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INQUIRY INTO THE DEEPWATER HORIZON
GULF COAST OIL SPILL

WEDNESDAY, MAY 12, 2010

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in Room
2123, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bart Stupak [chairman
of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Stupak, Braley, Markey, DeGette,
Doyle, Schakowsky, Ross, Christensen, Welch, Green, Sutton, Din-
gell, Waxman (Ex Officio), Burgess, Sullivan, Blackburn, Gingrey,
Griffith, Latta, and Barton (Ex Officio).

Also Present: Representatives Engel, Capps, Inslee, Melancon,
Castor, Stearns, Myrick, Scalise, and Jackson Lee.

Staff Present: Phil Barnett, Staff Director; Kristin Amerling,
Chief Counsel; Bruce Wolpe, Senior Advisor; Brian Cohen, Senior
Investigator and Policy Advisor; Greg Dotson, Chief Counsel, En-
ergy and Environment; Robb Cobbs, Policy Analyst; Caitlin
Haberman, Special Assistant; Dave Leviss, Chief Oversight Coun-
sel; Meredith Fuchs, Chief Investigative Counsel; Stacia Cardille,
Counsel; Alison Cassady, Professional Staff Member; Al Golden,
Professional Staff Member; dJennifer Owens, Investigator; Ali
Neubauer; Karen Lightfoot; Communications Director, Senior Pol-
icy Advisor; Elizabeth Letter, Special Assistant; Lindsay Vidal,
Special Assistant; Earley Green, Chief Clerk; Mitchell Smiley, Spe-
cial Assistant; Alan Slobodin, Minority Chief Counsel; Mary
Neumayr, Minority Counsel; Peter Spencer, Minority Professional
Staff Member; Andrea Spring, Minority Professional Staff Member;
and Garrett Golding, Minority Legislative Analyst.

Mr. STUPAK. This meeting will come to order.

Today, we have a hearing titled, “Inquiry Into Deepwater Hori-
zon Gulf Coast Oil Spill.”

We have a number of Members present for this hearing who are
not members of the subcommittee but are members of the full com-
mittee. We welcome them, and I note that they will be allowed to
submit written statements for the record, but they will not be al-
lowed to deliver verbal opening statements. In addition, after all
subcommittee members complete their questioning, full committee
members will be allowed to ask questions. Members who are not
on the subcommittee or full committee are welcome to observe, but
they will not be permitted to give a verbal opening statement or
ask questions due to time constraints.

o))
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The chairman, ranking members and chairman emeritus will
now be recognized for a 10-minute opening statement. Other mem-
bers of the subcommittee will be recognized for 3-minute opening
statements.

I yield to the chairman of the full committee, Mr. Waxman, for
an opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. WAXMAN. Last month, the blowout occurred on an oil rig
drilling in deep water off the Gulf of Mexico. Eleven people lost
their lives and an environmental calamity is now unfolding in the
Gulf as oil gushes from the well and threatens the coast.

We are here today to begin the process of understanding what
went wrong and what we need to do to prevent future catastrophes.
The investigation is at its early stage, but already we have learned
some key facts. BP, one of the world’s largest oil companies, as-
sured Congress and the public that it could operate safely in deep
water, and that a major oil spill was next to impossible. We now
know those assurances were wrong. Halliburton, one of the world’s
largest oil service companies, says that it had secured the well
through a procedure called cementing, and that the well had
passed a key pressure test, but we now know this is an incomplete
account. The well did pass positive pressure tests, but there is evi-
dence that it may not have passed crucial negative pressure tests.
According to a senior BP official, significant discrepancies were ob-
served in at least two of these tests which were conducted just
hours before the explosion.

Transocean, one of the world’s largest operators of drilling rigs,
says it has no reason to believe that the rig’s failsafe device, called
a blowout preventer, was not fully operational, but we have learned
from Cameron, the manufacturer of the blowout preventer, that the
device had a leak in a crucial hydraulic system and a defectively
configured ram. And we know there our major questions about the
effectiveness of BP’s response to the spill. The company said it
could manage a spill of 250,000 barrels a day, yet it is struggling
to cope with this blowout, which is releasing only 5,000 to 25,000
barrels a day.

The more I learn about this accident, the more concerned I be-
come. This catastrophe appears to have been caused by a calami-
tous series of equipment and operational failures. If the largest oil
and oil service companies in the world had been more careful, 11
lives might have been saved and our coastlines protected.

It is dangerous to drill for oil a mile below the ocean surface. An
accident can wreak environmental havoc that destroys livelihoods
and imperils fish and wildlife. The oil companies make billions of
dollars from taking these risks, but they don’t bear the full costs
when something goes drastically wrong.

In the course of our investigation, we have received over 100,000
pages of documents. The story that these documents and our inter-
views tell us is a complicated one. At this early stage in the inves-
tigation, we have far more questions than answers, but we have
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learned some important facts which Chairman Stupak, Chairman
Markey, and I will describe in our statements.

There are four principal areas of inquiry that our committee is
pursuing. The first involves questions related to well integrity. We
know there was a failure of the well because gas surged up the
riser and exploded on the rig. We will be investigating what caused
the breach in well integrity and who was responsible.

The second area of inquiry involves what happened on the
Transocean drill rig. There are pressure monitors on the rig that
feed information constantly to the drill operators, and there are
panels on the rig that control the operations of the blowout pre-
venter and the drill string. We will be examining what the drill op-
erators knew and what decisions they made. In the rest of my
statement I will discuss what we have learned about these two
areas of the inquiry.

Our third area of inquiry involves the blowout preventer, which
is also called the BOP. This is supposed to be the last line of de-
fense against the blowout of the well, but it failed. We have learned
a lot about the blowout preventer, and Chairman Stupak will sum-
marize this part of our investigation.

The final area of inquiry involves the response of BP and other
companies to the spill. They promised to contain any spill, but they
are not succeeding. Chairman Markey, who chairs our Energy sub-
committee and the Select Committee on Energy Independence, will
cover this area of our inquiry in his opening statement.

We recently received a document from BP called, “What We
Know.” It was prepared on May 6, and it summarizes what BP
knew about the spill at that time. I want to focus on the first four
bullets. I also ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that this doc-
ument and other documents cited during this hearing be made part
of the official hearing record.

Mr. StuPAK. Without objection, so be it.

Mr. WAXMAN. The first bullet says, “Before, during or after the
cement job, an undetected influx of hydrocarbons entered the well
bore.” What this means is that there was a breach somewhere in
the well integrity that allowed methane gas and possibly other hy-
drocarbons to enter the well.

The second bullet says, “The 97H inch casing was tested. The
97H casing hanger packoff was sent and tested, and the entire sys-
tem was tested.” BP explained to us that this refers to a positive
pressure test in the well. What this means is that fluids were in-
jected in the well to increase the pressure and to monitor whether
the well would retain its integrity. The well passed this test.

Rigs like Deepwater Horizon keep a daily drilling report, and
Transocean has given us the report for April 20, the day of the ex-
plosion. It is an incomplete log because it ends at 3 o’clock in the
afternoon, about 7 hours before the explosion, but it confirms that
the three positive pressure tests were conducted in the morning to
the early afternoon.

The next bullet says, “After 162 hours waiting on cement, a test
was performed on the well bore below the blowout preventer.” BP
explained to us what this means. Halliburton completed cementing
the well at 12:35 a.m. On April 20, and after giving the cement
time to set, a negative pressure test was conducted around 5 p.m.
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This is an important test. During a negative pressure test, the fluid
pressure inside the well is reduced, and the well is observed to see
whether any gas leaks into the well through the cement or casings.

According to James Dupree, the BP Senior Vice President for the
Gulf of Mexico, the well did not pass this test. Mr. Dupree told
committee staff on Monday that since test results were not satisfac-
tory and inconclusive, significant pressure discrepancies were re-
corded. As a result, another negative pressure test was conducted.
This is described in the fourth bullet.

During this test, 1,400 PSI was observed on the drill pipe while
zero PSI was observed on the kill and the choke lines. According
to Mr. Dupree, this is also an unsatisfactory test result. The kill
and choke lines run from the drill rig 5,000 feet to the blowout pre-
venter at the sea floor. The drill pipe runs from the drill rig
through the blowout preventer deep into the well. In the test, the
pressures measured at any point from the drill rig to the blowout
preventer should be the same in all three lines, but what the test
showed was that the pressures in the drill pipe were significantly
higher. Mr. Dupree explained that the results could signal that an
influx of gas was causing pressure to mount inside the well bore.

Another document provided by BP to the committee is labeled,
“What could have happened?” It was prepared by BP on April 26,
10 days before the first document. And according to BP, their un-
derstanding of the cause of the spill has evolved considerably since
April 26, so this document should not be considered definitive. But
it also describes the two negative pressure tests and the pressure
discrepancies that were recorded.

What happened next is murky. Mr. Dupree told the committee
staff that he believed the well blew moments after the second pres-
sure test, but lawyers for BP contacted the committee yesterday
and provided a different account. According to BP’s counsel, further
investigation has revealed that additional pressure tests were
taken, and at 8 p.m. Company officials determined that the addi-
tional results justified ending the test and proceeding with well op-
erations.

This confusion among BP officials appears to echo confusion on
the rig. Information reviewed by the committee describes an inter-
nal debate between Transocean and BP personnel about how to
proceed. What we do know is that shortly before 10 p.m., just 2
hours after well operations apparently resumed, gas surged from
the well, up the riser, and the rig exploded in a fireball. This hear-
ing and future hearings the committee will conduct in the coming
weeks will explore these questions. Our goal is to learn what
caused the fatal explosion so that Congress and the executive
branch can act to prevent future disasters.

But as we focus on these narrow questions of what happened and
why, we also need to keep the broader perspective in mind. Our na-
tional energy policy is broken, and nothing illustrates this better
than this massive spill. Our dependence on oil and other fossil
fuels is fouling our beaches, polluting our atmosphere, and under-
mining our national security.

One lesson is already apparent from the catastrophe in the Gulf;
we need an energy policy that emphasizes clean, renewable sources
of energy. Now we can’t snap our fingers and transform our energy
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economy overnight. If we do not have the courage to take on the
oil companies and take decisive steps to reduce our overreliance on
oil, when the consequences of doing nothing are so clear, we may
never start down the path toward a clean energy economy.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to today’s hearing, and I thank the
witnesses for appearing and for their cooperation in the investiga-
tion.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Waxman follows:]
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B e Opening Statement of Rep. Henry A. Waxman
: Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce
Inquiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil Spill
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
May 12, 2010

Last month, a blowout occurred on an ol rig drilling in deep water in the Gulf of Mexico.
Eleven people fost their lives and an environmental calamity is now unfolding in the Gulf as oil
gushes from the well and threatens the coast.

We are here today to begin the process of understanding what went wrong and what we
need to do to prevent future catastrophes.

The investigation is at its early stages, but already we have learned some key facts.

BP, one of the world’s largest oil companies, assured Congress and the public that it
could operate safely in deep water and that a major oil spill was next to impossible. We now
know those assurances were wrong.

Halliburton, one of the world’s largest oil services companies, says that it had secured the
well through a procedure called “cementing” and that the well had passed a key pressure test.
But we now know this is an incomplete account. The well did pass positive pressure tests, but
there is evidence that it may not have passed crucial negative pressure tests. Accordingtoa
senior BP official, significant pressure discrepancies were observed in at least two of these tests,
which were conducted just hours before the explosion,

Transocean, one of the world’s largest operators of drilling rigs, says it has no reason to
believe that the rig’s failsafe device, called a blowout preventer, was not fully operational. But
we have learned from Cameron, the manufacturer of the blowout preventer, that the device had a
feak in a crucial hydraslic system and a defectively configured ram.

And we know there are major questions about the effectiveness of BP’s response to the
spill. The company said it could manage a spill of 250,000 barrels per day. Yet, it is struggling
to cope with this blowout, which is releasing only 5,000 to 25,000 barrels per day.
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The more 1 learn about this accident, the more concerned I become. This catastrophe
appears to have been caused by a calamitous series of equipment and operational failures. If the
largest oil and oil services companies in the world had been more careful, 11 lives might have
been saved and our coastlines protected.

It is dangerous to drill for oil a mile below the ocean’s surface. An accident can wreak
environmental havoc that destroys livelihoods and imperils fish and wildlife. The oil companies
make billions of dollars from taking these risks, but they don’t bear the full costs when
something goes drastically wrong.

In the course of our investigation, we have received over 100,000 pages of documents.
The story that these documents and our interviews tell is a complicated one. At this early stage
in the investigation, we have far more questions than answers. But we have learned some
important facts, which Chairman Stupak, Chairman Markey, and I will describe in our
statements.

There are four principal areas of inquiry that our Committee is pursuing. The first
involves questions related to well integrity. We know there was a failure of the well because gas
surged up the riser and exploded on the rig. We will be investigating what caused the breach in
well integrity and who is responsible.

The second area of inquiry involves what happened on the Transocean drill rig. There
are pressure monitors on the rig that feed information constantly to the drill operators, and there
are panels on the rig that control the operations of the blowout preventer and the drill string. We
will be examining what the drill operators knew and what decisions they made.

In the rest of my statement, I will discuss what we have learned about these two areas of
inquiry.

Our third area of inquiry involves the blowout preventer, which is also called the B.O.P.
This is supposed to be the last line of defense against a blowout of the well, but it failed. We
have learned a lot about the blowout preventer, and Chairman Stupak will summarize this part of
our investigation.

The final area of inguiry involves the response of BP and the other companies to the spill.
They promised to contain any spill, but they aren’t succeeding. Chairman Markey, who chairs
our Energy Subcommittee and the Select Committee on Energy Independence, will cover this
area of our inquiry in his opening statement.

We recently received a document from BP called “What We Know.” Tt was prepared on
May 6 and it summarizes what BP knew about the spill at that time. T want to focus on the first
four bullets. I also ask for unanimous consent that this document and other documents cited
during this hearing be made part of the official hearing record.

The first bullet says: “Before, during or after the cement job, an undetected influx of
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hydrocarbons entered the wellbore.” What this means is that there was a breach somewhere in
well integrity that allowed methane gas and possibly other hydrocarbons to enter the well.

The second bullet says: “The 9 7/8” casing was tested; the 9 7/8 “casing hanger packoff
was set and tested; and the entire system was tested.” BP explained to us that this refers to a
positive pressure fest in the well. What this means is that fluids were injected in the well to
increase pressure and to monitor whether the well would retain its integrity. The well passed this
test.

Rigs like the Deepwater Horizon keep a daily drilling report. Transocean has given us
the report for April 20, the day of the explosion. It is an incomplete log because it ends at 3:00
p.m., about seven hours before the explosion. But it confirms that three positive pressure tests
were conducted in the morning to early afternoon.

The next bullet says: “After 16.5 hours waiting on cement, a test was performed on the
wellbore below the Blowout Preventer.” BP explained to us what this means. Halliburton
completed cementing the well at 12:35 a.m. on April 20 and after giving the cement time to set, a
negative pressure test was conducted around 5:00 p.m. This is an important test. During a
negative pressure test, the fluid pressure inside the well is reduced and the well is observed to see
whether any gas leaks into the well through the cement or casing.

According to James Dupree, the BP Senior Vice President for the Gulf of Mexico, the
well did not pass this test. Mr. Dupree told Committee staff on Monday that the test result was
“not satisfactory” and “inconclusive.” Significant pressure discrepancies were recorded.

As a result, another negative pressure test was conducted. This is described in the fourth
bullet: “During this test, 1,400 psi was observed on the drill pipe while 0 psi was observed on
the kill and the choke lines.”

According to Mr. Dupree, this is also an unsatisfactory test result. The kill and choke
lines run from the drill rig 5,000 feet to the blowout preventer at the sea floor. The drill pipe
runs from the drill rig through the blowout preventer deep into the well. In the test, the pressures
measured at any point from the drill rig to the blowout preventer should be the same in all three
lines. But what the test showed was that pressures in the drill pipe were significantly higher.
Mr. Dupree explained that the results could signal that an influx of gas was causing pressure to
mount inside the wellbore.

Another document provided by BP to the Committee is labeled “What Could Have
Happened.” It was prepared by BP on April 26, ten days before the first document. According
to BP, their understanding of the cause of the spill has evolved considerably since April 26, so
this document should not be considered definitive. But it also describes the two negative
pressure tests and the pressure discrepancies that were recorded.

What happened next is murky. Mr. Dupree told the Committee staff that he believed the
well blew moments after the second pressure test. But lawyers for BP contacted the Commitiee
yesterday and provided a different account. According to BP’s counsel, further investigation has
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revealed that additional pressure tests were taken, and at 8:00 p.m., company officials
determined that the additional results justified ending the test and proceeding with well
operations.

This confusion among BP officials appears to echo confusion on the rig. Information
reviewed by the Committee describes an internal debate between Transocean and BP personnel
about how to proceed.

What we do know is that shortly before 10:00 p.m. — just two hours after well operations
apparently resumed — gas surged from the well up the riser and the rig exploded in a fireball.

This hearing — and future hearings the Committee will conduct in the coming weeks —
will explore these questions. Our goal is to learn what caused the fatal explosion so that
Congress and the Executive Branch can act to prevent future disasters.

But as we focus on these narrow questions of what happened and why, we also need to
keep the broader perspective in mind. Our national energy policy is broken and nothing
illustrates this better than this massive spill. Our dependence on oil and other fossil fuels is
fouling our beaches, polluting our atmosphere, and undermining our national security.

