8) undertake other

commitments such as providing access, institutional controls, insurance, stipulated penalties in

the event of non-compliance and retention of records. See Sections VI (Performance of Work by

Settling Defendants), XVI (Payments for Response Costs), XVII (Payments to Natural Resource

Trustees), IX (Access and Institutional Controls), XXI (Stipulated Penalties), XXVI (Retention of

Records) and XIII (Performance Guarantee) of the Consent Decree.

III. ANALYSIS

A. General Principles

"The initial decision to approve or reject a settlement proposal is committed to the sound

Memorandum in Support of Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree
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discretion of the trial judge." SEC v. Randolph, 736 F.2d 525, 529 (9th Cir. 1984), quoting

Officers for Justice v. Civil Serv. Comm'n, 688 F.2d 615, 625 (9th Cir. 1982); accord; United

States v. Union Elec. Co., 132 F.3d 422, 430 (8th Cir. 1997); United States. v. Jones &Laughlin

Steel Corp., 804 F.2d 348, 351 (6th Cir. 1986). Courts typically accord substantial deference to

settlement agreements because "[t]he law generally favors and encourages settlements." Metro.

Hous. Dev. Corp. v. Vill. of Arlington Heights, 616 F.2d 1006, 1013 (7th Cir. 1980). United

States v. Akzo Coatings ofAm. Inc., 949 F.2d 1409, 1436 (6th Cir. 1991) (there is a "presumption

in favor of voluntary settlement").

Judicial deference to negotiated settlements is particularly appropriate where the

government has entered into a consent decree. The Supreme Court has itself articulated the

significant deference owed to the judgment of the United States in settling a matter:

[S]ound policy would strongly lead us to decline ... to assess the wisdom of the
Government's judgment in negotiating and accepting the ...consent decree, at
least in the absence of any claim of bad faith or malfeasance on the part of the
Government in so acting.

Sam Fox Publ'g Co. v. United States, 366 U.S. 683, 689 (1961). 81 S.Ct. 1309, 1312-1313, 6

L.Ed.2d 604 (1961).

As the Ninth Circuit has explained, "[the] policy of encouraging early settlements is

strengthened when a government agency chaxged with protecting the public interest `has pulled

the laboring oar in constructing the proposed settlement"'; indeed, "a district court reviewing a

proposed consent decree `must refrain from second-guessing the Executive Branch."' United

States. v. Montrose Chem. Corp., 50 F.3d 741, 746 (9th Cir. 1995), quoting United States v.

Cannons Eng'g Corp., 899 F.2d 79, 84 (1st Cir. 1990).

Judicial deference to a settlement negotiated by the government is "particularly strong

where a consent decree has been negotiated by the Department of Justice on behalf of a federal
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administrative agency like EPA which enjoys substantial expertise in the environmental field."

Akzo Coatings, 949 F.2d at 1436. See also United States v. Chevron USA, Inc., 380 F.Supp. 2d

1104, 1111 (N.D. Cal 2005); Intl Fabricare Inst. v. United States EPA, 972 F.2d 384, 389 (D.C.

Cir. 1992) ("The rationale for deference is particularly strong when the EPA is evaluating

scientific data within its technical expertise"). Courts have expressed a presumption in favor of

settlement where the governmental agencies charged with enforcing environmental statutes have

negotiated a consent decree. Cannons, 899 F.2d at 84; Montrose Chem. Corp., 50 F.3d at 746-

47; Kelley v. Thomas Solvent Co., 790 F.Supp. 731, 735 (W.D. Mich. 1991). This limited

standard of review for governmental actions reflects the "strong public policy in favor of

settlements, particularly in very complex and technical regulatory contexts." United States. v.

Davis, 261 F.3d 1, 27 (1st Cir. 2001) (internal quotation and citation omitted).

B. The Legal Standard to be Applied

In light of the policy in favor of settlements and the deference given to settlements

negotiated by the government, a court should approve entry of a consent decree under CERCLA

when the decree is fair, reasonable, and in conformity with applicable laws. United States v.

Oregon, 913 F.2d 576, 580 (9th Cir. 1990).

A court is not required to make the same in-depth analysis of a proposed settlement that it

would be required to make when entering a judgment on the merits after trial. Citizens for a

Better Env't v. Gorsuch, 718 F.2d 1117, 1126 (D.C. Cir. 1983); United States v. County of

Muskegon, 33 F.Supp. 2d 614, 620 (W.D. Mich. 1998) ("Because a consent judgment represents

parties' determination to resolve a dispute without litigating the merits, the court's role is not to

resolve the underlying legal claims, but only to determine whether the settlement negotiated by

the parties is in fact a fair, reasonable and adequate resolution of the disputed claims"). The

relevant standard "is not whether the settlement is one which the court itself might have
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MUlkflgon, B F.Supp. 2d 614, 620 (w.n. Mich. 1998) ("Jkcause a couscnl jLldginent represents 
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rCS(llve Ln., underlying legu.l ~h .. im£, but (lni)' (<1 determine Wn.,\hCT the scttlell1ent neli!<1t;atcd by 

the pani~ is In fact a f~ ir, rea~nah k; and adeq\l.lltt> JCSOlution o(",h..· di ~putcd claims"). Th.. 

relevant sblJldaru "is not whtther the -elllemenl is une· which lhe covrl itself might M\C 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

fashioned, or considers as ideal, but whether the proposed decree is fair, reasonable, and faithful

to the objectives of the governing statute." Cannons, 899 F.2d at 84; United States. v. DiBiase,

45 F.3d 541, 543 (lst Cir. 1995); United States. v. Charles George Trucking, Inc., 34 F.3d 1081,

1084 (1st Cir. 1994).

IV. ARGUMENT

The settlement is fair, reasonable, consistent with the goals of CERCLA, and is in the

public interest.

A. The Consent Decree is Fair

In determining whether a settlement is fair, the Court considers both procedural fairness

and substantive fairness. Cannons, 899 F.2d at 86; Chevron, 380 F.Supp. 2d at 1111. "To

measure procedural fairness, a court should ordinarily look to the negotiation process and attempt

to gauge its candor, openness, and bargaining balance." Cannons, 899 F.2d at 86. The settlement

is procedurally fair if it was negotiated in a fair manner. Id. at 84.

This settlement was procedurally fair. Each party to this Consent Decree was represented

by experienced counsel and assisted by knowledgeable environmental consultants. Seter Decl. at

¶ 3. Given the complexity of the technical issues involved in this case, the teams from each

party worked together in negotiating resolution of difficult technical issues as well as resolving

the legal issues this case presented. Seter Decl. at ¶ 3. Negotiations have been on-going for

many years and have included multiple in-person negotiation sessions among the various parties

in Nevada, California, and Colorado, as well as years of telephone and email negotiations. Seter

Decl. at ¶ 4. In light of these facts, this settlement is fair. See Cannons, 899 F.2d at 86.

B. The Consent Decree is Substantively Fair

As the product of "adversarial vigor," this settlement comes to the Court with an

assurance of substantive fairness. United States v. Montrose Chem. Corp., 793 F. Supp. 237, 240
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1 (C.D. Cal. 1992). As the First Circuit stated in Cannons "[s]ubstantive fairness introduces into

2 the equation concepts of corrective justice and accountability: aparty should bear the cost of the

3 harm for which it is legally responsible." 899 F.2d at 87. See also Davis 261 F.3d at 23 ("A
4

finding of procedural fairness may also be an acceptable proxy for substantive fairness, when
5

other circumstantial indicia of fairness are present."); United States v. Charles George, 34 F.3d at
6
~ 1087-89. In reviewing substantive fairness, the Court need only determine whether a proposed

g consent decree reflects a reasonable compromise of the litigation. Rohm &Haas, 721 F.

9 Supp.666, 685 (D.N.J. 1989). Factors considered by courts reviewing CERCLA consent decrees

10 for fairness include "`the strength of the plaintiffs' case, the good faith efforts of the negotiators,

11
the opinions of counsel, and the possible risks involved in the litigation if the settlement is not

12
approved."' Kelley v. Thomas Solvent Co., 717 F. Supp. 507, 517 (W.D. Mich. 1989) (citing

13

14 
United States v. Hooker Chem. &Plastic Corp., 607 F. Supp. 1052, 1057 (W.D.N.Y.), aff'd, 776

15 F.2d 410 (2d Cir. 1985); cf. Hiram Walker, 768 F.2d at 899.

16 The Consent Decree is also substantively fair. It resolves the liability of the Settling

1 ~ Defendants and gives them time to accomplish the Remedy, but requires from them a significant

1 g cleanup effort that will extend over a period of many years and cost millions of dollars. Consent

19
Decree at Section VI (Performance of the Work by Settling Defendants). Moreover, it requires

20
that the Settling Defendants provide funding for the Tribes and reimbursement of Nevada and the

21

22 United States' response costs and past natural resource damage assessment costs. Consent

23 Decree at Section V (General Provisions). Importantly, this settlement also takes into account

24 litigation risks and the avoided costs of resolution short of litigation. Seter Decl. at ¶ 5.

25 Accordingly, the Consent Decree is fair. See United States v. Oregon, 913 F.2d at 580.

26 C. The Consent Decree is Reasonable
27

A consent decree is reasonable if it is designed to recover costs and provide a practical
28
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and appropriate redress that the defendant is in a position to implement, and the United States can

efficiently enforce. See Cannons, 899 F.2d at 89-90. As noted above, this Consent Decree

achieves these goals through work and payment requirements that the Consent Decree places on

the Settling Defendants. See above at Section II of this Memorandum listing obligations of the

Settling Defendants.

D. The Consent Decree is in the Public Interest and Consistent with CERCLA

A primary role of the Court in reviewing an environmental settlement is to determine

"whether the decree comports with the goals of Congress." Sierra Club v. Coca-Cola Corp., 673

F.Supp. 1555, 1556 (M.D. Fla. 1987). The Court's role is not to determine whether the settlement

is one that will best serve society, but rather to confirm that the settlement is within the reaches of

the public interest. United States v. Microsoft Corp., 56 F.3d 1448, 1460 (D.C. Cir. 1995),

quoting United States v. W. Elec. Co., 900 F.2d 283, 309 (D.C. Cir. 1990) (emphasis in original)

(additional citations omitted).

The proposed Consent Decree is consistent with the goals of CERCLA. CERCLA was

enacted to combat the environmental and health risks posed by industrial pollution by creating a

mechanism for cleaning up sites contaminated with hazardous substances. United States v.

Bestfoods, 524 U.S. 51, 55, 118 S.Ct. 1876, 1881, 141 L.Ed.2d 43 (1998); Key Tropic Corp. v.

U.S., 511 U.S. 809, 814, 114 S.Ct. 1960, 1964, 128 L.Ed.2d 797 (1994). The Consent Decree

implements CERCLA's statutory goals by requiring the Settling Defendants to undertake the

Remedy which will permanently protect the Owyhee River from contamination from tailings on

Site, and in addition, to undertake further investigation to determine whether a second source for

the contamination exists in underground mine workings. Consent Decree at Section VI

(Performance of the Work by Settling Defendants). Thus, consistent with the goals of CERCLA,

the Consent Decree will result in preventing releases of hazardous substances into portions of the

Memorandum in Support of Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent Decree
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Owyhee River and Mill Creek. Moreover, the settlement provides for payment of certain future

costs of EPA and NDEP, as well as $1,234,067.74 of past EPA response costs and $709,527.81

of past natural resource damage assessment costs of the United States Department of the Interior

and USFS; and payment of $150,000 to the Tribes to fund their continued participation at the

Site. Consent Decree at Section XVI (Payments of Response Costs and Section XVII (Payments

to Natural Resource Trustees) Accordingly, this settlement meets the goals of CERCLA of

effecting a cleanup and recovering response costs. The Consent Decree is also in the public's

best interest because avoiding litigation spares taxpayer resources as well as the resources of the

other parties and the Court.

E. The Comment Received Does Not Impact the Fairness of the Settlement

The United States received one comment from the public pertaining to this settlement: an

email sent by Jennifer Unekis. Attachment A to Feldman Decl., ("Comment"). Ms. Unekis is the

daughter of Doris Widerberg, the owner of the Rio Tinto Mine, ("Property"). Feldman Decl. ¶ 4.

Pursuant to the terms of the Consent Decree, the State and the United States reserved the right to

withdraw or withhold its consent for the entry of the Consent Decree if any comments received

"disclose facts or considerations that indicate that this Consent Decree is inappropriate, improper,

or inadequate." The Comment does not disclose any relevant facts or considerations indicating

that the Consent Decree is in any way inappropriate, improper or inadequate.

The Comment provides a history of Ms. Widerberg's ownership of the Property and

references discussions by the RTWG with Ms. Widerberg for the purchase of the Property. See

Comment, generally. The Comment describes frustration regarding ownership of contaminated

property, and references a rejected offer made by the RTWG to Ms. Widerberg to purchase the

Property. Neither subject is relevant to the analysis of whether this Consent Decree is fair and

achieves the goals of the statute. The offer by the RTWG would have resulted in a separate real
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estate transaction with Ms. Widerberg that would not involve the Plaintiffs to this action.

Accordingly, the concerns raised by the Comment do not impact the conclusion that this Consent

Decree is fair and in the public interest.

V. CONCLUSION

The Consent Decree is fair, reasonable, and in the public interest, and the Court should

grant the Plaintiffs' Unopposed Request for Entry of the Consent Decree.

Respectfully submitted,

FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA

CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
Attorney General

Date: 12/12/12 /s/ Carolyn E. Tanner
CAROLYN E. TANNER (Bar No. 5520)
Senior Deputy Attorney General

Date: 12/12/12 /s/ Nhu Q Nguyen
NHU Q. NGUYEN (Bar No. 7844)
Senior Deputy Attorney General

5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202
Reno, Nevada 89511
Telephone: (775) 688-1818
Facsimile: (775) 688-1822

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

IGNACIA S. MORENO
Assistant Attorney General
Environment and Natural Resources Division
United States Department of Justice

Date: 12/12/12 /s/ Elise S. Feldman
ELISE S. FELDMAN

Trial Attorney
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estate lnmsaclioll with 1;13. \Viderberg thaI would not involve the T'klintiiT;. 10 this action. 

Accordingly, the con~em' rai~rxI by the Comm~n\ <1" not impact the condllsion lhallhis Cons.clll 

D~creG i~ fair and in the public in\.,,-esL 

V. CONCLUSION 

The Consent Decree is fair, reasomlble., and in the public intcft'sl. and the Court should 

grant the Pbin\ilk ljnopposcd Request lur Fntry orlhe Consent Decree. 

Dak: ]2.,'12/12 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, STATE OF
NEVADA THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES, DNISION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, A and THE
SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF THE DUCK
VALLEY RESERVATION,

Plaintiffs,
~~!

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY, THE
CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, E.I
DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY,
TECK AMERICAN INCORPORATED, and
MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LLC,

Defendants.

Civil Action No.

DECLARATION O~ DAVID
S~TER IN SUPPORT OF
UNOPPOSED REQUEST FOR
ENTRY OF CONSENT DECREE

I, David Seter, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, hereby swear and affirm under penalty of

perjury that the following is true and correct, either of my own personal knowledge or based on

my review of records of the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") related to

the Rio Tinto Mine Site located in Elko County, Nevada ("Site"), and that I am competent to

testify regarding these matters.

I. I am employed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. I currently

hold the position of Remedial Project Manager in the Superfund Division of Region 9, in San

Francisco, California. 1 have worked at EPA since May, 1987 and I have been employed as a

Remedial Project Manager since August, 1993. I am the currently EPA's Remedial Project

Manager assigned to the Site.

2. The Site is an abandoned copper mine located approximately 2.5 miles south of
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I:'J THE L"NITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

D1STR1cr OF NEVADA 

UNITED S·"T'A"rE"S~O"F'A"MER1:rn"CA.o.--;;S"T A'TE"'"O~'" - ) 
NEVADA THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENr OF ) 
:-lATURAL RESOURCES. OIVISIOK OF ) 
J::I'<'VIRO:-<MENTAL PROTECTION, A and THE ) 
SHOSHO!\'E-PAIL,E TRIBES OF THE DUCK ) 
V ALLEY RESERVATION, ) 

Plaimif&. ,. 
) Civil Action No, , 
) Dt.:CLARATIO~ OF DAVID 
) Sl:'nR IN SUPPORT OF 
) UNOPPQSEDREQt..'l:STFOR ATL.ANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY, THE 

CI.EVELA.~D-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, lil. 
DU PONT DE NEMOURS AKD COMPM'Y, 
TECKA.\1ERICAN INCORPORATED, and 
:MOUNTAIN orr RF.MEDlAT10N. il.C, 

) ENTRY OF CONSENT DJ:CREE 
) 
) 
) 

Defomdantll. ) 
) 

--' 
I, Da~id Seier, pumwillO 28 U.S,C. § 1746, hereby swev and drum und.~r perutlty of 

pajury that !he following i. ttut and COm:<.:\. t:;tru:r of my own pcrronal kI"low\edge Of blued 00 

my rt:vit:W of records nfthe Unito:d Stllles Environmental Pmltttion ASency (MJ;.P A """) rd .llled to 

\be Rio Tinto Mine Site located in E1ko Cowty. Nevada iSitt:"). and thatl am eompetmt to 

lutify regarding these lTIAttm. 

1. 1 am employed by the Unitt:d Stales Enviro~mentiLl Protection Agency. I currently 

hold the po,ition of Rt:mediiLl Project Msnagc:r in the Superfund Divi.ion of RClPon 9, in SM 

[il1\llCisco, California. I haV1l y,'Orl::~d at P.PA .ince :May, 1987 and 1 hive b«n empl,,)·.d U 1I 

Remedial Projft:\ M"""8I:r Jill«: August, 1':193. 1 am tru: currently 111> A's Remedial Projecl 

2. The Sitl: i, an abandoned wppu mine )""",ted approMimm ly 2.5 mile. south "r 

Pago I 



Mountain City, in northern Elko County, Nevada. Mountain City Copper Company conducted

mining operations from 1932-1947.

3. Each party in this case was represented by experienced counsel and assisted by

knowledgeable environmental consultants. Given the complexiTy of the technics] issues involved

in this case, these teams worked together in negotiating resolution of difficult technical issues as

well as resolving the legal issues this case presented.

4. Negotiations have been on-going for many years and have included multiple in-person

negotiation sessions among the carious parties in Nevada, California, and Colorado, as well as

years of telephone and email negotiations.

5. This settlement also takes into account litigation risks and the avoided costs of

resolution short of litigation.

6. Implementation of the Remedy selected in the Record of Decision for this Site is

estimated to cost $25 million.

Dated: ~ ~ r ~ ̀~ ~ "~" By:
David Seter
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Mountain City, in northern Elko County, Nevada.. Mouomin City Copper Company conducted 

mining opon.tions from 1932·1941. 

3. Ea.:h pari)' in thb ease was rep!"eJentod by experienced ~I LIIl~ ""li<l~d by 

knowledgeable environmental CO!l!ultants. Oiven the complexit)" of the technical isJUCs involved 

in thi s ClSC. the!oC team~ worked together in negotiating 1"<':;olution ()f eJifficult teChnical iulJC' a. 

well at resolving the legal inllel!his cue pt:~nted. 

4. Negotiati<Kl$ iutw. heeD oo·gning r"r man)' yean aOO h.a~ included mulLipl~ in-penon 

no:gotiu.lion ~"""i<JD1 artIOflg the various parties in Nevada, ClIlifomill, aod Colorado, as well os 

)'CII/lI of tdep'IIBlc and email negotiatioo5. 

5. l"his settlement abo !Illes int" IIOOlU1lt litiglllion ri&ks and the lIVQitled costs of 

resolution short oflitigation. 

6. impletll"ntation of the Remedy gelectod in 'the Record of Decision forthi. Site is 

estimated to cost $25 million. 

II -.J...h-f)", Dated: _ _ _ ___ _ _ OL.--
By: _ _ ="'=---

David Seter 

"," . - ---==;;--- - -="n."I . .. ,;o" of o..v;d Soto!" In SUppOr! ortJO(lI)pond R'que" fOf bIT)' o( CM"J" ll!Jc ... 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, STATE OF
NEVADA THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, A and THE
SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF THE DUCK
VALLEY RESERVATION,

Plaintiffs,
v.

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY, THE
CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, E.I.
DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY,
TECK AMERICAN INCORPORATED, and
MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LLC,

Defendants.

Civ. Action No. 3:12-cv-00524-RCJ-
WGC

DECLARATION OF ELISE S.
FELDMAN IN SUPPORT OF
UNOPPOSED REQUEST FOR
ENTRY OF CONSENT DECREE

I, Elise S. Feldman, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, hereby swear and affirm that the

following is true and correct, related to the Rio Tinto Mine Site.

I am a Trial Attorney at the United States Department of Justice, Environment and

Natural Resources Division, Environmental Protection Section. My office is located at 301

Howard Street, San Francisco, California. I have been a Trial Attorney for the United States

Department of Justice since Apxil of 1999. I am the United States' lead counsel far the above

captioned litigation pertaining to the Rio Tinto Mine Site, located in Elko, Nevada.

2. On September 27, 2012, the State of Nevada, the United States, and the Shoshone-

Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation ("Tribes"), (collectively, "Plaintiffs") lodged a

Consent Decree setting forth the terms of the agreement between the State of Nevada, the United

States, the Tribes, and Defendants Atlantic Richfield Company, Cliffs Natural Resources f/k/a
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[\I THE (;r';TICD STATES DiSTRICT COURT 

DtSTRlL'T OF NEVADA 

UNITED STATES or AMERlCA, STATF. OF ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NEVADA THROUGI I ITS DEPARTMENT OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES, OIV!S(O~ OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTF,CT!O~, A and THE 
SIIOSHO'-IE"PAlUTE TR!~F.S OF THE DUCK 
VALLEY RESERVATION, 

I-'Iaintiffs. 
•• 

ATL\.,'ITlC RICHFIELD COMPANY, TH E 
CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON CmtP~Y. F..1. 
DU por...- r lJE:-.ITh-IOURS A:-.o D COMPAKY, 
TECK AMERICAN INCORJ>ORATED, and 
MOUNTAIN e r n REM"F.DtA TION. LLC, 

Dolfcndrum. 

) Ci". Action No.3: 1200(;v·OO5~4·R CJ· 
) wC"..c 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DECl.ARATION OF EU SI': S. 
IfELDMAN I~ SUPPOKTOI; 
UNorrOSt: n R EQUE..\T FOR. 
FNI"RY OF CO!'l'SF.NT OI:CRF..E 

--- ) 

1, Elise S. Fd dman, pursuant to 28 t:.s.c. § 1746, hereby swcar IUld affinn that the 

rotlo"ing is true and com:<:t, rcl:lIcd ro the Rio TullO Mine Siro:. 

I . I am (I Trial Anonlcy at tho: Unito:d States lkpanmo:nt o f JLt!l;licc, EnvironmCJIt and 

Nll\\lr~l Re.<;()lUco;s Division, En~ironmcntOll Prolo:dion Section. My o!1kl! i~ located 3t 301 

lIowurd Street, San l'ranci~,o, Cll\itbmia. I have been a Trial Altom~y ror Ihe Uniled States 

Department of Justice since April of 1999. I am the United State9 ' lead ~ounse l rur the above 

captioll~d litigation pertaining to th~ Rio Tinto Mine Sile, located in Elko, "N eva<.la. 

2. On s.."Ptembcr 27, 2012, the State o[Ne~!llb, the United Stllles, and It..: soo,oonc. 

I'lli utc Tribes of the Duek Valley R""""I""lltion r-T ribes"), (oollccli ... ely, "Plaintiffs'') lodged a 

Consent Deem: selling forth the terms o rille agreement between the State ofNcwKla. tbe t:nited 

Stu1c"S, Ihe Tribes, and Defendants Atlantic Richfield Company, eli rr~ :-.ontum! Rll:'101Irecs [!kIa 

Page I -_. - ._... _... . .... 
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Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Company, E.I. du Pont de Nemours and Company, Teck American

Incorporated f/k/a Teck Cominco American Inc., f/k/a Cominco American Inc., and Mountain

City Remediation LLC, (collectively, "Settling Defendants") setting forth the agreement between

the Plaintiffs and the Settling Defendants.

The United States published notice of the lodging of this Consent Decree in the

Federal Register at Volume 77, Number 193 (October 4, 2012) at pages 60723 - 60724.

4. The United States received one comment on the Consent Decree, an email from

Jennifer Unekis dated November 5, 2012, 5:57 pm., a true and accurate copy is attached hereto as

Attachment A.

Dated: ; ~ - l~ - /~ By: ~C~ ~ ~~n~,
Elise S. Feldman
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Ck\cland-ClifTs Iron \"""llrany, 1:..1. du Pont de Nemours II!>d Cumrany, Ted: Ameri,;an 

l nL~"l't1ralcd fJkfa Teek (un-unto Americlln Inc .• filia Cominco Am<,. iClln Im:., :\rId :\ Iowilain 

Cily Rem<'<liation lie. (coIl I:'.:Li"e ly, "Scnling Derendants") setting forth Lho: I!greem~'1l1 b..'1 we.-n 

t/)e Plninli ITs and toc &l1Jing Derelld~nL~ . 

3. The United States p\lbli ~hed notice of the 1 (><.l ging of thi s COl1 senL D", .n:e in lh~ 

l'ooeral RegiSkr at Volumo 77. ':-l'umbel' 193 (October 4, 20 12) at pages 60723 - 60724. 

4. Th<: Lnitcd St~tc s re«'i\"ed onc comment on the COll~nt I.)"x:rce. an email from 

Jcnnikr Unelcis dated November 5. 2012. 5:57 pm., a true and uu;urale copy 19 atcllChcd hereto all 

,l, lbClnncnl A. 

DaLed: _I~·'~'·"-/.J - J:J.. ___ _ Ry. C (" ' 7" J /i?;]" a ,<". 
Elise S. feldmHll 
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From: Jennifer Unekis [mailto:j unekisCc?hotmaii.com]
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2012 5:57 PM
To: ENRD, PUBCOMMENT-EES (ENRD)
Subject: Rio Tinto remediation Mountain City, Nevada

To whom it may concern in regards to the remediation project at the Rio Tinto mine site outside of
Mountain City Nevada.

My mother Doris Widerburg purchased the Rio Tinto mine located near Mountain City, NV 30 years ago
with her brother Richard who had been missing from the family for many years. He had been living on
the property (I believe as a caretaker) and he felt it would be a good investment. Although I feel he
prayed on her desire to keep him in contact with the family too.

One of the questions she asked the attorney involved in the sale at the time was if the property had any
environmental concerns and was told it did not. Whether misguided or not we will never know.

Shortly after purchase of the property she found out that it did have environmental concerns and was
told that she could not do mining or use the property for any other uses due to its toxicity. When I was
was thirteen to about sixteen my family would stay at the mine from time to time and she would work
with her brother on possible uses for the property and take ore samples around the property. No work
was done because we didn't want to contribute to the environmental concerns. During this time we
would also work in the Diner in Mountain City.

About 15 years ago after many years of discussion among the EPA and other agencies she agreed to
contractual agreement with the prior mining companies (The Working Goup) that owned the Rio Tinto
and were responsible for it's contamination. She agreed to allow the remediation to take place and was
also released from any contributing factors to the properties contamination. Shortly after she also agreed
to have some B.L.M. Forestry land signed over to her. The B.L.M. did a full title search for transfer of the
property.

At the time she agreed to the contract for remediation she had been told that this project would take
about two years to complete and she would be able to have use of the land again. This did not happen.
After many years of not being cleared to use the property and the failing of the remediation project
another plan had been considered by the mining companies. .

Currently the "Working Group" is in the process of continuing forward with the remediation. After almost
30 years of having land that we purchased on hold due to contamination the Working Group made us an
offer of purchase after many months of stringing us along of 50,000 in 2011. 50,000 dollars for 250 acres
of land that has been tied up for 3Q years and is involved in a 25 million dollar remediation project
seemed like a slap in the face. It probably took more money to pay the attorney fees to come up with the
offer. They also offered a 1 1/2 %allowance of gross of any future money that may be made from
minerals. If they so strongly feel there is not value in the property why would they have included that.
Especially since we had asked to not have it be a part of the agreement.
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TO w~om ~ nmy coocem in J'e9i!rds to \he rerrlC!di.Jllon project at the Rio Tmtc mine sile outsIOe 0( 

Mountll ir'l City Nevada . 

My rnother DoriS Widerburg purchased the Rio Tinto mine ~ted near Mountain Oty, 'fV 30 ~ars ago 

with her t)rotl1~ Richard who had been miss ing from the famity for many ye<lrs . He had been living C)f1 

the property (I bel~ a5 a caretaKer) and Ill! fett it WO\.IId lie a good investment. A!~h ! feel he 

prayed on her desire t<J keep IWn in contact wtttl the family too. 

One d the qul!Sbons she asked the attorney In'lOlvel:l In the sale at the timl'! was If the property I'Iad any 

erwil'onmenUl\ concerns and w;,s told It dId rd.. Whether misguKled or not we will never koow. 

