Commission of Inquiry

Montara Well Head Platform Uncontrolled Hydrocarbon Release

Submissions by Atlas Drilling (S) Pte Ltd and Seadsill Management (S) Pte

Ltd arising from Oral Hearings

1. In the course of the oral hearing convened by the Commission of Inquiry,
the factual position in relation to a number of key issues related to the
Inquiry’s terms of reference has been ciériﬁed. These short submissions
seek to summarise the evidence on those issues and advance particular
conﬁentions on behalf of Atlas Drilling {S) Pte Ltd and Seadrill Management
(S} Pte Ltd (both referred to in these submissions as Atlas). They do not

seek to deal with all issues before the Inquiry.

Cementing of the H1 Well
2. The oral evidence before the Commission has been to the effect that the
cerﬁenting of the Ml Well was supervised by PTT personnel without
involvement of Atlas representatives in that:
(a) there was a PTT representative on the cement unit during the process
and throughout the operation and you would generally\never see dn
Atlas representative on the cement unit (O’Shea T786.33);
(b} you don’t involve the OIM in the detail of the‘ cementing work and
Atlas personnel are not involved in the pumping or displacement pf

cement (O'Shea 1'786.44; Jacob T1794-5);



the cementing job was carried out by Halliburton personnel who were
directly contracted by PTT (s&;c paragraph 12 of the statutory
declaration of David Doeg (WIT,1804.0003.0001) and directly
supervised by PTT (Horne T726.35);

the Atlas driller on duty during the cementing operation was a
considerable distance from those operations an.d not involved in the
decisions made; (O'Shea T700.33-T701.16, Horne T745-7};

the Atlas driller cannot actually see what is happening in relation to
the operation of the cement pumps, nor can he see what is happening
down at the well heads. The driller depends on receiving information
from others {(Wishart T701.6; Horne, T747.19-25});

the decisiornis about what to do when the float failed and there was a
rapid _increase in pressure were made bj Mr Wiisdn and Mr Treasure
without reference to Atlas personnel (Wilson T1166:3-16; Treasure
T266-272};

the cementing operation on 7 March was a PTT oi)eration, purely a
well operation which c.iid.not fall within the rubric of a simultaneous .
operation (Wilson T1125.25); and

Mr Duncan agreed that onshore PTTEP personnel need to accept

- responsibility for the failure of the cemented casing shoe as a barrier

{(Duncan T1273.27).

It was generally accepted in the course of the hearing that there was an

over displacement of cement from the casing shoe as & result of pumping

back too much fluid when there was a failure of the float valves in carrying

out the cementing of the H1 Well. If this had not occurred then there

would not have been a blowout. - So, it is important to identify those



persons who knew or had reasonable means of knowing of the problem
with the casing shoe who failed to act.

There is no evidence of any communication with the Atlas OIM of any
concern in relation to the cementing of the casing shoe. Indeed, the OIM
had no role or responsibility in supervising the cementing operation. Mr
Treasure and Mr Wilson were responsible for supervising the cementing job
{Wilson T1175.47, Treasu‘re T570.6). To the extent that the OIM’s 'overail
responsibility for safety may cause him to become involved then he
depehded upon receiving information from PTTEP personnel as to any
safety issue arising from the way the cementing operation was carried out
{see Gouldin, T157.33-158.10). There is ‘no‘ suggestion that there were any
such communications with the OIM con'cerniﬁg the cementing of the 1
Well,

There were no oral communications with Mr Millar concerning what
occurred in re_:lation to the cementing of the casing shoe. Mr Millar does
not recall having a discussion with the OIM about the cementing job for the
H1 Well (Millar T182.13). This is consistent with the PTTEP personnel
involved in the cementing of the H1 Well not raising any concern with the
OIM. Mr Millar would have expected any such issue to have been
communicated to him by the OIM and the fact that there were no such
communications in&iqated that there were no concerns with the cementing
job (Millar 228.46 and 229.2).