One lesson is already apparent from the catastrophe in the Gulf: we need an energy
policy that emphasizes clean, renewable sources of energy. We can’t snap our fingers and
transform our energy economy overnight. If we do not have the courage to take on the oil
companies and take decisive steps to reduce our over-reliance on oil ~ when the consequences of
doing nothing are so clear — we may never start down the path toward a clean energy economy.

Mr. Chairman, Ilook forward to today’s hearing, and I thank the witnesses for appearing
and for their cooperation in our investigation.
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Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Next I will go to Mr. Barton, ranking member of the full com-
mittee, for an opening statement. Your opening statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOE BARTON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Chairman Stupak. I am going to submit
my written statement for the record and speak extemporaneously
because I think, based on what Chairman Waxman just said, we
need to kind of set the parameters.

There is nobody on either side of the aisle in this subcommittee
or the full committee that doesn’t want to get the facts on the table
about what happened down in the Gulf of Mexico approximately 1
month ago, why it happened, what can be done to prevent it hap-
pening in the future, and remediate any damages, both human and
environmental. The 11 people that lost their lives is a primary
tragedy. The fact that 5,000 barrels a day of oil is spilling out of
the well and coming to the surface and beginning to wash up on
some of the beaches in Louisiana and Alabama is a problem, but
it is a problem that can be remediated.

I want to focus on some of the things that Chairman Waxman
said right at the end of his statement when he made the comment
that if we can’t take on the oil industry, as if this was some sort
of an adversarial situation between the people in the industry.
Nothing could be further from the truth. The United States of
America is the greatest nation in the world because we are based
on the premise of freedom for every individual in this country. That
freedom is enunciated in the Declaration of Independence.

Our Founding Fathers had the foresight and the wisdom—and so
far political leadership for the last 200 years—and said the best
way to protect our freedoms is to provide maximum economic op-
portunity through a free market, capitalistic system. We are one of
the few nations in the world that have let the private sector de-
velop our natural resource base. That has given us the most pro-
ductive economy, the largest economy. Literally, the United States
economy by itself is approximately one-third of the total world’s
gross product. That is not a consequence of government, it is a con-
sequence of free men and women exercising free choices to maxi-
mize their opportunity, and in so doing, create economic oppor-
tunity for everybody in the world.

We are in a situation now where if we are going to have addi-
tional domestic energy production in a way that maintains our ex-
isting lifestyle, it is going to be because we develop our natural re-
source base both onshore and offshore. I have absolutely no prob-
lem with the alternative energy sources, whether it be solar, wind,
ethanol, hydro, you name it, but there is a reason that we are an
oil-based economy, it is because that barrel of oil, refined into all
the products that flow from it, have tremendous, tremendous pro-
ductivity potential. You can take a gallon of gasoline and you can
power a 4,000-pound car with four adults in it at 60 miles an hour
in air-conditioned comfort down the highway all the way from New
York City to Los Angeles, California.

Now, we do not want, on either side of the aisle, to have people
have to import more and more foreign oil. Whether we like it or
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not, the only real place to find significant additional oil deposits in
meaningful quantities is in the Outer Continental Shelf. Now, we
have had an accident. It is not an act of God. The amount of pres-
sure, the amount of gas and oil that came up that bore hole is
something that was foreseeable, it is something that could have
been and should have been contained. The blowout prevention
equipment that was on that rig had a design capacity that should
have controlled that explosion, it didn’t.

The facts that we have uncovered in this investigation through
the documents that have been provided show that there was, in all
probability, shoddy maintenance; there were mislabeled compo-
nents; the diagrams didn’t depict the actual equipment, but that
was not an act of God like a hurricane or an earthquake or a vol-
cano that man can’t control. Now, through the efforts of this sub-
committee and the full committee and some of the other commit-
tees, we will get to the bottom of it; we will find out the facts and
we will take corrective measures to prevent that from happening
in the future, whether it is legislatively or regulatorily or through
best practices changes by the industry. But what we should not do,
Mr. Chairman, is make a decision to fence off the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, to use this as the equivalent of the Three Mile Island
accident for nuclear power and set back domestic oil and gas pro-
duction in the Outer Continental Shelf for the next 20 or 30 years.
That would not only be a mistake in my opinion, it would be a dis-
service to the American people.

So I don’t want to take on the industry. I want to work with the
industry, I want to work with the Congress, I want to find out
what the problem was, I want to solve that problem, and I want
to move forward. I don’t want the United States of America to con-
tinue to import 12 to 14 million barrels of oil a day. That one well
in the Gulf, although British Petroleum has not been explicit, that
one well probably has the potential to produce 50,000 barrels of oil
a day. To put that in perspective, there are 200,000 oil wells on-
shore Texas producing 1 million barrels of oil, that is five barrels
a day per well in Texas. This one well is the equivalent to 10,000
oil wells in Texas. That one well in full production is 1 to 2 percent
of the production capacity existing in the Gulf of Mexico today. Mr.
Chairman, we can’t fence that off. We can correct the problem, we
can prevent the problem, we can try to change the technology, but
do not use this accident as an excuse to take away from the Amer-
ican people probably the biggest domestic energy resource we yet
have to develop on the North American continent.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time
and I look forward to hearing from the witnesses.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Barton follows:]
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Opening Statement of the Honorable Joe Barton
Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations Hearing on the
Inquiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil Spill '

May 12,2010

Thank you Chairman Stupak and Ranking Member Burgess.
The events on the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig in the Gulf of
Mexico were tragic. Eleven men died. Even if nothing more had
happened, the loss of life would alone is worthy of our
investigation. Yet today, not only are we looking into the reasons
behind their deaths, we are also looking at a vast oil spill that is
now threatening the people who live and work along the Gulf

Coast.

Mr. Chairman I support the Subcommittee’s investigation.
But it is important to recognize that the problem in the Gulf of
Mexico is an anomaly in an industry that has been exploring
offshore for longer than most of us have been alive. What

happened was a tragedy, but not an apocalypse, much less
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doomsday.  Offshore oil drilling is important. Given all the
sources that can have a measurable impact in enhancing our energy
supply, offshore oil drilling is the biggest. This is not the time to
panic. We need to figure it out and fix it. Don’t let this spill be the

Three Mile Island of offshore oil drilling.

The facts are not yet clear, and it is very early to reach any
conclusions at all. Indeed, the principal focus of the nation and the

companies involved right now should be to stop the spread of oil.

In the foreseeable future, America will continue to have a
requirement for domestic energy, and as long as there is a concern
about reliance on foreign sources of energy, we’re going to need

offshore production.

Today is our first hearing on how to get that right, but it

won’t be the last.
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Our job is to ask fair, but tough questions to identify what
happened and why it happened, not so we can find excuses to stop

offshore production, but so we can ensure that it is safe.

We have to understand who was responsible for the activities
and decision-making on the rig. We have to understand whether
there was proper oversight of the drilling operations, of the testing,

of the well construction by the operator.

In the past, including when I was Committee chairman, we
have investigated oil spills on the North Slope of Alaska and traced
the problems to human and management failures by the company
responsible for the operation, in that case BP. As some of you will
recall, I was very disappointed with BP’s actions in Alaska. Now
we have BP before us again because it is responsible for activity on

the Deepwater Horizon.
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That said, we do not yet know whether failures can be traced
to BP or Transocean, the owner of the rig, or even Halliburton or

Cameron — all represented by witnesses appearing before us today.i

Unfortunately, we have no witnesses from the Obama
Administration, especially Secretary Salazar, to discuss the federal
government’s oversight and how the Deepwater Horizon was
inspected thre¢ times since January 2010 by the regional Mineral

Management Service office and found to be in compliance.

Ultimately, we have to know what caused this blowout. We
have to understand whether there was a material failure or a
technological failure that could have been prevented with better

maintenance, better planning.

Until this incident, offshore drilling had a strong safety
record that was getting stronger. According to data from the

Mineral Management Service, between 1996 and 2008, for



16

combined operations on the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf, lost
workday incident rates fell from a 3.39 rate in 1996 to a 0.64 rate
in 2008. That is a reduction of more than 80%. ‘Hopefully, we can

determine the cause and help make offshore drilling even safer.

Our hearing today is about some current and past events, but
ultimately, we have to focus on the future in this investigation:
How do we ensure the Outer Continental Shelf drilling program
will operate in a safe and effective fashion? The United States
needs this energy production — which represents 30% of U.S. daily
supply. This is a valuable resource, which, until this incident, was

produced safely and effectively for decades.

We have to ensure it will be produced safely and effectively

for decades to come.

Thank you Mr. Chairman, I will yield back my time and look

forward to hearing from the witnesses.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BART STUPAK, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. StupAK. Thank you, Mr. Barton. I will do my opening state-
ment now.

Three years ago almost to the day, this subcommittee held a
hearing into British Petroleum disasters at Texas City and on the
North Slope of Alaska. The 205 Texas City Refinery explosion re-
sulted in the death of 15 workers and injured more than 170 peo-
ple.

As a result of that accident and BP’s failure to correct potential
hazards faced by employees at Texas City, OSHA has twice slapped
BP with record-setting fines totaling more than $100 million. Sev-
eral reports criticized management at the Texas City facility, in-
cluding BP’s own 207 report of the Management Accountability
Project, which stated, “A culture that evolved over the years
seemed to ignore risk, tolerated noncompliance, and accepted in-
competence.”

In March of 2006, BP discovered their pipeline on Alaska’s North
Slope had spilled more than 200,000 gallons of oil on the tundra,
making it the largest spill in North Slope history. Our hearings
discovered that significant cost-cutting measures resulted in de-
creased maintenance and inspections of the pipeline, and BP’s
management culture deterred individuals from raising safety con-
cerns.

Since our last hearing, BP has experienced continual problems
on the North Slope. September 29, 2008, an eight-inch high pres-
sure gas line at the Y-Pad location separated, sending three pieces
of pipe to the tundra. One segment of the pipe landed 900 feet from
the pipeline. Roughly 30 minutes later, a second and unrelated in-
cident occurred on the S—Pad where there was a gas release.

January 15, 2009, a disk cleaning pig became lodged and lost in
the 34-inch oil transit line during de-oiling, allowing gas to pass
around the pig and travel through Skid 50 to Pump Station num-
ber one, causing a significant venting of gas into the atmosphere
and a complete shutdown of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline.

October 10, 2009, at the Centro Compressor Plant, low-pressure
flare staging valves were stuck closed, causing gas to travel to the
back-up, low-pressure serve valves, which activated, caused the gas
to vent to the atmosphere, which could have caused an explosion.

November 28, 2009, an 18-inch, three-phase common line near
Lisburne Production Center carrying a mixture of crude oil, pro-
duced water and natural gas ruptured, spraying its contents over
an estimated 84,000 square feet.

In addition to these pipeline incidents, there have been personal
injury acts since where employees have been seriously injured or
killed, as was the tragic case of Mike Fallinon November 18 when
he was crushed between a pipeline and a truck.

Today we are here to investigate the latest BP tragedy, one
which has resulted in the loss of 11 lives and is well on its way
to becoming one of the largest oil spills in our Nation’s history. Let
me take a moment on behalf of the entire committee to convey our
deepest sympathies to the family, friends, and coworkers of those
11 individuals lost on that fateful day.
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On April 20, an explosion and fire occurred in the Deepwater Ho-
rizon drilling rig which BP was leasing to drill an exploratory well
in the Gulf of Mexico. The rig was owned and operated by
Transocean, the world’s largest offshore drilling company, and was
under contract from BP. On April 22, the rig capsized and sank to
the floor of the ocean, resulting in oil leaks from three separate lo-
cations among the twisted wreckage.

The world 1s wondering, what went wrong to allow explosive gas
to shoot out of the drill pipe on the Deepwater Horizon causing the
explosion? We heard Chairman Waxman discuss theories of what
may have gone wrong in the well and what went wrong on the rig.
I would like to take a few minutes to discuss issues related to the
blowout preventer, the BOP, which was the fail-safe system that
cut off the flow of oil and gas to the rig.

In his testimony today, Mr. Lamar McKay, the President of BP
America, says that blowout preventers are “intended to be fail-
safe.” But that didn’t happen. The blowout preventer used by Deep-
water Horizon rig failed to stop the flow of gas and oil. The rig ex-
ploded, and an enormous oil spill is now threatening the Gulf
Coast. We know that the blowout preventer, the BOP, did not prop-
erly engage. The BOP has multiple rams that are supposed to slam
shut to pinch off any flow around the drill pipe and stop the flow
of oil from the well. There are also shear rams in the BOP that are
supposed to cut and seal the pipe to prevent oil and gas from flow-
ing. The question we will ask is, why did these rams fail?

Our investigation is at its early stages, but already we have un-
covered at least four significant problems with the blowout pre-
venter used on the Deepwater Horizon drill rig. First, the blowout
preventer had a significant leak in the key hydraulic system. This
leak was found in the hydraulic system that provides emergency
power to the shear rams, which are the devices that are supposed
to cut the drill pipe and seal the well.

I would like to put on the screen a document that the committee
received from BP. This document states, Leaks have been discov-
ered in the BOP hydraulic system. The blowout preventer was
manufactured by Cameron. We asked a senior official at Cameron
what he knew about these leaks. He told us when the remote oper-
ating vehicles tried to operate the shear rams, they noticed a loss
of pressure. They investigated this by injecting dye into the hy-
draulic fuel which showed a large leak coming from a loose fitting
which was backed off several turns. The Cameron official told us
he did not believe the leak was caused by a blowup because every
other fitting on the system was tight. We also asked about the sig-
nificance of the leak. The Cameron official said it was one of sev-
eral possible failure modes. If the leak deprived the shear rams of
sufficient power, they might not succeed in cutting through the
drill pipe and sealing the well.

Second, we learned that the blowout preventer had been modified
in unexpected ways. One of these modifications was potentially sig-
nificant. The blowout preventer has an underwater control panel.
BP spent the day trying to use this control panel to activate a vari-
able oil ram on the blowout preventer that is designed to seal tight
around any pipe of the well; in other words, pinch off the flow of
oil. When they investigated why their attempts failed to activate
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the bore ram, they learned that the device had been modified. A
useless test ram, not the variable bore ram, had been connected to
the socket that was supposed to activate the variable bore ram.

An entire day’s work of precious time had been spent engaging
rams that closed the wrong way because it was wired wrong.

BP told us the modifications on the BOP were extensive. After
the accident, they asked Transocean for drawings of the blowout
preventer because the modifications that drawings they received
did not match the structure on the sea floor. BP said they wasted
many hours trying to figure this out.

Third, we learned that the blowout preventer is not powerful
enough to cut through the joints in a drill pipe. We found a
Transocean document that I would like to put on the screen, and
it says, Most blind shear rams are designed to shear effectively
only on the body of the drill pipe. Procedures for use of BSRs must
therefore ensure that there is no tool joint opposite the ram prior
to shearing. This seemed astounding to us because the threaded
joints between the sections of drill pipe make up about 10 percent
of the length of pipe. If the shear rams cannot cut through the
joints, that would mean the so-called “fail safe” device would suc-
ceed in cutting the drill pipe only 90 percent of the time.

We asked the Cameron official about the cutting capacity of the
blowout preventer on the Deepwater Horizon. He confirmed that it
is not powerful enough to cut through the joints and the drill pipe.
He told us that this was another possible explanation for the fail-
ure of the blowout preventer to seal the well.

And fourth, we learned that the emergency controls on the blow-
out preventer may have failed. The blowout preventer has two
emergency controls, one is called the emergency disconnect system,
or EDS. BP told us that the EDS was activated on the drill rig be-
fore the rig was evacuated, but the Cameron officials said they
doubt that the signals ever reached the blowout preventer on the
seabed. Cameron officials believe the explosion on the rig destroyed
the communications link to the blowout preventer before the emer-
gency sequence could be completed.

In other words, the emergency controls may have failed because
the explosion had caused the emergency off the disabled commu-
nications to the blowout preventer. Still, the blowout preventer has
a dead man switch which is supposed to activate the blowout pre-
venter when all else fails. But according to Cameron, there were
multiple scenarios that could have caused the dead man switch not
to activate. One is human oversight. The dead man switch may not
have been enabled prior to installing the BOP on the ocean floor.
One is a lack of maintenance. The dead man switch won’t work if
the batteries are dead. The dead man switch is connected to two
separate control pods on the blowout preventer. Both rely on bat-
tery power to operate. When one of the control pods was removed
and inspected after the spill began, the battery was found to be
dead. The battery in the other pod has still not yet been inspected.

There also appears to be a design problem. The dead man switch
activates only when three separate lines that connect the rig to the
blowout preventer are all severed, the communication, power and
hydraulic lines. Cameron believes the power and communication
lines were severed in the explosion, but it is possible that hydraulic



20

lines remained intact, which would have stopped the dead man
switch from activating.

These are not the only failure scenarios that could impair the
function of the blowout preventer. The Cameron official we met
with described many other potential problems that could have pre-
vented the blowout preventer from functioning properly. Steel cas-
ings or casing hanger could have been ejected from the well and
blocked the operations of the rams, the drill pipe could have been
severed successfully, but then dropped from the rig, breaking the
seal. All operators on the rig could have tried to activate the shear
rams by pushing the shear ram control button. This would initiated
?nl attempt to close the rams, but it would not have been success-
ul.

The shear rams do not have enough power to cut drill pipes un-
less they are activated through the emergency switch or the dead
man switch. In fact, we uncovered an astonishing document that
Transocean prepared in 2001 when it bought the blowout preventer
from Cameron. I would like to display the executive summary of
this document. It says there are 260 separate failure modes that
could require polling of the BOP. According to this report, the pre-
dominant failures included ram blocking mechanisms. How can a
device that has 260 failure modes be considered fail-safe?