Shortly Mti1r Pl",:tlllse of the property she found out thllt It did Mve envi.onmcnllli concerns and ·lta~ 

told th;)l She could not do mining or lM the! properly for any othllr uses dlle to ~ t~ldty. when J W;J;5 

..... &5 thirteen to Bbout si>:teen my family WQuld stay at the mioo from lime to time and !he WO\.IId wor>. 

..... Ith her brother on poss ible uses for the property and tIl i<e ore samp les around the projlerty. No worJ. 
was done bel:aUSf! we 6idn't want to co n tr l b ut~ to the env iro nmenta l cooc~ rl"!'; . Du ring \tl15 t ime we 

wou l6 also wor;; in the Diner in Mountain my. 

About 15 ~rs lKp after mllny yeilr$ of 6$a.Jsslon lIfllOOC} the EPA and other agencies she agreed to 
oontraraual ag~ment with the prior mining comP2'fIIes (11le Working Goup) that owned the R;o Tint\) 

and were rcspooslble for it"S c:ootamlnation. St\o!; agreed to al""" the remediation to I;iIkc pIaa:! lind was 

also u!l~asecl from any wntrfbutinll f~s to the propert1e5 wntaminalloll. Si"crtJy .3II:(:r She &Jso Bgreed 

to hBve some B.l.M. Forestry IIInd signed 0Yef to lief. ThI! B.LM. did a full title 5etIrcn fM transter d the 

p""",, 

At ttlll ~rne she ll\lreed to the contract for remedlatio~ !'Jle h<Y.l been told thall~ l$ project would Ulke 

~bout two years to w mplet" aoo she would be able to hllve us.e of the land "9Illn. This did not nappen . 

M er ma ny yea r!; 01 not being clea red to use th e property and the la~ i ng 0( t he remediation project 
Bnothar pIIIn had been consi<lered by the mining companle5 .. 

Curre!ltly the "Wornng Groop' is In the pror;ess 0( oontinuiog forward with the ~medlatiol1. Aftel almost 
30 VQj$ d having larld that _ purchilsed 0f'I hold due to wnt.Jmi=tion the Working Group ~de us an 

offur d pun::hase after millny monthS 01 stnnglng "'$ alonq of 50,000 in lOll. SO,OOO dollars for 2SO.xres 

of land that ha:; been tied up for 30 years .:Ind Is 1!WOIvcd In a 25 millron dollar ~edlatlon project 

SII!effied tke a .JlIp in the fare. It probably toot more money to P<IY tho! lII101"1"1eY I~ to come up with the 
offer. They a lSo offered a 1 1/2 % ;,llowance of gross 0( any Murl'! money thi!t may be ,""de from 

mir'lel'als. IlIhey SO strongly fed lllere IS root VIIlt.IC If) thI:! property why wolJc:llhey I'\<IYe inducted that. 

Espedelty slr.ce 1'11: had ...,1<ed to not h<Ml1t be" part of the agreement. 



Doris is now 79 years old. She was 49 at the time she purchased the property. Oddly the same age I am

today. She has very little financial support. She is attached to this property in part due to her attachment

to the memory of her brother who died on the property and the hope that she would be able to some

day at least be able to reclaim her investment in the property. She originally purchased the property

using a divorce settlement with my father whom we suffered from years of abuse. And although it was

not a lot of money, it at the time could have helped she and my two siblings when we didn't have a very

stable life and virtually no income. It in many ways was her dream for a new start.

Thirty years later this property has been a drain on her emotionally and financially as well as being a

drain on our entire family.

She was also told that the water rights that the property had would transfer to her at the time of

purchase. Soon after she hired someone to trace the rights and had received copies of the claims from

the Nevada Dept. of Water Resources that she was later told were no goad. One of the possible uses for

the property that the "Working Group" along with consent of the EPA had suggested at one time was a

fresh water fish farm. Which would of course mean the use of water. Or if the remediation is successful

possible grazing use. Losing the water rights also of course keeps any more even small scale mining out

of the question for the property. Whether that would be feasible or not.

I personally have an emotional dis-attachment to this property. It has caused our family many years of

battles with the previous mining companies, lawyers, attempting to be helpful to the needs of the EPA

and even enduring people who stole an entire building for scrap from the property. My mother has lived

far below the poverty level for many years. With her children helping as we can. And the dollar amount

that has been thrown around by lawyers and the Mining Group for the remediation is unreal. She has

been completely kept out of the loop with plans for the project and treated as though she is not the one

who has had her land tied up for any use for 30 years.

I greatly appreciate the time you have taken to read this letter. I am not sure how this letter could help

my mothers situation, but in looking into the status of
the remediation project today I found this notice (attached). It had this address to respond to the notice.
The drive to write this letter was due to the quotations in various media posts about what a great job the
Working Group are doing toward their goal of completing this remediation. They have worked closely
with the native people in the area and the EPA. We on the other had have been strung along and told lies
for years. Lies that they wanted to work with us, that they would make us a "fair" offer on the land and
lies that after the first failed remediation that we would have use of the property.
Another concern is weather or not there is value in the tailings that they are planning on moving. At one
time my mother was told that they planned on processing them to help pay for the remediation. We still
have not idea if that is or is not happening.

My mother may have been used to try to shield the mining companies from having to pay for the
pollution and toxic waste they created on the property. I am still not sure how they could have not
disclosed the hazards the property had at the time of sale. Yet some how we praise the Working Group
for their good deeds in caring for our environment. Meanwhile my mother has paid taxes for years she
has not use of, not to mention not being able to receive government financial support due to it being
considered "income property".
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DoriS Is oow 79 years eNd. She was 49 5\ the time she plm::1lased the property. Oddly the SII ITlC 5ge I am 

tod/tV. She has very little tlnancial StJpport. SIll! i$ illtllched to this property In part due to her al:tdchment 

to the memory of her I:roIher who died on the jIrnperty Mci u... nope that $he would be able to some 

day at leas! be able to rec:bim her Irwestmerrl in the property. She Ofigi....,11y purchased the property 

using a dlvOfce ~ttlem ent with my f~th(lf whom we sufforl!.>d from years ~ abuse. And although it was 

oot a IX of mDney, it at the time CO~ have helped she and my twa siblings when we dkln'l have a very 

5I<lble life and virtually no Income. rt In many waY' was her clr&'Im for a new st.l!rt. 

Thirty yei rS IIltcr this property MS been a draifl on her emotiorlilily and f inancially '" well as DelrllJ a 

drain on oor entire family . 

She was also told tmt the water rights U'lM the property had 'I'IOU1d transfer to her <It the time of 

purdlilse. Soon alter she hired someone to tJiKe the rights alld tw:I ~ C!;lpirs of the daim5 from 

tile NeYac13 Depl. of W~ter Reoources tI\M $he was later told were no good. One of the possible \lSI'S tOf 
the property that the "WorK~ Group" along with con!ient tlf the EPA ~ SU9\lested at Or)(! time was a 

f ' eSh water ~sh farm . Which wookl of course me<ln the use of water. Or If the remed""tion Is successful 

pc>5SIbie grilling u'iI'!. losing the water rights .. Iso of course i<eel'" "ny mofl1 even small scale mining out 
01 the question for the property. Whether \:hIJI. would be feasible or not. 

I person~ lIy Ilave an ~nwtional dis'att;,cr,ment to th is property. It h~ eClJSed oor fami~ many ye~('; of 

wttles with the pn. .... \ous mlro ill<) com~nles, Ia~, attemptill<) ID be l'epful to the needs of too EPA 
arld even enduring people wl10 sloIe an enttf(' buildill9 for Krllp from the property. My ~r has liYed 
fitr below tI'lC' poverty IeYeI few many years.. WII:h her d>lldrrn helping illS we alii. AI1d Iht. dollar amount 

!hilt hi!:. been thrown ~ . ound by lawyers and the Mining Group for the remediation.s unreal, She kill; 

been complete!!, kept out of too loop with pla ll5 for the project and treated ~s thoogh she I!; not t"'" one 

who lias had her klr.d tied up for ~ny ~ for 30 ~ars. 

1 gre«ly IIppred<1te the time you hitVe ~ken 10 Iei!Id l nls letter. I am not sure how this letter coukl help 

my mothers 5itr.>lltiOn. but In iooki"'ll into the st>tus of 

the remedi;ltion ptoje<;t todlly I found t his notice (attx:hed). It had thi s address to r<!Spond to the notice. 
The drNtl to write this letter was dLOe to lhe quot<ltior1s In various rrtoMia po5ts abou t what a great job tM 
Work,,'19 Group <Ire do.rlO tOffilrd their goal of OJ(1lpletifllil this remediat:lol'l . Tlw!y ~ worked ,bsf,~ 
with the rotive people In tile area lind the EPA. We on the OIher had h.l-.e been strung along and toIcilies 
for years.. Lies that tI'ey wanted to work witto us, that they would make US II "fair' cIIer on !he bnd and 
lies tNlt after the fi rst failed remedietlon that we WO'Jld have I.I!ie d tne proPErty. 
Another co~rn Is weather or not there Is val......" In the talli llQs that they are pl1lnnil1Q on moving. At M e 
time my mother was told that they ~anned on pr0ce5sillQ than to help pIIy rOf the remedllltion. We stili 
h~ I10t Idea if that Is oris not ""ppenlng. 

My motlll!i may have beI!n used to try 10 shield the mining companies from hltVlng to p;Jy for the 
pollution end toxic "/lSt~ they Cfeated on the property. I am st~1I not SU~ ~ow they muk! have not 
disdosed the h~L3rd s the property Md at the time of sale, Yet some how we praise the Working G.OllP 
for their good deeds In anng for oor envlrownent. Meanwhile my mother has paid taxes for yea r'> she 
MS nOll.l5l! of, not to metlUOn not belng able to receive government flnandal support clue to It beiog 
~ "income property'. 



I am sorry if this letter is a little confusing. I had about an hour to come up with something to send
before the deadline had passed.

Thank you,

Jen Unekis
707 W. 4th St.
Lawrence, KS 66044
785-766-1469
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lam s.ony if this letter ~ alittJe CDnfusing. 1 h<ld about an hoUI to wrne up w~h something to ~nd 
befOl1:' the deadline had~. 

Than k you, 

Jen Uneki!i 
1Q7 w. 4th St. 

l..iIwrenre, KS 660+1 

785·766-1469 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, STATE OF
NEVADA THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, A and THE
SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF THE DUCK
VALLEY RESERVATION,

Plaintiffs,
v.

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY, THE
CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, E.I.
DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY,
TECK AMERICAN INCORPORATED, and
MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LLC,

Defendants

Civ. Action No. 3:12-cv-00524-RCJ-
WGC

[PROPOSED] ORDER TO ENTER
CONSENT DECREE

For the reasons set forth in the Plaintiffs' Unopposed Request for Entry of Consent

Decree and Memorandum in Support thereof and for good cause shown, the Consent Decree is

hereby ENTERED and shall constitute a final judgment of the Court as to the above captioned

matter pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 54 and 58.

IT IS SO ORDERED:

Date HONORABLE ROBERT C. JONES
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Page 1

Order to Enter Consent Decree
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May 20, 2013
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CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO 
Attorney General 
 
CAROLYN E. TANNER (Bar No. 5520) 
NHU Q. NGUYEN (Bar No. 7844) 
 Senior Deputy Attorneys General 
5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202 
Reno, NV  89511 
Telephone: (775) 688-1818 
Facsimile: (775) 688-1822 
  Attorneys for State of Nevada 
 
IGNACIA S. MORENO 
Assistant Attorney General 
Environment & Natural Resources Division 
United States Department of Justice 
 
ELISE S. FELDMAN  
Environmental Enforcement Section 
Environment & Natural Resources Division 
United States Department of Justice 
301 Howard Street, Suite 1050 
San Francisco, CA 94105  
Telephone:  (415) 744-6470 
Facsimile:  (415) 744-6476 
E-mail:   Elise.Feldman@usdoj.gov 
  Additional counsel listed on next page 
 

 
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, STATE 
OF NEVADA THROUGH ITS 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES, DIVISION OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, A and 
THE SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF 
THE DUCK VALLEY RESERVATION, 
 
                                  Plaintiffs, 
 
   v. 
 
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY, THE 
CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, 
E.I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND 
COMPANY, TECK AMERICAN 
INCORPORATED, and MOUNTAIN CITY 
REMEDIATION, LLC, 
 
                                   Defendants.            

 
Case No.  
 
NOTICE OF LODGING OF CONSENT 
DECREE 
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DANIEL G. BOGDEN 
United States Attorney 
District of Nevada 
HOLLY VANCE 
Assistant United States Attorney 
100 West Liberty 
Suite 600 
Reno, NV 89501 
Telephone: (775) 784-5438 
Facsimile: (775)784-5181 
E-mail:  Holly.Vance@usdoj.gov 
  Attorneys for Plaintiff United States of America 
 
LLOYD BENTON MILLER (AK Bar No.7906040) 
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Endreson & Perry, LLP 
900 West Fifth Avenue 
Suite 700 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2029 
Telephone: (907) 258-6377 
Facsimile: (907) 272-8332 
Email: Lloyd@sonosky.net 
  Attorney for the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation 

 
Plaintiffs, the State of Nevada (“State”), the United States of America (“United States”), 

and the Shoshone Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation (“Tribes”), hereby serve notice 

that they are lodging with the Court a Consent Decree, included as Attachment A, that resolves 

the claims raised in this matter. 

 Under the terms of this Consent Decree, the United States will publish notice in the 

Federal Register and accept public comment on the proposed Consent Decree for a period of 

thirty (30) days.  28 C.F.R. § 50.7.  Accordingly, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Consent 

Decree not be entered prior to the expiration of the public comment period.   

 At the expiration of the public comment period and after Plaintiffs have reviewed any 

public comments that are received, Plaintiffs will either request that the Court enter the Consent 

Decree, or advise the Court that public comments have been received that warrant the Plaintiffs’ 

withdrawal from the Consent Decree. 
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  Respectfully submitted, 
 
  FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA 
 

CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO 
Attorney General 

 
 
 

Date:  9/27/12                          /s/                          _ 
CAROLYN E. TANNER (Bar No. 5520) 
Senior Deputy Attorney General 
 
 
 

Date:  9/27/12                       /s/                            _ 
NHU Q. NGUYEN (Bar No. 7844) 
 Senior Deputy Attorney General 
5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202 
Reno, Nevada  89511 
Telephone: (775) 688-1818 
Facsimile: (775) 688-1822 

   
 
  FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
     

   IGNACIA S. MORENO 
   Assistant Attorney General  

  Environment and Natural Resources Division 
  United States Department of Justice 
 

 
 

Date: 9/27/12                       /s/                                _              
      ELISE S. FELDMAN 

     Trial Attorney 
     Environmental Enforcement Section 
     Environment & Natural Resources Division 
     U.S. Department of Justice  
     301 Howard Street, Suite 1050 
     San Francisco, California  94105 
     Telephone:  (415) 744-6470   
     Facsimile:  (415) 744-6476 
 

DANIEL G. BOGDEN 
United States Attorney 
District of Nevada 
HOLLY VANCE 
Assistant United States Attorney 

Case 3:12-cv-00524   Document 2    Filed 09/27/12   Page 3 of 135



 

 
Notice of Lodging of Consent Decree 

 

Page 4

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

100 West Liberty, Suite 600 
Reno, Nevada  89501 
Telephone: (775) 784-5438 
Facsimile: (775)784-5181 
E-mail:  Holly.Vance@usdoj.gov 
 

 
Of counsel: 
JOSHUA WIRTSCHAFTER 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 
KIRK MINCKLER 
Attorney 
Office of General Counsel 
United States Department of Agriculture 
 
SONIA OVERHOLSER 
Attorney Advisor 
United States Department of the Interior 
 
 
 

THE SHONSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF THE DUCK 
VALLEY RESERVATION  

 
 
DATE:  9/27/12                      /s/                                _ 

LLOYD BENTON MILLER 
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Endreson & Perry, LLP 
900 West Fifth Avenue 
Suite 700 
Anchorage, Alaska  99501-2029 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Victoria Reeder, hereby certify and declare:

1. I am over the age of 18 years and am not a party to this case.

2. My business address is 301 Howard Street, Suite 1050, San Francisco, California

3. I am familiar with the U.S. Department of Justice's mail collection and processing
practices, know that mail is collected and deposited with the United States Postal Service on the
same day it is deposited in interoffice mail, and know that postage thereon is fully prepaid.

4. Following this practice, on September 27, 2012, I served a true copy of the foregoing,
attached documents) entitled:

NOTICE OF LODGING OF CONSENT DECREE (with attached lodged Consent
Decree, including Appendices A-G)

COMPLAINT

via an addressed sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid, and deposited in regularly
maintained office mail to the following parties (who do not yet appear on the Court's ECF system
for this matter):

Betsy Temkin
Temkin Wielga & Hardt LLP
X900 Wazee Street, Ste 303
Denver, CO 80202

Nhu Nguyen
Nevada Dept. of Wildlife
100 N. Carson Street
Carson City, NV 89706

Carolyn Tanner
State of Nevada - Office of the Attorney General
5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202
Reno, NV 89511

Lloyd Miller
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Miller &Munson, LLP
900 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 700
Anchorage, AK 99501

Joshua Wirtschafter Kirk Minckler
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Dept. of Agriculture
Office of Regional Counsel Office of General Counsel
75 Hawthorne Street, ORC-3 740 Simms Street, Room 309
San Francisco, CA 94105 Golden, CO 80401-4720

Sonia Overholser
U.S. Dept. of Interior -Field Solicitor
401 W. Washington, SPC 44
Phoenix, AZ 85003

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on September 27, 2012, at San Francisco, California.

Notice of Lodging of Consent Decree

r
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3. r am familiar \vith the L.S. Department of1l1s1ice's mail collection and processing 
praclice~, know that IillIil is collected and deposited with the United Stales Postal Service on the 
same day it is deposited in inleTl.lllice mail, and know that postage thereon is fully prepaid. 

4. Following lh i ~ practice, on September 27, 2012, I served a true copy of the foregoing, 
attached documcnt(s) entitled: 

NOTICE OF LODGING OF CONSENT DECREE (with attached lodged Consent 
Decree, including Appendice~ A-G) 

COMPLAINT 

via an addressed s~aled envelope \,ith postage fully prepaid, and deposited in regularly 
maintained office maiilo thc following partie~ (who do not )'el appear on the Court's ECF system 
for this maHer): 

Betsy T em.kin 
Temkin 'l'.iiclga & Hardt Lr.P 
1900 Wazee Street, Ste 303 
Denver, CO R0202 

Nhu Nguyen 
"Nevada Dept. of Wild lire 
100 "No Carson Street 
Carwn City,)N 89706 

Joshua Wirtschafter 
U.S. Emironmenl.al Protel-1:ion Agency 
Office ofRcgional Counsel 
75 Hu",1home Street, ORC-3 
San francisco, CA 94105 

Sonia Overholser 
U.S. Dept. of Interior - Field Solicitor 
40 t W. Wa:shington, SPC 44 
Phoenix. AZ 85003 

Carolyn Tanncr 
State of Nevada - Office oflhe Attorney Gcneral 
5420 Kietzke Lane, Suite 202 
Reno,}'-Y 89511 

Lloyd 1 ... 1iller 
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Miller & Munson, LLP 
900 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 700 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Kirk Minckler 
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture 
OHice of General Counsel 
740 Simms Street, Room 3()9 
Golden, CO 80401-4720 

T declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is truc and correct. 

Executed on September 27. 2012, at San Francisco, Calitomia. 

~~ iCiDRIiREEI1ER 

I\wli". of Lodging of Consent Decree 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

 
 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
STATE OF NEVADA THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION and 
THE SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES 
OF THE DUCK VALLEY RESERVATION 
  Plaintiffs, 
 
 v. 
 
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY,  
THE CLEVELAND-CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, 
E.I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY,  
TECK AMERICAN INCORPORATED, and  
MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LLC 
  Defendants. 
 
 
 

CONSENT DECREE 
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I. BACKGROUND 

1. Plaintiffs, the United States of America (the “United States”), on behalf of the 

Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), the Secretary of 

the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service (“USFWS”), and the Secretary of Agriculture, acting through the United States Forest 

Service; the State of Nevada (the “State”), acting through the Nevada Department of 

Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental Protection (“NDEP”) and the 

Nevada Department of Wildlife (“NDOW”); and the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley 

Reservation (the “Tribes”), are simultaneously filing a complaint in this matter pursuant to 

Sections 106 and 107 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 

Liability Act (“CERCLA”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607.  In addition, the State has filed claims 

pursuant to the Nevada Water Pollution Control Law, set forth in NRS §§ 445A.300 to 

445A.730, and the implementing regulations in NAC §§ 445A070 to 445A.348.  

2. The United States seeks, inter alia:  (1) reimbursement of costs incurred and to be 

incurred by the United States for response actions at the Rio Tinto Mine Site in Elko County, 

Nevada (the “Site,” as defined below), together with accrued interest; (2) performance of 

response actions by Settling Defendants consistent with the National Contingency Plan, 40 

C.F.R. Part 300 (as amended) (“NCP”); and (3) Natural Resource Damages, including the costs 

of assessing such damages, arising from the release of hazardous substances at the Site.  The 

State seeks, inter alia:  (1) reimbursement of State Future Response Costs (as defined below) to 

be incurred at the Site; (2) performance of response actions consistent with State law and 

CERCLA; and (3) Natural Resource Damages, including the costs of assessing such damages, 

arising from the release of hazardous substances at the Site.  The Tribes seek recovery of Natural 
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Resource Damages, including the costs of assessing such damages, arising from the release of 

hazardous substances at the Site. 

3. NDEP, EPA, and other agencies have been conducting or overseeing assessment, 

characterization, and response activities at the Site since 1980.  EPA has deferred the lead 

agency role at the Site to NDEP.  EPA has not listed the Site on the National Priorities List 

(“NPL”).  EPA’s “Superfund Alternative Approach,” as described in the Revised Superfund 

Selection and Settlement Approach for Superfund Alternative Sites, OSWER 9208.0-18, issued 

June 17, 2004, addresses response actions at sites not on the NPL in a manner consistent with the 

NCP.    

4. The defendants (“Settling Defendants,” as defined below) that have entered into 

this Consent Decree  do not admit any liability to Plaintiffs or any third party arising out of the 

transactions or occurrences that are alleged or could have been alleged in the complaint, or 

arising out of any conditions related to the Site, nor do they acknowledge that any release or 

threatened release of hazardous substances has occurred at or from the Site, or that any such 

claimed release or threatened release constitutes an imminent or substantial endangerment to the 

public health or welfare or the environment. 

5. The Settling Defendants have undertaken past response actions at the Site 

pursuant to certain administrative orders on consent (defined below as the “Administrative 

Orders on Consent”) entered into with NDEP.  Settling Defendants have fulfilled all 

requirements under the Administrative Orders on Consent, which are now terminated pursuant to 

Paragraph 18(b) and superseded by this Consent Decree as of the Effective Date (as defined 

below). 
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6. Pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617, NDEP published notice 

of its Proposed Plan for Rio Tinto Mine Site (“Proposed Plan”) on October 22, 2010, in the Elko 

Daily Free Press, a major local newspaper of general circulation.  NDEP provided an opportunity 

for written and oral comments from the public on the Proposed Plan.  NDEP held a public 

meeting in Elko, Nevada on November 9, 2010.  A copy of the transcript of the public meeting is 

available to the public as part of the administrative record upon which the State, with the 

concurrence of EPA, based the selection of the Remedy (as defined below). 

7. Consistent with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with 

Indian Tribal Governments, 65 Fed. Reg. 67249 (Nov. 6, 2000), and the EPA Policy on 

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribes (May 4, 2011), EPA consulted with the Tribes 

in the development of the Proposed Plan prior to the public meeting.  On November 22, 2010, 

the Tribes formally documented their support for the Proposed Plan and provided additional 

comment on its implementation.   

8. The decision regarding the Remedy to be implemented at the Site is embodied in 

a final Record of Decision, executed on February 14, 2012.  The Record of Decision includes a 

responsiveness summary to the public comments.  Notice of the selected Remedy was published 

in accordance with Section 117(b) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617. 

9. Based on the information presently available, NDEP and EPA believe that the 

Remedy is consistent with the NCP and that the Work (as defined below) will be properly and 

promptly conducted by Settling Defendants if conducted in accordance with the requirements of 

this Consent Decree. 
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10. Solely for the purposes of Section 113(j) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(j), the 

Remedy selected by the Record of Decision, and the Work to be performed by Settling 

Defendants, shall constitute a response action taken or ordered by the President. 

11. The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Secretary of Agriculture, acting through the 

United States Forest Service (collectively, the “Federal Trustees”); the Administrator of the 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, as delegated by the Director of the Department of 

Conservation and Natural Resources, and the Director of the Nevada Department of Wildlife 

(collectively, the “State Trustees”); and the Tribes, are trustees for Natural Resources alleged to 

be affected by the release of hazardous substances at the Site.  Hereinafter, the Federal Trustees, 

the State Trustees and the Tribes will be sometimes collectively referred to as the “Natural 

Resource Trustees.” 

12. The Natural Resource Trustees have incurred costs in assessing alleged injury to, 

destruction of, or loss of natural resources resulting from releases at the Site.   

13. The Parties (as defined below) recognize, and the Court by entering this Consent 

Decree finds, that this Consent Decree has been negotiated by the Parties in good faith and 

implementation of this Consent Decree will expedite the cleanup and restoration of the Site and 

will avoid prolonged and complicated litigation between the Parties, and that this Consent 

Decree is fair, reasonable, in the public interest, and otherwise consistent with the goals of 

CERCLA.  

 NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed: 
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II. JURISDICTION 

14. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1345, and 1367, and 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607, and 9613(b).  This Court also has 

personal jurisdiction over Settling Defendants.  Solely for the purposes of this Consent Decree 

and the underlying complaint, Settling Defendants waive all objections and defenses that they 

may have to jurisdiction of the Court or to venue in this District.  Settling Defendants shall not 

challenge the terms of this Consent Decree or this Court's jurisdiction to enter and enforce this 

Consent Decree. 

III. PARTIES BOUND 

15. This Consent Decree applies to and is binding upon the State, United States, and 

the Tribes, and upon each of Settling Defendants and its respective successors and assigns.  Any 

change in ownership or corporate status of a Settling Defendant including, but not limited to, any 

transfer of assets or real or personal property, shall in no way alter such Settling Defendant's 

responsibilities under this Consent Decree.   

16. Settling Defendants shall provide a copy of this Consent Decree to each 

contractor hired by Settling Defendants to perform the Work required by this Consent Decree 

and to each person representing any Settling Defendant with respect to the Site or the Work, and 

shall condition all contracts entered into hereunder upon performance of the Work in conformity 

with the terms of this Consent Decree.  Settling Defendants or their contractors shall provide 

written notice of the Consent Decree to all subcontractors hired to perform any portion of the 

Work required by this Consent Decree.  Settling Defendants shall nonetheless be responsible for 

ensuring that their contractors and subcontractors perform the Work contemplated herein in 

accordance with this Consent Decree.  With regard to the activities undertaken pursuant to this 

Case 3:12-cv-00524   Document 2    Filed 09/27/12   Page 14 of 135



 

-9- 
 

Consent Decree, each contractor and subcontractor shall be deemed to be in a contractual 

relationship with Settling Defendants within the meaning of Section 107(b)(3) of CERCLA, 42 

U.S.C. § 9607(b)(3).   

IV. DEFINITIONS 

17. Unless otherwise expressly provided herein, terms used in this Consent Decree 

which are defined in CERCLA or in the NCP, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, shall have the 

meaning assigned to them in CERCLA or the NCP.  Whenever terms listed below are used in 

this Consent Decree or in the appendices attached hereto and incorporated hereunder, the 

following definitions shall apply: 

 “Administrative Orders on Consent” or “AOCs” shall mean all prior Administrative 

Orders on Consent related to the Site entered into by and between NDEP and one or more of the 

following entities:  Atlantic Richfield Company, The Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Company, E.I. 

DuPont de Nemours and Company, and Teck American Incorporated f/k/a Teck Cominco 

American, Incorporated, f/k/a Cominco American Inc. 

 “Agencies” shall mean EPA and NDEP, collectively. 

 “Ambient Monitoring Protocol” shall mean the Protocol attached as “Appendix 2” to the 

Record of Decision (Appendix A to this Consent Decree). 

 “Area A” shall mean the area designated as such on the map attached to this Consent 

Decree as Appendix C, totaling approximately 400 acres and including the historic Rio Tinto 

mine/mill area and the townsite; the waste rock pile; hillside tailings piles 1 and 2, which are 

located immediately north of the former townsite; the heap leach pad, which is located 

immediately south of the townsite; the historic Mill Creek channel and associated mine waste 
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materials, which were placed in and along Mill Creek approximately 2,000 feet north of the 

townsite; the Mill Creek diversion channel; and the lower reaches of the Mill Creek drainage.   

“Area B” shall mean the area designated as such on the map attached to this Consent 

Decree as Appendix C. 

 “BIA” shall mean the United States Bureau of Indian Affairs and any successor 

departments or agencies of the United States. 