Therefore, the only means by wh.ich Atlas personnel became aware of what
had occurred in the cementing operation was through the process of
written reporting. They were not involved in the events as they occurred.
The written record is summarised in the attachment to these submissions.

From the perspective of Mr Millar, the available information was as follows:
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(a) in all likelihood, the first document considered by Mr Millar was an

(b)

(c)

email from Mr Wilson summarising the events of 7 March 2009

received on his Blackberry (Millar T227.26);

as to the email from Mr Wilson :

)

(i)

(i)

(iv)

it contained no statement indicating any problem with the
cementing of the H1 Well;

on the contrary, it stated that the floats were checked and were
okay after waiting on cement; |

it conil:éined none of the information as to volumes that were
pumped back and without that information there was no reason
to suspect any problem with the cementing job;

the author of the email, Mr Wilson accepted that the content of
the email was misleading having regard to the information that
was available to him (including an email from the PTTEP drilling
supervisor which stated that PTTEP had “encountered float
failure” and a PTTEP daily drilling report that included as a
matter to “note” the guantities that had been pumped‘ backj
{Wilson T1184-5). He accepted that it is possible that a feader
(even of professional experience) would draw the conciusion from
the email that there was no problem with the floats (Wilson

T1185.13, 34).

in aill likelihood the next document received by Mr Millar was the Atlas

30 hour report on events of 7 March (Millar T202). It is to be expected

that any person in the position of Mr Millar would be influenced by

the positive terms of the summary in the email from Mr Wilson when

reading the 30 hour report;

as to the 30 hour report:



(e)

(iv)

it contained a statement that “Halliburton apply 4,000 PSI, (9.25
bbls) test CSG 10 mins ok, decrease prease T/200 PSI, pressure
increased T/1,300 PSI, (16.5 bbis) returﬁeci, Halliburton pump
16.5 bbls back into CSG, no increase in pressure, close in Tow-
torque”;

the reievant section conclud_eci “check float, ok”;

the report did not state in clear terms that the amount of 16.5
bbls “given ... back” in respect of which there was a decision to
“pump ... back in hole” was not net of the 9.25 bbls used rto
pressure up; |
Mr Wishart in preparing the PTTEP daily drilling report (based on
the same information in the IADC Report that was used to
prepare the Atlas 30 hour report] required clarification
concerning the amounts pumped back. He spoke to Mr Treésure’
in that regard and as a result included a note to make it clear
that the amount of 16.5 bbls was pumped back {Wishart T698-
700). As'a result there was a material difference between the
information provided to Mr Millar and the information available
to Mr Wilson (who also had direct conversation with Mr Treasure

concerning the cementing job).

in due course the IADC Report would have been provided to Mr Millar.
However, it contained information in substantially similar terms to
that contained in the 30 hour report; and

Mr Millar did not receive the PTT or Halliburton cementing reports

(Millar T203}.

Mr Millar accepted that he should have looked harder at the issue of the

float valve faiI'ing {Millar T183.15) and that he didn’t give the contents of
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the written reports sufficient weight or recognise the ramifications of the

backflow and reinjection {Millar T190). It is to the credit of Mr Millar that

he accepted responsibility despite:

(a)

those who supervised the cementing operéﬁon not recognising the
probien;i and therefore not reporting the problem to the OIM or Mr
Millar; |

Mr Millar receiving a misleading report in two respects. Firstly it did
not provide clear information as to the fact that too much had been
“pumped back”. Secondly, it did not state that there had been a
failure of the floats (but simply stated that “the float appeared to let
go”) and stated that the floats had been checked and were okay;

the 30 hour report being materially different to the terms of the PTTEP
daily drilling report (the latter document not being available to Mr A
Miﬂar at the time};

reading the 30 hour report indicated to Mr Millar that an inflow test
had been done and there was a competent cement job (Millar T233,27-
35}

Mr Millar not having any responsibility to plan, manage, supervise or
direct the cementing operation and his role being one where he was
entitled to rely upon PTTEP personnel to report relevant mattefs to
him; and