The problems with the blowout preventer extend to the proce-
dures for testing the device. CEO of Transocean, Steven Newman,
says in his testimony, “We have no reason to believe that they were
not operational. They were jointly tested by BP and Transocean
personnel as specified on April 10 and 17 and found to be func-
tional.” This assertion seems to be contradicted by a document pre-
pared by BP on April 27, one week after the explosion. According
to this document, “The blowout preventer stack emergency systems
are not typically tested once the BOP stack is on the seabed. What
this means is that, while some functions of the BOP may have been
tested in the weeks before the explosion, the emergency systems,
including the dead man switch and the leaking emergency hydrau-
lic system, were unlikely to have been tested.

After the Alaska Pipeline and Texas refineries disasters, BP
promised to make safety its number one priority. This hearing will
raise questions about whether BP and its partners fulfilled this
commitment. The safety of its entire operations rested on the per-
formance of a leaking, modified, defective blowout preventer.

This is the first of what will certainly be multiple hearings into
this disaster. I look forward to a frank and spirited discussion with
our witnesses today.

I ask unanimous consent that the documents I referred to be en-
tered into the record.

[The information appears at the conslusion of the hearing.]

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stupak follows:]
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Opening Statement
Rep. Bart Stupak, Chairman
Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
“Inquiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil Spill”
May 12,2010

Three years ago — almost to the day ~ this subcommittee held a hearing into British Petroleum’s
disasters at Texas City and on the North Slope of Alaska. The 2005 Texas City refinery
explosion resulted in the deaths of 15 workers and injured more than 170 people. As a result of
that accident and BP’s failure to correct potential hazards faced by employees at Texas City,
OSHA has twice slapped BP with record setting fines totaling more than $100 million. Several
reports criticized management at the Texas City facility including BP’s own 2007 Report of the
Management Accountability Project which stated “a culture that evolved over the years seemed
to ignore risk, tolerated non-compliance and accepted incompetence.”

In March of 2006 BP discovered their pipeline on Alaska’s North Slope had spilled more than
200,000 gallons of oil on the tundra, making it the largest spill in North Slope history. Our
hearings discovered that significant cost cutting measures resulted in decreased maintenance and
inspections of the pipeline and BP’s management culture deterred individuals from raising safety
concerns.

Since our last hearing BP has experienced continued problems on the North Slope

e September 29, 2008 an 8 inch high pressure gas line at the Y-Pad location “separated”
sending 3 pieces of pipe to the tundra. One segment of the pipe landed 900 feet from the
pipeline. Roughly 30 minutes later a second and unrelated incident occurred on the S Pad
where there was a gas release.

s Japuary 15, 2009 a disc cleaning pig became lodged and lost in a 34 inch Oil Transit Line
during de-oiling allowing gas to pass around the pig and travel through Skid 50, to Pump
Station 1 causing a significant venting of gas to the atmosphere and the complete
shutdown of the Trans Alaska Pipeline for a period of time.

e October 10, 2009 at the Central Compressor Plant low pressure flare staging valves were
stuck closed causing gas to travel to the backup low pressure flare valves, which
activated causing the gas to vent to the atmosphere which could have caused an
explosion.

o November 29, 2009 an 18 inch three-phase common line near the Lisburne Production
Center carrying a mixture of crude oil, produced water and natural gas ruptured spraying
its contents over an estimated 8,400 square feet area.

In addition to these pipeline incidents there have been several personal injury accidents where
employees have been seriously injured or killed as was the tragic case of Mike Phalen on
November 18" last year when he was crushed between the pipeline and a truck.
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Today we are here to investigate the latest BP tragedy, one which has resulted in the apparent
loss of 11 lives and is well on its way to becoming the largest oil spill in our nation’s history.
Let me take a moment on behalf of the entire committee to convey our deepest sympathies to the
family, friends and coworkers of those 11 individuals lost on that fateful day.

On April 20" an explosion and fire occurred on the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig which BP
was leasing to drill an exploratory well in the Gulf of Mexico. The rig was owned and operated
by Transocean, the world’s largest offshore drilling company and was under contract from BP,
On April 22™ the rig capsized and sank to the floor of the ocean resulting in oil leaks from three
separate locations among the twisted wreckage.

The world is wondering what went wrong to allow explosive gas to shoot out of the drill pipe on
the Deepwater Horizon causing the explosion. We heard Chairman Waxman discuss theories of
what may have gone wrong in the well {(down hole as they call it) and what went wrong on the
rig. 1 would like to take a few minutes to discuss issues related to the blowout preventer (BOP)
which was the “fail safe system™ to cut off the flow of oil and gas to the rig.

In his testimony foday, Lamar McKay, the President of BP America, says that blowout
preventers are “intended to ... be fail-safe.” But that didn’t happen. The blowout preventer used
by the Deepwater Horizon rig failed to stop the flow of gas and oil, the rig exploded, and an
enormous oil spill is now threatening the Gulf Coast.

We know that the blowout preventer, the BOP, did not properly engage, The BOP has nultiple
rams that are supposed to slam shut to pinch off any flow around the drili pipe and stop the flow
of oil from the well. There are also shear rams in the BOP that are supposed to cut and seal the
pipe to prevent oil and gas from flowing. The question we will ask is why did these rams fail?

Our investigation is at its early stages, but already we have uncovered at least four significant
problems with the blowout preventer used on the Deepwater Horizon drill rig.

First, the blowout preventer apparently had a significant leak in a key hydraulic system. This
leak was found in the hydraulic system that provides emergency power to the shear rams, which
are the devices that are supposed to cut the drill pipe and seal the well.

I would like to put on the screen a document that the Committee received from BP. This
document states: “leaks have been discovered in the BOP hydraulics system.”

The blowout preventer was manufactured by Cameron. We asked a senior official at Cameron
what he knew about these leaks. He told us when the remote operating vehicles (ROVs) tried to
operate the shear rams, they noticed a loss of pressure. They investigated this by injecting dye
into the hydraulic fluid, which showed a large leak coming from a loose fitting, which was
backed off several turns.

The Cameron official told us that he did not believe the leak was caused by the blowout because
every other fitting in the system was tight.

We also asked about the significance of the leak. The Cameron official said it was one of several
possible failure modes. If the leak deprived the shear rams of sufficient power, they might not
succeed in cutting throngh the drill pipe and sealing the well.
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Second, we learned that the blowout preventer had been modified in unexpected ways. One of
these modifications was potentially significant. The blowout preventer has an underwater
control panel. BP spent a day trying to use this control panel to activate a variable bore ram on
the blowout preventer that is designed to seal tight around any pipe in the well. When they
investigated why their attempts failed to activate the bore ram, they leamned that the device had
been modified. A useless test ram — not the variable bore ram — had been connected to the socket
that was supposed to activate the variable bore ram. An entire day’s worth of precious time had
been spent engaging rams that closed the wrong way.

BP told us the modifications on the BOP were extensive. After the accident, they asked
Transocean for drawings of the blowout preventer. Because of the modifications, the drawings
they received didn’t match the structure on the ocean floor. BP said they wasted many hours
figuring this out.

Third, we learned that the blowout preventer is not powerful enough to cut through joints in the
drill pipe. We found a Transocean document that I would like to put on the screen. It says:
most blind shear rams are “designed to shear effectively only on the body of the drillpipe.
Procedures for the use of BSR’s must therefore ensure that there is no tool joint opposite the ram
prior to shearing.”

This seemed astounding to us because the threaded joints between the sections of drillpipe make
up about 10% of the length of the pipe. If the shear rams cannot cut through the joints, that
would mean that this so-called failsafe device would succeed in cutting the drillpipe only 90% of
the time.

We asked the Cameron official about the cutting capacity of the blowout preventer on the
Deepwater Horizon. He confirmed that it is not powerful enough to cut through the joints in the
drillpipe. And he told us this was another possible explanation for the failure of the blowout
preventer to seal the well.

And fourth, we learned that the emergency controls on the blowout preventer may have failed.
The blowout preventer has two emergency controls. One is called the emergency disconnect
system or EDS, BP officials told us that that the EDS was activated on the drill rig before the rig
was evacuated. But the Cameron official said they doubted the signals ever reached the blowout
preventer on the seabed. Cameron officials believed the explosion on the rig destroyed the
communications link to the blowout preventer before the emergency sequence could be
completed.

In other words, the emergency controls may have failed because the explosion that caused the
emergency also disabled communications to the blowout preventer.

Still, the blowout preventer also has a “deadman switch” which is supposed to activate the
blowout preventer when all else fails. But according to Cameron, there were multiple scenarios
that could have caused the deadman switch not to activate. One is human oversight: the
deadman switch may not have been enabled on the control panel prior to the BOP being installed
on the ocean floor. One is lack of maintenance: the deadman switch won’t work if the batteries
are dead. The deadman switch is connected to two separate control pods on the blowout
preventer. Both rely on battery power to operate. When one of the control pods was removed
and inspected after the spill began, the battery was found to be dead. The battery in the other
pod has not been inspected yet.
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And one appears to be a design problem. The deadman switch activates only when three
separate lines that connect the rig to the blowout preventer are all severed: the communication,
power, and hydraulic lines. Cameron believes the power and communication lines were severed
in the explosion, but it is possible the hydraulic lines remained intact, which would have stopped
the deadman switch from activating.

These are not the only failure scenarios that could impair the function of the blowout preventer.
The Cameron official we met with described many other potential problems that could have
prevented the blowout preventer from functioning properly. Steel casing or casing hanger could
have been ejected from the well and blocked the operation of the rams. The drill pipe could have
been severed successfully, but then dropped from the rig, breaking the seal. Or operators on the
rig could have tried to activate the shear rams by pushing the shear ram control button. This
would have initiated an attempt to close the rams, but it would not have been successful. The
shear rams do not have enough power to cut drill pipe unless they are activated through the
emergency switch or the deadman switch.

In fact, we uncovered an astonishing document that Transocean prepared in 2001, when it bought
the blowout preventer from Cameron. I would like to display the executive summary from this
document. It says there are 260 separate “failure modes” that “could require pulling of the
BOP.” According to this report, “the predominant failures” included “ram locking mechanisms.”

How can a device that has 260 failure modes be considered failsafe?

The problems with the blowout preventer extend to the procedures for testing the device. The
CEO of Transocean, Steven Newman, says in his testimony: “we have no reason to believe that
they were not operational — they were jointly tested by BP and Transocean personnel as specified
on April 10 and 17 and found to be functional.”

But this assertion appears to be contradicted by a document prepared by BP on April 27, one
week after the explosion. According to this document, “BOP stack emergency systems are not
typically tested once the BOP stack is on the seabed.” What this means that while some
functions on the BOP may have been tested in the weeks before the explosion, the emergency
systems, including the deadman system and the leaking emergency hydraulic system, were
unlikely to have been tested.

After the Alaska pipeline and Texas refinery disasters, BP promised to make safety its number
one priority. This hearing will raise serious questions about whether BP and its partners fulfilled
this commitment. The safety of its entire operations rested on the performance of a leaking and
apparently defective blowout preventer.

This is the first of what will certainly be multiple hearings into this disaster and I look forward to
a frank and spirited discussion with our witnesses today. I ask unanimous consent that the
documents I referred to be entered into the record.
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Mr. STUPAK. I next turn to Mr. Burgess, ranking member of the
subcommittee, for an opening statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. BURGESS. I thank the chairman. And thank you for con-
vening this important hearing.

The Deepwater Horizon events obviously represent a shocking
tragedy. Eleven lives were lost, and we all regret that, environ-
mental and economic harm continues to the area, and we don’t
know what caused the disaster. But it is apparent that there was
a failure, and now this committee and, indeed the American people,
want answers and they want accountability.

This hearing is preliminary. It is a necessary step in getting the
answers and getting to that accountability, and that is why I sup-
port the efforts of the committee to move rapidly on this investiga-
tion. What caused the blowout and the explosion, the failure of the
various emergency safeguards on the sea floor and the immediate
response to stem the oil spill deserve our close and thorough scru-
tiny.

Unfortunately, today’s hearing and the committee’s investigation
is what one might call asymmetric oversight. The committee has
demanded and obtained thousands and thousands and thousands
of pages of documents and testimony from the four companies rep-
resented today, but we have obtained virtually nothing from those
Federal agencies that were responsible for the licensing and over-
sight of these operations.

Nothing from the Obama administration, who presumably has al-
ready had discussions with likely many of you as to what went
wrong and what might be done to mitigate the problem, but no doc-
uments, no testimony from the administration or from any of the
relevant Federal agencies.

With the benefit of additional interviews and document review,
we should have included an examination of other factors in the in-
cident, including the role of inspections, including the role of Fed-
eral inspections and oversight of drilling operations, practices, and
technology, and indeed the licensing of same. The Federal role
would appear to be an integral part of our story. We should have
heard from the Secretary of the Interior today. And as Ranking
Member Barton and I have respectfully requested, Mr. Stupak, of
you and Chairman Waxman, we would like for that hearing, since
it is not occurring today, to occur in the near future.

We will hear from others in the administration and other officials
under oath in the near future, and I think it is mandatory that this
committee do that. We should have representatives from the De-
partment of Interior and from Minerals Management Services here
to explain why in March of 2009, in the initial exploration plan for
the Deepwater Horizon, a blowout scenario was not contemplated
by BP and why, therefore, the site-specific oil spill response plan
was in fact not even required by these regulators.

I would also emphasize the subcommittee should resist the temp-
tation to push ahead on the facts and to lose their perspective. The
drilling and production operations are not experimental forays into
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the deep ocean with untested technology. For over 50 years, these
have been well engineered and well planned operations.

Until this tragedy, there was a remarkably good record for over-
all Gulf oil production. The Gulf produces about 1.7 million barrels
of oil per day, 6.5 billion cubic feet of natural gas, about one-third
of the total United States daily supply on 3,500 platforms, employ-
ing 35,000 workers.

In recent years, the bulk of new production has come from deep
sea operations, with scores of exploratory and production wells de-
veloped at depths equal to or substantially greater than the 5,000-
foot depths of the Deepwater Horizon, all without serious incidence.
In point of fact, this is the first spill of magnitude in the Gulf
waters.

This is not to minimize the disaster we confront today; 11 lives
were lost. Four million gallons of oil has been released into a very
fragile ecosystem, an ecosystem that has likely over 7,000 miles of
actual ocean frontage on the coast of Louisiana. This past Friday,
I went to the Gulf with members of the subcommittee, Chairman
Markey and Ranking Member Barton, to learn firsthand about the
recovery operations that were going on. And the magnitude of the
problems that the people in the Gulf face from what we saw flying
over the spill really cannot be captured in news photos. The oil
slick looks to be the size of Montana. It reinforces why it is abso-
lutely critical that we ensure that the responders have what they
need to control and mitigate the spill, and for the future’s sake, we
must identify what caused the spill.

Our visit also reinforced how critical timing was in the incident
in the immediate response to the blowout. We understand that the
initial failure of the blowout preventer was critical to the lack of
containment of the spill. Had it worked as designed or worked in
a timely fashion in those initial hours or days after the blowout,
we might be a having a hearing that was focused on entirely dif-
ferent problems today. But the blowout and subsequent failure of
the blowout preventer tells us about the process and operations we
actually don’t yet know, but it may reveal issues in mechanical fail-
ure, systems failure, human error, or a combination of the three.

What we hope we do not find is that corners were needlessly cut
in order to save time and money because ultimately now time and
money are what are at risk.

Potential issues with material integrity or procedures in the con-
struction of the well may provide a clue to how an apparently un-
expected gas release occurred in the first place. All such issues may
illuminate areas that better lead to operational oversight by the
well’s producers, the industry, and again, those charged with the
regulation of same, which is why a hearing like this, which is
asymmetric in its construct, it is why it is inadequate to really ad-
dress the problems.

I do look forward to hearing the testimony from our key wit-
nesses in the incident, British Petroleum, the operator of the well,
Transocean, the driller and rig owner, Halliburton, a provider of
various services, including the critical cementing, and Cameron,
which manufactured the blowout preventer at the center of the cur-
rent efforts to stop the flow of oil. But the regulators have failed.
A litany of questions need to be asked and must be asked of those
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inspectors at Department of Interior and Minerals Management
Services.

For what it is worth, I want to welcome the witnesses to our
committee. I understand you’ve been going through a very difficult
schedule amidst what is an enormous tragedy within your busi-
nesses. I appreciate your willingness to come forward and discuss
what you know with the subcommittee.

Time is going to be critical today. You have all been through a
day of Senate hearings. And some of the testimony that has come
forward has been predictable, but some of it has been contradictory
and troubling in the testimony that we heard yesterday in the Sen-
ate. I am hopeful that maybe we can clear up some of these dis-
crepancies and that you will, in fact, address them in your opening
statements to us today.

At the hearings yesterday, Mr. McKay, you testified that the
modifications that were made to the blowout preventer and that
the claims that your company, BP, was not aware of those. And
Mr. Newman, you testified that Transocean made the modifications
in 2005 at BP’s request and at BP’s expense.

So Mr. McKay, in your opening, please tell us, is this true? Did
BP, in fact, request and pay for these modifications? And if so,
would BP not have some documentation of this? And if that is the
case, why are we hearing from our staff that BP was shocked to
hear about the modifications?