 “CERCLA” shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 

Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601, et seq. 

 “Consent Decree” or “Decree” shall mean this Decree and all appendices attached hereto 

(listed in Section XXX).  In the event of conflict between this Decree and any appendix, this 

Decree shall control. 

 “Day” shall mean a calendar day unless expressly stated to be a working day.  “Working 

day” shall mean a day other than a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday.  In computing any 

period of time under this Consent Decree, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday, 

or federal holiday, the period shall run until the close of business of the next working day. 

 “DOJ” shall mean the United States Department of Justice. 

 “Effective Date” shall be the effective date of this Consent Decree as provided in 

Paragraph 133. 

  “EPA” shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency and any successor 

departments or agencies of the United States. 

 “Hillside Remedy” shall mean the actions completed pursuant to the 2007 Work Plan for 

Final Remediation of the Hillside Area, attached as Exhibit A to the 2007 Administrative Order 

on Consent entered into by and between NDEP and Atlantic Richfield Company, The Cleveland-
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Cliffs Iron Company, E.I. DuPont de Nemours and Company, and Teck Cominco American 

Incorporated, plus related ongoing maintenance activities.   

 “Independent Action by EPA” shall mean those actions which EPA may take under this 

Consent Decree independent of concurrence of NDEP, notwithstanding the definitions of Lead 

Agency and Support Agency.  With regard to the following potential actions and related notice 

provisions, the Consent Decree allows for Independent Action by EPA, subject to Management 

Consultation, as defined herein:  (i) under Paragraph 31(b), selecting further response actions; 

(ii) under Paragraph 59, determining that the Performance Guarantee provided by Settling 

Defendants no longer satisfies stated requirements, and reviewing for approval of a revised 

alternative; (iii) under Paragraph 63(a), determining that the Remedy Construction or any portion 

thereof has not been completed in accordance with this Consent Decree and providing further 

notifications described in Paragraph 63(a); (iv) under Paragraph 64(a), determining that the 

Performance Standards have not been achieved and providing further notifications described in 

Paragraph 64(a); (v) under Paragraph 65(a), determining that any work required under Paragraph 

27(d) has been completed; and/or (vi) under Paragraph 80(c), denying certain extensions 

requested based on force majeure.  With regard to the following Sections and related notice 

provisions, the Consent Decree allows for Independent Action by EPA not conditioned on 

Management Consultation:  (i) Emergency Response under Section XV; (ii) Payments for 

Response Costs under Section XVI; and (iii) Work Takeover under Paragraph 113.  

 “Injury Assessment Costs” shall mean all costs associated with the planning, design, 

implementation, and oversight of the Natural Resource Trustees’ damage assessment process 

which addressed the extent and quantification of the injury to, destruction of, or loss of Natural 
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Resources and the services provided by those resources resulting from the release of hazardous 

substances from the Site consistent with 43 C.F.R. § 11.15(a). 

“Institutional Controls” or “ICs” shall mean Proprietary Controls and state or local laws, 

regulations, ordinances, zoning restrictions, or other governmental controls or notices that:  

(a) limit land, water, and/or resource use to minimize the potential for human exposure to Waste 

Material at or in connection with the Site; (b) limit land, water, and/or resource use to 

implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure the protectiveness of the Remedy; and/or (c) 

provide information intended to modify or guide human behavior at or in connection with the 

Site. 

“Interest” shall mean interest at the rate specified for interest on investments of the EPA 

Hazardous Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 9507, compounded annually on 

October 1 of each year, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a).  The applicable rate of interest 

shall be the rate in effect at the time the interest accrues.  The rate of interest is subject to change 

on October 1 of each year. 

 “Lead Agency” shall mean the agency having the role of the “lead agency” as defined in 

40  C.F.R. 300.5 and in this Consent Decree.  The Lead Agency for oversight of the Remedy 

shall mean NDEP.  For potential modifications and further response actions, NDEP shall be the 

Lead Agency unless, pursuant to Management Consultation, it is determined that for certain 

actions under Paragraph 27(d) or 33, EPA shall be the Lead Agency. 

 “Lead Agency for Dispute Resolution” or “LADR” shall mean the agency, either NDEP, 

or EPA, with decision-making authority for a particular dispute raised under Section XX 

(Dispute Resolution).  Where a Notice of Dispute under Paragraph 83 challenges a decision 

which was made through Independent Action by EPA, EPA shall be the LADR.  For any other 
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dispute raised under Paragraph 83, NDEP shall be the LADR. 

 “Lead Agency Dispute Resolution Officer” or “LADRO” shall, in the context of disputes 

where NDEP is the LADR, mean the Deputy Administrator of NDEP in charge of overseeing the 

Bureau of Corrective Actions; in the context of disputes where the LADR is EPA, “LADRO” 

shall mean the Director of the EPA Region IX Superfund Division. 

 “Long Term Operation & Maintenance” shall mean the activities listed in the final 

Remedial Design that are required to maintain the effectiveness of the Remedy after certification 

of achievement of Performance Standards. 

 “Management Consultation” shall mean consultation initiated by EPA to occur between 

managers of NDEP and EPA Region IX Superfund Division, pursuant to the Memorandum of 

Agreement.   

 “Memorandum of Agreement” or “MOA” shall mean the agreement executed by NDEP 

and EPA Region IX establishing the specific process for agency coordination and Management 

Consultation under this Consent Decree. 

 “Monitoring & Maintenance ” shall mean all of the activities to be performed by Settling 

Defendants, pursuant to the Remedial Design, after certification of completion of Remedy 

Construction, including all operation and maintenance and all tasks and analyses specified in the 

Protocols, through certification of achievement of Performance Standards.  Monitoring & 

Maintenance does not include Long Term Operation & Maintenance. 

 “National Contingency Plan” or “NCP” shall mean the National Oil and Hazardous 

Substances Pollution Contingency Plan promulgated pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 

U.S.C. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any amendments thereto. 
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 “Natural Resources” shall have that meaning set forth in Section 101(16) of CERCLA, 42 

U.S.C. § 101(16). 

 “Natural Resource Damages” shall have the meaning set forth in Section 107(a)(4)(C) of 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(4)(C), as further defined and implemented by 43 C.F.R. 

§ 11.14(l) and 43 C.F.R. § 11.6. 

 “Natural Resource Trustees” shall mean the joint trustees for the Natural Resources 

allegedly injured at the Site, and include NDEP, NDOW, the United States Department of the 

Interior, acting through BIA and USFWS, the United States Department of Agriculture, acting 

through USFS, and the Tribes. 

 “NDEP” shall mean the Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, 

Division of Environmental Protection and any successor departments or agencies of the State. 

 “NDOW” shall mean the Nevada Department of Wildlife and any successor departments 

or agencies of the State. 

 “NWPCL” shall mean NRS §§ 445A.300 to 445A.730, and its implementing regulations 

set forth in NAC §§ 445A070 to 445A.348. 

 “Operation and Maintenance” or “O & M” shall mean all activities required to maintain 

the effectiveness of the Remedy after certification of completion of Remedy Construction.   

 “Owner Settling Defendants” shall mean Settling Defendants that own or come to own 

property within Area A. 

 “Paragraph” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identified by an Arabic numeral 

or an upper case letter. 

 “Parties” shall mean the State of Nevada, the United States, the Tribes and Settling 

Defendants. 
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 “Performance Standards” shall mean the cleanup standards and other measures of 

achievement of the goals of the Remedy, set forth in Section 2.3 of the Record of Decision, the 

RD/RA Work Plan and the Water Quality Compliance Protocol.   

 “Persistent Anomaly” shall have the meaning set forth in the Ambient Monitoring 

Protocol attached as “Appendix 2” to the Record of Decision (Appendix A to this Consent 

Decree).  

 “Plaintiffs” shall mean the State of Nevada, the United States, and the Tribes. 

“Proprietary Controls” shall mean easements or covenants running with the land that 

(a) limit land, water, or resource use and/or provide access rights, and (b) are created pursuant to 

common law or statutory law by an instrument that is recorded by the owner in the appropriate 

land records office.  

 “Protocols” shall mean the Ambient Monitoring Protocol and the Water Quality 

Compliance Protocol attached as appendices to the Record of Decision (Appendix A to this 

Consent Decree). 

 “RCRA” shall mean the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et 

seq. (also known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act). 

 “Record of Decision” or “ROD” shall mean the Record of Decision relating to the Site 

signed by the Administrator of NDEP, or his/her delegate, with the approval of the Regional 

Administrator, EPA Region IX and all attachments thereto.  The ROD is attached to this Consent 

Decree as Appendix A. 

 “Remedial Design” shall mean the final design for the Remedy Construction developed 

and approved in accordance with Paragraph 25, below.  
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 “Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan” or “RD/RA Work Plan” shall mean the 

plan for completion of the Remedial Design and the Remedy Construction, attached to this 

Consent Decree as Appendix B, and any modifications made to the RD/RA Work Plan in 

accordance with Paragraph 27. 

 “Remedy” shall mean the remedy selected in the ROD, plus the completed Hillside 

Remedy. 

 “Remedy Construction” shall mean those activities (except for Operation and 

Maintenance and the tasks and analyses set forth in the Protocols) to be undertaken by Settling 

Defendants to construct and implement the Remedy as set forth in the ROD, the RD/RA Work 

Plan, and the Remedial Design.   

 “Scope of Remedy” is defined in Paragraph 27(c) below.    

“Section” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identified by a Roman numeral. 

 “Settling Defendants” shall mean the following parties:  (1) Atlantic Richfield Company; 

(2) The Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Company; (3) E.I. du Pont de Nemours and Company; (4) Teck 

American Incorporated f/k/a Teck Cominco American Inc., f/k/a Cominco American Inc.; and 

(5) Mountain City Remediation, LLC.   

 “Site” shall mean the Rio Tinto Mine and any area where hazardous substances released 

from the Rio Tinto Mine have come to be located within the State of Nevada.  The Rio Tinto 

Mine is an abandoned copper mine located approximately 2.5 miles south of Mountain City, in 

northern Elko County, Nevada, and depicted generally on the map attached to this Consent 

Decree as Appendix C.  The Site is composed of two sub-areas, Area A and that portion of Area 

B within the State of Nevada.   

 “State” shall mean the State of Nevada. 
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“State Future Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including direct and indirect costs, 

that the State incurs after the Effective Date, which are not inconsistent with the NCP, in 

reviewing or developing plans, reports and other items pursuant to this Consent Decree, 

verifying the Work, or otherwise implementing, overseeing, or enforcing this Consent Decree, 

including, but not limited to, payroll costs, contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, and the 

costs incurred pursuant to Sections VII and IX (Remedy Review and Access and Institutional 

Controls) (including, but not limited to, the cost of attorney time and any monies paid to secure 

access and/or to secure or implement Institutional Controls including, but not limited to, the 

amount of just compensation), Section XV (Emergency Response), and Paragraph 113 (Work 

Takeover).   

 “Supervising Contractor” shall mean the principal contractor retained by Settling 

Defendants to supervise and direct the implementation of the Work under this Consent Decree. 

 “Support Agency” shall mean the agency having the roles of the “support agency” as 

defined in 40 § C.F.R. 300.5 and in this Consent Decree.  The Support Agency for oversight of 

the Remedy shall mean EPA.  For potential modifications and further response actions, EPA 

shall be the Support Agency unless, pursuant to Management Consultation, it is determined that 

for certain actions under Paragraph 27(d) or 33, NDEP shall be the Support Agency. 

 “Tribes” shall mean the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Indian Reservation. 

 “United States” shall mean the United States of America. 

 “United States Future Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including, but not limited to, 

direct and indirect costs, that the United States incurs after the Effective Date in reviewing or 

developing plans, reports and other items pursuant to this Consent Decree, verifying the Work, 

or otherwise implementing, overseeing, or enforcing this Consent Decree, including, but not 
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limited to, payroll costs, contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, and the costs incurred 

pursuant to Section VII (Remedy Review) (including, but not limited to, the cost of any study or 

investigation conducted by EPA in order to permit review of whether the Remedy is protective 

of human health and the environment) and Section IX (Access and Institutional Controls) 

(including, but not limited to, the cost of attorney time and any monies paid to secure access 

and/or to secure or implement institutional controls including, but not limited to, the amount of 

just compensation), Section XV (Emergency Response), and Paragraph 113 (Work Takeover) of 

Section XXII.   

 “United States Past Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including, but not limited to, 

direct and indirect costs, that EPA incurred or paid at or in connection with the Site through the 

Effective Date, plus Interest on all such costs which has accrued pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a) 

through the Effective Date, but not including Injury Assessment Costs. 

 “USDA” shall mean the United States Department of Agriculture. 

 “USDOI” shall mean the United States Department of the Interior. 

 “USFS” shall mean the United States Forest Service and any successor departments or 

agencies of the United States. 

 “USFWS” shall mean the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and any successor 

departments or agencies of the United States. 

 “Waste Material” shall mean:  (1) any “hazardous substance” under Section 101(14) of 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); (2) any pollutant or contaminant under Section 101(33) of 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(33); (3) any “solid waste” under Section 1004(27) of RCRA, 42 

U.S.C. § 6903(27); and (4) any “hazardous waste” under NRS § 445A.363 of the NWPCL. 
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 “Water Quality Compliance Protocol” shall mean the Protocol attached as “Appendix 1” 

to the ROD (Appendix A to this Consent Decree). 

 “Work” shall mean all activities and obligations Settling Defendants are required to 

perform under this Consent Decree, except the activities required under Section XXVI 

(Retention of Records) 

V. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

18. Objectives of the Parties.   

a. The objectives of the Parties in entering into this Consent Decree are to:   

(i) protect public health or welfare or the environment at the Site by the design and 

implementation of response actions at the Site by Settling Defendants, as overseen by NDEP as 

Lead Agency and EPA acting as the Support Agency; (ii) reimburse response costs of Plaintiffs; 

(iii) resolve the Natural Resource Trustees’ claims for Natural Resource Damages; and 

(iv) resolve the claims of Plaintiffs against Settling Defendants as provided in this Consent 

Decree.  It is anticipated that the Tribes will use most of the funds recovered under this Consent 

Decree:  (1) to secure services from an independent technical advisor or advisors who can assist 

the Tribes in understanding and commenting on Site cleanup issues, and (2) to share this 

information with others in the community during the Work. 

b. In addition, NDEP hereby terminates, as of the Effective Date, the 

Administrative Orders on Consent and fully releases all obligations and liabilities arising from 

the Administrative Orders on Consent and for State Past Response Costs.  

19. Commitments by Settling Defendants. 

a. Settling Defendants shall finance and perform the Work in accordance 

with this Consent Decree, the ROD, the RD/RA Work Plan, the Remedial Design, the Ambient 
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Monitoring Protocol, the Water Quality Compliance Protocol, and all work plans and other 

plans, standards, specifications, and schedules set forth herein or developed by Settling 

Defendants and approved pursuant to this Consent Decree.  Settling Defendants shall also 

reimburse Plaintiffs for United States Past Response Costs, State Future Response Costs, United 

States Future Response Costs and Natural Resource Damages as provided in this Consent 

Decree. 

b. The obligations of Settling Defendants to finance and perform the Work 

and to pay amounts owed the State, the United States, and the Tribes under this Consent Decree 

are joint and several.  In the event of the insolvency or other failure of any one or more Settling 

Defendants to implement the requirements of this Consent Decree, the remaining Settling 

Defendants shall complete all such requirements. 

20. Compliance with Applicable Law.  All activities undertaken by Settling 

Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree shall be performed in accordance with the 

requirements of all applicable federal and state laws and regulations.  For Work undertaken 

pursuant to this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants must also comply with all applicable or 

relevant and appropriate requirements of all federal and state environmental laws as set forth in 

the ROD and the RD/RA Work Plan.  The approved activities conducted pursuant to this 

Consent Decree to implement the Work shall be considered to be consistent with the NCP. 

21. Agency Roles and Coordination.   

a. In order to facilitate the sharing of information between the Lead Agency 

and the Support Agency, the Settling Defendants shall contemporaneously provide copies to 

EPA of all plans, submittals, or other deliverables required to be provided to NDEP by this 

Consent Decree. 
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b. If NDEP seeks EPA’s concurrence in a decision under Paragraph 27(a) 

(Modification of the RD/RA Work Plan, the Remedial Design, or Related Submittals) or 

Paragraph 80(a) (Agency Action Regarding Force Majeure/Granting Extensions), NDEP shall 

provide notice of its proposed decision to EPA as provided in the MOA.  EPA shall provide 

NDEP acknowledgement of receipt of such notice as provided in the MOA.  If EPA does not 

comment, concur, or initiate Management Consultation in accordance with the process set forth 

in the MOA within thirty (30) days of acknowledgement of receipt of such notice, NDEP may 

act independently consistent with the proposed decision.  In the event EPA initiates Management 

Consultation, EPA and NDEP shall follow the procedures set forth in the MOA.   

22. Permits. 

a. As provided in Section 121(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(e), and 

Section 300.400(e) of the NCP, no permit shall be required for any portion of the Work 

conducted entirely on-site (i.e., within the areal extent of contamination or in very close 

proximity to the contamination and necessary for implementation of the Work).  Where any 

portion of the Work requires a federal or state permit or approval, Settling Defendants shall 

submit timely and complete applications and take all other actions necessary to obtain all such 

permits or approvals. 

b. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.11(e) and 122.3(d), any discharge of 

pollutants from the Site to Mill Creek or the Owyhee River during the performance of the Work 

and in compliance with the CD and all instructions of the Lead Agency’s Project Coordinator or 

Remedial Project Manager shall be deemed to be in compliance with the instructions of an on-

scene coordinator as defined by the NCP, 40 C.F.R. Part 300.   
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c. Settling Defendants may seek relief under the provisions of Section XIX 

(Force Majeure) for any delay in the performance of the Work resulting from a failure to obtain, 

or a delay in obtaining, any permit required for the Work. 

d. This Consent Decree is not, and shall not be construed to be, a permit 

issued pursuant to any federal or state statute or regulation. 

23. Notice to Successors-in-Title. 

a. With respect to any property owned or controlled by Owner Settling 

Defendant(s) that is located within Area A, within thirty (30) days after the Effective Date, or 

within thirty (30) days of coming to own property within Area A, whichever is later, the Owner 

Settling Defendant(s) shall submit to NDEP for review and approval a notice to be filed with the 

Recorder's Office, Elko County, State of Nevada, which shall provide notice to all successors-in-

title that the property is part of Area A, that NDEP selected a remedy for the Site on February 14, 

2012, and that potentially responsible parties have entered into a Consent Decree requiring 

implementation of the remedy.  Such notice(s) shall identify the United States District Court in 

which the Consent Decree was filed, the name and civil action number of this case, and the date 

the Consent Decree was entered by the Court.  Owner Settling Defendant(s) shall record the 

notice(s) within ten (10) days of NDEP’s approval of the notice(s).  Owner Settling Defendant(s) 

shall provide NDEP and EPA with a certified copy of the recorded notice(s) within ten (10) days 

of recording such notice(s). 

b. At least thirty (30) days prior to the conveyance of any interest in property 

located within Area A including, but not limited to, fee interests, leasehold interests, and 

mortgage interests, Owner Settling Defendant(s) conveying the interest shall give the grantee 

written notice of:  (1) this Consent Decree; (2) any instrument by which an interest in real 
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property has been conveyed that confers a right of access to Area A (hereinafter referred to as 

“access easements”) pursuant to Section IX (Access and Institutional Controls); and (3) any 

instrument by which an interest in real property has been conveyed that confers a right to enforce 

restrictions on the use of such property (hereinafter referred to as “restrictive easements”) 

pursuant to Section IX (Access and Institutional Controls).  At least thirty (30) days prior to such 

conveyance, Owner Settling Defendant(s) conveying the interest shall also give written notice to 

NDEP and EPA of the proposed conveyance, including the name and address of the grantee, and 

the date on which notice of the Consent Decree, access easements, and/or restrictive easements 

was given to the grantee.   

c. In the event of any such conveyance, Owner Settling Defendant's 

obligations under this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, its obligation to provide or 

secure access and institutional controls, as well as to abide by such institutional controls, 

pursuant to Section IX (Access and Institutional Controls) of this Consent Decree, shall continue 

to be met by Owner Settling Defendant(s).  In no event shall the conveyance release or otherwise 

affect the liability of Owner Settling Defendant(s) to comply with all provisions of this Consent 

Decree, absent the prior written consent of NDEP, with the concurrence of EPA.  If the Agencies 

approve, the grantee may perform some or all of the Work. 

VI. PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK BY SETTLING DEFENDANTS 
 
24. Supervising Contractor Designation and Responsibilities. 
 

a. Initial Remedy Construction Contractor.  Settling Defendants have 

selected, and NDEP and EPA have approved, Tetra Tech Construction, Inc. as the initial 

Supervising Contractor.  All aspects of the Remedy Construction to be performed by Settling 
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Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree shall be under the direction and supervision of the 

Supervising Contractor.   

b. Changes to Contractors.  If at any time after the Effective Date, Settling 

Defendants propose to change the Supervising Contractor, Settling Defendants shall notify 

NDEP and EPA in writing of the name, title, and qualifications of any contractor proposed to be 

the Supervising Contractor.  With respect to any contractor proposed to be Supervising 

Contractor, Settling Defendants shall demonstrate that the proposed contractor has a quality 

system that complies with ANSI/ASQC E4-1994, “Specifications and Guidelines for Quality 

Systems for Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology Programs,” 

(American National Standard, January 5, 1995), by submitting a copy of the proposed 

contractor’s Quality Management Plan (QMP).  The QMP should be prepared in accordance with 

“EPA Requirements for Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2)” (EPA/240/B-01/002, March 

2001) or equivalent documentation as determined by EPA.  After providing EPA an opportunity 

for review and comment, NDEP will issue a notice of disapproval or an authorization to proceed 

before the new contractor performs, directs, or supervises any Work under this Consent Decree.  

If NDEP disapproves a proposed Supervising Contractor, NDEP will notify Settling Defendants 

in writing.  Settling Defendants shall submit to the Agencies a list of contractors, including the 

qualifications of each contractor that would be acceptable to them within thirty (30) days of 

receipt of NDEP's disapproval of the contractor previously proposed.  NDEP, after a reasonable 

opportunity for review and comment by EPA, will provide written notice of the names of any 

contractor(s) that it disapproves and an authorization to proceed with respect to any of the other 

contractors.  Settling Defendants may select any contractor from that list that is not disapproved 
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by NDEP and shall notify the Agencies of the name of the contractor selected within twenty-one 

(21) days of NDEP's authorization to proceed. 

25. Remedial Design and Remedy Construction.     

a. Attached to this Consent Decree as Appendices A and B are the ROD 

(which includes the Protocols) and the RD/RA Work Plan.  These documents describe the plans, 

designs, activities and other requirements to be completed as part of the Work in order to achieve 

the Performance Standards and other requirements set forth in the ROD, the Protocols and this 

Consent Decree. 

b. Settling Defendants shall submit the draft Remedial Design to NDEP and 

EPA within one hundred and twenty (120) days of entry of the Consent Decree.  The draft 

Remedial Design shall include, at a minimum, the following:  (1) proposed design criteria; 

(2) preliminary plans, drawings and sketches; (3) draft specifications; (4) preliminary 

calculations; (5) a preliminary construction schedule; (6) a draft Construction Quality 

Assurance/Quality Control Plan; (7) a draft Health and Safety Plan for Remedy Construction 

activities which conforms to the applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration and 

EPA requirements including, but not limited to, 29 C.F.R. § 1910.120; (8) draft Operation and 

Maintenance Plan; (9) draft Waste Management Plan, including procedures for decontamination 

of equipment and disposal of contaminated materials; (10) draft Monitoring and Field Sampling 

Plan (to fulfill requirements of the Ambient Monitoring and Water Quality Compliance 

Protocols); (11) draft Contingency Plan; (12) draft Stormwater Erosion Control Plan; (13) draft 

Historic Preservation and Mitigation Plan; (14) draft Construction Work Plan; and (15) a Quality 

Assurance Project Plan (“QAPP”), as described in Paragraph 35 below.  Upon its submittal, 

NDEP shall have thirty (30) days to review and comment on the draft Remedial Design.  NDEP 
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will review any comments provided by EPA, and NDEP may choose to incorporate or reject any 

or all of EPA’s comments in the formal response to Settling Defendants.  The full text of EPA’s 

comments shall be provided as an exhibit to NDEP’s formal response for consideration by 

Settling Defendants.  After receiving such formal comments from NDEP and in light of those 

comments, Settling Defendants shall make any necessary revisions to the draft Remedial Design 

in order to develop the final Remedial Design.   

c. The final Remedial Design shall include, at a minimum, the following:  

(1) final design criteria; (2) final plans and drawings; (3) final specifications; (4) final 

calculations; (5) a final proposed construction schedule; (6) a final Construction Quality 

Assurance/Quality Control Plan (“CQAPP”); (7) a final Health and Safety Plan; (8) a final 

Operation and Maintenance Plan; (9) a final Waste Management Plan; (10) a final Monitoring 

and Field Sampling Plan; (11) a final Contingency Plan; (12) a final Stormwater Erosion Control 

Plan; (13) a final Historic Preservation and Mitigation Plan; (14) a final Construction Work Plan; 

and (15) a QAPP, as described in Paragraph 35 below.  The CQAPP, which shall detail the 

approach to quality assurance during construction activities at the Site, shall specify a quality 

assurance official (“QA Official”), independent of the Supervising Contractor, to conduct a 

quality assurance program during the construction phase of the project. 

d. Upon submittal of the final Remedial Design, NDEP shall have thirty (30) 

days to determine that its formal comments have been satisfactorily addressed and approve the 

final Remedial Design.  If NDEP determines that its formal comments still have not been 

satisfactorily addressed, NDEP shall direct Settling Defendants to address such claimed 

deficiencies on the schedule specified by NDEP.  Upon approval by NDEP, the Remedial Design 

shall be incorporated into and become enforceable under this Consent Decree and Settling 
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Defendants shall implement the activities required under the Remedial Design in accordance 

with the approved schedule set forth therein. 

e. Settling Defendants shall submit to the Agencies all plans, submittals, or 

other deliverables required under the approved Remedial Design, in accordance with the 

approved schedule, for review and approval pursuant to the process set forth in Section XI 

(Approval of Plans and Other Submissions), except that the time for review of any draft 

deliverable shall be fifteen (15) days.  Unless otherwise directed by NDEP, Settling Defendants 

shall not commence physical Remedy Construction activities at the Site prior to approval of the 

Remedial Design, provided that Settling Defendants may commence the site preparation 

activities described in the RD/RA Work Plan prior to such approval.   

f. Any other deliverable under this Consent Decree shall be submitted for 

review and approval pursuant to the process set forth in Section XI (Approval of Plans and Other 

Submissions).   

26. Settling Defendants shall continue to implement Remedy Construction until 

completion of the Remedy Construction has been certified complete in accordance with 

Paragraph 63(b) of this Consent Decree.  Settling Defendants shall continue to implement 

Monitoring & Maintenance until the achievement of the Performance Standards has been 

certified in accordance with Paragraph 64(b) of this Consent Decree. 

