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5.
The Rest of the Story. On remand from the Ninth Circuit, the Central District of California concluded that the Ninth Circuit’s conclusion that the Partnership Defendants were not PRPs under CERCLA was the law of the case, and it refused to disturb that finding. Carson Harbor Village v. UNOCAL Corp., 287 F. Supp. 2d. 1118, 1131 n. 40 (C.D. Cal. 2003). Moreover, in an extensive and detailed analysis, the district court also concluded that Carson Harbor’s remediation work did not comply with the National Contingency Plan. Id. at 1153-77. As a result, Carson Harbor could not recover from any PRPs pursuant to CERCLA.  The Ninth Circuit affirmed. Carson Harbor Village v. UNOCAL Corp., 433 F.3d 1260 (9th Cir. 2006). However, the district court did leave open the possibility that Carson Harbor may recover under states law through indemnification contracts.