And to Mr. Newman, tell us in your opening what modifications
did you do? Did Transocean fully inform BP of everything it did to
the blowout preventer? Do you have documents to back yourself
up? Did you inform BP about any labeling discrepancy in the de-
vice itself? So we need to cut through some of those contradictions
and become aware of the facts.

And then finally, Mr. Chairman, let me just go back to the issue
of who’s not here today. In the public information, the public re-
lease document, which is the application for the drilling of the
Deepwater Horizon, there are some serious questions, there are
some serious red flags. And I would very much like to have Sec-
retary Salazar here; I would very much like to have Minerals Man-
agement Services here.

Section 2.0, General Information, Section 2.7, Blowout Scenario,
a scenario for a potential blowout of the well from which BP would
expect to have the highest volume of liquid hydrocarbons is not re-
quired for the operations proposed in this exploration potential.
Well, wait a minute. That is one thing for BP to say that, but why
did the Federal regulators just simply rubber-stamp this when it
was pushed across their desk? You have a well that had the poten-
tial to produce 100,000 barrels of oil a day and we are now shocked
that 5,000 barrels a day are escaping and we have got no plan for
mitigation? The State of Louisiana is scrambling for boom material
to protect its fragile coastline. We didn’t have anything stockpiled
ahead of time? We had to move equipment in and drill a 90-day
relief well because that is the only way to stop this thing? It just
seems like more care should have been delivered up front.

And yes, while I may criticize the companies that are here in
front of us today, I have also got serious questions that this com-
mittee needs to ask of the Federal agency that was charged with
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the oversight. When I get to the questions, there are many other
statements in this application that are just as troubling. An off-
shore coastal dispersion modeling report for the proposed oper-
ations is not required for the operations. You could lose control of
a 100,000-barrel-a-day production well and you don’t have to have
a model report for offshore coastal dispersion? It goes on and on.

And again, I don’t necessarily fault the company for perhaps try-
ing to save a buck on the application, but the Federal agency re-
sponsible for this that simply stamped it received and approved,
that is where the problem exists in my mind.

Last Friday, when we were down on the Gulf coast, the Times
Picayune had an extensive article on what happened on the rig
that day. They talk about the removal of the drilling mud pre-
maturely. I hope somebody at some point will address that, that
the drilling mud was removed and replaced with seawater before
the second cement plug was placed, and subsequent to that was
when the blowout occurred. Was, in fact, there some haste at get-
ting this done? Did we depart from best practices? Or is that stand-
ard practice now and something that maybe needs to be revisited
on other wells that are being drilled at the time?

And then finally, this morning’s Washington Post, just a stun-
ning paragraph from a columnist where Mr. McKay points out, Our
operating management system in the Gulf of Mexico is as good as
anyone. I can’t point to any deficiencies. Well, maybe that was true
in March, but it is certainly not true in May.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your indulgence. I yield back the
balance of my time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Burgess follows:]
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Opening Statement of the Honorable Michael Burgess
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Hearing on the '
Inquiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil Spill
May 12,2010

Thank you for convening this important hearing Chairman Stupak.
The Deepwater Horizon oil Gulf Coast oil spill is a shocking tragedy. Eleven

lives were lost. Environmental and economic harm continues.

‘We do not know yet what caused this disaster, but it is apparent there
was a failure. The American people want answers and they want

accountability.

Although this hearing is really a preliminary examination, it is a good
first step in getting those answers and that accountability. This is why 1
support your efforts to move rapidly on this investigation. What caused the
blowout and explosion, the failure of various emergency safeguards on the
seafloor, and the immediate response to stem the oil spill deserves our close

and thorough scrutiny.
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Unfortunately, today’s hearing and the Committee’s investigation is

what one might call asymmetric_oversight. The Committee has demanded

and obtained thousands of pages of documents and testimony from the four
companies represented today but virtually nothing from the Obama

Administration — no document requests, no testimony.

With the benefit of additional interviews and document review, we
should have included an examination of other factors in the incident,
including the role of federal inspections and oversight of drilling operations,
practices, and technology. The federal role would appear to be an integral
part of the story. We should have heard from the Secretary of the Interior
today, as Ranking Member Barton and I had respectfully requested of you
and Chairman Waxman. Will we hear from Secretary Salazar and perhaps
other Administration officials under oath in the near future? We should have
representatives from the Department of the Interior and MMS here to
explain why in March of 2009, in the “Initial Exploration Plan” for the
Deepwater Horizon, a blowout scenario was not contemplated by BP why,
therefore, a “site-specific Oil Spill Response Plan” was not required by the

regulators.
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I would also emphasize the Subcommittee should resist the temptation
to rush ahead of the facts, to lose perspective. These drilling and production
operations are not experimental forays into the deep ocean with untested
technology. For over fifty years, these have been well engineered, well

planned operations.

Until this oil spill, there was a remarkably good record for overall
Gulf oil production. The Gulf produces about 1.7 million barrels of oil per
day, 6.4 billion cubic feet of natural gas per day — about one-third of total
U.S. daily supply — on some 3,500 platforms, employing about 35,000
workers. In recent years, the bulk of new production has come from deep
sea operations, with scores of exploratory and production wells developed at
depths equal to or substantially greater than the 5,000 foot depths of the
Deepwater Horizon — all without serious incidents. In point of fact, this is

the first spill of this magnitude in Gulf waters.

This is not to minimize the disaster we confront today. Eleven lives
were lost and over 4 million gallons of oil has been released into the fragile

ecosystem. This past Friday, I went to the Gulf with Energy Subcommittee
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Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Barton, and several other Committee

colleagues to learn first hand about the recovery operations.

The magnitude of the problems people face on the Gulf, from what we
saw flying over the spill, cannot be captured in news photos. This reinforces
why it is absolutely critical that we ensure the responders have what they
need to control and mitigate the spill and that, for future’s sake, we must

identify what caused this spill.

Qur visit also reinforces how critical timing was in the incident and
immediate response to the blow out. We understand the initial failure of the
blowout preventer, the so-called “BOP,” was critical to the lack of
containment of the spill. Had it worked as designed, or worked in a timely
fashion in those initial hours and days after the blow out, we would be

having a very different hearing today.

What the blowout and subsequent failure of the BOP tells us about
processes and operations we don’t yet know, but it may reveal issues of
mechanical failure, systems failure, human error or a combination of the

three.  Potential issues with material integrity or procedures in the
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construction of the well may provide a clue to how an apparently unexpected
gas release occurred in the first place. All such issues may also illuminate
areas that need better operational oversight by the well producers, the

industry, and regulators.

Which is why this asymmetrical hearing is inadequate. While I look
forward to hearing from four key players in the incident, BP the operator of
the well, Transocean the driller and rig owner, Halliburton the provider of
various services including the critical cementing, and Cameron, which
manufactured the blow out preventer at the center of current efforts to stop
the flow of oil, the regulators failed and a litany of questions need to be
asked of the inspectors at Interior and MMS.

Let me welcome the witnesses. I understand you have been
undergoing a grueling schedule amidst a great tragedy, and I appreciate your
willingness to come and discuss what you know with the Subcommittee.
Our oversight work, ultimately, aims to spotlight problems and compel

positive solutions.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.

HH
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Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Burgess.

Next I will turn to Mr. Markey, chairman of the Energy Sub-
committee on Select Committee on Energy Independence, for an
opening statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

To be honest, it is hard to have confidence in BP. When BP ap-
plied for the rights to drill in this lease, they called the chance of
a major spill “unlikely.” When the accident initially happened, they
said it was manageable. And last week, when BP and the other
companies appeared before this committee, they said they never
thought the rig could sink. Right now, by their own admission, BP
is largely making it up as they go. They are engaging in a series
of elaborate and risky science experiments at the bottom of the
ocean. And after the failure of the containment dome, we are now
hearing of plans to stuff the blowout preventer full of a mixture of
golf balls, old tires, and other junk.

When we heard the best minds were on the case, we expected
MIT, and not the PGA. We already have one hole in the ground,
and now their solution is to shoot a hole in one. We expected a lot
more sophistication when it came to dealing with something of this
magnitude.

I think a root cause for this accident is the “drill baby drill”
boosterism. There was oil industry boosterism that minimized po-
tential hazards. There was a boosterism on the part of the previous
administration that got rid of protections that they viewed as ob-
stacles to increased drilling. Now we see the results. Boosterism led
to complacency and complacency led to disaster, and this is a dis-
aster. But it was not inevitable, it was preventable. And now we
must enact protections that prevent similar catastrophes in the fu-
ture.

As a result of the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster, lives have
been lost, livelihoods have been threatened, and a huge ocean and
coastal ecosystem has been endangered. We have a duty and obli-
gation to find out what happened here, why it happened, who is
responsible, and how we can ensure that it never happens again.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sullivan for an opening statement, 3 minutes, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SULLIVAN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLA-
HOMA

Mr. SuLLIVAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank our
witnesses here today. I know you are going through some chal-
lenging times right now and I appreciate you being here.

Chairman Stupak, thank you for holding this hearing today, “Ex-
amining the Causes of the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil
Spill.” While the exact cause of this terrible tragedy is still being
investigated, I am interested in learning from our witnesses their
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thoughts on what went wrong and their ideas moving forward to
prevent this from ever happening again.

On April 20, 2010, a fire and explosion occurred on the Deep-
water Horizon oil drilling rig in the Gulf of Mexico, unfortunately
killing 11 of the 126-person crew and injuring many others. Our
thoughts and prayers are with all the affected families.

This spill has the potential to be a massive ecological catas-
trophe, as nearly 4 million gallons of oil have already spilled into
the Gulf since the accident. I commend the brave men and women
who are working day and night to stop the leak and protect the
shoreline in the Gulf region. This is a challenge of epic proportions,
and it is the job of this committee to conduct a fact-based investiga-
tion into the disaster to find out what went wrong and how we can
prevent it from ever happening again.

However, I am disappointed that no one from the Obama admin-
istration is here to testify on the Department of Interior’s role in
response to the accident. Given the integral role of Federal over-
sight and offshore drilling operations, it is critically important to
hear the administration’s point of view and to get their take on
what safety lapses occurred, and if any regulatory breakdowns hap-
pened at the Minerals Management Services that may have con-
tributed to this terrible accident.

During this hearing and the continuing investigation, it is impor-
tant that we do not lose sight of the fact that 30 percent of the
total U.S. production of crude oil comes from offshore. While some
may want to stop drilling offshore altogether, this would be a ter-
rible mistake. If we were to ban or restrict offshore drilling, we
would simply increase our national dependence on foreign oil which
makes our Nation less secure in the short and long-term and in-
creases the cost of energy. We should not use this tragedy as an
excuse to roll back the gains we have made in finding new ways
to develop our own energy resources as we will need more oil and
natural gas to help meet the growing demand for energy in the
coming decades.

We still have work to do to uncover exactly what went wrong.
There are many questions that will be asked today on ongoing ef-
forts to contain the leak, whether there are potential equipment or
operational irregularities that played a part of the accident, and
what we can learn from this tragedy going forward. I look forward
to getting to the bottom of this tragedy, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Mr. Sullivan.

Mr. Dingell for an opening statement, please, sir.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. DINGELL, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHI-
GAN

Mr. DINGELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for
holding this important hearing today.

The Obama administration has proposed expanding offshore oil
and natural gas drilling in a way that complies with all of our envi-
ronmental and safety laws. I support expanded offshore drilling if
it is done right and if the permitting is done according to law and
if the law, in fact, does work. However, these rigs go further and
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further from shore, and it becomes then critically important that
we understand what happened to the Deepwater Horizon rig and
well, as well as what additional precautions we need to take to pre-
vent something like this from happening again.

Now, this is not BP’s first time appearing before the Energy and
Commerce Oversight Subcommittee. Members of this committee
will recall in 2007 a hearing regarding corrosion in the pipeline
leading up to the Alaska Pipeline which led to 1 million liters of
oil leaked in Alaska’s North Slope. At that time, I observed that
BP workers were often forced to forego safety measures to save
money and to ultimately increase BP profits, and yet these safety
programs in many cases appear to have been halted or cut due to
budgetary reasons. This is the cost of what we have learned about
the way that BP managed Prudhoe Bay. Until BP finally acknowl-
edges the role of cost cutting and budget pressures played in cre-
ating this mess, I fear that other problems like this may be incur-
ring at other BP facilities through the United States.

The North Slope disaster is unfortunately one example of BP’s
being before this subcommittee. We also investigated BP’s Texas
City operations. Back in 2007, BP and its subsidiaries agreed to
pay $50 million in criminal fines because of the 2005 explosions at
its Texas City refinery. I note with irony and some dismay this fine
is equal to less than a day’s corporate profits. And here we are
again, this time like the explosions at BP’s Texas City refinery, we
not only have an environmental disaster, but again, we have con-
fronted tragic loss of lives.

A little more than a year ago, in April of 2009, the Minerals
Management Service exempted BP’s lease at Deepwater Horizon
from an Environmental Impact Statement as required by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act. BP called the prospect of an oil
spill unlikely, and stated that no mitigation measures other than
those required by regulation and BP policy will be employed to
avoid, diminish, or eliminate potential impacts on environmental
resurface .

This, Mr. Chairman, is, quite frankly, outrageous. NEPA has
been the law of the land for a long time, and for a good reason—
I happen to know that because I wrote the legislation.

Now, I sincerely hope that when this investigation is completed,
that we don’t find that BP again once tried to cut costs at the ex-
pense of safety. Given their history, I am somewhat skeptical that
that will be the conclusion, but I am hopeful, even though I have
a pocketful of promises given me by BP during the time we had
them before this committee that they would do better and that
there was a new regime going on there that was aware of the envi-
ronmental concerns as a Nation and the duties of that organiza-
tion.

I do think, Mr. Chairman, that we need to hear from the admin-
istration because we have not heard from them about why this was
handled the way it was, failures of the leasing services and failures
to properly implement NEPA. Now, we all know Gulf Coast is one
of the most environmentally sensitive areas of the country. Four
hundred species of rare birds, waterfowls and sea turtles are at se-
rious risk. Coastal wetlands are a fragile ecosystem that deserves
protection and doesn’t appear to be having it.
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Since BP’s effort to get the containment dome into place didn’t
work, the company is now going to use golf balls, knots of rope, and
materials of miscellaneous character to try and plug the hole. If it
works, great. It strikes me though as odd that with all the tech-
nology we have, golf balls are our best hope.

I look forward to hearing more about this and efforts to stop the
leaking in the Gulf. I look forward to the answers of our witnesses.
I hope that we will hear from the government about why they were
so generous in allowing this to go forward without full appliance
of application of all the laws of the United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dingell follows:]
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News From Congressman John D. Dingell
Serving Michigan's ] 5t Congressional District
http://www.house.cov/dingell/

Wednesday, May 12, 2010

Contact: Adam Benson, 202.225.4071 (office) / 202.271.8587 (cell)

Dingell Statement from BP Oil Spill
Hearing

Washington, DC — Congressman John D. Dingell (D-MI15) made the following comments at
today’s Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Oversight and lnvestigations hearing “Inquiry
into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Spill™:

“Mr. Chairman - thank you for holding this important hearing today. The Obama
Administration has proposed expanding offshore oil and natural gas drilling in a way that
complies with all our environmental and safety laws — and I support expanded offshore oil
drilling, if it is done right. However, as these rigs go further from shore and into deeper waters,
it is critically important that we understand what happened to the Deepwater Horizon rig and
well, as well as what additional precautions we need to take to prevent anything like this from
happening again.

“Now, this is not BP’s first time appearing before the Energy and Commerce Oversight
Subcommittee. Indeed, in a 2007 hearing regarding corrosion in pipeline leading up to the
Alaska Pipeline which led to ! million liters of oil leaked in Alaska’s North Slope, I said
‘Workers were often forced to forgo safety measure to save money and to ultimately increase
BP’s profits’ and ‘yet these {safety] programs in many cases appear to have been halted or cut
due to budgetary reasons. This is the cost of what we’ve learned about the way BP managed
Prudhoe Bay. Until BP fully acknowledges the role cost cutting and budget pressures played in
creating this mess, 1 fear other problems, like this, may be incurring at other BP facilities through
the United States.’

“The North Slope disaster is unfortunately only one example of BP being before this
subcommittee — we alsc investigated BP’s Texas City operations. Back in 2007, BP and its
subsidiaries agreed to pay $50 million in criminal fines because of the 2005 explosions at its
Texas City refinery. 1note with irony and dismay this fine is equal to less than a day’s corporate
profits.

“Sadly, here we are again. This time, like the explosions at BP’s Texas City refinery, we not
only have an environmental disaster, but we have the tragic loss of lives.

“A little more than a year ago, in April 2009, the Minerals Management Service exempted BP’s
lease at Deepwater Horizon from an environmental impact statement as required by the National
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Environmental Policy Act. BP called the prospect of an oil spill “unlikely” and stated that “no
mitigation measures other than those required by regulation and BP policy will be employed to
avoid, diminish or eliminate potential impacts on environmental resources.” This, Mr. Chairman
is outrageous. NEPA is the law of the land for a reason. 1 know because I wrote it.

“I sincerely hope that when the investigation is completed we don’t find that BP once again tried
to cut costs at the expense of safety. Given their history, 1 am somewhat skeptical that will be
the conclusion, but I am hopeful.

“The Guif Coast is one of the most environmentally sensitive areas in the country. There are
more than 400 species, including rare birds, waterfow!] and sea turtles that are at very serious risk
from this disaster. The coastal wetlands are a very fragile ecosystem that deserves protection.