27. Modification of the RD/RA Work Plan, the Remedial Design, or Related 
Submittals. 

 
a. If NDEP or EPA determines that modification to the Work specified in the 

RD/RA Work Plan is necessary to achieve and maintain the Performance Standards or to carry 

out and maintain the effectiveness of the Remedy, NDEP or EPA, with the concurrence of the 

other agency, may require that such modification be incorporated in the RD/RA Work Plan or 
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the Remedial Design; provided, however, that a modification may only be required pursuant to 

this Paragraph to the extent that it is consistent with the Scope of Remedy as defined in 

Paragraph 27(c). 

b. If NDEP, after fifteen (15) days for review and comment by EPA, 

determines that it is necessary to modify the Work specified in any submittal developed pursuant 

to the RD/RA Work Plan (including the Remedial Design) or the Water Quality Compliance 

Protocol, to achieve and maintain the Performance Standards or to carry out and maintain the 

effectiveness of the Remedy, and such modification is consistent with the Scope of Remedy, then 

NDEP may issue such modification in writing and shall notify Settling Defendants of such 

modification. 

c. As used in Paragraphs 27, 63(a), and 64(a), the term “Scope of Remedy” 

shall mean:  the construction of an unlined repository on the ridge east and south of the former 

town site; removal and relocation to the repository of mining material from Ponds 3 and 4; 

removal of certain alluvial materials underlying the mining materials in Ponds 3 and 4 and 

relocation of the alluvial materials to the repository; capping the unlined repository with an 

evapotranspirative cover; construction of storm water management features as part of repository 

cover construction; employment of a temporary seasonal water treatment system, as needed, 

during construction to treat water associated with the removal of mining material from Ponds 3 

and 4; placement of backfill in the area of former Ponds 3 and 4; post-construction realignment 

and lining of a portion of Mill Creek between the east end of Pond 2 and the confluence of the 

restored Mill Creek and Lower Mill Creek at the west end of the Hydraulic Control Pond; stream 

bank stabilization in the area immediately downstream of the confluence of the restored section 

of Mill Creek and the existing Mill Creek channel, and construction of features to facilitate 
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opportunistic, seasonal passage of non-resident Redband trout through the reconstructed portion 

of Mill Creek during optimal flow conditions for such fish passage; construction of a lined 

evaporation basin to address seepage from the Hillside Heap Leach Facility (part of the Hillside 

Remedy); the Hillside Remedy; the re-vegetation in Lower Mill Creek Valley; and the tasks, 

analyses, and any additional activity specified in or required under the Water Quality 

Compliance Protocol, performed in the sequence specified therein.    

d. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Paragraph, if after completion 

of the monitoring and evaluation activities set forth in the Ambient Monitoring Protocol, NDEP 

or, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Tribes, EPA determines that 

modification to the Work specified in the RD/RA Work Plan is necessary to (i) investigate 

whether a Persistent Anomaly is attributable to the underground mine workings in Area A, or (ii) 

to address a Persistent Anomaly determined through such investigation to be attributable to the 

underground mine workings in Area A, then NDEP or, subject to Management Consultation, 

EPA, may require that such modification be incorporated in the RD/RA Work Plan, even if such 

modification requires an amendment to the ROD, an Explanation of Significant Difference from 

the ROD, or a removal action.  NDEP may require modification to the Work specified in the 

RD/RA Work Plan pursuant to this Subparagraph (d) or, if NDEP declines to do so, EPA may 

require modification to the Work specified in the RD/RA Work Plan pursuant to this 

Subparagraph (d).  The agency that requires modification pursuant to this Subparagraph (d) shall 

be the Lead Agency for oversight of such modification.   

e. If Settling Defendants object to any modification required by the Lead 

Agency pursuant to this Paragraph, Settling Defendants may, within thirty (30) days after agency 

notification, invoke dispute resolution pursuant to Section XX (Dispute Resolution). 
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f. Any modification under this Paragraph shall be made:  (1) in accordance 

with the modifications issued by the Lead Agency; or (2) if Settling Defendants invoke dispute 

resolution, in accordance with the final resolution of the dispute.  The modification shall be 

incorporated into and enforceable under this Consent Decree, and Settling Defendants shall 

implement all work required by such modification.  Settling Defendants shall incorporate the 

modification into the RD/RA Work Plan or submittals thereunder as appropriate.   

g. Nothing in this Paragraph shall be construed to limit NDEP’s or EPA's 

authority to require performance of further response actions as otherwise provided in Paragraphs 

31, 63, 64, and 65 of this Consent Decree.  

28. Settling Defendants acknowledge and agree that nothing in this Consent Decree, 

the RD/RA Work Plan, or the Remedial Design constitutes a warranty or representation of any 

kind by Plaintiffs that compliance with the plans, activities, and requirements set forth in the 

RD/RA Work Plan will achieve the Performance Standards. 

29. Off-Site Shipment of Waste Material. 

a. Settling Defendants shall, prior to any off-site shipment of Waste Material 

from the Site to an out-of-state waste management facility, provide written notification to the 

appropriate state environmental official in the receiving facility's state, and to NDEP and EPA 

Project Coordinators, of such shipment of Waste Material.  However, this notification 

requirement shall not apply to any off-site shipments when the total volume of all such 

shipments will not exceed ten (10) cubic yards. 

(1) Settling Defendants shall include in the written notification the 

following information, where available:  (a) the name and location of the facility to which the 

Waste Material is to be shipped; (b) the type and quantity of the Waste Material to be shipped; 
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(c) the expected schedule for the shipment of the Waste Material; and (d) the method of 

transportation.  Settling Defendants shall notify the state in which the planned receiving facility 

is located of major changes in the shipment plan, such as a decision to ship the Waste Material to 

another facility within the same state, or to a facility in another state. 

(2) The identity of the receiving facility and state will be determined 

by Settling Defendants following the award of the contract for the Remedy Construction.  

Settling Defendants shall provide the information required by Subparagraph (a) of this paragraph 

as soon as practicable after the award of the contract and before the Waste Material is actually 

shipped. 

b. Before shipping any hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 

from the Site to an off-site location, Settling Defendants shall obtain EPA’s certification that the 

proposed receiving facility is operating in compliance with the requirements of CERCLA 

Section 121(d)(3) and 40 C.F.R. § 300.440.  Settling Defendants shall only send hazardous 

substances, pollutants, or contaminants from the Site to an off-site facility that complies with the 

requirements of the statutory provision and regulations cited in the preceding sentence. 

VII. REMEDY REVIEW 

30. Periodic Review.  Settling Defendants shall conduct any studies and 

investigations as requested by NDEP, in order to permit review of whether the Remedy is 

protective of human health and the environment no less often than each five (5) years after 

initiation of the Remedy Construction, as required by Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 

§ 9621(c), and the NCP. 
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31. Selection of Further Response Actions.   

a. Selection by NDEP.  If NDEP determines, at any time, that the Remedy is 

not protective of human health and the environment, NDEP may select further response actions 

for the Site in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA, State law, and the NCP.  NDEP 

shall provide EPA an opportunity to review and comment on any proposed selected further 

response action. 

b. Selection by EPA.  During review of a completion report under Paragraph 

63(a) (Certification of Completion of Remedy Construction) or during a periodic review under 

Paragraph 30, if EPA, subject to Management Consultation, determines that the Remedy is not 

protective of human health and the environment, EPA may select further response actions for the 

Site in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA, State law, and the NCP. 

32. Opportunity to Comment.  Settling Defendants and, if required by Sections 

113(k)(2) or 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9613(k) or 9617, the public, will be provided with 

an opportunity to comment on any further response actions proposed as a result of the review 

conducted pursuant to Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 121(c), and to submit written 

comments for the record during the comment period.  

33. Settling Defendants' Obligation to Perform Further Response Actions.   

a. NDEP may direct Settling Defendants to perform further response actions 

selected for the Site under Paragraph 31(a) or 31(b), or, if NDEP declines to direct Settling 

Defendants to perform a further response action selected for the Site under Paragraph 31(b), EPA 

may direct Settling Defendants to perform such further response action.  The agency that 

directed Settling Defendant to perform any further response action under the previous sentence 

shall be the Lead Agency for oversight of such action.   

Case 3:12-cv-00524   Document 2    Filed 09/27/12   Page 38 of 135



 

-33- 
 

b. Settling Defendants shall undertake any further response action directed 

by the Lead Agency, pursuant to Paragraph 33(a), to the extent that the reopener conditions in 

Paragraphs 100 (United States’ Pre-Certification Reservations), 101 (United States’ Post-

Certification Reservations), 105 (State’s Pre-Certification Reservations), or 106 (State’s Post-

Certification Reservations) of this Consent Decree are satisfied.  Settling Defendants may invoke 

the procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution) to dispute:  (1) the determination 

that the reopener conditions of Paragraphs 100 (United States’ Pre-Certification Reservations), 

101 (United States’ Post-Certification Reservations), 105 (State’s Pre-Certification 

Reservations), or 106 (State’s post-Certification Reservations) are satisfied; (2) the determination 

that the Remedy is not protective of human health and the environment; or (3) the selection of 

the further response actions.  Disputes pertaining to whether the Remedy is protective of human 

health and the environment, or to the selection of further response actions, shall be resolved 

pursuant to Paragraph 85 (Disputes Pertaining to Response Actions).  Any water quality data for 

the analytes specified in the Protocols, and any other data developed pursuant to the Ambient 

Monitoring Protocol, obtained prior to certification of achievement of Performance Standards, 

shall not be considered unknown conditions or new information for purposes of this Paragraph.   

34. Submissions of Plans.  If Settling Defendants are required to perform any further 

response action pursuant to the preceding paragraph, they shall submit a plan for such response 

action to the Lead Agency for that further response action for approval in accordance with 

Section XI (Approval of Plans and Other Submissions).  Settling Defendants shall implement the 

approved plan in accordance with this Consent Decree.   
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VIII. QUALITY ASSURANCE, SAMPLING, AND DATA ANALYSIS  

35. Settling Defendants shall use applicable quality assurance, quality control, and 

chain of custody procedures for all samples in accordance with “EPA Requirements for Quality 

Assurance Project Plans (QA/R5)” (EPA/240/B-01/003, March 2001), “Guidance for Quality 

Assurance Project Plans (QA/G-5)” (EPA/600/R-98/018, February 1998), and subsequent 

amendments to such guidelines upon notification by EPA to Settling Defendants of such 

amendment.  Amended guidelines shall apply only to procedures conducted after such 

notification.  Settling Defendants will not commence any future monitoring project under this 

Consent Decree prior to approval of the QAPP.  If relevant to the proceeding, the Parties agree 

that validated sampling data generated in accordance with the QAPP(s) shall be admissible as 

evidence, without objection, in any proceeding under this Consent Decree.  Settling Defendants 

shall ensure that NDEP and EPA personnel, and their authorized representatives, are allowed 

access at reasonable times to all laboratories utilized by Settling Defendants in implementing this 

Consent Decree.  In addition, Settling Defendants shall ensure that such laboratories shall 

analyze all samples pursuant to the QAPP for quality assurance monitoring.  Settling Defendants 

shall ensure that the laboratories they utilize for the analysis of samples taken pursuant to this 

Decree perform all analyses according to accepted EPA methods.  Accepted EPA methods 

consist of those methods which are documented in the “Contract Lab Program Statement of 

Work for Inorganic Analysis,” and the “Contract Lab Program Statement of Work for Organic 

Analysis,” dated February 1988, and any amendments made thereto during the course of the 

implementation of this Consent Decree; however, upon approval by EPA, after providing fifteen 

(15) days for review and comment by NDEP, Settling Defendants may use other analytical 

methods which are as stringent or more stringent than the CLP-approved methods.  Settling 
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Defendants shall ensure that all laboratories they use for analysis of samples taken pursuant to 

this Consent Decree participate in an EPA or EPA-equivalent QA/QC program.  Settling 

Defendants shall only use laboratories that have a documented Quality System which complies 

with ANSI/ASQC E4-1994, “Specifications and Guidelines for Quality Systems for 

Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology Programs” (American National 

Standard, January 5, 1995), and “EPA Requirements for Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2)” 

(EPA/240/B-01/002, March 2001), or equivalent documentation as determined by EPA.  EPA 

may consider laboratories accredited under the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation 

Program (NELAP) as meeting the Quality System requirements.  Settling Defendants shall 

ensure that all field methodologies utilized in collecting samples for subsequent analysis 

pursuant to this Decree will be conducted in accordance with the procedures set forth in the 

approved QAPP. 

36. Upon request, Settling Defendants shall allow split or duplicate samples to be 

taken by NDEP and/or EPA and/or the Tribes or their authorized representatives.  Settling 

Defendants shall notify the Agencies seven (7) days in advance of any sample collection activity, 

unless shorter notice is agreed to by the Agencies.  NDEP, EPA, or the Tribes shall have the 

right to take any additional samples that NDEP, EPA, or the Tribes deem necessary.  Upon 

request, NDEP, EPA or the Tribes shall allow Settling Defendants to take split or duplicate 

samples of any samples they take under this Paragraph. 

37. Settling Defendants shall submit to NDEP and EPA a copy of the results of all 

sampling and/or tests or other data obtained or generated by or on behalf of Settling Defendants 

with respect to the Site and/or the implementation of this Consent Decree, unless NDEP or EPA 

waives receiving a copy of such results.  NDEP, EPA, and the Tribes will provide to Settling 
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Defendants a copy of the results of any sampling and/or tests or other data obtained by or 

generated on that party’s behalf.   

38. Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the State and the United 

States hereby retain all of their information gathering and inspection authorities and rights, 

including enforcement actions related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA and any other applicable 

statutes or regulations.   

IX. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 

39. For any portion of Area A owned or controlled by an Owner Settling Defendant, 

(“Owner Settling Defendant Property”), such Owner Settling Defendant shall:   

a. Commencing on the Effective Date, provide the State, the United States, 

and their representatives, including NDEP and EPA and their contractors, with access at all 

reasonable times to the Owner Settling Defendant Property for the purpose of conducting any 

activity related to this Consent Decree including, but not limited to, the following activities: 

(1) Monitoring the Work; 

(2) Verifying any data or information submitted to the State or the 

United States; 

(3) Conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near the 

Site; 

(4) Obtaining samples; 

(5) Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional 

response actions at or near the Owner Settling Defendant Property; 

(6) Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control 

practices as defined in the approved QAPP(s); 
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(7) Implementing the Work pursuant to the conditions set forth in 

Paragraph 113 (Work Takeover) of this Consent Decree; 

(8) Inspecting and copying records, operating logs, contracts, or other 

documents maintained or generated by Owner Settling Defendants or their agents, consistent 

with Section XXV (Access to Information); 

(9) Assessing Owner Settling Defendants' compliance with this 

Consent Decree;  

(10) Determining whether the Site or other property is being used in a 

manner that is prohibited or restricted, or that may need to be prohibited or restricted, by or 

pursuant to this Consent Decree;  

(11) Implementing, monitoring, maintaining, reporting on, and 

enforcing any Institutional Controls. 

Upon reasonable notice, Settling Defendants shall also provide the Tribes and their contractors 

with access at all reasonable times for the purposes of monitoring the Work or obtaining their 

own samples. 

b. Commencing on the Effective Date, refrain from using the Owner Settling 

Defendant Property in any manner that would interfere with or adversely affect the 

implementation, integrity, or protectiveness of the Work.  The following restrictions shall apply, 

unless the activity is required as a part of the Work, or by the ROD, the RD/RA Work Plan, the 

Remedial Design, or undertaken with prior notification to and prior approval of the Lead 

Agency:  (1) roadways providing vehicle access to the property, and roadways providing access 

through the property to physical elements of the Remedy, including roadways that may be 

constructed as part of the Remedy, shall not be altered in such a way as to prevent such access; 
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(2) excavation within physical elements of the Remedy, within one hundred (100) feet of 

physical elements of the Remedy, or which may otherwise potentially alter physical elements of 

the Remedy, shall not be undertaken; (3) construction of any temporary or permanent structure 

on top of or directly adjacent to physical elements of the Remedy shall not be undertaken; 

(4) any activity which otherwise disrupts the function of the vegetative cover placed on the 

tailings repository, which is a physical element of the Remedy, shall not be undertaken; 

(5) installation of any water supply or monitoring wells on-site, excavation into the mine 

workings, or introduction of any substance into the mine workings, shall not be undertaken; 

(6) diversions from, or flow alterations in, Mill Creek shall not be undertaken on the property; 

(7) alterations shall not be undertaken to the Sludge Pond; (8) no activities shall be undertaken 

which will interfere with the operation of any water treatment structures, temporary or 

permanent, which may be installed as part of the Remedy; and (9) no other activity shall be 

undertaken which adversely affects the implementation, integrity, or protectiveness of the Work.  

Physical elements of the Work as referred to in this Section include:  the reconstructed Mill 

Creek channel, reaches of Mill Creek one hundred (100) feet upstream of the Fresh Water Pond 

and one hundred (100) feet downstream of the termination point of the reconstructed channel; the 

tailings repository constructed on the ridge to the east and south of the former town site; the 

vegetative cover; collection features, conveyance piping, and evaporation features relating to the 

collection of surface seeps; water treatment structures, temporary or permanent, which may be 

installed as part of the Remedy; and roadways that may be constructed as part of the Remedy. 

c. Execute and record in the Recorder's Office of Elko County, State of 

Nevada, Proprietary Controls running with the land that:  (1) grant a right of access for the 

purpose of conducting any activity related to this Consent Decree including, but not limited to, 
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those activities listed in Paragraph 39(a) of this Consent Decree; and (2) grant the right to 

enforce the land use restrictions listed in Paragraph 39(b) of this Consent Decree, or other 

restrictions that NDEP and EPA determine are necessary to implement, ensure non-interference 

with, or ensure the protectiveness of the physical elements of the Work.  The Proprietary 

Controls shall be granted to one or more of the following persons:  (1) the State and its 

representatives; (2) the United States, on behalf of EPA, and its representatives; (3) the other 

Settling Defendants and their representatives; and/or (4) other appropriate grantees.  The 

Proprietary Controls, other than those granted to the United States, shall include a designation 

that EPA is a “third-party beneficiary,” allowing EPA to maintain the right to enforce the 

Proprietary Controls without acquiring an interest in real property.  If any Proprietary Controls 

are granted to any Settling Defendants pursuant to this Paragraph 39, then such Settling 

Defendants shall monitor, maintain, report on, and enforce such Proprietary Controls.   

d. Owner Settling Defendants shall, within forty-five (45) days of the 

Effective Date, or within 45 days of the acquisition of Owner Settling Defendant Property, 

whichever occurs later, submit to NDEP and EPA for review and approval with respect to such 

property, Draft Proprietary Controls that are enforceable under the laws of the State of Nevada, 

including but not limited to, the Uniform Environmental Covenants Act codified at NRS Chapter 

445D, and a current title insurance commitment or some other evidence of title acceptable to the 

Agencies, which shows title to the land described to be free and clear of all prior liens and 

encumbrances where such liens or encumbrances would interfere with or adversely affect the 

implementation, integrity, or protectiveness of the physical elements of the Work (except when 

the Agencies waive the release or subordination of such prior liens or encumbrances or when, 
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despite best efforts, Owner Settling Defendants are unable to obtain release or subordination of 

such prior liens or encumbrances).  

  e. Within fifteen (15) days of the Agencies' approval and acceptance of the 

Proprietary Controls and the title evidence, such Settling Defendants shall update the title search 

and, if it is determined that nothing has occurred since the effective date of the commitment to 

affect the title adversely, record the Proprietary Controls with the Recorder's Office of Elko 

County.  Within thirty (30) days of recording the easement, such Settling Defendants shall 

provide the Agencies with a final title insurance policy, or other final evidence of title acceptable 

to the Agencies, and a certified copy of the original recorded Proprietary Controls showing the 

clerk's recording stamps.  If the Proprietary Controls are to be conveyed to the United States, the 

Proprietary Controls and title evidence (including final title evidence) shall be prepared in 

accordance with the U.S. Department of Justice Title Standards 2001, and approval of the 

sufficiency of title must be obtained as required by 40 U.S.C. § 3111.  

40. If any portion of Area A where access and/or land use restrictions are needed to 

implement this Consent Decree, is owned or controlled by persons other than any of Settling 

Defendants:   

a. Settling Defendants shall use best efforts to secure from such persons:  

1. An agreement to provide access thereto for Settling Defendants, as 

well as for NDEP and the United States on behalf of EPA, as well as their representatives 

(including contractors), for the purpose of conducting any activity related to this Consent Decree 

including, but not limited to, those activities listed in Paragraph 39(a) of this Consent Decree; 

2. An agreement, enforceable by Settling Defendants and NDEP and 

the United States, to refrain from using the Site or such other property, in any manner that would 
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interfere with or adversely affect the implementation, integrity, or protectiveness of the physical 

elements of the Work.  The agreement shall include, but not be limited to, the land use 

restrictions listed in Paragraph 39(b); and  

3. The execution and recordation in the Recorder's Office of Elko 

County, State of Nevada, of Proprietary Controls that (1) grant a right of access for the purpose 

of conducting any activity related to this Consent Decree including, but not limited to, those 

activities listed in Paragraph 39(a) of this Consent Decree; and (2) grant the right to enforce the 

land use restrictions listed in Paragraph 39(b) of this Consent Decree, or other restrictions that 

NDEP and EPA determine are necessary to implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure 

the protectiveness of the physical elements of the Work.  The Proprietary Controls shall be 

granted to one or more of the following persons:  (1) the State and its representatives; (2) the 

United States, on behalf of EPA, and its representatives; (3) the other Settling Defendants and 

their representatives; and/or (4) other appropriate grantees.  The Proprietary Controls, other than 

those granted to the Agencies, or either of them, shall include a designation that the Agencies, or 

either of them, are a "third-party beneficiary," allowing the Agencies to maintain the right to 

enforce the Proprietary Controls without acquiring an interest in real property.  If any Proprietary 

Controls are granted to any Settling Defendants pursuant to this Paragraph 40, then such Settling 

Defendants shall monitor, maintain, report on, and enforce such Proprietary Controls.   

b. Within forty-five (45) days of the Effective Date, Settling Defendants 

shall submit to the Agencies for review and approval with respect to such property, draft 

Proprietary Controls that are enforceable under the laws of the State of Nevada, including but not 

limited to, the Uniform Environmental Covenants Act codified at NRS Chapter 445D, and a 

current title insurance commitment, or some other evidence of title acceptable to the Agencies, 
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which shows title to the land described to be free and clear of all prior liens and encumbrances, 

where such liens or encumbrances would interfere with or adversely affect the implementation, 

integrity, or protectiveness of the physical elements of the Work (except when the Agencies 

waive the release or subordination of such prior liens or encumbrances, or when, despite best 

efforts, Settling Defendants are unable to obtain release or subordination of such prior liens or 

encumbrances). 

c. Within thirty (30) days of the Agencies’ approval and acceptance of the 

Proprietary Controls and the title evidence, Settling Defendants shall update the title search and, 

if it is determined that nothing has occurred since the effective date of the commitment to affect 

the title adversely, the Proprietary Controls shall be recorded with the Recorder's Office of Elko 

County.  Within thirty (30) days of the recording of the Proprietary Controls, Settling Defendants 

shall provide the Agencies with a final title insurance policy, or other final evidence of title 

acceptable to the Agencies, and a certified copy of the original recorded Proprietary Controls 

showing the clerk's recording stamps.  If an easement is to be conveyed to the United States, the 

easement and title evidence (including final title evidence) shall be prepared in accordance with 

the U.S. Department of Justice Title Standards 2001, and approval of the sufficiency of title must 

be obtained as required by 40 U.S.C. § 3111. 

41. Access to Certain Properties.                                                                                                    

 a.   Certain Private Properties.  The Settling Defendants have obtained access 

to those portions of Area A owned by Doris Widerburg, and have previously accessed that 

portion of Area A owned by Gary Clifton (the "Widerburg Property" and "Clifton Property," 

respectively), and have made best efforts to also obtain access from the current property owners 

for the Agencies.  These efforts included offering to purchase the Widerburg and Clifton 
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properties and attempting to negotiate access to carry out the Remedy, as needed, on the Clifton 

Property.  Settling Defendants shall continue to cooperate with both Agencies to implement 

environmental covenants or other suitable Proprietary Controls which will ensure access for the 

Settling Defendants and the Agencies, and shall reimburse the Agencies in accordance with the 

procedures in Section XVI (Payment of Response Costs), for all costs incurred, directly or 

indirectly, by the United States in obtaining such access, land-use restrictions, and/or the 

release/subordination of prior liens or encumbrances including, but not limited to, the cost of 

attorney time and the amount of monetary consideration paid or just compensation.  If there is a 

change which materially affects the ability of EPA, NDEP or the Settling Defendants to access 

the Widerburg and Clifton properties as necessary to carry out or oversee the physical elements 

of the Work, the requirements of Paragraph 40 (a), (b) and (c) shall apply.   

  b. Forest Service Land.  USDA agrees that Settling Defendants have access 

to National Forest System (NFS) land within Area A necessary to conduct the Upper Mill Creek 

Channel remediation described in Sections 3.1.4 and 6.6.1 of the Remedial Design / Remedial 

Action Work Plan.  The USDA Forest Service acknowledges that it may be necessary for a 

portion of the engineered, reconstructed channel for Mill Creek to extend onto NFS land.  USDA 

also agrees that Settling Defendants have access to NFS land within Area A necessary to conduct 

the Lower Mill Creek Valley Reclamation described in Sections 3.1.5 and 6.6.4 of the Work 

Plan.  In accessing NFS land, Settling Defendants have an affirmative duty to protect from injury 

and damage the land and other resources of the United States.  

  c. Tribal lands. 

(1) Access.  The Parties acknowledge that certain water monitoring 

locations associated with the investigation and remedial measures related to the Site are now, or 
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may be in the future, located on the former Wilson Ranch lands owned by the Tribes.  As 

recognized in Tribal Resolution SPR-2011-077, adopted on April 12, 2011, the Tribes have 

agreed to grant the Settling Defendants access to any portions of the Site, or adjacent properties, 

owned by the Tribes, for purposes of performing the Work.   

(2) Diversion of Mill Creek.  The Parties acknowledge that, in the 

past, surface water from Mill Creek was, from time to time, diverted to that portion of the former 

Wilson Ranch previously known as the “Mori Pasture” for irrigation use.  As acknowledged in 

Tribal Resolution SPR-2011-077, adopted on April 12, 2011, the Tribes have agreed to refrain 

from any diversion of water from Mill Creek to irrigate the former Wilson Ranch prior to 

certification of achievement of Performance Standards in accordance with Paragraph 64 of this 

Consent Decree.  

42. If NDEP or EPA determine that Institutional Controls in the form of state or 

local laws, regulations, ordinances, zoning restrictions, or other governmental controls are 

needed to implement the Remedy, ensure the integrity and protectiveness thereof, or ensure non-

interference therewith, Settling Defendants shall cooperate with NDEP's or EPA's efforts to 

secure such Institutional Controls.  Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the 

State and the United States retain all of their access authorities and rights, as well as all of their 

rights to require land use restrictions, including enforcement authorities related thereto, under 

CERCLA, RCRA, and any other applicable statute or regulations. 

X. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

43. After the final Remedial Design is approved, Settling Defendants shall by April 

1 of each year submit to NDEP, with a copy to EPA, an “Annual Summary of Planned 

Activities” which shall describe the anticipated activities, pursuant to the RD/RA Work Plan and 
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the Remedial Design, to implement the Work during the coming year, including an estimate of 

the costs for the ensuing twelve months’ anticipated Work activities.  In addition, Settling 

Defendants shall submit to NDEP, with a copy to EPA, written periodic progress reports.  For 

purposes of this Paragraph, “periodic” shall mean:  (a) monthly, by the 10th of each month during 

Remedy Construction; (b) annually, to be submitted no later than ninety (90) days after the end 

of the calendar year, during Monitoring & Maintenance; or (c) as otherwise approved by NDEP 

with a reasonable opportunity for EPA to review and comment.  The periodic progress reports 

shall:  (a) describe the activities undertaken to implement the Work during the previous period; 

(b) include a summary of all results of any sampling and tests and any other data received or 

generated by Settling Defendants or their contractors or agents in the previous period; 

(c) identify all work plans, plans and other deliverables required by this Consent Decree that 

were completed and submitted during the previous period; (d) during Remedy Construction, 

describe all actions, including, but not limited to, data collection and implementation of work 

plans, which are scheduled for the next period and provide other information relating to the 

progress of the Work, unresolved delays encountered or anticipated that may affect the future 

schedule for implementation of the Work, and a description of efforts made to mitigate those 

delays or anticipated delays; (e) include any modifications to the work plans or other schedules 

that Settling Defendants have proposed to NDEP or that have been approved by NDEP; and 

(f) describe any activities undertaken in support of the community relations plan during the 

previous period, and any activities to be undertaken in the next period.  Settling Defendants shall 

submit these progress reports until notified of the certification of achievement of Performance 

Standards pursuant to Paragraph 64(b).  If requested by NDEP, after providing notice to EPA, 
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Settling Defendants shall also provide briefings for NDEP and/or EPA to discuss the progress of 

the Work. 

44. Settling Defendants shall notify NDEP and EPA of any change in the schedule 

described in the periodic progress report for the performance of any activity, including, but not 

limited to, data collection and implementation of work plans, no later than seven (7) days prior to 

the performance of the activity. 

45. Upon the occurrence of any event during performance of the Work that Settling 

Defendants are required to report pursuant to Section 1(a) of Nevada Administrative Code 

445A.3473, Section 103 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9603 or Section 304 of the Emergency 

Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), 42 U.S.C. § 11004, Settling Defendants 

shall, within twenty-four (24) hours of the onset of such event, orally notify the NDEP Project 

Coordinator and the EPA Project Coordinator, or their respective alternate coordinators, and the 

Tribes’ Director of Environmental Protection.  In the event that, at the time of an event described 

in this Paragraph, neither the NDEP Project Coordinator nor the Alternate NDEP Project 

Coordinator is available, Settling Defendants shall orally notify the release reporting hotline of 

NDEP.  In the event that, at the time of an event described in this Paragraph, neither the EPA 

Project Coordinator nor Alternate EPA Project Coordinator is available, Settling Defendants 

shall orally notify the Emergency Response Section, Region IX, United States Environmental 

Protection Agency.  These reporting requirements are in addition to the reporting required by 

Section 1(a) of Nevada Administrative Code 445A.3473, CERCLA Section 103, 42 U.S.C. § 

9603, or EPCRA Section 304, 42 U.S.C. § 11004. 

46. Within twenty (20) days of the onset of such an event, Settling Defendants shall 

furnish to NDEP, EPA, and the Tribes, a written report, signed by Settling Defendants' Project 
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Coordinator, setting forth the events which occurred and the measures taken, and to be taken, in 

response thereto.  Within thirty (30) days of the conclusion of such an event, Settling Defendants 

shall submit a report to the same parties setting forth all actions taken in response thereto. 

