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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
__________________________________________ 

) 
LOCKHEED MARTIN CORPORATION, ) 

) 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 
v. )   Civil Action No. 08-1160 (ESH) 

)    
UNITED STATES, ) 
 )       

Defendant. ) 
_______________________________________) 
 

MEMORANDUM OPINION 

 Lockheed Martin Corporation brings this action against the United States under the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (“CERCLA”), 42 

U.S.C. § 9601 et seq., for recovery of past and future response costs to remediate the 

environmental contamination caused by its corporate predecessor’s operation of three rocket 

motor-production facilities – Redlands, Potrero Canyon, and LaBorde Canyon – in California 

from 1954 to 1975.  Both parties admit to being liable as potentially responsible parties (“PRPs”) 

for the contamination at the three facilities under CERCLA § 107(a).  The Court held a twelve-

day bench trial from February 10 to March 14, 2014, to determine the equitable allocation of 

response costs between the parties.  Having considered the evidence, the controlling law, and all 

relevant equitable factors, the Court has determined that an equitable allocation for the past 

response costs for all three facilities is 0% liability to the United States and 100% liability to 

Lockheed.  In contrast, the Court will equitably allocate future response costs between the parties 

differently for each facility:  29% to the United States and 71% to Lockheed for the Redlands 

facility; 24% to the United States and 76% to Lockheed for the Potrero Canyon facility; and 19% 

to the United States and 81% to Lockheed for the LaBorde Canyon facility. 
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