“Since BP’s effort to get the containment dome in place didn’t work, the company is resorting to
golf balls, knots of rope and other miscellaneous materials to try and plug the hole. If it works,
great — it just strikes me as odd that with all the technology we have, golf balls are our best

hope. 1look forward to hearing more about this and other efforts to stop the leaking of oil into
the Gulf.

“Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today about their efforts thus far.”

Follow Congressman Dingell online
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Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Dingell.
Mr. Gingrey for an opening statement, please, three minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PHIL GINGREY, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Chairman, thank you. And I've got a written
statement. I would like to ask unanimous consent to submit it for
the record and

Mr. StupAK. Without objection.

Mr. GINGREY [continuing]. Offer it extemporaneously. Going back
to what the chairman emeritus just said, I think his wisdom al-
ways comes through, and his remarks really strike a balance in re-
gard to the concern over what the industry’s culpability is and also
to bring forth, as our ranking member of the subcommittee, Dr.
Burgess, pointed out, that we need to hear from the administra-
tion, we need to hear from the Department of Interior, we need to
hear from the Minerals Management Services.

I can’t help but wonder as I listen to this hearing and the open-
ing statements of the members, what is our intent here really? We
are using up a tremendous amount of time already on the majority
side, something like 30 minutes of opening statements, and we will
go on and on and on and probably give each of the witnesses 5 min-
utes. And the information we have about the blowout preventer
and all these different things at the bottom of the sea, those of us
who may have a technical background but not in petroleum engi-
neering, we have been fed information from our staff, but we really
need to hear from these experts.

I listened to some of the Senate hearing yesterday, Mr. Chair-
man. And when Mr. Waxman, the chairman of the full committee,
says about BP oil, they don’t bear the full cost when something
goes wrong. I think we are going to hear from Mr. McKay that in-
deed they will and do and plan to bear the full cost when some-
thing goes wrong. I am not defending anybody here, I just want to
learn the facts, the actual facts, fair and balanced.

In regard to the criticism of some of the attempts to plug the
leak that was commented by a Senate majority member yesterday
in that hearing that it seems like these guys, BP oil in particular,
are just making it up as they go along. It sounds analogous to what
our majority party and administration are doing in regard to the
economic meltdown of this country, kind of making it up as they
go along. And so far, our unemployment rate has gone from 7.6 to
almost 10 percent, and we still have 16 million people out of work
despite a $1 trillion economic stimulus package. So I think we need
to be fair and balanced here.

I certainly look forward to the testimony of the witnesses. And
yes, we are going to ask some question, tough questions. Eleven
lives were lost, and the ecosystem and the economy of the Gulf
Coast is at risk, and this is a very important hearing. But let’s just
don’t put on our makeup and have our hair done and pander before
the C—SPAN cameras. Let’s get the facts right. That is, after all,
why we are here.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Braley for an opening statement, please.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE L. BRALEY, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA

Mr. BRALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is indeed a very im-
portant hearing, and I will submit my formal remarks for the
record and speak extemporaneously.

This hearing shows what happens when political chants of “drill,
baby, drill” evolve into the tragic reality of spill, baby, spill.” And
for all of my colleagues on the other side who wish that there were
representatives of the administration here today, I would remind
them that there was a joint congressional briefing held on May 4
where representatives from Interior, Homeland Security, Coast
Guard, Commerce, EPA, Minerals Management Services, NOAA
and the National Ocean Service did appear, gave us extensive
briefings and were there to answer questions to every Member of
Congress who chose to end up at that hearing.

Well, probably one of the most profound statements made at that
briefing was by Commandant, Admiral Thad Allen, from the Coast
Guard, who gave a tremendous overview of what was going on as
part of the Federal Government’s response. And he made this
statement in describing what is happening: This is closer to Apollo
13 than to the Exxon Valdez.

And Mr. Chairman, I think that the fundamental issue of this
hearing should be to try to figure out why that is the case because
Apollo 13 happened 40 years ago, 240,000 miles away from the
Earth, with limited resources to try to solve the disaster that was
occurring on that mission. That was 10 years into the manned
space program.

And Mr. Chairman Waxman, the first submerged and oil wells
in salt water were drilled under the Santa Barbara Channel in
California in 1896. So why is this more like Apollo 13 than the
Exxon Valdez? Why were we not better prepared to deal with the
enormous environmental and safety risks caused by this massive
explosion?

Secretary Salazar said at that briefing, this was supposed to be
a failsafe system. Obviously, it was not. And the question for all
of us is why not?

So as we listen to the witnesses and hear the latest information
they have to share with us, these are the questions I want answers
to. How did this happen? Why did this happen? Who is respon-
sible? Most importantly, what have we learned? What are we, Con-
gress, going to do, and what are we prepared to do to ensure this
never happens again?

And finally, who will bear the cost? Because despite the assur-
ances we received at that briefing from Secretary Salazar and oth-
ers that BP has made repeated assurances to stand the full cost
of this recovery, some of the actions that are taking place in re-
sponse to this catastrophe would give us the indication otherwise.

And that is why as we look at these serious issues, I look forward
to the testimony of our witnesses in answering those questions.
And I yield back the balance of my time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Braley follows:]
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Statement of Congressman Bruce Braley
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
“Inquiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil Spill”
May 12, 2010

Thank you, Chairman Stupak and Ranking Member Burgess, for
holding this important hearing today on the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast
oil spill. 1t is critical that we determine what caused the explosion at the
Deepwater Horizon drifling rig to ensure that this type of tragedy does not
happen again in the fulure and to ensure accountability for this historic

disaster.

This accident — which led to the tragic deaths of eleven people, an
historic environmental disaster, and billions of dollars in economic losses
for the fishing, seafood, and tourism industries — is a dangerous reminder
of the risks that offshore drilling poses. The oil spill not only jeopardizes
the livelihoods of the millions of hard-working Americans in the area, but in

the long-term, could also impact lowa's middie class families by raising gas
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prices that are already too high. We must work to ensure a comprehensive
and thorough investigation into the cause of and response to this disaster,
both to ensure that this type of accident is prevented in the future and to
ensure the most thorough and effective cleanup and recovery possible.
We must also work to ensure that American taxpayers do not end up

footing the bill for big oil’s mistakes.

This hearing is an important step in getting to the root of the cause of
the disaster and to providing necessary oversight of the companies’ and
U.S. government's response. I'm also glad that the Administration has
ordered inspections of all rigs in deep water to prevent this type of

unacceptable tragedy from happening elsewhere.

I've also taken action to ensure that British Petroleum — and not the
American taxpayers — pay for the effects of this spill. While I'm glad that
BP has indicated they will be responsible for all clean-up costs, last week |
introduced the Big Oil Company Bailout Prevention Act with Congressman
Holt to ensure that taxpayers are protected from paying for the disastrous
effects of this spill. Currently, the responsible party in an oil spill must pay
for all the economic damages up to $75 million, including lost revenues
from fishing and tourism, natural resources damages, or lost viocal tax

revenues. This legislation would raise the cap to $10 billion and would also
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eliminate the current $500 million cap on natural resources damages. This
legislation is critical to ensuring that if big oil companies are responsible for
a disaster, big oil companies pay for the clean-up and damage. | hope this
hearing will examine this critical issue of responsibility and accountability,
and will also be instrumental in ensuring that the companies responsible

bear the burden of fixing the problem.

| also hope this hearing will result in an honest and informed
discussion of the risks and benefits of expanded offshore drilling, including
an extensive risk-benefit analysis, and an open discussion of the best and
safest ways to produce energy for our country. This disaster clearly
highlights the risks that offshore drilling poses to our environment,
American businesses, families, and communities. It also highlights the
need for us to continue to move forward aggressively to harvest more safe,
alternative energy, like biofuel and renewable wind power. My state of
lowa is leading the way in these safe, clean energy industries, and | look
forward to working with my colleagues here to expand production of these

alternative energy sources in my state and across the country.

I look forward to hearing the testimony of the witnesses today and to
working to hold those responsible accountable and to prevent this type of

disaster from happening again.
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Mr. STuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Braley. Mr. Griffith for an opening
statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PARKER GRIFFITH, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA

Mr. GRIFFITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank
the chairman and ranking member for calling this important hear-
ing today and the witnesses for taking time to come before our sub-
committee to discuss the Deepwater Horizon oil spill.

Before I begin I would like to take a moment and offer my sin-
cere condolences to family and friends of those who lost their lives
on the Deepwater Horizon. Please know my thoughts and prayers
are with you.

We cannot achieve energy independence without assuming some
risk. Whether it is nuclear, coal, oil or natural gas, the process of
harnessing energy is inherently risky. Having said this, it is the
role of the Federal Government and good corporate citizens to mini-
mize this risk while working towards United States energy inde-
pendence. Blocking future production will not protect America. It
will simply cause us to be much more dependent on unfriendly
sources of oil.

The oil and gas industry employs hundreds of thousands of
Americans, many in my home State of Alabama. We must continue
to drill and avoid knee-jerk reactions to this accident. The oil and
gas industry has a safety record that has been steadily improving
over the years, and I have no doubt that what is learned from this
incident will be incorporated into the future increase in safety.

That being said, we must allow this investigation to go forward
and ensure that Congress provide appropriate oversight. It is im-
portant to focus on not assigning blame based on theories, but to
allow the time to pass that is necessary for a thorough investiga-
tion. Once investigations are complete, it is vital that we learn les-
sons from this incident so that we can keep our workers and envi-
ronment safe while continuing to produce our valuable oil and gas
resources.

Again thank you for coming today, and I look forward to your
testimony. And I yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Griffith.

Ms. DeGette for an opening statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DIANA DEGETTE, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLO-
RADO

Ms. DEGETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As Congress debates the role of a forward-looking energy plan,
we are going to need to see what part drilling expansion plays in
development of that plan. And we are going to need to see what
the causes of this tragic accident were because given the scope of
this disaster, we cannot afford to vastly expand offshore drilling in
the future if this type of disaster can be expected to occur, even as
some on the other side say, on a rare basis. The damage in terms
of environment and loss of human life is simply too great.

Accidents on this scale raise innumerable questions about what
went wrong. And usually, and probably in this case, there is no sin-
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gle answer or single point of blame. But as we attempt to deter-
mine the cause in order to prevent such tragedies in the future,
tgo issues stand out in my mind and the chairman raised both of
them.

The first one is, what role did the cementing job play in the acci-
dent? The timing of the accident indicates that the cementing was
likely a culprit as the accident occurred soon after the cement was
injected into the well.

This would not be the first time that cementing has caused prob-
lems in the Gulf of Mexico. According to a 2007 study by the Min-
erals Management Service, nearly half of all blowouts in the Gulf
over the last 14 years are due to faulty cementing. In addition,
poor cementing has been identified as the cause of the recent 2009
blowout at an offshore oil platform in Australia. Cementing has
been a cause for concern in onshore drilling as well with ground-
water contamination incidents tied to improper cementing in my
home State of Colorado and elsewhere.

The second issue that this committee needs to probe further is
the failure of the blowout preventer. This device is designed to be
the failsafe mechanism that will prevent tragedies such as this
spill. Its failure is extremely troubling as it calls into question
whether these devices can be trusted to function properly at off-
shore drilling locations.

I know that we won’t be able to identify the root cause of the ac-
cident today and that the investigation is still in its early stages,
but finger pointing will not cause this problem. It is in the interest
of all of the witnesses to get to the bottom of this issue if they want
to assure the American people that offshore drilling is a safe prac-
tice that we should actually expand farther.

Frankly, I watched part of the hearing yesterday as well and I
was dismayed at the parsing of words by all parties yesterday in
terms of liability and in terms of willingness to pay for these tre-
mendous costs. And so I think that those responsible need to step
up. They need to bear the cost, and they need to fix this technology.
Because if they don’t, we will not have expansion of offshore drill-
ing until this committee and the U.S. Congress can be assured that
it can be done in a safe and in an environmentally and human—
and in a way to save human life way. Otherwise it simply won’t
be part of our plan. And many of us don’t object to offshore drilling.
}Ne support it where appropriate, but not if it cannot be done safe-
y.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Ms. DeGette.
Mr. Latta for an opening statement please; 3 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT E. LATTA, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. LATTA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Bur-
gess. First and foremost, I also want to extend my heartfelt condo-
lences to families of those who have lost loved ones and those who
have been injured. I am also deeply saddened by the destruction
caused by the recent oil spill in the Gulf. I want to commend the
thousands of dedicated workers, the volunteers and military per-
sonnel who are currently in the Gulf responding to this spill to pro-
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tect the shoreline and wildlife. The cleanup process from this spill
will take months if not years.

As the Marine Board of Investigation, made up of the Minerals
Management Service, MMS, and the Coast Guard, convened yester-
day to identify the factors leading to the explosion, loss of life, sink-
ing and subsequent oil spill of the Deepwater Horizon, I look for-
ward to what the investigation will render and what facts and rec-
ommendations will come forth.

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that over 42,000 oil wells
have been drilled in the Gulf of Mexico since 1979 when, the first
deepwater well was first drilled in the Gulf. Sixty percent of all the
wells drilled in the Gulf are now deepwater wells and over 2,200
deepwater wells have been drilled.

As Members of Congress, we must ensure that the United States
continues its domestic energy production while also maintaining
stringent environmental safety regulations. We cannot become com-
placent when it comes to American lives and our natural resources.
We need to ensure that the investigation into the Deepwater Hori-
zon oil spill is thorough and those individuals responsible for this
disaster are held accountable. We cannot afford to have a repeat
of this kind of a disaster.

As has already been noted, it is important to note that the oil
and natural gas industry in America plays a vital role to our econ-
omy and supplies this country with millions of jobs. Most recent
data, according to a American Petroleum Institute study, shows
that this industry contributes more than $1 trillion to the U.S.
economy over a year. The State of Ohio contributes over 229,000
jobs through the oil and natural gas industry, and it is also impor-
tant to note that we maintain these jobs, but also we need to main-
tain the safety of our hardworking Americans who are employed in
this industry.

As the ranking member has stated, I, too, would like to have wit-
nesses from the Department of the Interior, particularly MMS and
the United States Coast Guard. I hope that any future hearings in
this committee on this subject will include government agencies
that are at the forefront working on this issue.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from today’s
four witnesses, each of whom represents a company who will play
a pivotal role in this investigation. And with that, Mr. Chairman,
I yield back. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Latta follows:]
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Robert E. Latta
Opening Statement
House Energy and Commerce Committee
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Hearing on “Inquiry into Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast
Oil Spill”

Chairman Stupak and Ranking Member Burgess:

I want to extend my heartfelt condolences to the families
of those who have lost loved ones, and to those who have been
injured. Iam deeply saddened by the destruction caused by the
recent oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico.

I commend the thousands of dedicated workers and
military personnel currently in the Gulf responding to this spill
to protect the shoreline and wildlife. The cleanup process from
the spill will take months, if not years. As the Marine Board of
Investigation, made up of the Mineral Management Service
(MMS) and the Coast Guard, convened yesterday to identify
the factors leading to the explosion, loss of life, sinking, and
subsequent oil spill of the Deepwater Horizon, I look forward
to what the investigation will render and what facts and
recommendations will come forth.

It is important to note that the oil and natural gas industry
in America plays a vital role to our economy, and supplies this
country with millions of jobs. Most recent data according to a
American Petroleum Institute study shows that this industry
contributes more than $1 trillion to the U.S. economy every
year. The state of Ohio contributes over 229,000 jobs to the oil
and natural gas industry. It is not only important that we
maintain these jobs, but we also need to maintain the safety of
our hard working Americans who are employed in this
industry.
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It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that over 42,000
wells have been drilled in the Gulf of Mexico since 1979,
when the first deepwater well was drilled in the Gulf. 60
percent of all wells drilled in the Gulf are deepwater wells, and
over 2,200 deepwater wells have been drilled.

As Members of Congress, we must ensure that the United
States continues its domestic energy production, while also
maintaining stringent environmental and safety regulations.
We cannot become complacent when it comes to the American
lives and our natural resources, we need to insure that the
investigation into the Deepwater Horizon oil spill is thorough
and those individuals responsible for this disaster are held
accountable. We cannot afford to have a repeat of this kind of
disaster.

I would have liked to have heard testimony from expert
witnesses from the Department of the Interior, particularly the
MMS, and the United States Coast Guard. I hope that any
future hearings in this Committee on this subject will include
government agencies that are at the forefront working on this
issue.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from
today’s 4 witnesses, each of whom represents a company who
will play a pivotal role in this investigation.

With that Mr. Chairman, I yield back.
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Mr. StupAK. Thank you, Mr. Latta.
Mr. Doyle for an opening statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL F. DOYLE, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, thank you for convening this hearing
today.

First let me offer my condolences and prayers to the families and
friends of the 11 people on the Deepwater Horizon rig that trag-
ically lost their lives in a catastrophe 3 weeks ago. It is a sad,
grave reminder of the level of risk and danger involved in deep-
water drilling. Economic and environmental concerns aside, we owe
it to these families to fully and responsibly investigate what went
wrong.

After reading the testimony that you have all supplied, one thing
seems quite clear. None of you before us today is prepared to accept
full responsibility for what happened on April 20. And though I'm
very interested in learning who is responsible, I don’t believe it is
the most pressing issue at hand today. Today what is most critical
are the health, environmental and economic effects of this oil leak
that continues to grow as this well gushes nearly 5,000 barrels of
oil into the Gulf each day, and that is a conservative estimate.