47. Settling Defendants shall submit a copy of all plans, reports, data and any other 

deliverable required by the RD/RA Work Plan, the Remedial Design, or otherwise required to 

NDEP and EPA in accordance with the schedules set forth therein.  Upon request by NDEP, 

Settling Defendants shall submit in electronic form all portions of any report or other deliverable 

Settling Defendants are required to submit pursuant to the provisions of this Consent Decree.  

Settling Defendants also shall submit a copy of the following documents to the Tribes:  the draft 

and final Remedial Design, Annual Summaries of Planned Activities, progress reports and 

reports requesting certification.    

48. All reports and other documents submitted by Settling Defendants to Lead 

Agency or Support Agency which are intended to document Settling Defendants' compliance 

with the terms of this Consent Decree shall be signed by Settling Defendants’ Project 

Coordinator. 

XI. APPROVAL OF PLANS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS 

49. Except as stated in the last sentence of this Paragraph, after review of any plan, 

report or other item which is required to be submitted for approval pursuant to this Consent 

Decree, the Lead Agency, after reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Support 

Agency, shall:  (a) approve, in whole or in part, the submission; (b) approve the submission upon 

specified conditions; (c) modify the submission to cure the deficiencies; (d) disapprove, in whole 

or in part, the submission directing that Settling Defendants modify the submission; or (e) any 

combination of the above.  However, the Lead Agency shall not modify a submission without 
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first providing Settling Defendants at least one notice of deficiency and an opportunity to cure 

within fourteen (14) days, except where to do so would cause serious disruption to the Work or 

where previous submission(s) have been disapproved due to material defects, and the 

deficiencies in the submission under consideration indicate a bad faith lack of effort to submit an 

acceptable deliverable.  For any plans or other submissions where the Lead Agency’s approval is 

to be with the concurrence of the Support Agency, or where both the Lead Agency and the 

Support Agency must approve the plan or submission, the Support Agency must concur with the 

actions to be taken by the Lead Agency under this Section XI (Approval of Plans and Other 

Submissions) before the Lead Agency’s actions under this Section are effective. 

50. In the event of approval, approval upon conditions, or modification by the Lead 

Agency, pursuant to Paragraph 49, Settling Defendants shall proceed to take any action required 

by the plan, report or other item, as approved or modified by the Lead Agency, subject only to 

their right to invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute 

Resolution) with respect to the modifications or conditions made by the Lead Agency.  In the 

event that the Lead Agency modifies the submission to cure the deficiencies pursuant to 

Paragraph 49(c) and the submission has a material defect, the Lead Agency and the Support 

Agency retain their right to seek stipulated penalties, as provided in Section XXI (Stipulated 

Penalties). 

51. Resubmission of Plans. 

a. Upon receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant to Paragraph 49(d), 

Settling Defendants shall, within twenty-one (21) days or such longer time as specified by the 

Lead Agency in such notice, correct the deficiencies and resubmit the plan, report, or other item 

for approval.  Any stipulated penalties applicable to the submission, as provided in Section XXI 
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(Stipulated Penalties), shall accrue during the twenty-one (21) day period, or otherwise specified 

period, but shall not be payable unless the resubmission is disapproved or modified due to a 

material defect as provided in Paragraphs 52 and 53.  

b. Notwithstanding the receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant to 

Paragraph 49(d), Settling Defendants shall proceed, at the direction of the Lead Agency, to take 

any action required by any non-deficient portion of the submission.  Implementation of any non-

deficient portion of a submission shall not relieve Settling Defendants of any liability for 

stipulated penalties under Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties).  

52. In the event that a resubmitted plan, report or other item, or portion thereof, is 

disapproved by the Lead Agency, the Lead Agency may again require Settling Defendants to 

correct the deficiencies in accordance with this Section.  The Lead Agency also retains the right 

to modify or develop the plan, report or other item.  Settling Defendants shall implement any 

such plan, report or item as modified or developed by the Lead Agency, subject only to their 

right to invoke the procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution). 

53. If upon resubmission, a plan, report or item is disapproved or modified by the 

Lead Agency due to a material defect, Settling Defendants shall be deemed to have failed to 

submit such plan, report or item timely and adequately, unless Settling Defendants invoke the 

dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution) and the Lead 

Agency's action is disapproved in whole or in part pursuant to that Section.  The provisions of 

Section XX (Dispute Resolution) and Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties) shall govern the 

implementation of the Work and accrual and payment of any stipulated penalties during Dispute 

Resolution.  If the Lead Agency's disapproval or modification is upheld, stipulated penalties shall 
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accrue for such violation from the date on which the initial submission was originally required, 

as provided in Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties).   

54. All plans, reports and other items required to be submitted to the Lead Agency 

and approved under this Consent Decree shall, upon approval or modification by the Lead 

Agency, be enforceable under this Consent Decree.  In the event the Lead Agency approves or 

modifies a portion of a plan, report or other item required to be submitted to the Lead Agency, 

and approved under this Consent Decree, the approved or modified portion shall be enforceable 

under this Consent Decree. 

XII. PROJECT COORDINATORS 

55. Within twenty (20) days of the Effective Date, Settling Defendants, NDEP and 

EPA will notify each other, in writing, of the name, address and telephone number of their 

respective designated Project Coordinators and Alternate Project Coordinators.  If a Project 

Coordinator or Alternate Project Coordinator initially designated is changed, the identity of the 

successor will be given to the other Parties at least five (5) working days before the change 

occurs, unless impracticable, but in no event later than the actual day the change is made.  

Settling Defendants' Project Coordinator shall be subject to disapproval by NDEP and shall have 

the technical expertise sufficient to adequately oversee all aspects of the Work.  Settling 

Defendants' Project Coordinator shall not be an attorney for any of Settling Defendants in this 

matter.  He or she may assign other representatives, including other contractors, to serve as a Site 

representative for oversight of performance of daily operations during remedial activities.   

56. NDEP and EPA may designate other representatives, including, but not limited 

to, NDEP and EPA employees, and federal and State contractors and consultants, to observe and 

monitor the progress of any activity undertaken pursuant to this Consent Decree.  NDEP’s and 
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EPA's Project Coordinator and Alternate Project Coordinator shall have the authority lawfully 

vested in a Remedial Project Manager (RPM) and an On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) by the NCP, 

40 C.F.R. Part 300.  In addition, NDEP’s and EPA's Project Coordinator or Alternate Project 

Coordinator, after providing notice to the other agency, shall have authority, consistent with the 

NCP, to halt performance of any Work required by this Consent Decree and to take any 

necessary response action when s/he determines that conditions at the Site constitute an 

emergency situation or may present an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the 

environment, due to release or threatened release of Waste Material. 

XIII. PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE  

57. In order to ensure the full and final completion of the Work, Settling Defendants 

shall establish and maintain a performance guarantee using the mechanisms and in the amounts 

described in the sub-paragraphs below:  

a. A trust account for the Remedy Construction (the “Remedy Construction 

Trust Account”) established in accordance with the form of trust agreement attached hereto as 

Appendix D (the “Remedy Construction Trust Agreement”).  Settling Defendants shall make 

deposits into the Remedy Construction Trust Account as follows:  at least $4,400,000 shall be 

deposited within sixty (60) days of the Effective Date; at least $9,500,000 shall be deposited on 

or before March 1, 2013; and at least $8,800,000 shall be deposited on or before March 1, 2014.  

Except in the event of a Work Takeover pursuant to Paragraph 113 of this Consent Decree, funds 

deposited into and maintained in the Remedy Construction Trust Agreement shall be paid out 

periodically to the Supervising Contractor in accordance with the Remedy Construction Trust 

Agreement to finance the costs of Remedy Construction. 
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b. A trust account for Monitoring & Maintenance and other post-Remedy 

Construction response actions occurring during approximately the first five (5) years following 

certification of completion of Remedy Construction (the “Post-Remedy Construction Trust 

Account”) established in accordance with the form of trust agreement attached hereto as 

Appendix E (the “Post-Remedy Construction Trust Agreement”).  Settling Defendants shall 

deposit at least $650,000 into the Post-Remedy Construction Trust Account within sixty (60) 

days of the Effective Date.  Except in the event of a Work Takeover pursuant to Paragraph 113 

of this Consent Decree, funds deposited into and maintained in the Post-Remedy Construction 

Trust Account shall be paid out periodically to the Supervising Contractor during approximately 

the first five (5) years after certification of completion of Remedy Construction, in accordance 

with the Post-Remedy Construction Trust Agreement, to finance the costs of the Monitoring & 

Maintenance and other post-Remedy Construction response actions. 

c. A trust account for Monitoring & Maintenance, Long Term Operation & 

Maintenance, and other response actions occurring after approximately the first five (5) years 

following certification of completion of Remedy Construction (the “Operation and Maintenance 

Trust Account”) established in accordance with the form of trust agreement attached hereto as 

Appendix F (the “Operation and Maintenance Trust Agreement”).  Settling Defendants shall 

make deposits into the Operation and Maintenance Trust Account as follows:  at least $200,000 

shall be deposited within sixty (60) days of the Effective Date; at least $1,900,000 shall be 

deposited on or before March 1, 2015.  Except in the event of a Work Takeover pursuant to 

Paragraph 113 of this Consent Decree, funds deposited into and maintained in the Operation and 

Maintenance Trust Account shall be paid out periodically in accordance with the Operation and 

Maintenance Trust Agreement to finance the costs of Monitoring and Maintenance, Long Term 
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Operation & Maintenance, and other response actions occurring after approximately the first 

five (5) years following certification of completion of Remedy Construction, as well as other 

administrative and related costs and expenses incurred by the Settling Defendants in connection 

with the Site and the performance of the Work. 

d. An additional performance guarantee, which shall be maintained until 

certification of completion of Remedy Construction pursuant to Paragraph 63(b) below, 

submitted by one or more Settling Defendants in the amount of $8,500,000 and in the form of 

one or more of the mechanisms below: 

(1) A surety bond or bonds unconditionally guaranteeing payment for 

the Work, payable to or at the direction of NDEP, that is/are issued by a surety company among 

those listed as acceptable sureties on federal bonds as set forth in Circular 570 of the U.S. 

Department of the Treasury; or  

(2) One or more irrevocable letters of credit, payable to or at the 

direction of NDEP, that is/are issued by one or more financial institution(s), (1) that has the 

authority to issue letters of credit; and (2) whose letter-of-credit operations are regulated and 

examined by a federal or state;   

(3) A demonstration that the Settling Defendant meets the financial 

test criteria of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) with respect to such amount (plus the amount(s) of any 

other federal or any state environmental obligations financially assured through the use of a 

financial test or guarantee), provided that all other requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) are 

met to EPA’s satisfaction;  

(4) A written guarantee to fund or perform the Work executed in favor 

of NDEP and EPA by one or more of the following:  (a) a direct or indirect parent or affiliate 
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corporation of the Settling Defendant; or (b) a company that has a “substantial business 

relationship” (as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 264.141(h)) with the Settling Defendant; provided, 

however, that any company providing such a guarantee must demonstrate to the satisfaction of 

EPA that it satisfies the financial test and reporting requirements for owners and operators set 

forth in subparagraphs (1) through (8) of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) with respect to such amount 

(plus the amount(s) of any other federal or any state environmental obligations financially 

assured through the use of a financial test or guarantee).  

e. A premises pollution liability insurance policy with a coverage limit of at 

least $10,000,000 and a term of at least ten (10) years.  Such policy shall provide coverage, 

subject to the policy’s specified deductibles, exclusions, and coverage limits, in the event of third 

party claims arising in connection with the performance of the Work.  The policy will identify 

NDEP and EPA as additional insureds. 

58. Within ninety (90) days of the Effective Date, Settling Defendants shall submit 

all executed and/or otherwise finalized instruments or other documents required in order to make 

the selected performance guarantee(s) described in Paragraph 57 legally binding to NDEP and 

EPA in accordance with Section XXVII ("Notices and Submissions") of this Consent Decree. 

59. In the event that NDEP or, subject to Management Consultation, EPA, 

determines, subject to Settling Defendants’ right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set 

forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution), that the performance guarantee provided by Settling 

Defendants pursuant to this Section no longer satisfies the requirements set forth in this Section 

due to (i) an increase in the estimated cost of completing the Work or (ii) a depletion of the funds 

in the trust accounts established pursuant to Paragraph 57 that causes them to be inadequate to 

ensure the full and final completion of the Work, then within sixty (60) days of receipt of notice 
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of the determination, Settling Defendants shall use best efforts to obtain and present to NDEP or 

EPA, as applicable, for approval a proposal for a revised, alternative or additional performance 

guarantee with respect to the amount of such cost increase or depletion of funds in the form of 

one or more of the mechanisms listed below.  In the event that any Settling Defendant becomes 

aware of information indicating that the performance guarantee provided pursuant to this Section 

is inadequate or otherwise no longer satisfies the requirements set forth in this Section, Settling 

Defendants, within sixty (60) days of any Settling Defendant becoming aware of such 

information, shall use best efforts to obtain and present to NDEP or EPA, as applicable, for 

approval a proposal for a revised, alternative or additional performance guarantee with respect to 

the amount of such discrepancy in the form of one or more of the mechanisms listed below.  In 

seeking approval for a revised, alternative or additional form of performance guarantee, Settling 

Defendants shall follow the procedures set forth in Paragraph 62(b) of this Consent Decree.  

Settling Defendants’ inability to post a performance guarantee shall in no way excuse 

performance of any other requirements of this Consent Decree, including, without limitation, the 

obligation of Settling Defendants to complete the Work in strict accordance with the terms 

hereof.  

a. Surety Bond.  A surety bond or bonds unconditionally guaranteeing, in the 

aggregate, payment and/or performance of any remaining Work that is/are issued by a surety 

company among those listed as acceptable sureties on Federal bonds as set forth in Circular 570 

of the U.S. Department of the Treasury; 

b. Letter of Credit.  One or more irrevocable letters of credit, payable to or at 

the direction of the agency issuing the notice of determination referenced in this paragraph 59, 

that is/are issued by one or more financial institution(s), (1) that has the authority to issue letters 
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of credit; and (2) whose letter-of-credit operations are regulated and examined by a U.S. Federal 

or State agency;  

c. Trust Deposit.  An increase in the amount of the funds deposited in one or 

more of the trust accounts described in Paragraph 57, or a new trust account established for the 

benefit of NDEP and EPA that is administered by a trustee, (1) that has the authority to act as a 

trustee; and (2) whose trust operations are regulated and examined by a U.S. Federal or State 

agency;  

d. Insurance.  A policy of insurance that (1) provides NDEP and EPA with 

acceptable rights as beneficiaries thereof; and (2) is issued by an insurance carrier that has the 

authority to issue insurance policies in the applicable jurisdiction(s) and whose insurance 

operations are regulated and examined by a State agency; 

e. Financial Test.  A demonstration that one or more of Settling Defendants 

meets the financial test criteria of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) with respect to the estimated cost of 

completing any remaining Work (plus the amount(s) of any other federal or any state 

environmental obligations financially assured through the use of a financial test or guarantee), 

provided that all other requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) are met to EPA’s satisfaction; or 

f. Guarantee.  A written guarantee to fund or perform any remaining Work 

executed in favor of NDEP and EPA by one or more of the following:  (1) a direct or indirect 

parent or affiliate corporation of one or more Settling Defendant(s); or (2) a company that has a 

“substantial business relationship” (as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 264.141(h)) with at least one 

Settling Defendant; provided, however, that any company providing such a guarantee must 

demonstrate to the satisfaction of EPA that it satisfies the financial test and reporting 

requirements for owners and operators set forth in subparagraphs (1) through (8) of 40 C.F.R. § 

Case 3:12-cv-00524   Document 2    Filed 09/27/12   Page 62 of 135



 

-57- 
 

264.143(f) with respect to the estimated cost of completing the Work (plus the amount(s) of any 

other federal or any state environmental obligations financially assured through the use of a 

financial test or guarantee) that it proposes to guarantee hereunder.   

60. If, at any time after the Effective Date and before issuance of the certification of 

achievement of Performance Standards pursuant to Paragraph 64(b), any Settling Defendant 

provides a performance guarantee for completion of the Work by means of a demonstration or 

guarantee pursuant to Paragraph 57(d)(3) or (4), Paragraph 59(e) or 59(f), the relevant Settling 

Defendant(s) shall also comply with the other relevant requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) 

relating to these mechanisms unless otherwise provided in this Consent Decree, including but not 

limited to:  (a) the initial submission of required financial reports and statements from the 

relevant entity’s chief financial officer (“CFO”) and independent certified public accountant 

(“CPA”), in the form prescribed by EPA in its financial test sample CFO letters and CPA reports 

available at http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/cleanup/superfund/fa-test-

samples.pdf ; (b) the annual re-submission of such reports and statements by May 1 of each 

succeeding year; and (c) the prompt notification of EPA after each such entity determines that it 

no longer satisfies the financial test requirements set forth at 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f)(1) and in 

any event by August 1 of any year in which such entity no longer satisfies such financial test 

requirements.  For purposes of the performance guarantee mechanisms specified in this Section 

XIII, references in 40 C.F.R. Part 264, Subpart H, to “closure,” “post-closure,” and “plugging 

and abandonment” shall be deemed to include the Work; the terms “current closure cost 

estimate,” “current post-closure cost estimate,” and “current plugging and abandonment cost 

estimate” shall be deemed to include the estimated cost of completing the Work; the terms 

“owner” and “operator” shall be deemed to refer to each Settling Defendant making a 
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demonstration under Paragraph 57(d)(3) or Paragraph 59(e); and the terms “facility” and 

“hazardous waste facility” shall be deemed to include the Site. 

61. The commencement of any Work Takeover by NDEP or EPA pursuant to 

Paragraph 113 of this Consent Decree shall trigger the right of the agency commencing the Work 

Takeover to receive the benefit of any performance guarantee(s) provided pursuant to Paragraphs 

57(a) – (d) or 59, and at such time that agency shall have immediate access to resources 

guaranteed under any such performance guarantee(s), whether in cash or in kind, as needed to 

continue and complete the Work assumed by that agency under the Work Takeover.  If for any 

reason the agency commencing the Work Takeover is unable to promptly secure the resources 

guaranteed under any such performance guarantee(s), or in the event that the performance 

guarantee involves a demonstration of satisfaction of the financial test criteria pursuant to 

Paragraph 57(d)(3) or 59(e), Settling Defendants shall immediately, upon written demand from 

the agency commencing the Work Takeover, deposit into an account specified by that agency, in 

immediately available funds and without setoff, counterclaim, or condition of any kind, a cash 

amount up to but not exceeding the estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed as of 

such date, as determined by that agency. 

62. Modification of Amount and/or Form of Performance Guarantee. 

a. Reduction of Amount of Performance Guarantee.  If Settling Defendants 

believe that the estimated cost to complete the remaining Work has diminished below the amount 

described in Paragraph 57(d) above, Settling Defendants may, on any anniversary date of the 

Effective Date, or at any other time agreed to by NDEP, petition NDEP and EPA in writing to 

request a reduction in the amount of the performance guarantee provided pursuant to Paragraph 

57(d), so that the amount of the performance guarantee is equal to the estimated cost of the 
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remaining Work to be performed.  Settling Defendants shall submit a written proposal for such 

reduction to NDEP and EPA that shall specify, at a minimum, the cost of the remaining Work 

activities to be performed and the basis upon which such cost was calculated.  In seeking 

approval for a revised or alternative form of performance guarantee, Settling Defendants shall 

follow the procedures set forth in Paragraph 62(b)(2) of this Consent Decree.  If NDEP and EPA 

agree to accept such a proposal, NDEP shall notify the petitioning Settling Defendants of such 

decision in writing.  After receiving written acceptance, Settling Defendants may reduce the 

amount of the performance guarantee described in Paragraph 57(d) in accordance with, and to 

the extent permitted, by such written acceptance.  In the event of a dispute, Settling Defendants 

may reduce the amount of the performance guarantee described in Paragraph 57(d) only in 

accordance with a final administrative or judicial decision resolving such dispute.  No change to 

the form or terms of any performance guarantee provided under this Section, other than a 

reduction in amount, is authorized except as provided in Paragraphs 59 or 62(b) of this Consent 

Decree. 

b. Change of Form of Performance Guarantee.  

(1) If, after the Effective Date, Settling Defendants desire to change 

the form or terms of any performance guarantee(s) provided pursuant to this Section, Settling 

Defendants may, on any anniversary of the Effective Date, or at any other time agreed to by 

NDEP, petition NDEP and EPA in writing to request a change in the form or terms of the 

performance guarantee provided hereunder.  The submission of such proposed revised or 

alternative form of performance guarantee shall be as provided in Paragraph 62(b)(2) of this 

Consent Decree.  Any decision made by NDEP and EPA on a petition submitted under this 

subparagraph 62(b)(1) shall be made in NDEP’s and EPA’s unreviewable discretion, and such 
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decision shall not be subject to challenge by Settling Defendant(s) pursuant to the dispute 

resolution provisions of this Consent Decree or in any other forum. 

(2) Settling Defendants shall submit a written proposal for a revised or 

alternative form of performance guarantee to NDEP and EPA which shall specify, at a minimum, 

the estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed, the basis upon which such cost was 

calculated, and the proposed revised form of performance guarantee, including all proposed 

instruments or other documents required in order to make the proposed performance guarantee 

legally binding.  The proposed revised or alternative form of performance guarantee must satisfy 

all requirements set forth or incorporated by reference in this Section.  Settling Defendants shall 

submit such proposed revised or alternative form of performance guarantee to NDEP and EPA in 

accordance with Section XXVII ("Notices and Submissions") of this Consent Decree.  NDEP 

and EPA shall notify Settling Defendants in writing of their decision to accept or reject a revised 

or alternative performance guarantee submitted pursuant to this subparagraph.  Within thirty (30) 

days after receiving a written decision approving the proposed revised or alternative performance 

guarantee, Settling Defendant(s) shall execute and/or otherwise finalize all instruments or other 

documents required in order to make the selected performance guarantee(s) legally binding in a 

form substantially identical to the documents submitted to NDEP and EPA as part of the 

proposal, and such performance guarantee(s) shall thereupon be fully effective.  Settling 

Defendant(s) shall submit all executed and/or otherwise finalized instruments or other documents 

required in order to make the selected performance guarantee(s) legally binding to NDEP and 

EPA within thirty (30) days of receiving a written decision approving the proposed revised or 

alternative performance guarantee in accordance with Section XXVII (Notices and Submissions) 

of this Consent Decree. 
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c. Release of Performance Guarantee.  Upon certification of completion of 

Remedy Construction or certification of achievement of Performance Standards, Settling 

Defendants may thereafter release, cancel, or discontinue the applicable performance 

guarantee(s) provided pursuant to this Section.  Settling Defendants shall not release, cancel, or 

discontinue any performance guarantee provided pursuant to this Section except as provided in 

this subparagraph.  In the event of a dispute, Settling Defendants may release, cancel, or 

discontinue the performance guarantee(s) required hereunder only in accordance with a final 

administrative or judicial decision resolving such dispute. 

XIV.  CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION  

63. Certification of Completion of Remedy Construction. 

a. Within ninety (90) days after Settling Defendants conclude that the 

Remedy Construction has been fully performed, Settling Defendants shall schedule and conduct 

a pre-certification inspection to be attended by Settling Defendants, NDEP and EPA.  The Tribes 

shall be notified when the pre-certification inspection is scheduled and shall be invited to attend.  

If, after the pre-certification inspection, Settling Defendants still believe that Remedy 

Construction has been fully performed, they shall submit a written report requesting certification 

to NDEP and EPA within thirty (30) days of the inspection.  In the report, a registered 

professional engineer and Settling Defendants' Project Coordinator shall state that the Remedy 

Construction has been completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of this Consent Decree.  

The written report shall include as-built drawings signed and stamped by a professional engineer.  

The report shall contain the following statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of a 

Settling Defendant or Settling Defendants' Project Coordinator, if authorized by Settling 

Defendants to represent Settling Defendants on this certification: 
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To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation, I certify that the 
information contained in or accompanying this submission is true, accurate and 
complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing 
violations. 
 

If, after completion of the pre-certification inspection and receipt and review of the written 

report, NDEP or, subject to Management Consultation, EPA, determines that Remedy 

Construction or any portion thereof has not been completed in accordance with this Consent 

Decree, NDEP or EPA will notify Settling Defendants in writing of the activities that must be 

undertaken by Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree to complete Remedy 

Construction; provided, however, that Settling Defendants may only be required to perform such 

activities pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that such activities are consistent with the 

Scope of Remedy.  NDEP or EPA will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such 

activities consistent with the Consent Decree or require Settling Defendants to submit a schedule 

to NDEP for approval, with a copy to EPA, pursuant to Section XI (Approval of Plans and Other 

Submissions).  Settling Defendants shall perform all activities described in the notice in 

accordance with the specifications and schedules established pursuant to this Paragraph, subject 

to their right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute 

Resolution).   

b. Certification of completion of Remedy Construction requires the 

concurrence of NDEP and EPA.  If NDEP, with EPA’s concurrence, concludes, based on the 

initial or any subsequent report requesting certification of completion, that Remedy Construction 

has been performed in accordance with this Consent Decree, the Agencies will so certify to 

Settling Defendants.  This certification signed by the Agencies shall constitute the certification of 

completion of Remedy Construction for purposes of this Consent Decree, including, but not 
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limited to, Section XXII (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiffs).  Certification of completion of 

Remedy Construction shall not affect Settling Defendants' remaining obligations under this 

Consent Decree. 

64. Certification of Achievement of Performance Standards.  

a. Within ninety (90) days after Settling Defendants conclude that the 

Performance Standards have been achieved and all phases of the Monitoring & Maintenance 

have been fully performed, Settling Defendants shall schedule and conduct a pre-certification 

inspection to be attended by Settling Defendants, NDEP and EPA.  The Tribes shall be notified 

when the pre-certification inspection is scheduled and shall be invited to attend.  If, after the pre-

certification inspection, Settling Defendants still believe that the Performance Standards have 

been achieved and the Monitoring & Maintenance has been fully performed, Settling Defendants 

shall submit a written report by a registered professional engineer stating that the Monitoring & 

Maintenance is complete because the Performance Standards have been achieved in full 

satisfaction of the requirements of this Consent Decree.  The report shall contain the following 

statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of a Settling Defendant or Settling 

Defendants' Project Coordinator, if authorized by Settling Defendants to represent Settling 

Defendants on this certification: 

To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation, I certify that the 
information contained in or accompanying this submission is true, accurate and 
complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing 
violations. 

If, after review of the written report, NDEP or, subject to Management Consultation, EPA, 

determines that the Performance Standards have not been achieved, NDEP or EPA will notify 

Settling Defendants, in writing, of the activities that must be undertaken by Settling Defendants 

pursuant to this Consent Decree to achieve the Performance Standards; provided, however, that 
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Settling Defendants may only be required to perform such activities pursuant to this Paragraph to 

the extent that such activities are consistent with the Scope of Remedy.  NDEP or EPA, as 

applicable, will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such activities consistent 

with the Consent Decree or require Settling Defendants to submit a schedule to NDEP for 

approval, with a copy to EPA.  Settling Defendants shall perform all activities described in the 

notice in accordance with the specifications and schedules established therein, subject to their 

right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution). 

b. Certification of achievement of Performance Standards requires the 

concurrence of NDEP and EPA.  If NDEP, with EPA’s concurrence, concludes, based on the 

initial or any subsequent request for certification of completion by Settling Defendants, that the 

Monitoring & Maintenance is complete and Performance Standards have been achieved in 

accordance with this Consent Decree, the Agencies will so certify to Settling Defendants.  This 

certification signed by the Agencies shall constitute the certification of achievement of 

Performance Standards for purposes of this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, 

Section XXII (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiffs).   

65. Certification of Completion of any Work Required Under Paragraph 27(d).  To 

the extent Settling Defendants are directed pursuant to Paragraph 27(d) to address a Persistent 

Anomaly attributable to releases from the underground mine workings in Area A, the provisions 

of this Paragraph will apply.   

a. Within ninety (90) days after Settling Defendants conclude that the 

additional work required under Paragraph 27(d) has been completed and any performance 

standards selected for such work have been achieved, Settling Defendants shall schedule and 

conduct a pre-certification inspection to be attended by Settling Defendants, NDEP and EPA.  
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The Tribes shall be notified when the pre-certification inspection is scheduled and shall be 

invited to attend.  If, after the pre-certification inspection, Settling Defendants still believe that 

the additional work required under Paragraph 27(d) has been completed and any performance 

standards selected for such work have been achieved, Settling Defendants shall submit a written 

report by a registered professional engineer stating those conclusions.  The report shall contain 

the following statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of a Settling Defendant or 

Settling Defendants' Project Coordinator, if authorized by Settling Defendants to represent 

Settling Defendants on this certification: 

To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation, I certify that the 
information contained in or accompanying this submission is true, accurate and 
complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing 
violations. 
 