Mr Millar being entitied to expect that any serious issue would be
raised with him by PTTEP in a telephone discussion or meeting

(Wilson T1094.23),

In its response to the Seadrill Investigation Report concerning the root

cause of the blowout PTTEP stated {at para 27, p22):
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14,

- “It is also possible to conclude that the primary root cause to the
incident was the failure to recognise that a positive pressure test was
required to verify shoe cement integrity after float failure. This did not
oceur and a contributing factor was procedures generated by Seadrill
to manage their MODU which contemplated float valve failure during
cementing operations but did not suggest any course of action other
than what was performed. The procedure was followed.”

I.ﬁ addition, witness statements provided by PTTEP referred to the West
Atlas SDI Operations Procedures Manual (“the Manual”) énd in particular
its provisions concerning cementing procedures as be'mg relevant to the
ce?anting of the H1 Well {Wishart, para 106-7, Wilson, para 192-3,
Duncan, para 109-10, Jacob, paras 55(b)(ii), 102-5).

Wishart's paragraphs 106 and 107 were presented to him in a pre-prepared
format (T691.22). Wishart didn't raise any issues about the Manual. The
first time it arose in his statutory declaration was because someone else
put it there (T691.2’8}. (Paragraphs 109-10 of Duncan's statutory
declaration, together with the majority of the paragraphs in his declaration
under the heading "Launching the plugs”, are identical to the same parf: of
Wishart's declaration.) |

All of thé persons involved for PTTEP in carrying out the cementing
operation at the time of deciding how to deal with the float failure and the’
qemeﬁting operation did not advert to the Manual; {Duncan T1450.28,
Duncan T1450.43, Wilsonn T991.31-992.30, T1052:1 {(not operaﬁng by
reference to Atlds documents), Wishart T643:6 (doésn’t know whether had’
knowledge of Manual in March 2009)).

An identical conclusion may be reached in relation to the Atlas Well

Control Manual {See Jacoh, T1795.10, T1797.38).

In any event, the Manual is generic in the nature of the inférmation it“

contains and properly identifies the issue of a float {aflure.
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The fact that the Manual does not go on and say that there should be a
pressure test does not mean that the Manual is indicating that such a test
s_hould not be undertaken. | |

It is evident fronﬁ its terms that the Manual is a document for Seadrill
personnel in dealing with the rg:quirements of “cliénts” which sets out the
primary steps for the drilling crew to follow when performing various tasks
without always allocating responsibility for eaéh, task or particularising ali
responses to possible. scenarios; see, for example, the text under the
heading Genemi Description in the various sections.

It is submitted that the content of the Manual was not a contributing factor

to the problems with the integrity of the shoe,

The failure to install the 13%" PCCC

The suspension of the H1 Well was undelrtaken in 2 stages.

The first sfage; was undertaken on 7 March 2009 (after the cementing of the
casing shoe}. The approved Stage 1 suspension plan prf;videci for
suspension with a 9% PCCC and a BOP. The Stage 2 suspension plan
provided for the fitting of a 13%" PCCC. Therefore, the plans provided to
senior Atlas personnel did not indicate a period when the H1 Well would
not have either a BOP or a 13%" PCCC. Mr Millar had no problem with the
Stage 1 suspension with a BOP for ﬁpward of 5 weeks, but once it was
rémoved he would expect the 13%" PCCC to be installed (Millar T192.5}.-
There is evidence to suggest that the BOP may have been moved from the
H1 Well before the time when the installation of the 13%" PCCC was
believed (wrongly) to have oceurred,  There is no evidence that this.
c;ccurred to the knowledge of Atlas drillers or senior Atlas personnef. The

drilling programme was supervised by the PTTEP Drilling Supervisor. It is
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not to be expected that Atlas drilling personnel would be aware of the
seqﬁence of events being undertaken because their task was to implement.
the forward plan (see bélow) not to keep track of the overall programme.

On 15 April 2009 .work was commenced to be undertal?en to prepare for
Stage 2 of the sﬁspension of the HI Well.