The Unified Command has quickly been activated to arrest and
mitigate the effects of this oil spill on surrounding communities.
Workers and volunteers are setting hundreds of thousands of feet
of boom to protect coastlines, releasing massive volume of
dispersants to break up the oil, and even skimming the water sur-
face to collect the oil. This vast response has been swift by most
standards, and I commend each of your companies for its willing-
ness to devote all the necessary resources to this effort.

It is troubling, though, in your eagerness to drill you told the
Minerals Management Service in February 2009 that you could
handle a worst case scenario of 162,000 barrels of oil from an un-
controlled blowout. Now you’re dealing with 5,000 barrels a day,
and the containment dome hasn’t worked, a relief well is far from
complete, the blowout preventers can’t be activated, and you may
need to resort to a jump shot.

What I have a hard time understanding is how 3 weeks after the
initial explosion there are not better solutions. By any standard I
think it is safe to say that each of your companies have done quite
well over the last year. In fact a quick review of your profits show
that Transocean netted $677 million in profits, Halliburton $206
million, and BP rounded out with 6.1 billion in profits, and that is
just for the first quarter of this year. With the success of this in-
dustry, both financially and in technological developments that
allow us to drill 30,000 feet underground, how is it not possible
that we haven’t developed better technologies to plug a well?

Recent news reports explain a maneuver call a jump shot that
involves shooting golf balls and rubber tires into a well to stop the
leak. I had to ask my staff if that was really true or a misprint.
Surely with profits of $6.1 billion, we can devote greater resources
to more advanced technologies than golf balls and tires.
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I hope our examination here today and in the future months will
help us understand how we can allow such high risk drilling to go
on without any surefire means for addressing a blowout.

I hope that in response to this horrendous accident that you will
all devote sizable resources to developing safer technologies and
better regulations to protect your workers, our environment, our
wildlife and our domestic energy portfolio.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Doyle follows:]
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Statement of the Honorable Mike Doyle
Energy and Commerce Committee
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Inquiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil Spill
Wednesday, May 12, 2010
10:00am

Mr. Chairman, thank you for convening this hearing today to investigate the Deepwater
Horizon Gulf Coast oil spill. First, let me offer my condolences and prayers to the family
and friends of the 11 people on the Deepwater Horizon rig that tragically lost their lives
in the catastrophe three weeks ago. It has been a sad, grave reminder of the level of risk
and danger involved in deepwater drilling. Economic and environmental concerns aside,
we owe it to these families to fully and responsibly investigate what went wrong on the
Deepwater Horizon.

After reading the testimony that you all have supplied, one thing seems quite clear. None
of you before us today is prepared to accept full responsibility for what happened on
April 20%. Though I am very interested in learning whom is responsible, I don’t believe
it is the most pressing issue at hand today.

Today what is most critical are the health, environmental and economic effects of this oil
leak that continues to grow as this well gushes nearly 5,000 barrels of oil into the gulf
each day - and that is a conservative estimate. The Unified Command has quickly been
activated to arrest and mitigate the effects of this oil spill on surrounding communities.
Workers and volunteers are setting hundreds of thousands of feet of boom to protect
coastline; releasing massive volumes of dispersants to break up the oil and even
skimming the water’s surface to collect the oil. This vast response has been swift by
most standards. I commend each of your companies for its willingness to devote all the
necessary resources to this effort.

1t is appalling that in your eagerness to drill, you told the Mineral Management Service in
February of 2009 that you could handle a “worst-case scenario” of 162,000 barrels of oil
from an uncontrolied blow-out. Now you’re dealing with 5,000 barrels a day and the
containment dome hasn’t worked, a relief well is far from complete, the blow out
preventers can’t be activated and you may need to resort to a “junk shot.”

What I have a hard time understanding is how three weeks after the initial explosion —
there are not better solutions, By any standard, I think its safe to say each of your
companies have preformed quite well over the last year. In fact a quick review of your
first quarter profits show that TransOcean netted $677 million in profits, Halliburton
netted $206 million and BP rounded out with $6.1 billion in profits — and that’s just for
the first quarter of this year. With the success of this industry both financially and in
technological developments that allows us to drill 30,000 feet underground...how is it
possible that we have not developed technologies to plug a well? Recent news reports
explain a maneuver called a “junk shot” that involves shooting golf balls and rubber tires
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into the well to try and stop the leak. Surely, with profits of 6.1 billion dollars you can
devote greater resources to more advanced technologies than golf balls and tires.

T hope that our examination here today and in future months will help us understand how
we could allow such high-risk drilling to go on without any sure-fire means for
addressing a blow-out. [ hope that in response to this horrendous accident you all will
devote sizable resources to developing safer technologies and better regulations that
protect your workers, our environment, our wildlife and our domestic energy portfolio.
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Mr. STUuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Doyle.
Mrs. Blackburn for an opening statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEN-
NESSEE

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I do want to
welcome our witnesses. And thank you for the preparation you
have put into planning to be with us here today.

There is no doubt this is a terrible event, and it is one that con-
cerns us. And I represent middle and west Tennessee but I grew
up in the Mississippi coastal plains and I know very, very well the
impact of the oil production industry on those communities and on
the livelihood of those citizens. And also I know how dependent
they are on the Gulf, also, for wetlands and for seafood. And so this
is a tragedy and it does have so many tentacles, and of course the
loss of life is very sad. And I know that it reaches deep within
those families across the Gulf.

I think that what we, my focus today, what I would seek to do
is to understand what happened and the cause and to understand
that without any bias. I think that while going on a search for vil-
lains can make for compelling TV, it is not going to put us on the
path forward that we need. And that needs to be a pathway to sus-
tainable and responsible drilling in the Gulf.

And we need to look at this, have an honest investigation so that
we find opportunities for avoidance that may have been missed
both by Washington and by the industry.

I think that we also need to focus our attention on cleaning up
the current spill, securing other wells until a long-term solution
can be found. In this type business, risk cannot be 100 percent
managed and I understand that. And realizing that, I think it is
maybe necessary to review contingency plans and to require opera-
tors to have prepositioned containment equipment to limit the im-
pacts. Maybe that is something we need to talk about and look at
today.

This hearing is a first step to address these issues. Members of
this panel are going to have questions of the witnesses on the pro-
tocols that are followed, the equipment that was used, and on what
a proper course of action should be.

So, Mr. Chairman, thank you, and to our witnesses, thank you
for being here today.

Mr. StUPAK. Thank you, Mrs. Blackburn.

Mrs. Christensen for opening statement, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you,
Chairman Stupak and Ranking Member Burgess, for holding this
important hearing to examine the Gulf Coast oil spill disaster situ-
ation of grave and far reaching magnitude which is likely to eclipse
the Exxon Valdez spill of 20 years ago.

It has been approximately 3 weeks since the explosion that
caused the Gulf Coast oil spill and many questions remain unan-
swered. What caused the explosion? Why did several safety mecha-
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nisms fail to prove successful and, the billion dollar question, how
can we stop the oil from spewing into the ocean and towards the
shore and how can we do it as soon as possible?

I look forward to the testimony this morning, and I thank every-
one for coming to yet another hearing. What I am not anxious to
hear is a blame game. There are investigations underway that will
answer the questions of what went wrong and who and what was
at fault. Someone speaks of collaborative efforts in their testimony,
and to my mind this is a tragic accident which all companies, oper-
ator and contractors, probably share some responsibility, just as
they all have a role in the response, cleanup and recovery as well
and, importantly, making sure this does not happen again.

We need to clarify what we do know, but the important issue
now is how to stop the thousands of gallons of oil from continuing
to pour out and how best we can work with all Federal and private
partners in the Unified Comman to do just that.

Despite the fact that we can never know everything because of
the settlement, there are reports of severe health consequences in
those who worked on the Exxon Valdez spill and others, and so I
have grave concerns about the health and safety issues for the re-
sponders in this one and want to have the assurance that every
precaution is being taken to prevent illness and disability in these
workers.

I am also concerned about the hundreds of other oil rigs that are
functioning now, some in deep waters. Are we better prepared
today to respond to an accident on these than we were on April 20?
What is being done to ensure that we are? And does BP need what
I understand are the higher permitting standards of the U.K. In
their operations here in the United States?

Of course, like my colleagues, I am also concerned about the pro-
tection and preservation of the fisheries and other shoreline wild-
life and other economic impacts of those who depend on these re-
sources for livelihood and, of course, the loss of life.

It is my hope that we will leave this hearing better informed
than when we came in. I would also like to take this opportunity
to express my sincere condolences to the families who lost loved
ones in the April 20th tragedy and wish Godspeed to them, the sur-
vivors and their families as they go through their recovery process.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you.

Mr. Welch for an opening statement, please, 3 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PETER WELCH, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT

Mr. WELCH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I thank the
witnesses for coming and I, along with my colleagues, want to ac-
knowledge the extraordinary loss of love and lives of brave and
hardworking people who died and perished in this accident.

A couple of things. I took the trip to the Gulf Coast with the
chairman and ranking member, Mr. Barton, some of my colleagues,
Mr. Scalise and Mr. Melancon most significant among them be-
cause they live with the folks whose livelihoods and whose sense
of self depends on oil and on fishing, and the heartache that we
saw was very powerful.
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When we flew out over the oil spill, the journey was in a Coast
Guard plane that flew low and slow. And traveling out over that
magnificent Mississippi Delta and looking down at all the wildlife
that we could see, seeing the boats that wanted to be out fishing
but couldn’t be, going over the Chandeleur Islands with that pris-
tine white sand, knowing how much that landscape and how that
economic livelihood is so cherished by Mr. Scalise’s people and Mr.
Melancon’s people and then seeing that first ribbon of an oil slick,
that metallic blue ominous sight that we saw a few miles off the
Chandeleur Island, and then to see this magnificent blue sea be-
come ink black and then to get out over the oil site or the rig site
where those 11 men perished and to see this cancerous, flame or-
ange glow on the sea that is the combination of the emulsifiers and
the oil is just heart breaking.

And gentlemen, you obviously share the concern about this, but
you do have the responsibility. You have been well paid. The head
of BP I think made about $6 million last year, Mr. Newman about
5.4 million, Mr. Probert about 3 million, Mr. Cameron about 8 mil-
lion. The folks who are now cleaning up the oil spill, we have got
a picture and Mr. Burgess and I spoke to them, a couple of women
from New Orleans who come out and work for 12 bucks an hour.
It is not just golf balls and the other things people mentioned. It
is hardworking people who are coming out standing in the hot sun,
and they would like a bit of a raise, to tell you the truth.

But the other thing we saw that was so heart breaking to me
was fishermen and their boats are not filled with fish; they are
filled with these booms, and that is what those two women in the
earlier picture, they load these boats with booms. These fishermen
are proud. They work incredibly hard. However hard you work,
they work harder. And right now they are imperiled. The only
thing that is keeping them going is that you are paying them to
put booms out to try to keep the oil from the shore and the seabed.

But at the end of the day we know harm is going to be done, and
the one question I want conclusively answered is whether BP, who
has the ultimate responsibility here, is going to acknowledge spe-
cifically and categorically that it will not limit its liability to those
fishermen and women and those tourist industries in that Gulf
Coast, those people who have protected the environment, that you
will not stop your obligation at the $75 million limit that was es-
tablished after Exxon Valdez. If they have been harmed by conduct
that you are responsible for, then I want and I think all of us want
an assurance that those fishermen and women, those folks in the
tourist industry in Steve Scalise and Charlie Melancon’s district
will be made whole.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Welch.

Mr. Green, do you have an opening statement? You are recog-
nized for 3 minutes then.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GENE GREEN, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing
today. I would like to welcome our panel. It is certainly under trag-
ic circumstances that we convene here today and my condolences
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go out to the families who lost their lives in this accident and also
those who are injured. As Member of Congress from East Harris
County and Houston, Texas, I have just literally hundreds of peo-
ple who work offshore, offshore Texas, offshore literally all over the
world, and along with our infrastructure we still produce oil and
natural gas in a very urban-suburban area but we also have refin-
griesdand chemical plants who need that product that is being pro-
uced.

This hearing today will be the first of many on this subject and
ultimately will determine what went wrong on the Deepwater Hori-
zon rig and apply those lessons to reduce the chance of this ever
happening again. However, we should continue to focus on stopping
the spill and cleaning it up as soon as possible, and I look forward
to hearing from the panel about the latest efforts on this front.

In the wake of the tragic accident, many people are understand-
ably concerned about the safety and environmental risks associated
with offshore drilling, and drilling is certainly not risk free. Neither
is anything else. However, we should be careful not to rush to judg-
ment on the issue on offshore drilling until we learn what went
wrong in this particular case.

In fact, this is the first major accident in the Gulf of Mexico since
1979, and that is almost 31 years. And we have used a lot of that
product that has come out of the Gulf of Mexico to move our coun-
try for many years.

Like after the Exxon Valdez incident, I anticipate Congress will
respond in ways aimed at mitigating a similar accident from ever
reoccurring, and I agree we must take every possible precaution to
guard against that happening again. The Energy Information Ad-
ministration maintains that oil, natural gas and coal will continue
to make up the large majority of U.S. energy use in 2030 and be-
yond. If we are to reduce our dependence on foreign policy, we
must safely and responsibly explore and produce more domesti-
cally, which is a very important issue. Because unless we want to
continue to import, I heard the other day we import 55 percent of
our oil right now from overseas, Canada, Mexico, but they are pro-
ducing as much as they can. If we don’t produce it in the Gulf of
Mexico or offshore, then we are going to get it from Venezuela, we
are going to get it from parts of the world that we may not have
the best relationships with. So that is why we need to get it right
and produce it domestically.

I look forward to the testimony today and again, Mr. Chairman,
I thank you for holding the hearing. I yield back my time.

Mr. STuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Green.

Mr. Ross for an opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE ROSS, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. Ross. Thank you, Chairman Stupak, for holding today’s
hearing to examine the causes of the recent explosion of the Deep-
water Horizon rig and the effects of this oil spill on both the Gulf
Coast region and our Nation’s domestic energy policy. We all recog-
nize this tragic event was an accident, and my thoughts and pray-
ers go out to those who lost loved ones in the explosion and to the
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people along the Gulf Coast who have been adversely affected by
this incident in an already tough economy.

This accident is a wake-up call for our domestic oil and gas pro-
duction, and we must take this opportunity to carefully examine
our safety standards and protocols in deepwater drilling.

America has led the world in technological innovation by putting
a man on the Moon, sending a robot to Mars, and decoding the
human genome. Given all the knowledge and technology at our dis-
posal, it amazes me that we could have an accident of this mag-
nitude in 2010. What is even more concerning is that the compa-
nies responsible did not have the foresight to anticipate this acci-
dent or have an action plan ready or procedures in place that
would have immediately remedied this situation and reduced the
harmful consequences before it got out of control.

After 3 weeks of oil still leaking into the Gulf, it is clear these
procedures were either not in place or did not work effectively, and
I am pleased we are now addressing this issue today in this hear-
ing.

However, I want to make it clear that this event does not dimin-
ish our need to continue domestic drilling as part of our overall di-
verse energy policy, but it does remind us of the risk associated
and the safety standards that must be adhered to and improved to
ensure this never happens again.

I believe that now, more than ever, we shall be investing in the
most advanced 21st century technologies that will allow us to re-
cover domestic oil and natural gas safely instead of sending half a
trillion dollars a year overseas, much of which is ending up in the
hands of those who want to harm us.

I am hopeful that this tragic event and this hearing can be a
learning experience to help us to examine our current policies for
drilling offshore and in the end help secure America’s domestic en-
ergy supply for future generations.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Mr. Ross.

We next hear from Ms. Sutton from Ohio for an opening state-
ment, please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BETTY SUTTON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Ms. SuTTON. Thank you, Chairman Stupak, and thank you for
holding this very important hearing on the Gulf Coast oil spill.

It has been 3 weeks since the first explosion on the Deepwater
Horizon drilling rig, 3 weeks and we are still looking for answers,
what caused the explosion, when will the oil leaks be closed, and
what long-term impacts will this tragedy have on our families,
small businesses, the environment, and local and State govern-
ments.

The one thing we do know is that the companies involved in this
oil well operation have failed. And these companies are pointing
the finger at each other. These companies failed to have a plan to
deal with this type of incident. The companies failed to implement
adequate safety measures, and the companies have failed to find
sufficient solutions to contain and mitigate this disaster.
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And while America waits for a resolution to this disastrous spill,
5,000 barrels of oil, over 200,000 gallons a day, continue to pour
out of the seabed into the Gulf.

The wake of this oil spill is broad and sweeping. Eleven workers
died, 17 were injured, the Gulf Coast States’ economies are crip-
pled. The livelihoods of workers, their families and the small busi-
nesses that rely on the Gulf remain in question, and there is a
grave possibility that the Gulf Stream could carry this spill around
the tip of Florida and to the Atlantic Coast.

The ramifications of this disaster pose great questions about
safety measures in deepwater drilling and the priorities of BP, Hal-
liburton, and others.

BP has stated that they will do whatever it takes to stop these
leaks. But did BP and Transocean do whatever it took to prevent
these leaks, this disaster from occurring? BP and Transocean have
been careful to say that the measures they are taking to end the
leaks have never really been used before, and one example being
the failure of the cofferdam placement over one of the leaks this
past weekend, something that had happened never been attempted
at such depth.

BP and Transocean have proven that they did not have a re-
sponse plan sufficient to meet the need in place for a deepwater
well spill. The technology for deepwater drilling has continued to
advance through significant investment by oil companies, enabling
them to access oil in places once thought impossible, but it is now
apparent that the necessary investment to develop safety measures
and contingencies for deepwater drilling were not adequately ad-
vanced. Safety must be put first and investment in it must match
if the search for oil and drilling in our waters off of the shore are
to continue.