If, after review of the written report, NDEP or, subject to Management Consultation, EPA, 

determines that additional work required under Paragraph 27(d) has not been completed or any 

performance standards selected for such work have not been achieved, NDEP or EPA will notify 

Settling Defendants in writing of the activities that must be undertaken by Settling Defendants 

pursuant to this Consent Decree to complete such work or achieve such performance standards; 

provided, however, that Settling Defendants may only be required to perform such activities 

pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that such activities are consistent with Paragraph 27(d).  

NDEP or EPA, as applicable, will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such 

activities consistent with the Consent Decree or require Settling Defendants to submit a schedule 

to NDEP for approval, with a copy to EPA.  Settling Defendants shall perform all activities 

described in the notice in accordance with the specifications and schedules established therein, 

subject to their right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute 
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Resolution).   

b. Certification of completion of additional work under Paragraph 27(d) and 

achievement of any performance standards for such work requires the concurrence of NDEP and 

EPA.  If NDEP, with EPA’s concurrence, concludes, based on the initial or any subsequent 

request for certification of completion by Settling Defendants, that the additional work required 

under Paragraph 27(d) has been completed and any performance standards selected for such 

work have been achieved in accordance with this Consent Decree, the Agencies will so certify to 

Settling Defendants.    

XV. EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

66. Settling Defendants’ Obligations in the Event of an Emergency Release.  

a. In the event Settling Defendants know or should know of any action or 

occurrence during the performance of the Work which causes or threatens a release of Waste 

Material from the Site that constitutes an emergency situation or may present an immediate 

threat to public health or welfare or the environment, Settling Defendants shall, subject to 

Paragraph 67, immediately take all appropriate action to prevent, abate, or minimize such release 

or threat of release, and shall immediately orally notify the NDEP Project Coordinator and the 

EPA Project Coordinator, or their respective alternate coordinators, and the Tribes’ Director of 

Environmental Protection.  In the event that, at the time of an event described in this Paragraph, 

neither the NDEP Project Coordinator nor the Alternate NDEP Project Coordinator is available, 

Settling Defendants shall orally notify the release reporting hotline of NDEP.  In the event that, 

at the time of an event described in this Paragraph, neither the EPA Project Coordinator nor 

Alternate EPA Project Coordinator is available, Settling Defendants shall orally notify the 

Emergency Response Section, Region IX, United States Environmental Protection Agency.    
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b. Settling Defendants shall take such actions in consultation with NDEP’s 

and EPA's Project Coordinators or other available authorized NDEP or EPA officer, and in 

accordance with all applicable provisions of the Health and Safety Plans, the Contingency Plan, 

and any other applicable plans or documents developed pursuant to the RD/RA Work Plan or 

Remedial Design.  In the event that Settling Defendants fail to take appropriate response action 

as required by this Section, and NDEP or EPA takes such action instead, Settling Defendants 

shall reimburse NDEP or EPA, as applicable, for all costs of the response action not inconsistent 

with the NCP, pursuant to Section XVI (Payments for Response Costs). 

67. NDEP and EPA each have the authority to take independent action to address 

emergency releases.  Nothing in the preceding Paragraph or in this Consent Decree shall be 

deemed to limit any authority of the State or the United States:  (a) to take all appropriate action 

to protect human health and the environment or to prevent, abate, respond to, or minimize an 

actual or threatened release of Waste Material on, at, or from the Site; or (b) to direct or order 

such action, or seek an order from the Court, to protect human health and the environment or to 

prevent, abate, respond to, or minimize an actual or threatened release of Waste Material on, at, 

or from the Site, subject to Section XXII (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiffs).  The Agencies 

shall coordinate and communicate regarding emergency response actions to the extent 

practicable under the exigencies of the situation. 

XVI. PAYMENTS FOR RESPONSE COSTS 

68. Payments for United States Past Response Costs. 

a. Within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date, Settling Defendants shall 

pay to EPA $1,234,067.74, in payment for United States Past Response Costs.  Payment shall be 

made by FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer (“EFT”) to the DOJ account in accordance with 
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current EFT procedures, referencing USAO File Number ____, EPA Site/Spill ID Number 

09BY, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-5-08510/1.  Payment shall be made in accordance with 

instructions provided to Settling Defendants by the Financial Litigation Unit of the United States 

Attorney’s Office for the District of Nevada following the Effective Date.  Any payments 

received by the Department of Justice after 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) will be credited on the next 

business day.  

b. At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall send notice that 

payment has been made to the United States, to EPA and to the Regional Financial Management 

Officer, in accordance with Section XXVII (Notices and Submissions). 

c. The total amount to be paid by Setting Defendants pursuant to 

Subparagraph 68(a) shall be deposited in the Rio Tinto Mine Special Account within the EPA 

Hazardous Substance Superfund to be retained and used to conduct or finance response actions at 

or in connection with the Site, or to be transferred by EPA to the EPA Hazardous Substance 

Superfund. 

69. Payments for Future Response Costs. 

a. Settling Defendants shall pay to EPA all United States Future Response 

Costs not inconsistent with the NCP, excluding the first $250,000 of United States Future 

Response Costs, for which Settling Defendants shall not be responsible under this Consent 

Decree.  On a periodic basis, the United States will send Settling Defendants a bill for United 

States Future Response Costs requiring payment that includes the standard Region IX-prepared 

itemized cost summary, which includes direct and indirect costs incurred by EPA and its 

contractors.  Settling Defendants shall make all payments within sixty (60) days of Settling 

Defendants’ receipt of each bill requiring payment, except as otherwise provided in Paragraph 70 
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and Section XX (Dispute Resolution).  Settling Defendants shall make all payments required by 

this Paragraph by FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer (“EFT”) to the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund, in accordance with current EFT 

procedures, referencing the name and address of the party making the payment, EPA Site/Spill 

ID Number 09BY, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-3-08510/1.   

b. At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall send notice that 

payment has been made to the United States, to EPA and to the Regional Financial Management 

Officer, in accordance with Section XXVII (Notices and Submissions). 

c. The total amount to be paid by Setting Defendants pursuant to 

Subparagraph 69(a) shall be deposited in the Rio Tinto Site Special Account within the EPA 

Hazardous Substance Superfund to be retained and used to conduct or finance response actions at 

or in connection with the Site, or to be transferred by EPA to the EPA Hazardous Substance 

Superfund. 

d. Settling Defendants shall reimburse NDEP for all State Future Response 

Costs on a periodic basis.  NDEP will send Settling Defendants an invoice requiring payment 

that includes an itemized cost summary, which includes direct and indirect costs incurred by the 

State and its contractors on a periodic basis.  Settling Defendants shall make all payments within 

thirty (30) days of Settling Defendants' receipt of each invoice requiring payment, except as 

otherwise provided in Paragraph 69 and Section XX (Dispute Resolution).  Settling Defendants 

shall remit payment for the full amount due and owing for (i) amounts greater than $10,000 at 

https://epayments.ndep.gov/ in the form of an “electronic transfer of money” per NRS 

§ 353.1467 and in accordance with NDEP electronic payment policy, which may be found at 

https://epayments.ndep.nv.gov/FAQ.htm; or (ii) amounts of $10,000 or less with an electronic 

Case 3:12-cv-00524   Document 2    Filed 09/27/12   Page 75 of 135



 

-70- 
 

payment as specified above, or by check payable to the “State of Nevada Hazardous Waste 

Fund,” that references the name of the Site, the Settling Defendant(s)’ name and address, and the 

billing number identified in the Division invoice and sent to: 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Attn:  Chief, Bureau of Corrective Actions 
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 4001 
Carson City, Nevada  89701 

70. Settling Defendants may contest any future response costs billed under Paragraph 

69 if they determine that the State or the United States has made an accounting mathematical 

error, or included a cost item that is not within the relevant definition of State Future Response 

Costs or United States Future Response Costs, or if they believe NDEP or EPA incurred excess 

costs as a direct result of a NDEP or an EPA action that was inconsistent with a specific 

provision or provisions of the NCP.  Such objection shall be made in writing within thirty (30) 

days of receipt of the bill and must be sent to the State (if the State’s accounting is being 

disputed) or the United States (if the United States' accounting is being disputed) pursuant to 

Section XXVII (Notices and Submissions).  Any such objection shall specifically identify the 

contested future response costs and the basis for objection.  In the event of an objection, Settling 

Defendants shall pay all uncontested State Future Response Costs to the State, and all 

uncontested United States’ Future Response Costs to the United States, in the manner described 

in Paragraph 69 within sixty (60) days of Settling Defendants’ receipt of the bill requiring 

payment.  Simultaneously, Settling Defendants shall establish an interest-bearing escrow account 

in a federally insured bank duly chartered in the State of Nevada and remit to that escrow 

account funds equivalent to the amount of the contested future response costs.  Settling 

Defendants shall send to the State and the United States, as provided in Section XXVII (Notices 

and Submissions), a copy of the transmittal letter and check paying the uncontested State Future 
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Response Costs or United States’ Future Response Costs, and a copy of the correspondence that 

establishes and funds the escrow account, including, but not limited to, information containing 

the identity of the bank and bank account under which the escrow account is established, as well 

as a bank statement showing the initial balance of the escrow account.  Simultaneously with 

establishment of the escrow account, Settling Defendants shall initiate the Dispute Resolution 

procedures in Section XX (Dispute Resolution).  If the State or the United States prevails in the 

dispute, within seven (7) days of the resolution of the dispute, Settling Defendants shall pay the 

sums due (with accrued interest) to the State or the United States, if the costs are disputed, in the 

manner described in this Paragraph.  If Settling Defendants prevail concerning any aspect of the 

contested costs, Settling Defendants shall pay, within seven (7) days of the resolution of the 

dispute, any portion of the costs (plus associated accrued interest) for which they did not prevail, 

to the State or the United States, if the costs are disputed in the manner described in this 

Paragraph.  Settling Defendants shall be disbursed any balance of the escrow account.  The 

dispute resolution procedures set forth in this Paragraph in conjunction with the procedures set 

forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution), shall be the exclusive mechanisms for resolving 

disputes regarding Settling Defendants' obligation to reimburse the State and the United States 

for their future response costs. 

71. Interest.  In the event that the payments required by Subparagraph 68(a) are not 

made within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date or the payments required by Paragraph 69 are 

not made within sixty (60) days of Settling Defendants' receipt of the bill, Settling Defendants 

shall pay Interest on the unpaid balance.  The Interest to be paid on United States Past Response 

Costs under this Paragraph shall begin to accrue on the Effective Date.  The Interest on the 

United States Future Response Costs and State Future Response Costs shall begin to accrue on 
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the date of the bill.  The Interest shall accrue through the date of Settling Defendants’ payment.  

Payments of Interest made under this Paragraph shall be in addition to such other remedies or 

sanctions available to NDEP and EPA by virtue of Settling Defendants' failure to make timely 

payments under this Section including, but not limited to, payment of stipulated penalties 

pursuant to Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties).  Settling Defendants shall make all payments 

required by this Paragraph in the manner described in Paragraph 70.   

XVII. PAYMENTS TO NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEES 
 

72. Within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date, Settling Defendants shall pay to the 

United States $709,527.81.  Payment shall be made by FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer 

(“EFT”) to the U.S. Department of Justice account in accordance with current EFT procedures, 

referencing the case name and number and DOJ Case Number 90-11-3-08510.  Payment shall be 

made in accordance with instructions provided to Settling Defendants by the Financial Litigation 

Unit of the United States Attorney’s Office for the District of Nevada.  Any payments received 

by the Department of Justice after 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) will be credited on the next business 

day.  

73. At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall send notice that payment has 

been made to the DOJ, USDOI, and USDA in accordance with Section XXVII (Notices and 

Submissions). 

74. Within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date, the Settling Defendants shall pay 

$150,000 to the Tribes.  Payment to the Tribes shall be made to the Nevada State Bank, 487 

Railroad Street, Elko Nevada 89801.  The routing number is 122400779; the account number is 

00202286.  Subject to the Tribes’ reservations set forth in Paragraphs 111 and 112 of this 

Consent Decree, such payment shall constitute full satisfaction and resolution of all liability to 
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the Tribes for natural resource damages and assessment costs, and costs for the Tribes’ oversight 

of this Consent Decree.  The Settling Defendants shall not be required to reimburse the Tribes 

for any additional costs or expenses incurred in connection with all matters addressed by this 

settlement, except as provided in Paragraphs 111 and 112 of this Consent Decree.   

XVIII. INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE 

75. Settling Defendants’ Indemnification of the State, the United States, and the 
Tribes. 

a. The State, the United States and the Tribes do not assume any liability by 

entering into this agreement or by virtue of any designation of Settling Defendants as EPA's 

authorized representatives under Section 104(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e).  Settling 

Defendants shall indemnify, save and hold harmless the State, the United States, the Tribes and 

their officials, agents, employees, contractors, subcontractors, or representatives for or from any 

and all claims or causes of action arising from, or on account of, negligent or other wrongful acts 

or omissions of Settling Defendants, their respective officers, directors, employees, agents, 

contractors, subcontractors, and any persons acting on their behalf or under their control, in 

carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, any claims 

arising from any designation of Settling Defendants as EPA's authorized representatives under 

Section 104(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e).  Further, Settling Defendants agree to pay the 

State, the United States, and the Tribes all costs they incur including, but not limited to, 

attorneys’ fees and other expenses of litigation and settlement arising from, or on account of, 

claims made against the State, the United States and the Tribes, based on negligent or other 

wrongful acts or omissions of Settling Defendants, their respective officers, directors, 

employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, and any persons acting on their behalf or under 

their control, in carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent Decree.  Neither the State, the 
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United States nor the Tribes shall be held out as a party to any contract entered into by or on 

behalf of Settling Defendants in carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent Decree.  Neither 

Settling Defendants nor any such contractor shall be considered an agent of the State, the United 

States or the Tribes.   

b. The State, the United States and the Tribes shall give Settling Defendants 

notice of any claim for which the State, the United States or the Tribes plan to seek 

indemnification pursuant to Subparagraph (a) of this Paragraph, and shall consult with Settling 

Defendants prior to settling such claim. 

76. Settling Defendants waive all claims against the State, the United States and the 

Tribes for damages or reimbursement, or for set-off of any payments made or to be made to the 

State, the United States or the Tribes, arising from or on account of any contract, agreement, or 

arrangement between any one or more of Settling Defendants and any person for performance of 

Work on or relating to the Site, including, but not limited to, claims on account of construction 

delays.  In addition, Settling Defendants shall indemnify and hold harmless the State, the United 

States and the Tribes with respect to any and all claims for damages or reimbursement arising 

from or on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement between any one or more of 

Settling Defendants and any person for performance of Work on or relating to the Site, 

including, but not limited to, claims on account of construction delays. 

77. No later than fifteen (15) days before commencing any on-site Work, Settling 

Defendants shall secure, and shall maintain until the first anniversary of the certification of 

completion of Remedy Construction pursuant to Paragraph 63(b), comprehensive general 

liability insurance with limits of two million dollars, combined single limit, and automobile 

liability insurance with limits of one million dollars, combined single limit, naming the State and 
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the United States as additional insureds.  In addition, for as long as Settling Defendants are 

required to perform any activities under this Consent Decree, except those required by Section 

XXIX (Retention of Records), Settling Defendants shall satisfy, or shall ensure that their 

contractors or subcontractors satisfy, all applicable laws and regulations regarding the provision 

of worker's compensation insurance for all persons performing the Work on behalf of Settling 

Defendants in furtherance of this Consent Decree.  Prior to commencement of the Work under 

this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall provide to the State, the United States and the 

Tribes certificates of such insurance and a copy of each insurance policy.  Settling Defendants 

shall resubmit such certificates and copies of policies each year on the anniversary of the 

Effective Date.  Information about the premiums for such insurance policies may be redacted.  If 

Settling Defendants demonstrate by evidence satisfactory to the State, the United States and the 

Tribes that any contractor or subcontractor maintains insurance equivalent to that described 

above, or insurance covering the same risks but in a lesser amount, then, with respect to that 

contractor or subcontractor, Settling Defendants need provide only that portion of the insurance 

described above which is not maintained by the contractor or subcontractor. 

XIX. FORCE MAJEURE  

78. “Force majeure,” for purposes of this Consent Decree, is defined as any event 

arising from causes beyond the control of Settling Defendants, of any entity controlled by 

Settling Defendants or of Settling Defendants' contractors, that delays or prevents the 

performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree despite Settling Defendants' best 

efforts to fulfill the obligation.  The requirement that Settling Defendants exercise “best efforts to 

fulfill the obligation” includes using best efforts to anticipate any potential force majeure event 

and best efforts to address the effects of any potential force majeure event:  (a) as it is occurring; 
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and (b) following the potential force majeure event, such that the delay and any adverse effects 

of the delay are minimized to the greatest extent possible.  “Force majeure” does not include 

financial inability to complete the Work.    

79. Notification of Potential Delay.  If any event occurs or has occurred that may 

delay the performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree relating to the Work, whether 

or not caused by a force majeure event, Settling Defendants shall notify orally NDEP's Project 

Coordinator  (or, in his or her absence, NDEP’s Alternate Project Coordinator), and the EPA 

Project Coordinator (or, in his or her absence, the EPA’s Alternate Project Coordinator), within 

seven (7) days of when Settling Defendants first knew that the event might cause a delay.  

Within fourteen (14) days thereafter, Settling Defendants shall provide in writing to the Agencies 

an explanation and description of the reasons for the delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; 

all actions taken or to be taken to prevent or minimize the delay; a schedule for implementation 

of any measures to be taken to prevent or mitigate the delay or the effect of the delay; Settling 

Defendants' rationale for attributing such delay to a force majeure event if they intend to assert 

such a claim; and a statement as to whether, in the opinion of Settling Defendants, such event 

may cause or contribute to an endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment.  

Settling Defendants shall include with any notice all available documentation supporting their 

claim that the delay was attributable to a force majeure event.  Failure to comply with the above 

requirements shall preclude Settling Defendants from asserting any claim of force majeure for 

that event for the period of time of such failure to comply, and for any additional delay caused by 

such failure.  Settling Defendants shall be deemed to know of any circumstance of which Settling 

Defendants, any entity controlled by Settling Defendants, or Settling Defendants' contractors 

knew or should have known.  
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80. Agency Action Regarding Force Majeure. 

a. Granting Extensions.  If NDEP and EPA agree that the delay or 

anticipated delay is attributable to a force majeure event, the time for performance of the 

obligations under this Consent Decree that are affected by the force majeure event will be 

extended by NDEP, with concurrence by EPA, for such time as is necessary to complete those 

obligations, and NDEP will notify Settling Defendants in writing of the length of such extension.  

An extension of the time for performance of the obligations affected by the force majeure event 

shall not, of itself, extend the time for performance of any other obligation.   

b. Denial of Extensions by NDEP.  If NDEP does not agree that the delay or 

anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a force majeure event, NDEP will notify Settling 

Defendants and EPA in writing of that decision.   

c. Denial of Extensions by EPA.  For matters where EPA is the Lead Agency 

for Dispute Resolution, if EPA, subject to Management Consultation, does not agree that the 

delay or anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a force majeure event, EPA will notify 

Settling Defendants and NDEP in writing of that decision. 

81. If Settling Defendants elect to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth 

in Section XX (Dispute Resolution), they shall do so no later than fifteen (15) days after receipt 

of notice described in the previous Paragraph.  In any such proceeding, Settling Defendants shall 

have the burden of demonstrating by a preponderance of the evidence that the delay or 

anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a force majeure event, that the duration of the 

delay or the extension sought was or will be warranted under the circumstances, that best efforts 

were exercised to avoid and mitigate the effects of the delay, and that Settling Defendants 

complied with the requirements of Paragraphs 78 and 79 above.  If Settling Defendants carry this 
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burden, the delay at issue shall be deemed not to be a violation by Settling Defendants of the 

affected obligation of this Consent Decree. 

XX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION  

82. Unless otherwise expressly provided for in this Consent Decree, the dispute 

resolution procedures of this Section shall be the exclusive mechanism to resolve disputes arising 

under this Consent Decree.  However, the procedures set forth in this Section shall not apply to 

actions by the State or the United States to enforce obligations of Settling Defendants that have 

not been disputed in accordance with this Section. 

83. Any dispute which arises under or with respect to the provisions of this Consent 

Decree shall in the first instance be the subject of informal negotiations between the parties to the 

dispute.  The period for informal negotiations shall not exceed twenty (20) days from the time 

the dispute arises, unless it is modified by written agreement of the parties to the dispute.  The 

dispute shall be considered to have arisen when one or more of the Settling Defendants sends the 

LADR a written Notice of Dispute. 

84. Statements of Position. 

a. In the event a dispute cannot be resolved by informal negotiations under 

the preceding Paragraph, then the position advanced by the LADR shall be considered binding 

unless, within twenty (20) days after the conclusion of the informal negotiation period, one or 

more of Settling Defendants invokes the formal dispute resolution procedures of this Section by 

serving on the State and the United States a written Statement of Position on the matter in 

dispute, including, but not limited to, any factual data, analysis or opinion supporting that 

position and any supporting documentation relied upon by Settling Defendants.  The Statement 
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of Position shall specify Settling Defendants' position as to whether formal dispute resolution 

should proceed under Paragraph 85 or 86. 

b. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of Settling Defendants' Statement of 

Position, the LADR will serve on Settling Defendants its Statement of Position (the “LADR’s 

Statement of Position”), including, but not limited to, any factual data, analysis, or opinion 

supporting that position and all supporting documentation relied upon by the LADR.  The 

LADR’s Statement of Position shall include a statement as to whether formal dispute resolution 

should proceed under Paragraph 85 or 86.   

c. Within seven (7) days after receipt of the LADR’s Statement of Position, 

Settling Defendants may submit a Reply. 

d. If there is disagreement between the LADR and Settling Defendants as to 

whether dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 85 or 86, the parties to the dispute 

shall follow the procedures set forth in the paragraph determined by the LADR to be applicable.  

However, if Settling Defendants ultimately appeal to the Court to resolve the dispute, the Court 

shall determine which paragraph is applicable in accordance with the standards of applicability 

set forth in Paragraphs 85 and 86. 

85. Disputes Pertaining to Response Actions.  Formal dispute resolution for disputes 

pertaining to the selection or adequacy of any response action and all other disputes that are 

accorded review on the administrative record under applicable principles of administrative law 

shall be conducted pursuant to the procedures set forth in this Paragraph.  For purposes of this 

Paragraph, the adequacy of any response action includes, without limitation:  (1) the adequacy or 

appropriateness of plans, procedures to implement plans, or any other items requiring approval 

by NDEP and/or EPA under the provisions of this Consent Decree which establish Settling 
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Defendants’ obligations to perform the Work; and (2) the adequacy of the performance of 

response actions taken pursuant to the provisions of this Consent Decree which establish Settling 

Defendants’ obligations to perform the Work.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed 

to allow any dispute by Settling Defendants relating to the validity of the ROD's provisions.  Any 

disputes relating to the Protocols, the Remedial Design, or the RD/RA Work Plan shall be 

resolved by the Court under Paragraph 86.   

a. An administrative record of the dispute shall be maintained by the 

LADRO, shall contain all statements of position, including supporting documentation, submitted 

pursuant to this Section, and shall be made available to Settling Defendants on reasonable 

request.  Where appropriate, the LADRO may allow submission of supplemental statements of 

position by the parties to the dispute.   

b. The LADRO will issue a final administrative decision resolving the 

dispute based on the administrative record described in Paragraph 85(a).  This decision shall be 

binding upon Settling Defendants, subject only to the right to seek judicial review pursuant to 

Paragraphs 85(c) and 85(d). 

c. Any administrative decision made by the LADRO pursuant to Paragraph 

85(b) shall be reviewable by this Court, provided that a motion for judicial review of the decision 

is filed by Settling Defendants with the Court and served on all parties within thirty (30) days of 

receipt of the decision.  The motion shall include a description of the matter in dispute, the 

efforts made by the parties to resolve it, the relief requested, and the schedule, if any, within 

which the dispute must be resolved to ensure orderly implementation of this Consent Decree.  

The United States and/or the State may file a response to Settling Defendants' motion. 

d. In proceedings on any dispute governed by this Paragraph, Settling 
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Defendants shall have the burden of demonstrating that the decision of the LADRO is arbitrary 

and capricious or otherwise not in accordance with law.  Judicial review of the LADRO’s 

decision shall be on the administrative record compiled pursuant to Paragraph 85(a). 

86. Disputes Pertaining to Other Matters.  Formal dispute resolution for disputes that 

neither pertain to the selection or adequacy of any response action nor are otherwise accorded 

review on the administrative record under applicable principles of administrative law shall be 

governed by this Paragraph. 

a. Following receipt of Settling Defendants' Statement of Position submitted 

pursuant to Paragraph 84, the LADRO will issue a final decision resolving the dispute.  This 

decision shall be binding on Settling Defendants unless, within thirty (30) days of receipt of the 

decision, Settling Defendants file with the Court and serve on the parties a motion for judicial 

review of the decision setting forth the matter in dispute, the efforts made by the parties to 

resolve it, the relief requested, and the schedule, if any, within which the dispute must be 

resolved to ensure orderly implementation of the Consent Decree.  The United States and/or the 

State may file a response to Settling Defendants' motion.  

b. Notwithstanding Paragraph 10 of this Consent Decree, judicial review of 

any dispute governed by this Paragraph shall be governed by applicable principles of law. 

87. The invocation of formal dispute resolution procedures under this Section shall 

not extend, postpone or affect in any way any obligation of Settling Defendants under this 

Consent Decree, not directly in dispute, unless NDEP or, subject to Management Consultation, 

EPA, agrees, or the Court orders otherwise.  Stipulated penalties with respect to the disputed 

matter shall continue to accrue but payment shall be stayed pending resolution of the dispute as 

provided in Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties).  Notwithstanding the stay of payment, stipulated 
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penalties shall accrue from the first day of noncompliance with any applicable provision of this 

Consent Decree.  In the event that Settling Defendants do not prevail on the disputed issue, 

stipulated penalties shall be assessed and paid as provided in Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties). 

XXI. STIPULATED PENALTIES  

88. Settling Defendants shall be liable for stipulated penalties in the amounts set forth 

in Paragraphs 89, 90, and 91 of this Section to the State and/or the United States for failure to 

comply with the requirements of this Consent Decree specified below, unless excused under 

Section XIX (Force Majeure), or Paragraph 98.  If both NDEP and EPA, under Paragraph 93, 

determine that a demand for stipulated penalties for a given violation should be made, then such 

stipulated penalties shall be split equally between the State and the United States; provided, 

however, that under no circumstances shall Settling Defendants pay more than one penalty for 

each separate violation.  For purposes of this Section, “Compliance” by Settling Defendants shall 

include completion of the activities under this Consent Decree, the RD/RA Work Plan, the 

Protocols, the Remedial Design, and any other documents approved by NDEP or EPA pursuant 

to the provisions of this Consent Decree, within the specified time schedules established by and 

approved under this Consent Decree.  

89. Stipulated Penalty Amounts – Work. 

a. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per day for 

any noncompliance identified in Subparagraph 89(b): 

  Penalty Per Violation Per Day  Period of Noncompliance 

  $ 1,000     1st through 14th day 

  $ 2,500     15th through 30th day 

  $ 8,000     31st day and beyond 
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b. Compliance Milestones. 

(1) Implementation of any portion of the Work, according to any 

schedule or deadline required by this Consent Decree, the RD/RA Work Plan, the Remedial 

Design, Operation & Maintenance Plan, the Protocols, or any plan approved under this Consent 

Decree; 

(2) Timely payment of United States Past Response Costs as required 

by this Consent Decree; and 

(3) Timely payment of State Future Response Costs or United States 

Future Response Costs as required by this Consent Decree. 

90. Stipulated Penalty Amounts - Deliverables. 

The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per day for failure to submit 

timely or adequate deliverables pursuant to this Consent Decree, the RD/RA Work Plan, the 

Remedial Design, Operation & Maintenance Plan, the Protocols, or any plan approved under this 

Consent Decree: 

  Penalty Per Violation Per Day Period of Noncompliance 

   $   750     1st through 14th day 

   $ 1,000    15th through 30th day 

   $ 1,500    31st day and beyond 

91. Work Takeover Stipulated Penalties.  In the event that NDEP or EPA, pursuant to 

Paragraph 113, assumes performance of a portion or all of: 

a. The O&M, Settling Defendants shall be liable for a stipulated penalty in 

the amount equal to the lesser of $250,000, or the cost of any O&M assumed; or  
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b. Any Work other than O&M, Settling Defendants shall be liable for a 

stipulated penalty in the amount equal to the lesser of $1,000,000, or the cost of such Work 

assumed. 

92. All penalties shall begin to accrue on the day after the complete performance is 

due or the day a violation occurs, and shall continue to accrue through the final day of the 

correction of the noncompliance or completion of the activity.  However, stipulated penalties 

shall not accrue:  (1) with respect to a deficient submission under Section XI (Approval of Plans 

and Other Submissions), during the period, if any, beginning on the 15th day after NDEP's 

receipt of such submission until the date that NDEP notifies Settling Defendants of any 

deficiency; (2) with respect to a decision under Paragraphs 85 or 86 of Section XX (Dispute 

Resolution), during the period, if any, beginning on the 21st day after the date that Settling 

Defendants' reply to the LADR’s Statement of Position is received until the date that NDEP 

and/or EPA issue a final decision regarding such dispute; or (3) with respect to judicial review by 

this Court of any dispute under Section XX (Dispute Resolution), during the period, if any, 

beginning on the 31st day after the Court's receipt of the final submission regarding the dispute 

until the date that the Court issues a final decision regarding such dispute.  Nothing herein shall 

prevent the simultaneous accrual of separate penalties for separate violations of this Consent 

Decree. 