The work included removal of the conductor casing {or riser) between the
well head and Rig floor. |

Until the conductor casing was removed, it was not possible for anyone at

" the well head to observe that the 13%" PCCC was not in place (Wishart,

T704.21-29). The evidence of Mr Millar {at T211.45) to the effect that he
would suggest that the likelihood is that the non-installation of the 13%"
P_‘CCC came to the attention of personnel from PTTEF and Atlas around
March/April 2009 is not to contrary effect because it appears to refer the
délay in installation until Stage 2 of the suspension. Mr Millar was not
taken to the configuration of the well at the relevant time with the
conductor casing in place which prevented any physical inspection of the
vs}eli in tﬁe— course of moving about the Rig.

See also the evidence of Mr Wishart to the effect that Atlas personnel would
possibly not be in a position to observe that the 13%" PCCC was not
installed because they act on the forward plan or what they are instructed
to do (Wishart T683.28; see also O'Shea T889.15, Jacob at 1799.34).

In the course of the night shift on 15 Aprill 2009, Mr Wishart prepared a
draft daily drilling report and draft email concerning the events on 13 April
2009, In doing sﬁ, he reviewed the IADC Report and included that
information in the draft .c}a,ily drilling report. He also had reference fo
n;atters listed on a whiteboard in the office of the drilling supervisor. On

his evidence the whiteboard recorded matters that had been completed on
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the previous shift that would not otherwise be evident from the IADC
Report (Wisha,rt; T620.32, T621.22-37, T702.37).

On the morning of 16 April 2009, Mr O’'Shea settled the daily drilling report

. and covering email reporting on the previous day which stated “Corrosion

caps and trash caps should be installed by late afternoon”

[PTT.9002.0081.0046]

Mr O’Shea’s evidence as to the whiteboard wés to the effect that it was all

very unfocused and non-systematic and not a very good system of .
information management (O'Shea T859.32-43, T860.3, T898-899}. A
system to write on the whiteboard a record of work that was done while thc
night drilling supervisor was off-shift so it could be included in the PTTEP
daﬂy drilling report may have been agreed between Mr Wishart and Mr
Robinson, but it appears that if there was such a system Mr O'Shea was
not aware of it and he did not use any such system {O'Shea T898.12),

Mr O’Shea left the Rig cn the morﬁing of 16 April 2609 and his relief, Mr
Treasure, commenced duty as the day drilling supervisor on the morning of
16 April 2009.

Mr Treasure's evidence was that the whiteboard was a list of things to do
and matters were ticked off (Treasure .’1‘517‘5). However, the recording of
the off-line work in reports was not systematic and there may have been no
record. of what was done and when (Treasure TH19). |

Mr Robinson, an extra PTTEP night drilling supervisor on the Rig was
generally responsible for supervising for the off-line operations required to

suspend the H1 Well. His usual shift was from midnight to noon {although

he may work longer hours). ‘There has been no evidence from Mr Robinson.

in the afternoon of 16 April 2009, Mr Treasure was on duty and, it is

submitted, that in accordance with his view of the procedure for use of the
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whiteboard, he is likely to have put up on the Whiteboérd the fitting of the
13%" PCCC on the H1 Well as a task fo be done. (The report to PTTEP
personnel for the previous day showed that this work was expected to be
done that afternoon [PTTEP internal email of 16 Aprﬁ‘ 2009,
PTT.0002.0081.0046]). |

That evening, after Mr Treasure was off duty, Mr Wishart prepared the
dréft email and daily drilling report in.respect of the events of 16 April
2009,

it fis submitted that in doing so Mr Wishart is likely to have recorded

matters on the whiteboard as recording what had been done {when those

matters placed on the whiteboard by Mr Treas!ire reflected his view as to
the procedure for the whiteboard, némely including matters to be donej.
The following morning, Mr Treasure came on shift and reviewed the draft
document, His practice was to do so without discussion with Mr Wishart.
He would request changes which Mr Wishart would make (Wishart
T705.435).