I remain troubled by the continuation of hazardous safety prac-
tices at BP’s facilities, including fines imposed on their refinery in
Toledo, Ohio, and while we wait for BP to stop these leaks, which
could possibly take months, the future of our families, workers,
small businesses, and the environment remain at the mercy of the
winds of the Gulf, and that is not how it should be.

So I look forward to hearing the testimony today.

Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Ms. Sutton.

That concludes the opening statements of members of this sub-
committee. I would note that members of the full committee that
have been here, Mr. Scalise, Mr. Melancon, Ms. Castor, Mr. Inslee
was here, Mrs. Capps, I expect they will probably stay or come
back during questions. I know members will be in and out today.
It should also be noted that Congresswoman Sheila Jackson Lee is
here from Houston, who is sitting in on today’s proceedings. She is
welcome to do so and welcome to the committee.

That concludes the opening statements by members of the sub-
committee. We have our first panel of witnesses before us. On our
panel we have Mr. Steven Newman, who is President and CEO of
Transocean Limited, which owned and operated Deepwater Horizon
oil rig and blowout preventer; Lamar McKay, Chairman and Presi-
dent of BP America, who is a responsible party in the Gulf leak;
Mr. Tim Probert, who is the President, Global Business Lines and
Chief Health, Safety, and Environmental Officer at Halliburton,
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which did the cementing of the well; and Mr. Jack Moore, who is
Director, President and CEO of Cameron International, which
manufactured the blowout preventer used by Transocean with the
Deepwater Horizon rig.

It is the policy of this subcommittee to take all testimony under
oath. Please be advised that you have the right under the rules of
the House to be advised by counsel during your testimony. Do any
of you wish to be represented by counsel? Mr. Newman, Mr.
McKay, Mr. Probert, Mr. Moore?

Witnesses indicate they do not. So therefore I'm going to ask you
to please rise and raise your right hand to take the oath.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. STUPAK. Let the record reflect that witnesses replied in the
affirmative. You are each now under oath. We will hear your 5-
minute opening statement. You may submit a longer statement for
the record and it will be included in the hearing record.

Mr. Newman, if you don’t mind, we will start with you, please,
Lf you would start your opening statement, and thank you for being

ere.

STATEMENTS OF STEVE NEWMAN, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
TRANSOCEAN LIMITED; LAMAR McKAY, CHAIRMAN AND
PRESIDENT, BP AMERICA, INC.; TIM PROBERT, PRESIDENT,
GLOBAL BUSINESS LINES, CHIEF HEALTH, SAFETY, AND EN-
VIRONMENTAL OFFICER, HALLIBURTON; AND JACK B.
MOORE, DIRECTOR, PRESIDENT AND CEO, CAMERON INTER-
NATIONAL

STATEMENT OF STEVE NEWMAN

Mr. NEWMAN. Chairman Waxman, Subcommittee Chairman Stu-
pak, Chairman Emeritus, Ranking Members Barton and Burgess,
other members of the committee, I want to thank you for the op-
portunity to speak with you this morning. My name is Steven New-
man, and I'm the Chief Executive Officer of Transocean Limited.

Transocean is a leading offshore drilling contractor with more
than 18,000 employees worldwide.

I am a petroleum engineer by training, and I have spent years
working with and on drilling rigs. I have been with Transocean for
more than 15 years, and I am incredibly proud of the contributions
our company has made to the energy industry during that time.

Today, however, I sit before you with a heavy heart. The last few
weeks have been a time of great sadness and reflection for our com-
pany and for me personally. Nothing is more important to
Transocean and to me than the safety of our crew members. And
our hearts ache for the widows, parents and children of the 11 crew
members, including 9 Transocean employees who died in the Deep-
water Horizon explosion. These were exceptional men, and we are
committed to doing everything we can to help their families as they
cope with this tragedy.

Over the last few weeks, we have also seen great acts of courage
and kindness in our colleagues and in our communities. That cour-
age and kindness was embodied by the 115 crew members who
were rescued from the Deepwater Horizon and were as concerned
about the safety of their colleagues as they were about themselves.
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It was embodied by the brave men and women of the U.S. Coast
Guard, who conducted onsite operations and search and rescue op-
erations, and by the medical professionals who received the injured
crew members when they arrived onshore, and it is embodied by
our friends and colleagues at Transocean and across the industry
who have rallied to help the families of the men who were lost.

This has been a very emotional period for all of us at
Transocean, and it has also been a period of intense activity and
effort.

Immediately after the explosion, Transocean began working with
BP and the Unified Comman in the effort to stop the flow of hydro-
carbons from the well. Our finest engineers and operational per-
sonnel have been working with BP to identify and pursue options
for stopping the flow as soon as possible. Our drilling rig, Develop-
ment Driller III, is involved in drilling the relief well at the site,
and our drill ship, the Discoverer Enterprise, is on location partici-
pating in the crude oil recovery operations. A third Transocean
drilling rig, the Development Driller II, will be on location in the
next day or two to also participate in those onsite operations. We
will continue to support BP and the Unified Comman in all of these
efforts.

At the same time, we have also been working to get to the bot-
tom of the question to which this committee, Congress, and the
American public desperately want an answer. What happened on
the night of April 20? And how do we assure the American public
that it will not happen again?

Transocean has assembled an independent investigative team to
determine the cause of these tragic events, a team that includes
dedicated Transocean and industry experts. They will be inter-
viewing people who have potentially helpful information and study-
ing the operations and the equipment involved.

Because the drilling process is a collaborative effort among many
different companies, contractors, and subcontractors, the process of
understanding what led to the April 20 explosion and how to pre-
vent such an accident in the future must also be collaborative. Our
team is working side by side with others, including BP and govern-
mental agencies, and these investigative efforts will continue until
we have satisfactory answers.

While it is still too early to know exactly what happened on April
20, we do have some clues about the cause of the disaster. The
most significant clue is that the events occurred after the well con-
struction process was essentially finished. Drilling had been com-
pleted on April 17, and the well had been sealed with casing and
cement. For that reason, the one thing we do know is that on the
evening of April 20, there was a sudden catastrophic failure of the
cement, the casing, or both. Without a failure of one of those ele-
ments, the explosion could not have occurred.

It is also clear that the drill crew had very little, if any, time to
react. The initial indications of trouble and the subsequent explo-
sions were almost simultaneous.

What caused that sudden violent failure? Was the well properly
designed? Were there problems with the casing or the seal assem-
bly? Was the casing properly cemented and the well effectively
sealed? Were all appropriate tests run on the cement and the cas-
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ing? Were the blowout preventers damaged by the surge that ema-
nated from the well beneath? Did the surge blow debris into the
BOP? that prevented them from squeezing, crushing or shearing the
pipe’

These are some of the questions that need to be answered in the
coming weeks and months. Until we know exactly what happened
on April 20, we cannot determine how best to prevent such trage-
dies in the future. But regardless of what the investigations un-
cover, ours is an industry that must put safety first. We must do
so for the sake of our employees, for the sake of their families, and
for the sake of people all over the world who use, enjoy, and rely
on our oceans and waterways for their sustenance.

And before I close let me respond to Representative Burgess’ spe-
cific question that arose during yesterday’s Senate testimony.

The modification referred to was the result of an agreement be-
tween representatives of BP and Transocean approximately 5 years
ago. It was done at BP’s request and at BP’s expense.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak here today, and I am
happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Newman follows:]
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Inguiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast Oil Spill
Steven Newman, Chief Executive Officer, Transocean, Ltd.

Chairman Waxman, Subcommittee Chairman Stupak, Ranking Members
Barton and Burgess, and other members of the Committee, I want to thank you for
the opportunity to speak with you today.

My name is Steven Newman, and I am the Chief Executive Officer of
Transocean, Ltd. Transocean is a leading offshore drilling contractor, with more
than 18,000 employees worldwide. 1 am a petroleum engineer by training, I have
spent considerable time working on drilling rigs and I have worked at Transocean
for more than 15 years. I am proud of the Company’s historical contributions to
the energy industry during that time. Today, however, I sit before you with a
heavy heart.

The last few weeks have been a time of great sadness and reflection for our
Company — and for me personally. Nothing is more important to me and to
Transocean than the safety of our emplovees and crew members, and our hearts
ache for the widows, parents and children of the 11 crew members — including nine
Transocean employees — who died in the Deepwater Horizon explosion. These
were exceptional men, and we are committed to doing everything we can to
support their families as they struggle to cope with this tragedy.

We have also seen great courage and kindness since April 20 that has
reaffirmed our faith in the human spirit. That spirit is embodied by the 115 crew
members who were rescued from the Deepwater Horizon and were as worried
about the fate of their colleagues as they were about themselves. It is embodied by
the emergency workers and friends and family who were waiting for the injured
crew members when they arrived ashore. And it is embodied by the friends and
colleagues who have rallied to help the families of those who were lost at sea.

While this has been a very emotional period for all of us at Transocean, it
has also been a period of intense activity and effort.
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Immediately after the explosion, Transocean began working with BP (in
BP’s role as operator/leaseholder of this well) and the “Unified Command™ (which
includes officials from the U.S. Coast Guard, the Department of the Interior’s
Minerals Management Service (MMS), and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)) in the effort to stop the flow of hydrocarbons. Our finest
operational personnel and engineers have been working with BP to identify and
pursue options for stopping the flow as soon as possible. Our drilling rig, the
Development Driller I, is involved in drilling the relief well at the site, and our
drillship, the Discoverer Enterprise, is involved in the unique oil recovery
operations in the Gulf. We will continue to support BP and the Unified Command
in all of these efforts.

We have also been working hard to get to the bottom of the question to
which the Members of this Committee — and the American people — want and
deserve an answer: What happened the night of April 20th, and how do we assure
the American public that it will not happen again?

Transocean has assembled an investigative team to determine what led to
these tragic events — a team that includes dedicated Transocean and industry
experts. They will be interviewing people who have potentially helpful
information and studying the operations and the equipment involved. Our team is
working side by side with others, including BP and governmental agencies, and
these investigative efforts will continue until we have satisfactory answers.

As is often the case after a tragedy of this kind, there has been a lot of
speculation about the root cause. I believe it is premature to reach definitive
conclusions about what caused the April 20th explosion, but on behalf of our
Transocean employees, I feel compelled to respond to some of this speculation. In
particular, as we seek to uncover what happened, it is important to understand the
well construction process — and the roles of the various parties involved in an
operation like the one that was taking place in the Gulf of Mexico.

All offshore oil and gas production projects begin and end with the
Operator. When the Operator (in this case, BP) leases a parcel of land on the outer
continental shelf (OCS) from the U.S. government, it must prepare and submit
detailed plans specifying where and how a well is to be drilled, cased, cemented
and completed based on its interpretation of propriety data, including geologic data
from seismic surveys. Once those plans are approved and permits are issued and
work begins, the Operator — or leaseholder — serves as the general contractor that
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manages all of the work that is performed on its lease. In this capacity, the
Operator hires various contractors to perform specific functions in the construction
of the well.

In addition, the Operator brings in various sub-contractors to perform
specific roles. For example:

¢ The Operator selects a driller (in this case, Transocean), which provides a
vessel (called a “rig”) from which drilling operations are performed. As the
name suggests, the driller is also responsible for rotating the long string of
drill pipe with a drill bit on the end that drills a hole deeper and deeper into
the ocean floor. The Operator’s well plan dictates the manner in which the
drilling is to occur, including the location, the path, the depth, the process
and the testing. The drill bits, which are selected by the Operator, are
supplied by another sub-contractor.

o Akey element of the drilling process is drilling mud, a heavy fluid
manufactured to the Operator’s specifications. That mud is pumped into the
well hole and circulated in order to hold back the pressure of the reservoir
and prevent oil, gas or water in that reservoir from moving to the surface
through the well. The mud is monitored by another sub-contractor (the mud
engineer) (in this instance, M-I Swaco) to detect any problems.

¢ As the drilling progresses, huge pipes are inserted into the well to maintain
the integrity of the hole that has been drilled and to serve as the primary
barrier against fluids entering the well. This job is coordinated by the
casing sub-contractor selected by the Operator (in this case, Weatherford).
In its well plan, the Operator specifies the diameter and strength of each
casing segment, purchases the casing, and dictates how it will be cemented
in place. Well casing is inserted in a telescope-like manner, with each
successive section inside the previous one. Each casing segment also
includes a seal assembly to ensure pressure containment.

o After drilling is concluded, yet another area of expertise comes into play.
The cementing sub-contractor is responsible for encasing the well in cement,
for putting a temporary cement plug in the top of the well, and for ensuring
the integrity of the cement. The purpose of this work is to seal the well to
make sure that the contents of the reservoir (i.e., oil and natural gas) are not
driven by the reservoir pressure into the well. (Once drilling is complete
and the well is cased and cemented, it is no longer necessary to circulate

L2
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drilling mud through the well; at that point, the casing and cement serve to
control the formation pressure.) The cementing process is dictated by the
Operator’s well plan, and the testing of the cement on the Deepwater
Hovrizon was performed by the cement contractor (Haliburton in this
instance) as specified and directed by BP.

Against that background, let me turn to the April 20 Deepwater Horizon
explosion and its possible causes. What is most unusual about the explosion in this
case is that it occurred affer the well construction process was essentially finished.
Drilling had been completed on April 17, and the well had been sealed with cement
(to be reopened by the Operator at a later date if the Operator chose to put the well
into production). At this point, drilling mud was no longer being used as a means
of reservoir pressure containment; the cement and the casing were the barriers
controlling pressure from the reservoir. Indeed, at the time of the explosion, the rig
crew, at the direction of the Operator, was in the process of displacing drilling mud
and replacing it with sea water.

For that reason, the one thing we know with certainty is that on the evening
of April 20, there was a sudden, catastrophic failure of the cement, the casing, or
both. Therein lies the root cause of this occurrence; without a disastrous failure of
one of those elements, the explosion could not have occurred. 1t is also clear that
the drill crew had very little (if any) time to react. The explosions were almost
instantaneous.

What caused that catastrophic, sudden and violent failure? Was the well
properly designed? Was the well properly cemented? Were there problems with
the well casing? Were all appropriate tests run on the cement and casings? These
are some of the critical questions that need to be answered in the coming weeks
and months.

Over the past several days, some have suggested that the blowout preventers

(or BOPs) used on this project were the cause of the accident. That simply makes
no sense. A BOP is a large piece of equipment positioned on top of a wellhead to
provide pressure control. As explained in more detail in the attachment to my
testimony, BOPs are designed to quickly shut off the flow of oil or natural gas by
squeezing, crushing or shearing the pipe in the event of a “kick” or “blowout” — a
sudden, unexpected release of pressure from within the well that can occur during
drilling.



67

The attention now being given to the BOPs in this case is somewhat ironic
because at the time of the explosion, the drilling process was complete. The well
had been sealed with casing and cement, and within a few days, the BOPs would
have been removed. At this point, the well barriers ~ the cementing and the casing
- were responsible for controlling any pressure from the reservoir.

To be sure, BOPs are an important aspect of well control. During drilling,
BOPs provide a secondary means of controlling pressure if the primary
mechanisms (e.g., drilling mud) prove inadequate. BOPs are robust, sophisticated
pieces of equipment that can be activated by various direct and remote methods.
Since the BOPs were still in place in this circumstance, they may have been
activated during this event and may have restricted the flow to some extent. At
this point, we cannot be certain. But we have no reason to believe that they were
not operational — they were jointly tested by BP and Transocean personnel as
specified on April 10 and 17 and found to be functional. We also do not know
whether the BOPs were damaged by the surge that emanated from the well beneath
or whether the surge may have blown debris (e.g., cement, casing) into the BOPs,
thereby preventing them from squeezing, crushing or shearing the pipe.

For these reasons, I believe it is inappropriate to focus any causation
discussions exclusively on the BOPs. Certainly, we need to understand what
happened to the BOPs and whether changes should be made to improve the
effectiveness of these devices in the unusual circumstances of an accident like the
one on April 20. But the BOPs were clearly not the root cause of the explosion.
Our most important task is to understand why a cased and cemented wellbore
suddenly and catastrophically failed. As a starting point, our investigative team
has looked at numerous possible causes, contributing factors, or trigger events, in
an effort to ensure that nothing is overlooked in this investigation.

As T explained earlier, the well construction process is a collaborative effort.
For the same reason, the process of understanding what led to the April 20
explosion and how to prevent such an accident in the future must also be
collaborative. Ours is an industry that must put safety first. And 1 can assure you
that Transocean has never — and will never — compromise on safety. In 2009,
Transocean recorded its best ever Total Recordable Incident Rate (TRIR). And the
federal agency charged with enforcing safety on deepwater oil rigs, MMS, which —
as you know — is a unit of the U.S. Department of the Interior, awarded one of its
top prizes for safety to Transocean in 2009, The MMS SAFE Award recognizes
“exemplary performance by Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas operators
and contractors.” In the words of MMS, this award “highlights to the public that
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companies can conduct offshore oil and gas activities safely and in a pollution-free
manner, even though such activities are complex and carry a significant element of
risk.” In awarding this prize to Transocean, MMS credited the Company’s
“outstanding drilling operations” and a “perfect performance period.”