93. Except as otherwise set forth in Paragraph 88, if NDEP or EPA determines that 

Settling Defendants have failed to comply with a requirement of a provision of this Consent 

Decree, NDEP and/or EPA may give Settling Defendants written notification of the same and 

describe the noncompliance.  NDEP, after providing notice to EPA of its determination of 

noncompliance, may send Settling Defendants a written demand for the payment of the penalties.  
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EPA, subject to Management Consultation, may send Settling Defendants a written demand for 

the payment of penalties for any failure to comply with a requirement of a provision of this 

Consent Decree subject to or imposed through Independent Action by EPA.  However, penalties 

shall accrue as provided in the preceding Paragraph regardless of whether NDEP or EPA has 

notified Settling Defendants of a violation.    

a. All penalties accruing under this Section shall be due and payable to the 

State and/or the United States within thirty (30) days of Settling Defendants' receipt from NDEP 

or EPA of a demand for payment of the penalties, unless Settling Defendants invoke the Dispute 

Resolution procedures under Section XX (Dispute Resolution).   

b. All payments to the State under this Section shall be paid as follows:  

(i) for amounts greater than $10,000, payment shall be made at https://epayments.ndep.gov/ in 

the form of an “electronic transfer of money” per NRS § 353.1467 and in accordance with NDEP 

electronic payment policy, which may be found at https://epayments.ndep.nv.gov/FAQ.htm; or 

(ii) amounts of $10,000 or less with an electronic payment as specified above or by check 

payable to the “State of Nevada Hazardous Waste Fund” that references the name of the Site, the 

Company name and address, and the billing number identified in the Division invoice and sent 

to: 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Attn:  Chief, Bureau of Corrective Actions 
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 4001 
Carson City, Nevada  89701 

 
c. All payments to the United States under this Section shall be paid by 

FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer (“EFT”) to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA 

Hazardous Substance Superfund, in accordance with current EFT procedures, referencing the 

name and address of the party making the payment, shall indicate that the payment is for 
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stipulated penalties, and shall reference the EPA Site/Spill ID Number 09BY, and DOJ Case 

Number 90-11-3-08510/1.  Notice of payment pursuant to this Section, and any accompanying 

transmittal letter(s), shall be sent to DOJ and EPA as provided in Section XXVII (Notices and 

Submissions). 

94. The payment of penalties shall not alter in any way Settling Defendants' 

obligation to complete the performance of the Work required under this Consent Decree. 

95. Penalty Payment Schedule.  Penalties shall continue to accrue as provided in 

Paragraphs 89 or 90 during any dispute resolution period, but need not be paid until the 

following: 

a. If the dispute is resolved by agreement or by a decision of NDEP or EPA 

that is not appealed to this Court, accrued penalties determined to be owing shall be paid to the 

State and/or the United States within thirty (30) days of the agreement or the receipt of the order 

by NDEP or EPA;  

b. If the dispute is appealed to this Court, but not appealed further, and the 

State and/or the United States prevails in whole or in part, Settling Defendants shall pay all 

accrued penalties determined by the Court to be owed to the State and/or the United States within 

sixty (60) days of receipt of the Court's decision or order; or 

c. If the District Court's decision is appealed by any Party, Settling 

Defendants shall pay all accrued penalties determined by the District Court to be owing to the 

State and/or the United States into an interest-bearing escrow account within sixty (60) days of 

receipt of the Court's decision or order.  Penalties shall be paid into this account as they continue 

to accrue, at least every sixty (60) days.  Within fifteen (15) days of receipt of the final appellate 
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court decision, the escrow agent shall pay the balance of the account to the State and or the 

United States or to Settling Defendants to the extent that they prevail. 

96. If Settling Defendants fail to pay stipulated penalties when due, the State and/or 

the United States may institute proceedings to collect the penalties, as well as Interest.  Settling 

Defendants shall pay Interest on the unpaid balance, which shall begin to accrue on the date of 

demand made pursuant to Paragraph 93. 

97. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed as prohibiting, altering, or in 

any way limiting the ability of the State and/or the United States to seek any other remedies or 

sanctions available by virtue of Settling Defendants' violation of this Consent Decree or of the 

statutes and regulations upon which it is based, including, but not limited to, penalties pursuant 

to Section 122(l) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 122(l); provided, however, that the United States 

shall not seek civil penalties pursuant to Section 122(l) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 122(l), for any 

violation for which a stipulated penalty is provided herein, except in the case of a willful 

violation of the Consent Decree. 

98. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section, the State and the United 

States may, in their unreviewable discretion, waive any portion of stipulated penalties that have 

accrued pursuant to this Consent Decree and that are to be paid to the entity waiving the penalty.  

XXII. COVENANTS NOT TO SUE BY PLAINTIFFS 

99. United States’ Covenants Not to Sue.   

In consideration of the actions that will be performed and the payments that will be made 

by Settling Defendants under the terms of the Consent Decree, and except as specifically 

provided in Paragraphs 100, 101, 102, and 103 of this Section, the United States covenants not to 

sue or to take administrative actions relating to the Site against Settling Defendants pursuant to 

Sections 106 and 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607(a), and 7003 of RCRA, 42 
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U.S.C. § 6973.  These covenants not to sue or take administrative action against Settling 

Defendants (“United States’ Covenants”) shall take effect upon the receipt by the United States 

of the payments required by Paragraph 68 of Section XVI (Payments for Response Costs) and 

Paragraphs 72 and 74 of Section XVII (Payments to Natural Resource Trustees), except as 

follows: 

a. The United States’ Covenants with respect to Settling Defendants’ 

obligations to perform the Remedy Construction shall take effect upon certification of 

completion of Remedy Construction;   

b. The United States’ Covenants with respect to liability for additional 

response actions that EPA determines are necessary to achieve the Performance Standards or to 

carry out and maintain the effectiveness of the Remedy, but that cannot be required pursuant to 

Paragraph 27, shall take effect upon receipt of payments to the United States listed above, and 

shall remain in effect until twenty-one (21) years after certification of completion of Remedy 

Construction.  If certification of achievement of Performance Standards occurs within this 

twenty-one (21) year period, such covenants shall remain in effect thereafter; and  

c. The United States’ Covenants with respect to liability for additional 

response actions beginning twenty-one (21) years after certification of completion of Remedy 

Construction shall become effective upon certification of achievement of Performance 

Standards. 

These covenants not to sue are conditioned upon the satisfactory performance by Settling 

Defendants of their obligations under this Consent Decree.  These covenants not to sue extend 

only to Settling Defendants, except as provided in the following sentence.  These covenants not 

to sue (and all reservations thereto in this Consent Decree) and the contribution protection 
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provisions of Section XXIV, shall also apply to Settling Defendants’ officers, directors, 

employees, successors and assigns, but only to the extent that the alleged liability of the officer, 

director, employee, successor or assign is based on its status and in its capacity as an officer, 

director, employee, successor or assign of the Settling Defendants, and not to the extent that the 

alleged liability arose independently of the alleged liability of Settling Defendants.  These 

covenants not to sue do not extend to any other person.  Each Settling Defendant shall be subject 

to all of its obligations under this Consent Decree regardless of whether a successor and/or 

assign exists.  

100. United States' Pre-Certification Reservations.  Notwithstanding any other 

provision of this Consent Decree, the United States reserves, and this Consent Decree is without 

prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action, or to issue an 

administrative order, seeking to compel Settling Defendants to perform further response actions 

relating to the Site and/or to pay the United States for additional costs of response if, (a) prior to 

certification of achievement of Performance Standards, (i) conditions at the Site, previously 

unknown to EPA, are discovered, or (ii) information, previously unknown to EPA, is received, in 

whole or in part; and (b) EPA determines that these previously unknown conditions or 

information, together with other relevant information, indicate that the Remedy is not protective 

of human health or the environment.  For the purposes of this Paragraph, any water quality data 

for the analytes specified in the Protocols, and any other data developed pursuant to the Ambient 

Monitoring Protocol obtained prior to certification of achievement of Performance Standards, 

shall not be considered previously unknown conditions at the Site or information previously 

unknown to EPA. 
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101. United States’ Post-Certification Reservations.  Notwithstanding any other 

provision of this Consent Decree, the United States reserves, and this Consent Decree is without 

prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action or to issue an 

administrative order, seeking to compel Settling Defendants to perform further response actions 

relating to the Site and/or to pay the United States for additional costs of response if, 

(a) subsequent to certification of achievement of Performance Standards, (i) conditions at the 

Site, previously unknown to EPA, are discovered, or (ii) information, previously unknown to 

EPA, is received, in whole or in part; and (b) EPA determines that these previously unknown 

conditions or this information, together with other relevant information, indicate that the Remedy 

is not protective of human health or the environment. 

102. United States’ Reservations with Respect to Natural Resource Damages. 

a. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the United 

States reserves, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings 

in this action or in a new action against Settling Defendants for Natural Resource Damages if:  

(1) Conditions at the Site previously unknown to the Natural Resource 

Trustees are discovered after the Effective Date and such conditions have resulted in releases of 

hazardous substances that have caused injury to, destruction of or loss of Natural Resources that 

was unknown to the Natural Resource Trustees before the Effective Date (for the purposes of 

this Paragraph, “Unknown Conditions”); or  

(2) Information is first received by the United States after the Effective 

Date, and the new information indicates there is injury to Natural Resources of a type unknown 

to the Federal Trustees as of the Effective Date (for the purposes of this Paragraph, “New 

Information”). 
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b.          For the purposes of this Paragraph, an increase solely in the Natural 

Resource Trustees’ assessment of the magnitude of a known injury to, destruction of or loss of 

Natural Resources at the Site shall not be considered Unknown Conditions or New Information.  

No information shall be deemed “new,” and no condition shall be deemed “unknown,” if the 

information or condition is contained or identified in, or could be reasonably determined from, 

documents and data in the possession or under the control of any of the Natural Resource 

Trustees as of the Effective Date.  Any water quality data for the analytes specified in the 

Protocols, and any other data developed pursuant to the Ambient Monitoring Protocol obtained 

prior to certification of achievement of Performance Standards, shall not be considered Unknown 

Conditions or New Information for purposes of this Paragraph.    

103. United States’ General Reservations of Rights.  The United States reserves, and 

this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, all rights against Settling Defendants with respect to 

all matters not expressly included within the United States’ Covenants not to sue.  

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the United States reserves all rights 

against Settling Defendants with respect to:   

a. Claims based on a failure by Settling Defendants to meet a requirement of 

this Consent Decree; 

b. Liability arising from the past, present or future disposal, release or threat 

of release of Waste Material outside of the Site; 

c. Liability based upon Settling Defendants’ ownership or operation of the 

Site, or upon Settling Defendants’ transportation, treatment, storage or disposal, or the 

arrangement for the transportation, treatment, storage or disposal of Waste Material at or in 

connection with the Site, other than as provided in the ROD, the Work or otherwise ordered by 
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EPA, after signature of this Consent Decree; 

d. Criminal liability;  

e. Liability for violations of federal or state law which occur during or after 

implementation of the Work; and 

f. Liability, beginning twenty-one (21) years after certification of completion 

of Remedy Construction and prior to certification of achievement of Performance Standards, for 

additional response actions that EPA determines are necessary to achieve Performance 

Standards, but that cannot be required pursuant to Paragraph 27. 

104. State’s Covenants Not to Sue.  In consideration of the actions that will be 

performed and the payments that will be made by Settling Defendants under the terms of the 

Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided in Paragraphs 105, 106, 107, and 108 of this 

Section, the State covenants not to sue or to take administrative actions, relating to the Site, 

against Settling Defendants pursuant to Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a), 

Sections 3004(u) and (v)and 7002 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6924(u) and (v) and 6972, or any 

State law enacted pursuant to those authorities.  The State also covenants not to sue or take 

administrative actions, relating to the Site, against Settling Defendants under Section 505 of the 

Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §§ 1365, Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1321 as it 

applies to any authority granted to the State of Nevada, or the Nevada Water Pollution Control 

Law, NRS § 445A.300 to 445A.730 and the regulations of the Nevada State Environmental 

Commission, NAC § 445A070 to 445A.348, or to bring any claim relating to the Site based on 

any common law theory of negligence, trespass or nuisance.  These covenants not to sue shall 

take effect upon receipt by the Natural Resources Trustees of the payment required by Paragraph 

72.  The covenants not to sue as to the Work are conditioned upon the satisfactory performance 
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by Settling Defendants of their obligations under this Consent Decree to perform the Work.  

These covenants not to sue extend only to Settling Defendants, except as provided in the 

following sentence.  These covenants not to sue (and all reservations thereto in this Consent 

Decree) and the contribution protection provisions of Section XXIV, shall also apply to Settling 

Defendants’ officers, directors, employees, successors and assigns, but only to the extent that the 

alleged liability of the officer, director, employee, successor or assign is based on its status and 

in its capacity as an officer, director, employee, successor or assign of the Settling Defendants, 

and not to the extent that the alleged liability arose independently of the alleged liability of 

Settling Defendants.   

105. State’s Pre-Certification Reservations.  Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Consent Decree, the State reserves, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, the right 

to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action, or to issue an administrative order, 

seeking to compel Settling Defendants to perform further response actions relating to the Site 

and/or to pay the State for additional costs of response if, (a) prior to certification of achievement 

of Performance Standards, (i) conditions at the Site, previously unknown to the State, are 

discovered, or (ii) information, previously unknown to the State, is received, in whole or in part; 

and (b) the State determines that these previously unknown conditions or information together 

with any other relevant information indicates that the Remedy is not protective of human health 

or the environment.  For purposes of this Paragraph, any water quality data for the analytes 

specified in the Protocols, and any other data developed pursuant to the Ambient Monitoring 

Protocol obtained prior to certification of Achievement of Performance Standards, shall not be 

considered previously unknown conditions at the Site or information previously unknown to the 

State. 
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106. State’s Post-Certification Reservations.  Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Consent Decree, the State reserves, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, the right 

to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action or to issue an administrative order, 

seeking to compel Settling Defendants to perform further response actions relating to the Site 

and/or to pay the State for additional costs of response if, (a) subsequent to certification of 

achievement of Performance Standards, (i) conditions at the Site, previously unknown to the 

State, are discovered, or (ii) information, previously unknown to the State, is received, in whole 

or in part; and (b) the State determines that these previously unknown conditions or this 

information, together with other relevant information indicate that the Remedy is not protective 

of human health or the environment. 

107. State’s Reservations with Respect to Natural Resource Damages. 

a. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the State 

reserves, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this 

action or in a new action against Settling Defendants for Natural Resource Damages if:  

(1) conditions at the Site previously unknown to the State Trustees are discovered after the 

Effective Date and such conditions have resulted in releases of hazardous substances that have 

caused injury to, destruction of or loss of Natural Resources that were unknown to the State 

Trustees before the Effective Date (for the purposes of this Paragraph, “Unknown Conditions”); 

or (2) information is first received by the State after the Effective Date, and the new information 

indicates there is injury to Natural Resources of a type unknown to the State Trustees as of the 

Effective Date (for the purposes of this Paragraph, “New Information”). 

b. For the purposes of this Paragraph, an increase solely in the Trustee’s 

assessment of the magnitude of a known injury to, destruction of or loss of Natural Resources at 
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the Site, shall not be considered Unknown Conditions or New Information.  No information shall 

be deemed “new,” and no condition shall be deemed “unknown,” if the information or condition 

is contained or identified in, or could be reasonably determined from, documents and data in the 

possession or under the control of any of the Natural Resource Trustees as of the Effective Date.  

Any water quality data for the analytes specified in the Protocols, and any other data developed 

pursuant to the Ambient Monitoring Protocol obtained prior to certification of achievement of 

Performance Standards, shall not be considered Unknown Conditions or New Information for 

purposes of this Paragraph.  

108. State’s General Reservations of Rights.  The State reserves, and this Consent 

Decree is without prejudice to, all rights against Settling Defendants with respect to all matters 

not expressly included within the State’s covenant not to sue.  Notwithstanding any other 

provision of this Consent Decree, the State reserves all rights against Settling Defendants with 

respect to:   

a. Claims based on a failure by Settling Defendants to meet a requirement of 

this Consent Decree;  

b. Liability arising from the past, present or future disposal, release or threat 

of release of Waste Material outside of the Site; 

c. Liability based upon Settling Defendants’ ownership or operation of the 

Site, or upon Settling Defendants’ transportation, treatment, storage or disposal, or the 

arrangement for the transportation, treatment, storage, or disposal of Waste Material at or in 

connection with the Site, other than as provided in the ROD, the Work, or otherwise ordered by 

EPA, after signature of this Consent Decree by Settling Defendants;  

d. Criminal liability;  
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e. Liability for violations of federal or state law which occur during or after 

implementation of the Work; and 

f. Liability, beginning twenty-one (21) years after certification of completion 

of Remedy Construction and prior to certification of achievement of Performance Standards, for 

additional response actions that NDEP determines are necessary to achieve Performance 

Standards, but that cannot be required pursuant to Paragraph 27 (Modification of the RD/RA 

Work Plan, the Remedial Design, or Related Submittals). 

109. For purposes of Paragraphs 100 and 105, the information and the conditions 

known to the State and the United States shall include only that information and those conditions 

known to the State and the United States as of the date the ROD was signed and set forth in the 

ROD for the Site, or the administrative record supporting the ROD.  For purposes of Paragraphs 

101 and 106, the information and the conditions known to the State and the United States shall 

include only that information and those conditions known to the State and the United States as of 

the date of certification of achievement of Performance Standards, or set forth in the ROD, the 

administrative record supporting the ROD, the post-ROD administrative record, or in any 

information received by the State and the United States pursuant to the requirements of this 

Consent Decree, including information collected under the Ambient Monitoring Protocol prior to 

certification of achievement of Performance Standards. 

110. Tribes’ Covenants Not to Sue.  Except as provided in Paragraph 111 regarding 

Unknown Conditions or New Information, in consideration of the actions that will be performed 

and the payment that will be made by Settling Defendants under the terms of this Consent 

Decree, and except as specifically provided in Paragraphs 112 and 113 of this Section, the Tribes 

covenant not to sue Settling Defendants pursuant to Sections 107(a) and 113(f) of CERCLA, 42 
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U.S.C. §§ 9607(a) and 9613(f), Sections 3004(u) and (v) and 7002 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 

6924(u) and (v) and 6972, and Sections 309, 311 and 505 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §§ 

1319, 1321 and 1365, or to bring any other claim relating to the Site based upon any tribal 

statute, ordinance, regulation or law for conditions relating to the Site, or to bring any claim 

relating to the Site based on any common law theory, including but not limited to, negligence, 

trespass or nuisance, including any claim for Site-related impacts at or upon property now or 

previously owned or occupied by, or held in trust for, the Tribes, including the property formerly 

known as the “Wilson Ranch.”  These covenants not to sue shall take effect upon receipt by the 

Tribes of the payment required under Paragraph 74 of this Consent Decree.  These covenants not 

to sue are conditioned upon the satisfactory performance by Settling Defendants of their 

obligations under this Consent Decree.  These covenants not to sue extend only to Settling 

Defendants.  These covenants not to sue shall also apply to Settling Defendants’ officers, 

directors, employees, successors and assigns, but only to the extent that the alleged liability of 

the officer, director, employee, successor or assign is based on its status and in its capacity as an 

officer, director, employee, successor or assign of the Settling Defendants, and not to the extent 

that the alleged liability arose independently of the alleged liability of Settling Defendants.  

These covenants not to sue do not extend to any other person.  Each Settling Defendant shall be 

subject to all of its obligations under this Consent Decree regardless of whether a successor 

and/or assign exists. 

111. Tribes’ Reservations with Respect to Natural Resource Damages and Other 
Claims. 

 
a. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the Tribes 

reserve, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this 

action or in a new action against Settling Defendants for Natural Resource Damages if:  
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(1) Conditions at the Site previously unknown to the Natural Resource 

Trustees are discovered after the Effective Date and such conditions have resulted in releases of 

hazardous substances that have caused injury to, destruction of or loss of Natural Resources that 

was unknown to the Natural Resource Trustees before the Effective Date (for the purposes of 

this Paragraph, “Unknown Conditions”); or  

(2) Information is first received by the Tribes after the Effective Date, 

and the new information indicates there is injury to Natural Resources of a type unknown to the 

Federal Trustees as of the Effective Date (for the purposes of this Paragraph, “New 

Information”). 

b. For the purposes of this Paragraph, an increase solely in the Natural 

Resource Trustees’ assessment of the magnitude of a known injury to, destruction of or loss of 

Natural Resources at the Site shall not be considered Unknown Conditions or New Information.  

No information shall be deemed “New”, and no condition shall be deemed “Unknown”, if the 

information or condition is contained or identified in, or could be reasonably determined from, 

documents and data in the possession or under the control of any of the Natural Resource 

Trustees as of the Effective Date.  Any water quality data for the analytes specified in the 

Protocols, and any other data developed pursuant to the Ambient Monitoring Protocol, obtained 

prior to certification of achievement of Performance Standards, shall not be considered Unknown 

Conditions or New Information for purposes of this Paragraph.    

112. Tribes’ General Reservation of Rights.  The Tribes reserve, and this Consent 

Decree is without prejudice to, all rights against Settling Defendants with respect to all matters 

not expressly included within the Tribes’ covenant not to sue. 
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113. Work Takeover. 

a. In the event NDEP determines that Settling Defendants have (1) ceased 

implementation of any portion of the Work; (2) are seriously or repeatedly deficient or late in 

their performance of the Work; or (3) are implementing the Work in a manner which may cause 

an endangerment to human health or the environment, NDEP, with notice to EPA, may issue a 

written notice (“Work Takeover Notice”) to Settling Defendants indicating that NDEP believes 

the circumstances justify assumption of some or all of the Work as provided by Paragraph 113(b) 

and (c), below.  Any Work Takeover Notice will specify the grounds upon which such notice 

was issued and will provide Settling Defendants a period of twenty (20) days within which to 

remedy the circumstances giving rise to the issuance of such notice.   

b. In the event EPA determines that Settling Defendants have (1) ceased 

implementation of any portion of the Work; (2) are seriously or repeatedly deficient or late in 

their performance of any Work subsequent to Settling Defendants’ submittal under Paragraph 

63(a) of a written report requesting certification of completion of Remedy Construction; (3) are 

implementing the Work in a manner which may cause an endangerment to human health or the 

environment, EPA, with notice to NDEP, may issue a written notice (“Work Takeover Notice”) 

to Settling Defendants indicating that EPA believes the circumstances justify assumption of 

some or all of the Work as provided by Paragraph 113(c), below.  Any Work Takeover Notice 

will specify the grounds upon which such notice was issued and will provide Settling Defendants 

a period of twenty (20) days within which to remedy the circumstances giving rise to the 

issuance of such notice. 

c. If, after expiration of the notice period specified in Paragraph 113(a), 

Settling Defendants have not remedied to NDEP’s satisfaction the circumstances giving rise to 
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the issuance of the relevant Work Takeover Notice, NDEP may at any time thereafter assume the 

performance of all or any portions of the Work as NDEP deems necessary (“Work Takeover”).  

If, after expiration of the notice period specified in Paragraph 113(b), Settling Defendants have 

not remedied, to EPA’s satisfaction, the circumstances giving rise to the issuance of the relevant 

Work Takeover Notice, EPA may at any time thereafter assume the performance of all or any 

portions of the Work deemed  necessary; provided, however, that if EPA issues a Work 

Takeover Notice, EPA shall first allow NDEP to determine within thirty (30) days from the date 

of the Work Takeover Notice, whether NDEP will take over the Work.  NDEP or EPA shall 

notify Settling Defendants in writing (which writing may be electronic) if NDEP or EPA 

determine that implementation of a Work Takeover is warranted under this Subparagraph. 

d. Settling Defendants may invoke the procedures set forth in Section XX 

(Dispute Resolution) to dispute NDEP’s or EPA’s implementation of a Work Takeover under 

Paragraph 113(c).  However, notwithstanding Settling Defendants’ invocation of such dispute 

resolution procedures, and during the pendency of any such dispute, NDEP or EPA may in their 

sole discretion commence and continue a Work Takeover under Paragraph 113(c) until the 

earlier of the date that (1) Settling Defendants remedy, to the satisfaction of the agency which 

took over the Work, the circumstances giving rise to the issuance of the relevant Work Takeover 

Notice; or (2) a final decision is rendered in accordance with Section XX (Dispute Resolution) 

requiring NDEP or EPA to terminate such Work Takeover. 

e. After commencement and for the duration of any Work Takeover, NDEP 

or EPA shall have immediate access to and benefit of any performance guarantee(s) provided 

pursuant to Section XIII (Performance Guarantee) of this Consent Decree, in accordance with the 

provisions of Paragraph 61 of that Section.  If EPA commences a Work Takeover and requests 
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NDEP to direct payment pursuant to a surety bond and/or letter of credit maintained under 

Paragraph 57(d)(1) or (2), NDEP shall direct the surety company or financial institution which 

issued the surety bond and/or  letter of credit to make the payment as requested by EPA.  If and 

to the extent that NDEP or EPA is unable to secure the resources guaranteed under any such 

performance guarantee(s) and Settling Defendant(s) fail to remit a cash amount up to, but not 

exceeding, the estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed, all in accordance with the 

provisions of Paragraph 61, any unreimbursed costs incurred by NDEP or EPA in performing 

Work under the Work Takeover shall be considered future response costs that Settling 

Defendants shall pay pursuant to Section XVI (Payment for Response Costs).  All Work 

Takeover costs not otherwise reimbursed shall be reimbursed under Section XVI (Payment for 

Response Costs). 

114. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the State and the 

United States retain all authority and reserve all rights to take any and all response actions 

authorized by law. 

XXIII. COVENANTS BY SETTLING DEFENDANTS 

115. Covenant Not to Sue.  Subject to the reservations in Paragraphs 118 and 120, 

Settling Defendants hereby covenant not to sue and agree not to assert any claims or causes of 

action against the State, the United States or the Tribes with respect to the Site or this Consent 

Decree, including, but not limited to: 

a. Any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Hazardous 

Substance Superfund (established pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 9507) 

through CERCLA Sections 106(b)(2), 107, 111, 112 or 113, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b)(2), 9607, 

9611, 9612 or 9613, or any other provision of law; 
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b. Any claims against the State, the United States or the Tribes, including 

any department, agency or instrumentality thereof, under CERCLA Sections 107 or 113, 42 

U.S.C. §§ 9607 or 9613, or 7002 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6972 related to the Site; or   

c. Any claims arising out of response actions at or in connection with the 

Site, including any claim under the United States Constitution, the State Constitution, the Tucker 

Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1491, the Equal Access to Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2412, as amended, or at 

common law. 

116. Except as provided in Paragraph 118 (Waiver of Claims Against De Micromis 

Parties) and Paragraph 124 (Waiver of Claim-Splitting Defenses), these covenants not to sue 

shall not apply in the event that the United States, the State or the Tribes bring a cause of action 

or issue an order pursuant to the reservations set forth in Section XXII (Covenants Not to Sue by 

Plaintiffs), but only to the extent that Settling Defendants’ claims arise from the same response 

action, response costs, or damages that the United States, State or Tribes are seeking pursuant to 

the applicable reservation.  Settling Defendants reserve, and this Consent Decree is without 

prejudice to: 

a. Claims against the United States, subject to the provisions of Chapter 171 

of Title 28 of the United States Code, and brought pursuant to any statute other than CERCLA or 

RCRA, and for which the waiver of sovereign immunity is found in a statute other than 

CERCLA or RCRA, for money damages for injury or loss of property or personal injury or death 

caused by the negligent or wrongful act or omission of any “employee of the government” of the 

United States, as defined in 28 U.S.C. § 2671, while acting within the scope of his or her office 

or employment under circumstances where the United States, if a private person, would be liable 

to the claimant in accordance with the law of the place where the act or omission occurred.  
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However, the foregoing shall not include any claim based on EPA’s selection of response 

actions, or the oversight or approval of Settling Defendants’ plans, reports, other deliverables or 

activities. 

b. Claims against the State, subject to the provisions of Chapter 41 of the 

Nevada Revised Statutes, for money damages for injury or loss of property or personal injury or 

death caused by the negligent or wrongful act or omission of any employee of the State while 

acting within the scope of his office or employment under circumstances where the State, if a 

private person, would be liable to the claimant in accordance with the law of the place where the 

act or omission occurred.  However, any such claim shall not include a claim for any damages 

caused, in whole or in part, by the act or omission of any person, including any contractor, who 

is not a State employee as that term is defined in N.R.S. § 41.0307, nor shall any such claim 

include a claim based on approval or selection of response actions, or the oversight or approval 

of Settling Defendants' plans or activities.  The foregoing applies only to claims which are 

brought pursuant to any statute other than CERCLA and for which the waiver of sovereign 

immunity is found in a statute other than CERCLA. 

117. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to constitute preauthorization of 

a claim within the meaning of Section 111 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9611, or 40 C.F.R. 

§ 300.700(d). 

118. Waiver of Claims Against De Micromis Parties.  Settling Defendants agree not to 

assert any claims and to waive all claims or causes of action (including but not limited to claims 

or causes of action under Sections 107(a) and 113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607(a) and 9613) 

that they may have for all matters relating to the Site against any person where the person’s 

liability to Settling Defendants with respect to the Site is based solely on having arranged for 
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disposal or treatment, or for transport for disposal or treatment, of hazardous substances at the 

Site, or having accepted for transport for disposal or treatment of hazardous substances at the 

Site, if the materials contributed by such person to the Site containing hazardous substances did 

not exceed the greater of (1) 0.002% of the total volume of waste at the Site; or (2) 110 gallons 

of liquid materials or 200 pounds of solid materials.  This waiver shall not apply to any claim or 

cause of action against any person meeting the above criteria, if EPA has determined that the 

materials contributed to the Site by such person contributed or could contribute significantly to 

the costs of response at the Site.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to waive or 

limit in any way Settling Defendants’ claims and causes of action against any person who owns 

or operates or who previously owned or operated any portion of the Site. 

119. Settling Defendants agree not to seek judicial review of any final rule listing the 

Site on the National Priorities List based on a claim that changed site conditions that resulted 

from the performance of the Work in any way affected the basis for listing the Site.  

XXIV.  EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT; CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION 

120. Except as provided in Paragraph 118 (Waiver of Claims Against De Micromis 

Parties), nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to create any rights in, or grant any 

cause of action to, any person not a Party to this Consent Decree.  The preceding sentence shall 

not be construed to waive or nullify any rights that any person not a signatory to this decree may 

have under applicable law.  Except as provided in Paragraph 118, each of the Parties expressly 

reserves any and all rights (including, but not limited to, any right to contribution), defenses, 

claims, demands and causes of action which each Party may have with respect to any matter, 

transaction or occurrence relating in any way to the Site against any person not a Party hereto.  

Nothing in this Consent Decree diminishes the right of the United States, pursuant to Section 
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113(f)(2) and (3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)(2), (3), to pursue any such persons to obtain 

additional response costs or response action and to enter into settlements that give rise to 

contribution protection pursuant to Section 113(f)(2), 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)(2). 

121. The Parties agree, and by entering this Consent Decree this Court finds, that this 

settlement constitutes a judicially approved settlement for purposes of Section 113(f)(2) of 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)(2), and that each Settling Defendant is entitled, as of the 

Effective Date, to protection from contribution actions or claims as provided by CERCLA 

Section 113(f)(2), 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)(2), or as otherwise may be provided by law, for matters 

addressed in this Consent Decree.  The “matters addressed” in this settlement are all response 

actions taken or to be taken, and all response costs incurred or to be incurred by the State, the 

United States, the Tribes, or any other person, with respect to the Site, as well as all claims for 

Natural Resource Damages; provided, however, that if the State, the United States or the Tribes 

exercise rights under the reservations in Section XXII other than in Paragraphs 103(a), (d) and 

(e), or 108 (a), (d) and (e), the “matters addressed” in this Consent Decree will no longer include 

those response costs or response actions or Natural Resource Damages that are within the scope 

of the exercised reservation. 

122. Settling Defendants shall, with respect to any suit or claim brought by them for 

matters related to this Consent Decree, provide notice to the State and the United States in 

writing no later than sixty (60) days prior to the initiation of such suit or claim. 

123. Settling Defendants agree that with respect to any suit or claim for contribution 

brought against them for matters related to this Consent Decree they will notify in writing the 

State and the United States within ten (10) days of service of the complaint on them.  In addition, 

Settling Defendants shall notify the State and the United States within ten (10) days of service or 
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receipt of any Motion for Summary Judgment and within ten (10) days of receipt of any order 

from a court setting a case for trial. 

124. Waiver of Claim-Splitting Defenses.  In any subsequent administrative or judicial 

proceeding, relating to the Site, initiated by the State, the United States or the Tribes for 

injunctive relief, recovery of response costs, recovery of Natural Resource Damages or other 

appropriate relief, as available to each such Party, Settling Defendants shall not assert, and may 

not maintain, any defense or claim based upon the principles of waiver, res judicata, collateral 

estoppel, issue preclusion, claim-splitting or other defenses based upon any contention that the 

claims raised by the State, the United States or the Tribes in the subsequent proceeding were or 

should have been brought in the instant case; provided, however, that nothing in this Paragraph 

affects the enforceability of the covenants not to sue set forth in Section XXII (Covenants Not to 

Sue by Plaintiffs).   

XXV.  ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

125. Subject to Paragraph 126 (Business Confidential and Privileged Documents), each 

Settling Defendant shall provide to NDEP and EPA, upon request, copies of all documents and 

information within that Settling Defendant’s possession or control or that of its contractors or 

agents relating to activities at the Site or to the implementation of this Consent Decree, 

including, but not limited to, sampling, analysis, chain of custody records, manifests, trucking 

logs, receipts, reports, sample traffic routing, correspondence or other documents or information 

related to the Work.  Settling Defendants shall also make available to NDEP or EPA, for 

purposes of investigation, information gathering, or testimony, their respective employees, 

agents or representatives with knowledge of relevant facts concerning the performance of the 

Work. 
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126. Business Confidential and Privileged Documents. 

a. Settling Defendants may assert business confidentiality claims covering 

part or all of the documents or information submitted to NDEP or EPA under this Consent 

Decree to the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, 42 

U.S.C. § 9604(e)(7), 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b), and NRS § 459.555 or NRS § 445A.665.  Documents 

or information determined to be confidential by EPA will be afforded the protection specified in 

40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B.  If no claim of confidentiality accompanies documents or 

information when they are submitted, or if EPA has notified Settling Defendants that the 

documents or information are not confidential under the standards of Section 104(e)(7) of 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e)(7) or 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B, the public may be given access 

to such documents or information without further notice to Settling Defendants. 

b. Documents or information determined to be confidential business 

information or trade secret by NDEP, will be afforded the protection specified in NRS 445A.665 

or NRS 459.555, as applicable.  If no claim of confidentiality accompanies documents or 

information when they are submitted, or if NDEP has notified Settling Defendants that the 

documents or information are not confidential under NRS § 459.555 or NRS § 445A.665, the 

public may be given access to such documents or information without further notice to Settling 

Defendants.  If, at any time, any confidential business information or trade secrets obtained or 

utilized pursuant to this Consent Decree are subpoenaed by any Court, administrative or 

legislative body, or are requested by any other person or entity purporting to have authority to 

require the production of such confidential business information or trade secret (including 

requests for production under NRS Chapter 239, or other freedom of information, open records, 

public records and similar statutes) from NDEP, NDEP, unless prohibited by law or regulation, 
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shall provide prompt written notice thereof to the Settling Defendants.  NDEP shall not 

immediately and voluntarily surrender the confidential business information or trade secret in a 

manner that complies with NRS Chapter 239 or other applicable statutes, so that Settling 

Defendants may seek a protective order or other appropriate remedy.  After receipt of the notice 

specified under this Paragraph, the Settling Defendants shall have the sole responsibility for 

obtaining any order they believe appropriate.  If, absent the entry of such a protective order or 

other remedy, NDEP is, in the opinion of its counsel, required to disclose the confidential 

business information or trade secret, then NDEP may disclose that portion of the confidential 

business information or trade secret that NDEP is required to disclose. 

c. Settling Defendants may assert that all or one or more portions of certain 

documents, records and other information are privileged under the attorney-client privilege or 

any other privilege recognized by federal law or state law.  If a Settling Defendant asserts such a 

privilege in lieu of providing documents, it shall provide EPA and NDEP with the following:  (1) 

the title of the document, record, or information; (2) the date of the document, record, or 

information; (3) the name and title of the author of the document, record, or information; (4) the 

name and title of each addressee and recipient; (5) a description of the contents of the document, 

record, or information; and (6) the privilege asserted by Settling Defendants.  If a claim of 

privilege applies only to a portion of a record, the record shall be provided to the State and the 

United States in redacted form to mask the privileged portion only.  Settling Defendants shall 

retain all records that they claim to be privileged until the State and the United States have had a 

reasonable opportunity to dispute the privilege claim and any such dispute has been resolved in 

the Settling Defendants’ favor.  However, no last drafts or final versions of documents, reports or 
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other information created or generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall 

be withheld on the grounds that they are privileged or confidential.  

127. No claim of confidentiality shall be made with respect to any data, including, but 

not limited to, all sampling, analytical, monitoring, hydrogeologic, scientific, chemical or 

engineering data, or any other documents or information evidencing conditions at or around the 

Site. 

XXVI.  RETENTION OF RECORDS 

128. Until ten (10) years after Settling Defendants' receipt of notification of 

certification of achievement of the Performance Standards by NDEP and EPA (Paragraph 64(b)), 

each Settling Defendant shall preserve and retain all non-identical copies of records and 

documents (including records or documents in electronic form) now in its possession or control, 

or which come into its possession or control, that relate in any manner to its liability under 

CERCLA with respect to the Site; provided, however, that Settling Defendants who are 

potentially liable as owners or operators of the Site must retain, in addition, all documents and 

records that relate to the liability of any other person under CERCLA with respect to the Site.  

Each Settling Defendant must also retain, and instruct its contractors and agents to preserve, for 

the same period of time specified above, all non-identical copies of the last draft or final version 

of any documents or records (including documents or records in electronic form) now in its 

possession or control or which come into its possession or control that relate in any manner to 

the performance of the Work; provided, however, that each Settling Defendant (and its 

contractors and agents) must retain, in addition, copies of all data generated during the 

performance of the Work and not contained in the aforementioned documents required to be 
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retained.  Each of the above record retention requirements shall apply regardless of any corporate 

retention policy to the contrary.  

129. At the conclusion of this document retention period, each Settling Defendant shall 

notify NDEP and EPA at least ninety (90) days prior to the destruction of any such records or 

documents, and, upon request by NDEP or EPA, each Settling Defendant providing notice shall 

deliver any such records or documents to the requesting agency, with notice to the other.  Any 

Settling Defendant may assert that all or one or more portions of certain documents, records and 

other information are privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any other privilege 

recognized by federal law.  If Settling Defendants assert such a privilege, they shall provide 

NDEP and EPA with the following:  (a) the title of the document, record, or information; (b) the 

date of the document, record, or information; (c) the name and title of the author of the 

document, record, or information; (d) the name and title of each addressee and recipient; 

(e) a description of the subject of the document, record, or information; and (f) the privilege 

asserted by Settling Defendants.  However, no documents, reports or other information created or 

generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be withheld on the grounds 

that they are privileged.  

130. Each Settling Defendant hereby certifies individually that, to the best of its 

knowledge and belief, after thorough inquiry, it has not altered, mutilated, discarded, destroyed 

or otherwise disposed of any records, documents or other information (other than identical 

copies) relating to its potential liability regarding the Site since notification of potential liability 

by the State or the United States or the filing of suit against it regarding the Site and that it has 

fully complied with any and all EPA requests for information pursuant to Section 104(e) and 
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122(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) and 9622(e), and Section 3007 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 

§ 6927. 

XXVII.  NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS 

131. Except as otherwise provided in Paragraphs 45, 66, and 79, any notice or 

certification pursuant to this Consent Decree shall be in writing.  Writing shall mean a hard copy 

unless the receiving agency gives prior approval for electronic submissions for a particular 

submission.  Whenever, under the terms of this Consent Decree, written notice or certification is 

required to be given or a report or other document is required to be sent by one Party to another, 

it shall be directed to the individuals at the addresses specified below, or to such other individual 

as has been specified in writing to the Parties.  All notices and submissions shall be considered 

effective upon receipt, unless otherwise provided.  Written notice or certification as specified 

herein shall constitute complete satisfaction of any written notice requirement of the Consent 

Decree with respect to the State, United States, EPA, Tribes or Settling Defendants, respectively.   

As to the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection:  
Scott Smale 
State Project Coordinator 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Bureau of Corrective Actions 
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 4001 
Carson City, Nevada  89701 
 
As to the United States Department of Justice: 
Chief, Environmental Enforcement Section 
Environment and Natural Resources Division 
U.S. Department of Justice 
P.O. Box 7611 
Washington, DC  20044-7611 
Re: DJ #s 90-11-3-08510 and 90-11-3-08510/1 
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As to the United States Environmental Protection Agency: 
David Seter 
Remedial Project Manager 
United States Environmental Protection Agency Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
Re:  SSID # 09BY 
 

As to the Regional Financial Management Officer:  

David Wood (MTS-4-2) 
Superfund Accounting 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 

As to the Tribes: 
Heather Lawrence 
Director, Environmental Protection Department 
Shoshone Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Indian Reservation 
P.O. Box 219 
Owyhee, NV  89832 
 
with copies, which shall not constitute notice, to: 
 
Lloyd B. Miller 
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Endreson & Perry, LLP 
900 West Fifth Avenue 
Suite 700 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2029 
 
As to USDA/USFS: 
Kenneth Maas 
On-Scene Coordinator 
USFS Region 4, Humboldt Toiyabe National Forest 
1200 Franklin Way 
Sparks, NV  89431 
775-352-1223 (ph); 775-355-5399 (fax) 
775-770-4769 (cell) 
Kmaas@fs.fed.us 
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As to USFWS:  
Damian K. Higgins 
Regional Coordinator,  
Environmental Response, Environmental Quality Programs 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Pacific Southwest Region 
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2606 
Sacramento, CA  95825 
 
As to Settling Defendants: 
Mountain City Remediation, LLC 
In Care of Marcus Ferries, 
Vice President of ARCO Environmental Remediation LLC, 
Its member 
201 Helios Way 
Houston, TX  77079 
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with copies, which shall not constitute notice, to: 
 
Adam Cohen, Esq. 
Davis Graham & Stubbs 
1550 Seventeenth Street, Suite 500 
Denver, CO  80202 
 
and 
 
Elizabeth H. Temkin 
Temkin Wielga & Hardt LLP 
1900 Wazee Street, Suite 303 
Denver, CO  80202 
 

132. NDEP or, if applicable, EPA, shall provide contemporaneous copies to the Tribes 

of all notices and findings or similar documents provided to Settling Defendants, including those 

relating to the selection of the supervising contractor, Work, remedy review, quality assurance, 

sampling and data analysis, approval of plans and other submissions for the Work, completion of 

Remedy Construction, emergency response, force majeure, dispute resolution for Work, 

stipulated penalties and work takeover. 

XXVIII.  EFFECTIVE DATE 

133. The Effective Date of this Consent Decree shall be the date upon which this 

Consent Decree is entered by the Court. 

XXIX.  RETENTION OF JURISDICTION 

134. This Court retains jurisdiction over both the subject matter of this Consent Decree 

and the Settling Defendants for the duration of the performance of the terms and provisions of 

this Consent Decree for the purpose of enabling any of the Parties to apply to the Court at any 

time for such further order, direction and relief, as may be necessary or appropriate for the 

construction or modification of this Consent Decree, or to effectuate or enforce compliance with 

its terms, or to resolve disputes in accordance with Section XX (Dispute Resolution) hereof. 
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XXX.  APPENDICES 

135. The following Appendices are attached to and incorporated into this Consent 

Decree: 

 “Appendix A”:  ROD, including appendices 

 “Appendix B”:  RD/RA Work Plan 

 “Appendix C”:  Site Map 

 “Appendix D”:  Form of Remedy Construction Trust Agreement  

 “Appendix E”:  Form of Post-Remedy Construction Trust Agreement 

 “Appendix F”:  Form of Operation and Maintenance Trust Agreement 

 “Appendix G”:  Form of Draft Easement or Environmental Covenant 

XXXI.  COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

136. If requested by either of the Agencies, Settling Defendants shall participate in 

community involvement activities pursuant to the community involvement plan to be developed 

by NDEP, in consultation with EPA, in accordance with guidance documents and the NCP.  

NDEP, in consultation with EPA, will determine the appropriate role for Settling Defendants 

under the Plan.  Settling Defendants shall also cooperate with the Agencies in providing 

information regarding the Work to the public.  As requested by the Lead Agency, Settling 

Defendants shall participate in the preparation of such information for dissemination to the 

public and in public meetings, which may be held or sponsored by the Lead Agency to explain 

activities at or relating to the Site.   
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XXXII.  MODIFICATION 

137. Schedules specified in this Consent Decree for completion of the Work may be 

modified by agreement of NDEP, EPA and Settling Defendants.  Schedules specified in this 

Consent Decree for submission of draft, final or modified work plans, or any documents which 

must be submitted pursuant to approved work plans, to the extent such modifications will not 

delay completion of construction or operation of the Remedy, may be modified by agreement of 

NDEP and Settling Defendants, upon provision of notice to EPA.  All such modifications shall 

be made in writing. 

138. Except as provided in Paragraph 26(a) (Modification of the RD/RA Work Plan 

and Remedial Design), no material modifications shall be made to the terms of this Consent 

Decree, including the RD/RA Work Plan and all the other Appendices, without written 

notification to and written approval of the State, the United States, the Tribes, Settling 

Defendants, and the Court, if such modifications fundamentally alter the basic features of the 

selected remedy within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. § 300.435(c)(2)(B)(ii).  Modifications to the 

terms of this Consent Decree, including the RD/RA Work Plan and all the other Appendices that 

do not materially alter those documents, may be made by written agreement between the State, 

the United States, the Tribes and Settling Defendants.  Material modifications to the RD/RA 

Work Plan and all the other Appendices of this Consent Decree that do not fundamentally alter 

the basic features of the selected remedy within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. § 300.435(c)(2)(B)(ii), 

may be made by written agreement between NDEP, EPA and Settling Defendants.  

139. Nothing in this Decree shall be deemed to alter the Court's power to enforce, 

supervise or approve modifications to this Consent Decree.   
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XXXIII.  LODGING AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

140. This Consent Decree shall be lodged with the Court for a period of not less than 

thirty (30) days for public notice and comment in accordance with Section 122(d)(2) of 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(d)(2) and 28 C.F.R. § 50.7.  The State and the United States reserve 

the right to withdraw or withhold their consent if the comments regarding the Consent Decree 

disclose facts or considerations which indicate that the Consent Decree is inappropriate, 

improper or inadequate.  Settling Defendants consent to the entry of this Consent Decree without 

further notice. 

141. If for any reason the Court should decline to approve this Consent Decree in the 

form presented, this agreement is voidable at the sole discretion of any Party and the terms of the 

agreement may not be used as evidence in any litigation between or among the Parties. 

XXXIV.  SIGNATORIES/SERVICE 

142. Each undersigned representative of a Settling Defendant, the State, the Tribes and 

the Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and Natural Resources Division of DOJ 

certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Consent 

Decree and to execute and legally bind such Party to this document.  

143. Each Settling Defendant hereby agrees not to oppose entry of this Consent Decree 

by this Court or to challenge any provision of this Consent Decree unless the State or the United 

States has notified Settling Defendants in writing that it no longer supports entry of the Consent 

Decree. 

144. Each Settling Defendant shall identify, on the attached signature page, the name, 

address and telephone number of an agent who is authorized to accept service of process by mail 

on behalf of that Party with respect to all matters arising under or relating to this Consent Decree.  
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Settling Defendants hereby agree to accept service in that manner and to waive the formal 

service requirements set forth in Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and any 

applicable local rules of this Court, including, but not limited to, service of a summons.  The 

parties agree that Settling Defendants need not file an answer to the complaint in this action 

unless or until the Court expressly declines to enter this Consent Decree. 

XXXV.  FINAL JUDGMENT 

145. This Consent Decree and its appendices constitute the final, complete, and 

exclusive agreement and understanding between the Plaintiffs and the Settling Defendants with 

respect to the settlement embodied in the Consent Decree.  The Parties acknowledge that there 

are no representations, agreements or understandings between the Plaintiffs and the Settling 

Defendants relating to the settlement other than those expressly contained in this Consent 

Decree. 

146. Upon approval and entry of this Consent Decree by the Court, this Consent 

Decree shall constitute a final judgment between and among the Parties.  The Court finds that 

there is no just reason for delay and therefore enters this judgment as a final judgment under 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 54 and 58. 
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SO ORDERED THIS __ DAY OF _______, 2012. 
 
 
 
_________________________________________ 

     United States District Judge 
     FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
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FOR THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF NSTICE:

Date: Z~ ~.
cia S. Moreno

Assistant Attorney General
Environment &Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

Date: Z ~~~~ ~ ~~/I ~~

Elise S. Feldman
Trial Attorney
Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment &Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice
P.O. Box 7611
Washington, D.C. 20044-7611

DANIEL G. BOGDEN
United States Attorney
District of Nevada

HOLLY VANCE
Assistant United States Attorney

100 West Liberty
Suite 600
Reno, NV 89501
Telephone: (775) 784-5438
Facsinnile: (775)784-5181
E-rail: Ho11y.Vancena,usdoi.gov
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~:;S' .fk-, 
Assi.tmt Allomey General 
r\ll"inmrnent & Natural Re!;oIllU.~ Divisilln 
lJ~<;. Departmmtof JuWce 
W...,b.i.ngtoo. D.C. 20530 

~J)dL.~ 
Elise S. Feldman 
Trial Attorney 
Environmental Enfore<--rru:nl S<.lClion 
En\irownent & N~tural RIlSOlmC9 Division 
U.S. r>epartmem: ofJusUee 
P.O. Box 7611 
WasJrin&ton, D.C. 2Q044.7611 

DANfHL G. BOGDEN 
UDllCd States Anorney 
DislliC1 of Nevada 

HOLLY VANCE 
Assistant United State~ At(orney 
100 West Liberty 
Suile 600 
Reno, NV 89501 
TtlCPMUC: (715) 7S4-.s438 
Facsimile: (71S)7M.SI81 
E-mail: HolJy.V~9!.il9\. 



FOR T~-~ UNITEI? STATES EN'VIRONMEIVTAL PROTECTION AGEI~ICY:

Date: ~ ~t~t~1 ~`

Date.
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;r

Jane D' ond, Director
Supe Division, RegionIX

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

~~ ...

~g~hua V~irtscha#~er
Assistant Regional Counsel

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
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D"" 
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u.s. ~ P1ottLtion Aprcy _IX 
1~ Hlwtbomc Stteet 
SmPnnciJco, CA 94105 



FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL

RESOURCES, DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRQTECTION:

Date: (/ ~ ~ Z ~ !~"
olleen Cripps, PhD.

Administrator
901 S. Stewart Street, Suite 4001
Carson City, NV 89701

Approved as to form and content:

CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO
Attorney General

By: rr1,fZ~,,
C olyn E. Tan r
Senior Deputy Attorney General
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FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA, D£PARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, DI VISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL. P~TECT10N: 

"",. 1("(," / tJ.~ 
r I t'olleen Cripp$, PhD, 

Admlnisuator 

Appro~fd u to fonn ond COnltnt: 

CA nlElUNE CORTEZ MASTO 
Allome~ Gen .... 

. ~ r;;;E:T.n f 

~ior Deputy Attomo:y O~noI 
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901 S. SR:~ Sine!. Sg,tc4001 
Canon City, NV 19701 



FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA, DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE:

Date: o~ ~ ~2- ~ ~-
Kenneth E. Mayer
Director
1 I00 Valley Rd.
Reno, NV 895I2

Approved as to form and content:

CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTQ
Attorney General

By:
Nhu guyen
Senior Deputy Attorney General
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FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA, DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE: 

Da~: 

Approved .. 10 fonn.nd content: 

CA TlIERiNE CORTEZ MASTO 
Attomcy Gmcnl 

~c:.~/ 
Kenneth £. ~)'<'!r 
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Director 
lIOOV. llcyRd, 
Reno. NV 89S12 



FOR SHOSHONE PAiUTE TRIBES OF THE DUCK VALLEY INDIAN 1RESERVATI~N:

Date: `7I fZ~l Z
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Terry Cii~S`on
Chairman
P.O. Box 219
Highway 225lHighway 51
Owyhee, Nevada 89832-Q2i9
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FOR ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY

Date: '~
Marcus Fezrie
Vice President
Atlantic Richfiel ompa~.y
201 Helios Way
Houston, Texas 77479
Fax: 1-713-323-7487

Agent Authorized to Accept Service on Behalf of ,above-signed Party:

Name (print) The Corporation Trust Company

Title: Registered Agent

Address: 1209 Orange Street

Ph. Number: C 713) 658-9486

~~

Case 3:12-cv-00524   Document 2    Filed 09/27/12   Page 131 of 135

FOR ATLAN'tlC RICHFIELD COMP A}IY 

Date: 
Motall errie 
ViI:c f'l,:,ident 

Atlmtic Richfie~loo .. ", 
201 H.1ios WlY 
Houston, Tens n079 
fa.<' J_1Il-JZ3-7437 

Nilme (prine): Tb. Co'1"'nt1o .. Trult Cooop ... , 

Title: llulottud Anpt 

AddrMS: 1209 Or.ni' Strut 

Pb, Numbcr: (71l) 6$&-9486 
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FOR MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LL

Date: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~
Marcus ernes, ~~ President of
ARCO Environrr. ant Remediation LLC. zts
member
201 Helzos Way
Houston, Texas 77079
Fax: 1-713-323-7487

Agent Authorized to Accept Service on Behalf of Above-sided Pariy:

Name (print): The Corporation trust. Company y

Title: Registered Agent

Address: 1209 Orange Street
e r ^~

Wilmington, DE 19801.

Ph. Number: ~ (713). 658-9486
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fOR MOUNTAIN CITY REMEDIATION, LtC 

member 
201 HelioJ W .. y 
Houston, Te~., 77()1~ 
FAll.: 1-11)-323-7437 

~t Author~d to Accept Service on Beh.alf of Above-1igoed PII'ty: 

Name (priM); 'I'M Corpo~nio" l_tuat Co~.oy .. 

Title: Reglsterd Agan t 

A<Idre$t: 1209 Onng" Strut 

Wi l.loB!OO, DE 19801 

C7131 6~&-'J~86 -

.,,,-

• 



FOR THE CLEVELAND- CL(~FS IRON COivfl'ANY;

nave: 7 2 2o~z. ~. ~._ ~ . .. .. ~ .:t ....--
.~~mes D. Graham
Gelieral Cvu~isel and Sec►•etary
200 Public Squa►e, Ste. 3300
Cleveland, OH X40 i 14-2544

Agent Authorized to Acce~~t Service oii Behalf of Ahov~-signed Patty:

Name (pz•int):

Title:

Addt~ess:

P~~. Ntunf~e~~:
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FOR nJECLEYELAND- CLIFFS IRON COMPANY, 

Date: 7!Z1!,?J;/J. 
r r- llIine. D. Orohtlln 

Genenol Cwnsel 0,,<1 Secretary 
2()() I't.Ibl'c Sq ... re, Ste. 3300 
Clem.""" OH 4.w114·25~4 

Agent AU100ri:.ed 10 A"copt S<>rvico"., Beh. lf or Abwo-.iglIed Porty; 

Nam~ (print): ________ _ 

1me' 



FOR E.I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY:

1
Date:

Sheryl A. lfo d
E.I. du Pont de Nemours an ompany
Director, DuPont Corporate Remediation Group
Chestnut Run Plaza - Building 715, Room 201
974 Centre Road
Wilmington, DE 19805
Tel: 302-999-3562

Agent Authorized to Accept Service on Behalf of Above-signed Party:

Name (print): ~~i e Y'

Title: ~ }e ~p~yc ~ Q'~'(~

Address: ~Yt e,S~ YIt~L'~',~~.~1 7j ~ — Z~

~~ P.~ 1 ~-{ l ~ ~--cx.c,t. i lL ~~~ Yc~~.
i ~ ~ ~ ~~

Ph. Number: --j- ~ Z,

-127-

Case 3:12-cv-00524   Document 2    Filed 09/27/12   Page 134 of 135

FOR E.L DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY: 

974 Centre Road 
Wilmington, DE 19S()5 
Tel : 3()2·999·3562 

Agent Authorize<! to Accq>! Service OD Behalf of Abo.-e-signoo Party: 

·121· 



FOR TECK AMERICAN INC~RPORATEI3,

f/k/a Teck Cominco American, Inc., f/k/a Cominco American, Inc.

Date: S - l ~ -2 01 Z

t

~AtaxneJ Ph~1.4. - -es-c~

[Title ~ i ce Qrc.s ~ ~l -~... ~-'

[Address] ~'o l ~-~►~~~o,.,k Ql~~ 51-~.30~

Agent Authorized to Accept Service on Behalf ofAbove-sigx3ed Party:

Name {print}: Jawc. to ~~o~,

Titte:

Address:

Ph. I~lumber: S"o ̀~ -- ~ 23 -- ~{ ~ ̀~ ̀ ~

-128-
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FOR TEa( AMElUCAN INCORPORATED, 
DkIa Teel o",,;noo Ameri<-n, 1Dc.., WI. Comi...., Amoricau, ln~ 
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