It is submitted that, in all likelihood, Mr Treasure assumed that the task
which he had placed on the whiteboard ‘concerning the fitting of the 13%"
PCCC on the H1 Well had been completed when he was off shift.

Therefore the daily drilling reijort was settled in a form that stated
“Corrosion caps fiited to 340mm MLS and trash caps fitted to 508mm
conductors on H1l and H3-ST1” {GEGC.0003.001.1098). Also, the covering
email was settled in a form which stated “ Corrosion caps and trash cans
iﬁstaiied by on {sic) wells H1 and H3-8T1” (PTT.9002.0081.0071).

The content of the draft statement by Mr Treasure to the effect that there
was a conversation with Mr Robinson concerning the installation of the

13%" PCCC should not be accepted because!
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Mr Treasure gave oral evidence that the statement was conjecture and
he could not remember (Treasure T549.19);

the statements vin Mr Treasure's draft statement deflecting
responsibility to others {including the. above statement) should not Ee
accepted given his oral evidence {Treasure T541-9);

it is unlikely that a persén when asked to instali a PCCC as. part of the
sﬁspension of a well would not undertake the activity - it is .more
likt_aly that there was a failure to make the request;

the explanation above provides a coherent explanation based upon the
availaﬁle evidence;

the statement in Mr Treasure's draft statement is a héarsay account;

'althozlgh Mr Kok was not called as a witness, the independent

investigation of Aﬂas did obtain information from him that he was on
the rig floor when the HI1 20" trash cap was removed on 20 August
2009 and he was advised by Mr Robinson that there was no 13%"
PCCC fitted and that there was thread corrosion problems with H1
and there is no suggestion this was due to his oversight (Report, p57);

Mr Wishart did not refer to any statement made to him by anyone else
that instructions had been given to fit the 13%" PCCC. His evidence
was to the effect thét he took for grani:ed after seeing the 20" trash
cap on top of the H1 well that everything was taken care of (Wishart
T683.4);

it was apparent from the evidence of Mr Horne, one cﬁ' the drillers
working at the time, and confirmed by other witnesses (O'Shea
Té89.12~892.21, Jacob at 1799.34) that drillers need not pay
1:;&11"ciculesu'~ attention to the work to be undertaken over the course of

the entire drilling program as to the manner of suspension of a well -
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as they work off the forward plans issued by the Drilling Supervisors
{sece below). Indeed, in relation to off-line activities on 16 April there
was no reference to the particular work to be undertaken in order to
suspeiud the H1 Well. Therefore, there would be no information to
suggest to any person instructed to place the 20” {rash cap on the H1
Well that the well was to be suspended with a 13%" inch PCCC in
place. It is submitted that a driller or tool pusher might well assume
that the well was heing suspended with a cement plug or other barrier
which could not be visualiy.inspect'ed at the time of placing the trash

cap.

Removal of the 9%" PCCC

38. The discovery of the non-installation of the 13%" PCCC and the corrosion

39.

of the 13%" casing thread and the decision to remove the 9%" PCCC all

occurred between 8.00 am and 11.00 am (rig time) on 20 August 2009 (see

DDR for 20 August 2009: SEA.001.005.2681, on the page ending in .2688).

The decision to remove the 9%" PCCC, and the consideration of the

alternative means of dealing with the corrosion on the 13%" casing thread,

~ were made and undertaken exclusively by PTTEP personnel. In particular,

there were relevantly three discussions:

()

(b)

{c)

the discussion between Mr O'Shea and Mr Robinson at the wellhead
(O'Shea, T900-901);
the discussion between Mr Duncan, Mr O'Shes and Mr Rbbinson at

the wellhead helipad (O'Shea, T9G1-902);

the discussion between Mr Duncan, Mr Wilson and Mr O'Shea in the,

Drilling Supervisor's office {O'Shea, T906, 208; Wilson, T1188-1190;

Duncan, T1357).

MRS 10
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None of those discussions, or decisions, involved engagement with Atlas
personnel and, in particular, the OIM Mr Trueman {O'Shea, T901, 9@2’,
903.38-904.6, 908; Wilson, T1188-1190; Duncan, T1557).

Insofar as there was any contact with Mr Trueman prior to the removal of

the 9%" PCCC, that contact:

{a) unlike the discussions between the PITEP personnel, was not
concerﬁed_ with considering "the variety of ways" of approaching the
problem that had ariseﬁ (O'Shea, T905,31};

(b} was concerned only "in broad terms” with what Mr O'Shea wanted to
do and not the “speciﬁc;s of lit" (O'Shea, T 903-904); and

(c): was prior to the development of a Supplementary Forward Plan (later
produced as SEA.002.010.4096) (O'Shea, T 903-904).

In relatior to the preparation of a Supplementary Forward Plan it is clear

that the preparation of a Forward Plan by the Drilling Supervisor is the

point at which the detaﬁ of drilling operations, particularly as concerns
safety issues, will be considered ({(compare the drilling plan

SEA.OOQ.OOI.OO&L with forward plan SEA.002.010.4092). In that regard,

as Mr C'Shea agreed, in "preparing the forward plan, sometimes the devil is

in the detail that you are not going to be finding in ‘the drilling plan”

(T892.7). Indeed, it is the preparation of that document which in the

ordinary course, would enable the Atlas personnel, and in particular the

OIM, to consider and comment on the conformity of the plan with the West

Atlas Safety Case (see paragraphs 48 to 50 of Mr O'Shea's Statutory

Declaration (WIT.1000.0001.0126}, and in particular the capacity for the

OIM to provide comment and review in paragraph 49(c)).

There can be no doubt that that usual course was not followed in relation

~ to the removal of the 9%" PCCC (see O'Shea, T911.32),
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44. Insofar as Mr Duncan suggested early in his evidence that the decision not

45.

to reinstall the 9%" PCCC was made by Mr O'Shea "in conjunction with the
OIM" (T1290.46), Mr Duncan ultimately agreed that he did not know what
discussions Mr O'Shea may have had with the OIM, or indeed whether he

had had any discussions in that regard {TISSS.IS—QS; see also Wilson

T1190.20-32). Indeed, as the evidence proceeded it became clear that the

only person who, being aware that the 9%" PCCC was not in place late on
20 August 2009, made a positive decision not to reinstall it, was Mr
ISuncari (T1318, 1822-1323). This was a fact that only came to light in the
course of Mr Duncan's oral evidence (seé Jacob, T1659-1661, T 1662.1-3).

In ‘the present case, when the Supplementary Forward Plan for the removal
of the 9%" PCCC was provided to Atlas, it was provided directly to the
driller and toolpusher, Mr Horne and Mr Kok, Mr Horne and Mr Kok were
relevantly the only persons present when Mr O'Shea provided thé
Supplementary Forward Plan (Horne, T747-748; O'Shea T908.33-40). It is
clear that the OIM was not then present on the rig ﬂoqr (Horne, T748). The

only material_ suggesting that the OIM was actually even given é. copy of the

- Bupplementary Forward Plan (WIT.1000.0001.0126, paragraph 157)

46,

provides no detail as to the circumstances or timing of that occurring {even

as to whether it was before or after the removal of the 9%" PCCC).

The driller and the toolpusher (Mr Horne and Mr Kok} could not reasonably

be expected to be alert to any potential issue associated with barrier

integrity arising from the remo;rai of the 9%" PCCC. In particular: |

(a) unlike the Drilling Supervisor, who may be expected to have a broader
perspective on the contents of the drilling plaﬁ prior to and following

the matters reflected in a particular forward plan (O'Shea, T889.44),
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the driller is only expected to work off the forward plan and does not
require the dri;ling_ plan (O'Shea, T889.15, 892.21);

{b) the driller and the toolpusher, being given an instruction to remove a
barrier, would not be expected to know how long it would be intended
or anticipated to remain off (Jacob, T1799.34);

{c) the driller will, accordingly, not necessarily be conscious of the
particula; barriers that have been placed in a particular well in
accordanée with earlier parts of the driilling plan [particulariy in light
of the variety of potential suspension configurations) - indeed, as
reflected in Mr Horne's own understanding of the barriers in HI as
including two cement phigs (Horne, T736.28); and

(d) Mr O’Shea instructed Mr Horne and Mr Kok to rack the ruﬁning .tool ‘
used to remove the 9%" PCCC with the 9%" PCCC still attached
(O'Shea, T910.1-24). |

Finally, in rreiation to the removal of the 9%" PCCC, there was no

engagement with the Atlaé Rig Manager, Mr Millar in relation to the non-

installation of the 13%" PCCC and the decision to remove the 9%" PCCC at
all. This was so, notwithstanding:" |

(é) the fact that those matters were discussed between the three most
senior PTTEP pefsonnel, hoth onshore and offshore, in relation to the
Mcntafa development (O'Shea T906~907; Wilson, T1188-1130;

Duncan, T1557};

- {b}  the fact that the OIM was not invited to be present at that discussion

(see Jacob, T1799.3);
{¢) the fact that that discussion may have taken as long as 15 minutes

{Wilson, T1189.15);
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(d} the fact that those persons specifically discussed whethier the change
control process should be engaged with the result that Mr Millar
would be involved (O'Shea, T 907; Wilson, T1188-1189}; and

e} a deliberate decision was made by senior PTTEP personnel not to
engage the éhange control process.

It is clear that, in addition to communication from the OIM, Mr Miilar

expected that Mr Wilson woﬁld have coxﬁmunicated with him in relation to

the proposed change {Millar, T196.33-45). In this regard, Mr Wilson
ultimately agreed that:

‘not only should there have been some review undertaken of the

existing barriers, or the only existing barrier that would be relied -

upon, but there should have been some sxgmﬁcant engagement with
Atlas." (T1094 23}

Had that occurred, it would have provided. the opportunity for risk
assessment and for Mr Millar to raise the matter with his operations

manager, Mr Gouldin (Millar, T199.13). In that event:

‘It would have invoived the Atlas supervisors and the PTTEP
supervisors. It is still a significant event that was taking place,
although the argument is that it was gomg to talkke place several days
later; that wasn't the issue. It was going to take place as a new plan
there and then and, in my view, should have been dealt with to a
serious level at that point.

Whenever you have a deviation or a ciiscovery or a combination of
these things, as took place here, there is every option just to stop at
that point, review the situation and consider the alternative ways
forward. Without oversimplifying the situation here, there were two
choices - take the 9-5/8" cap out or leave it in. They were two very
simple, opposite solutions to the problem at that time. It wasn't
necessary to clean those threads then. It was the easiest time to clean
them, but it certainly wasn't necessary. So that's why I say it was a
point where discussion of the alternatives could have taken place and
the options at that time."” (Gouldin, T60.19-38)

JECEREIIRTE R
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The circumstances surrounding the removal and non-reinstallation of the
9%" PCCC, provide a clear illustration of;
{a) the conclusion reached by Mr Ross, in his memorandum of 29 October

2009, that:

"PTTEP onshore management very much drive the offshore work
programme (and any changes made) and there is no effective
working system in place that allows Seadrill [Atlas] the
opportunity to - review and comment.” (SEA.003.015.2947,
paragraph 4.2.8, emphasis in original)

(b) the attitude which Mr Jacob accepted was manifest by PTTEP
personnel on the rig:

“Q. Would you agree, sir, that having listened to the evidence,
most of the PTTEP people on the rig at the time approached
the performance by them of specific activities on 7 March
and 20 August referable to well control largely on the basis
that if the OIM had had a role, it wasn't one of any great
practical significance to them? '

A. I believe that's what they indicated, yes. That's not my
view.” {Jacob, T1898.27-34)

Corporate Culture

51,

52.

53.

As a final matter, Atlas submits that there should be an express finding by
the Inquiry that the conduct of Atlas and its pérsonnel throughout the
course of events following the ﬁncontrolled Release, and indeed its
participation in the Inquiry, demonstrates a corporate culture committed to
safety, transparency and "good oilfield practice”.

That culture is demonstrated by the following matters.

Aﬁas‘ undertook to, and did, prepare and provide an independent; clear and
unambiguous report as to the causes of the blowout and the lessons to be
learnt by all parties following the Uncontrolled Release. The investigative

team assembled for the purposes of that report was mobilised within days
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of the blow-out (Jacob, T1694.40) as is reﬂectéd in the report itself (see
page 2J.

The Atlas Report (SEA.010.001.0001} was finalised on 2 February 2015.
The Inquiry was advised of its complefion that day and a copy of the report
was provided aﬁd provided to the Inquiry within days (by letter datéd 5
February 2010). The Atlas Report was clearly completed by Atlas in full
knowledge that its resuits would be made available to the Inquiry, whatever
its conclusions would be (having regard to the Inquiry’s Notice to Produce
&oouments served well in advance of its completion}..

Indeed, Atlas, in its Submission to the Inguiry in December 2009 advised

that:

“Atlas Drﬂhng is undertaking ongoing investigations into the likely
causes of the hydrocarbon release and any changes to its systems and
practice that should be implemented. It will provide details of the
outcomes of those investigations to the Commissioner as soon as they
are available.” (SUBM.1501.001.001) :
That submission also identified a number of significant issues which, the
investigations later revealed, were pertinent to many  of the issues
scrutinized by the Inquiry (including why thé cement shoe failed and the
adequacy of supervision, communication and planning).
The Atlas Report was issued by Duane Kelly {see T139.19), the Atlas Q & H
S E Manager, Jack-Up Division, an Atlas employee who was not personally
involved in the events on the West Atlas from March to August 2009. In
addition, as page 2 of Atlas Report reveals, there were two members of the
Investigation Group and four members of the Technical Review Team
including Mr Gouldin and Mr Ross, a wholly independent qualified expert,
Graham Ross. Mr Ross was widely recognised by witnesses before the

Iriquiry as a highly regarded well construction professional (sée Gouldin,
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T101-102; Wilson, T997-998; Duncan, T1349.10). Mr Ross prow;ided a
good deal of useful comment and analysis prompted by the Atlas
investigation and as a result of his own feview of the material, including:

{a)] on 24 September 2009 (SEA.061.006.4674); and

(b) on 29 October 2009 {SEA.003.015.2947).

Atlas’ senior management (Mr Gouldin and Mr Millar) demonstrated, by
their evidence before the Inquiry, that they had undertaken a close analysis
of the events surrounding the Uncontrolled Release, including matters -in
relation to which they had no personal involvgment. Their evidence in that
regard was reflective and, where appropriate, self-critical (including the
gccept@ce by Mr Millar of some responsibility as discussed above).

Indeed, all of the witnesses called from Atlas {(Mr Gouldin, Mr Millar and Mr
Horne) demonstrated a capacity and a willingness to give frank and candid
eﬁdence in relation to the events in question., Their willingness to do so is,
it is submitted, reflective of the corporate culture of Atlas revealed by its
cbnduct generally.

Finally, insofar as somé of the information potentially relevanf to the
Inquiry was obtained by the solicitors for Atlas in the course’ of

preparations for the Inquiry (and which would otherwise inevitably attract

legal professional privilege), that privilege was promptly waived by Atlas

when requested by the Inquiry. In particular a draft, but apparently

adopted, witness statement prepared by Atlas’ solicitors for Mr Trueman
(who had left the employment of Atlas) was provided to the Inquiry within a
day of its request {see email correspondence to Mr Berger dated 15 March

2010 3.48pm).

AN, ..
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61. All of the above matters, it is submitted, demonstrate Atlés’ committed to

safety, transparency and “good oilfield practice”.

Dated 22 April 2010

P D Quinian
Counsel

AR
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