Despite a strong safety record, Transocean has never been complacent about
safety. We believe that any incident is one too many. Last year, our Company
experienced an employee accident record that I found unacceptable. As a result, I
recommended to our Board of Directors that they withhold bonuses for all
executives in order to make clear that achieving stronger safety performance was a
basic expectation — and fundamental to our success. That recommendation was
accepted, and our Company paid no executive bonuses last year, in order to send a
loud message that we evaluate our success in large part based on the safety of our
operations.

Until we fully understand what happened on April 20, we cannot determine
with certainty how best to prevent such tragedies in the future. But I am
committed — for the sake of the men who lost their lives on April 20, for the sake
of their loved ones, for the sake of all the hard-working people who work on
Transocean rigs around the world, and for the sake of people in each of the
affected states and worldwide who rely on our oceans and waterways for their
livelihood — to work with others in the industry, with Congress and with all
involved federal agencies to make sure that such an incident never happens again.
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Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Newman.
Mr. McKay, your opening statement, please.

STATEMENT OF LAMAR McKAY

Mr. McKay. Chairman Waxman, Chairman Emeritus Dingell,
Chairman Stupak, Ranking Member Burgess, members of the com-
mittee, my name is Lamar McKay and I am President of BP Amer-
ica.

We have experienced a tragic series of events. Three weeks ago
tonight, 11 people were lost in an explosion and fire aboard the
Transocean Deepwater Horizon rig, and 17 others were injured. My
deepest sympathies go out to the families and friends who have
suffered. This is a terrible loss and there is a huge enormous issue
in the Gulf Coast. Those communities, lives and livelihoods are
being affected.

Over the last few days, I have seen the response firsthand. I
have seen the men and women on the front line. There is abso-
lutely a deep and steadfast resolve to do all we humanly can to
stop the leak, contain the spill, clean up the damage, and deal with
the impacts, economic and environmental. As a responsible party
under the Oil Pollution Act, we will carry out our responsibilities
to mitigate the environmental and economic impact, and just to be
very clear, the 75 million is irrelevant and we can talk about that
later.

Our efforts are part of a Unified Comman that was established
within hours of the accident, and it provides a structure, a struc-
ture for our work with the Department of Homeland Security, the
Department of the Interior as well as Defense, Energy, OSHA and
other Federal agencies, as well as affected State and local govern-
ments, and Transocean.

We are grateful for the involvement of President Obama and
members of his Cabinet and for the leadership, direction, and re-
sources they have provided. We are also grateful to the Governors,
congressional members, State agencies, local agencies, and local
communities of Mississippi, Alabama, Louisiana, Florida, and
Texas.

I want to underscore that the global resources of BP are com-
mitted to this effort and have been from the outset. Nothing is
being spared. Everyone understands the enormity of what lies
ahead and is working to deliver an effective response at the well-
head, on the water, and on the shoreline.

Before I describe our round-the-clock efforts to respond to this se-
ries of events, I want to reiterate our commitment to find out what
happened. Understanding what happened and why it happened is
a complex process. We are cooperating with the joint investigation
by the Departments of Homeland Security and Interior and inves-
tigations by Congress. In addition, BP has commissioned an inter-
nal investigation whose results we plan to share so we can all learn
from these terrible events.

I want to be clear. It’s inappropriate to draw any conclusions be-
fore all the facts are known. As we speak, our investigation team
is locating and analyzing data, interviewing available witnesses
and reviewing and assessing evidence. And today I think it’s impor-
tant to give you and the American public an idea of the questions
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we are asking. There are really two key sets of questions here and
we are actively exploring both of those.

First, what caused the explosion and fire on board Transocean’s
Deepwater Horizon; second, why did Transocean’s blowout pre-
venter, the key failsafe mechanism, fail to shut in the well and re-
lease the rig?

With respect to the first question, the key issue we are exam-
ining is how hydrocarbons could have entered the wellbore. BP, as
a leaseholder and operator of the well, hired Transocean to drill the
well and fulfill their safety responsibilities. We do not know yet
precisely what happened on the night of April 20, but what we do
know is that there were anomalous pressure test readings prior to
the explosion. These could have raised concerns about well control
prior to the operation to replace mud with seawater in the well in
preparation for setting the cement plug.

Through our investigation we hope to learn more about what
happened and what was done in the hours before the explosion.

Apart from looking at the causes of the explosion, we are also ex-
amining why the blowout preventer, the BOP as it is called, did not
work as the ultimate failsafe to seal the well and prevent an oil
spill. Clearly the BOP remains a critical piece of equipment
throughout all operations to ensure well control up until the time
the well is sealed and a cement plug is placed and the well is tem-
porarily abandoned.

We will continue full speed ahead with our investigation, keeping
all lines of inquiry open until we find out what happened and why.
At the same time, we are absolutely fully engaged 24 hours a day
every second of the day in efforts to respond to these events.

Our subsea efforts to stop the flow of oil and secure the well in-
volve four concurrent strategies. Activating the blowout preventer
would be the preferred course since it stops or diminishes the flow
at the source. Unfortunately, this has proved unsuccessful so far.

We are working on a containment system which will place enclo-
sures or containment chambers atop the leaks and conduct flow to
a ship at the surface. There have been technical challenges obvi-
ously. Engineers are now working to overcome these challenges.

We have begun to drill a first of two relief wells designed to
intercept and permanently secure the original well. We began drill-
ing the first relief well on May 2 and expect to begin the second
relief well at the end of this week. This operation could take ap-
proximately 3 months.

A fourth effort, known as a top Kkill, uses a tube to inject a mix-
ture of multi-sized particles directly into the blowout preventer to
cap the well. It is a technique that has been used industrywide
across the world but never in 5,000 feet of water.

On the open water we have 300 response vessels mobilized, 1
million feet of boom placed, 2.5 million feet sourced, and the supply
chain geared up to sustainably boom what areas are necessary. We
are also attacking the spill with biodegradable dispersants that
were preapproved by the Coast Guard and the EPA. Those are
being applied by planes and boats. We have also developed and
tested a technique to apply dispersant at the leak point on the sea-
bed. We have done three tests of that and we are waiting on the
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EPA to decide if we can continuously use that dispersant, which we
hope we can.

To protect the shoreline, we are implementing what the U.S.
Coast Guard has called the most massive shoreline protection effort
ever mounted in history. 13 staging areas are in place and over
4,000 volunteers have already been trained.

We recognize there are both environmental and economic im-
pacts. BP will pay all necessary cleanup costs and is committed to
pa}ﬁng legitimate claims for other loss and damages caused by the
spill.

Tragic and unforeseen as the accident was, we must not lose
sight of why BP and other energy companies are operating in the
offshore, including the Gulf of Mexico. The Gulf provides one in
three barrels of oil produced in the United States, a resource our
economy requires.

BP and the entire energy industry are under no illusions about
the challenge we face. We know that we will be judged. We will be
judged by our response to this crisis.

We intend to do everything in our power to bring this well under
control, to mitigate the environmental impact of the spill, and to
address economic claims in a responsible manner.

No resource available to this company will be spared. I can as-
sure you that we and the entire oil and gas industry will learn
from this terrible event. We will emerge from it stronger, smarter,
and safer.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. I will
be happy to answer your questions.

In addition, as you requested, I brought a technical expert with
me, Mike Zangy, Vice President of Drilling and on the modifica-
tions, Congressman Burgess, I was referring to yesterday, I need
to know if the modifications that we encountered on interventions
while this response was going on, were those the only modifications
that were made in 2005.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McKay follows:]
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House Energy & Commerce Committee
Subcommittee on Oversight & Investigations
Wednesday, May 12, 2010'

Written Testimony
Lamar McKay

Chairman & President, BP America

Chairman Stupak, Ranking Member Burgess, members of the committee, | am
Lamar McKay, Chairman and President of BP America.

We have all experienced a tragic series of events.

f want to be clear from the outset that we will not rest until the well is under
control. As a responsible party under the Oil Pollution Act, we will carry out our
responsibilities to mitigate the environmental and economic impacts of this
incident.

We ~ and, indeed, the entire energy sector as a whole - are determined to
understand what happened, why it happened, take the learnings from this
incident, and make the changes necessary to make our company and our
industry stronger and safer. We understand that the world is watching and that
we and our industry colleagues will be judged by how we respond to these
events.

Three weeks ago yesterday, eleven people were lost in an explosion and fire
aboard the Transocean Deepwater Horizon drilling rig, and seventeen others
were injured. My deepest sympathies go out to the families and friends who have
suffered such a terrible loss and to those in Gulf Coast communities whose lives
and livelihoods are being impacted.

This was a horrendous accident. We are all devastated by this. It has profoundly
touched our employees, their families, our partners, customers, those in the
surrounding areas and those in government with whom we are working. There
has been tremendous shock that such an accident could have happened, and
great sorrow for the lives lost and the injuries sustained. The safety of our

' The data described throughout this testimony is accurate to the best of my knowledge as of 8am
Monday, May 10, 2010, when this testimony was prepared. The information that we have
continues to develop as our response to the incident continues.

1
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employees and our contractors and the safety of the environment are always our
first priorities.

Even as we absorb the human dimensions of this tragedy, | want to underscore
our intense determination to do everything humanly possible to minimize the
environmental and economic impacts of the resulting oil spili on the Gulf Coast.
From the outset, the global resources of BP have been engaged. Nothing is
being spared. We are fully committed to the response.

And from the beginning, we have never been alone. On the night of the accident,
the Coast Guard helped rescue the 115 survivors from the rig. The list of
casualties could easily have been longer without the professionalism and
dedication of the Coast Guard.

Even before the Transocean Deepwater Horizon sank on the morning of April
22nd, a Unified Command structure was established, as provided by federal
regulations. Currently led by the National Incident Commander, Admiral Thad
Allen, the Unified Command provides a structure for BP’s work with the Coast
Guard, the Minerals Management Service and Transocean, among others.

Immediately following the explosion, in coordination with the Unified Command,
BP began mobilizing oil spill response resources including skimmers, storage
barges, tugs, aircraft, dispersant, and open-water and near shore boom.

Working together with federal and state governments under the umbrelia of the
Unified Command, BP’s team of operational and technical experts is
coordinating with many agencies, organizations and companies. These include
the Departments of Energy, Interior, Homeland Security and Defense, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), US Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFW), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), EPA, OSHA, Gulf Coast
state environmental and wildlife agencies, the Marine Spill Response Corporation
(an oil spill response consortium), as well as numerous state, city, parish and
county agencies.

As Coast Guard Rear Admiral Mary Landry noted on April 28: “BP is being
appropriately forward leaning in bringing all the resources to bear to control this
spill.”

The industry as a whole has responded in full support. Among the resources that
have been made available:

+ Drilling and technical experts who are helping determine solutions to stopping
the spill and mitigating its impact, including specialists in the areas of subsea
wells, environmental science and emergency response;
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« Technical advice on blowout preventers, dispersant application, well
construction and containment options,

» Additional drilling rigs to serve as staging areas for equipment and
responders, more remotely operated vehicles (ROVs) for deep underwater
work, barges, support vessels and additional aircraft, as well as training and
working space for the Unified Command.

The actions we're taking

As Chairman and President of BP America, | am part of an executive team that
reports directly to our Global CEO, Tony Hayward. | am BP’s lead representative
in the US and am responsible for broad oversight and connectivity across all of
our US-based businesses.

BP itself has committed tremendous global resources to the effort. Among many
other tasks, they are helping to train and organize the more than 10,000 citizen
volunteers who have come forward to offer their services.

Indeed, we have received a great many offers of help and assistance. The
outpouring of support from government, industry, businesses and private citizens
has truly been humbling and inspiring. It is remarkable to watch people come
together in crisis.

Our efforts are focused on two overarching goals:

e Stopping the flow of oil; and
e Minimizing the impact on the environment.

Subsea efforts to secure the well

Our subsea efforts to stop the flow of il and secure the well have involved four
concurrent strategies:

« Working to activate the blow-out preventer (BOP) on the well using
submersible ROVs. This would be the preferred course of action, since it
would stop or diminish the flow at the source on the ocean floor.
Unfortunately, this effort has so far not proved successful.

»  Work continues on a subsea oil recovery plan using a containment system,
placing large enclosures or containment chambers atop the leaks and
conducting flow from the ocean floor to a ship at the surface through a pipe.
As we anticipated, however, there have been technical challenges. This
system has never been used before at 5,000 feet. Engineers are now working
to see if these challenges can be overcome.

3
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* We have begun to drill the first of two relief wells to permanently secure
the well. These wells are designed to intercept the original MC252 #1
well. Once this is accomplished, a specialized heavy fluid will be injected
into the well bore to stop the flow of oil and allow work to be carried out
to permanently cap the existing well. On Sunday, May 2nd, we began
drilling the first of these wells. A second drillship will mobilize to the area
to begin the second relief well later this week. This relief well operation
could take approximately three months.

s A fourth effort is known as a “top kill.” It is a proven industry technique for
capping wells and has been used worldwide, but never in 5000 feet of water.
It uses a tube to inject a mixture of multi-sized particles directly into the
blowout preventer. The attempt to do this could take two or three weeks to
accomplish.

We have succeeded in stopping the flow from one of the three existing leak
points on the damaged well. While this may not affect the overall flow rate, it
should reduce the complexity of the situation to be dealt with on the seabed.

Attacking the spill

We are attacking the spill on two fronts: in the open water and on the shoreline,
through the activation of our pre-approved spill response plans.

e On the water

On the open water, we have mobilized a fleet of 294 response vessels,
including skimmers, storage barges, tugs, and other vessels. The Hoss
barge, the world’s largest skimming vessel, has been onsite since April 25.
In addition, there are 15, 210-foot Marine Spill Response Corporation Oil
Spill Response Vessels, which each have the capacity to collect, separate,
and store 4000 barrels of oil. To date, over 97,000 barrels of oil and water
mix have been recovered.

Also on the open water, we are attacking the spill area with Coast Guard-
approved biodegradable dispersants, which are being applied from both
planes and boats. Dispersants are soap-like products which help the oil to
break up and disperse in the water, which, in turn, helps speed natural
degradation.

Thirty-seven aircraft, both fixed-wing and helicopters, are now supporting the
response effort. Over 444,000 gallons of dispersant have been applied on the
surface and more than 180,000 gallons are available. Typically, about 2,100
gallons of dispersant is needed to treat 1,000 barrels of oil.

4
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To ensure that adequate supplies of dispersant will be available for surface and
subsea application, the manufacturer has stepped up the manufacturing process,
and existing supplies are being sourced from all over the world. The cooperation
of industry partners has been superb and that is deeply, deeply appreciated.

We have also developed and tested a technique to apply dispersant at the leak
point on the seabed. As far as we are aware, this is the first documented attempt
to apply dispersant at the source. Early evidence suggests that the test has been
impactful, and we are working with NOAA, EPA, and other agencies to refine and
improve the technique. EPA is carefully monitoring the impact of dispersant and
is analyzing its potential impact on the environment and options for possible
future use.

» Actions to protect the shoreline

Near the shoreline, we are implementing with great urgency oil spill
response contingency plans to protect sensitive areas. According to the
Coast Guard, the result is the most massive shoreline protection effort ever
mounted.

To ensure rapid implementation of state contingency plans, we announced
last week that we would make available grants of $25 million to Louisiana,
Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida.

To date, we have about one million feet of boom deployed in an effort to
contain the spill and protect the coastal shoreline, and another 1.3 million
feet are available. The Department of Defense is helping to airlift boom to
wherever it is needed across the Gulf coast.

Incident Command Posts have been or are being established at:

+ Alabama: Mobile;
e Florida: St. Petersburg;
« Louisiana: Robert and Houma.

Thirteen staging areas are also in place to help protect the shoreline:

+ Alabama: Theodore, Orange Beach and Dauphin Island,

+ Florida: Panama City and Pensacola.

+ Louisiana: Grand Isle, Venice, Shell Beach, Slidell, Cocodrie;
+ Mississippi: Pascagoula, Biloxi and Pass Christian,;

Highly mobile, shallow draft skimmers are also staged along the coast
ready to attack the oil where it approaches the shoreline.
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Wildlife clean-up stations are being mobilized, and pre-impact baseline
assessment and beach clean-up will be carried out where possible. Rapid
response teams are ready to deploy to any affected areas to assess the
type and quantity of oiling, so the most effective cleaning strategies can be
applied.

A toll-free number has been established to report oiled or injured wildlife,
and the public is being urged not to attempt to help injured or oiled animals,
but to report any sightings via the toll-free number.

Contingency plans for waste management to prevent secondary
contamination are also being implemented.

Over 10,000 personnel are now engaged in the response, including
shoreline defense and community outreach.

Additional resources, both people and equipment, continue to arrive for
staging throughout the Gulf states in preparation for deployment should
they be needed.

Communication, community outreach, & engaging volunteers

We are also making every effort to keep the public and government officials
informed of what is happening.

BP executives have regularly briefed the President's Cabinet and National
Security Council team, members of Congress, the governors and attorneys
general of the Guif Coast states, and many local officials.

On the ground, in the states and local communities, we are working with
numerous organizations such as fishing associations, local businesses, parks,
wildlife and environmental organizations, educational institutions, medical and
emergency establishments, local media, and the general public.

BP is leading volunteer efforts in preparation for shoreline clean-up. We have
and will continue to help recruit and deploy volunteers, many of whom are being
compensated for their efforts, to affected areas. More than 14,000 calls from
volunteers offering their help have been received and over 4,000 volunteers have
been trained thus far.

Volunteer activities at this time are focused on clearing the beaches of existing
debris and placing protective boom along the shoreline. Our “adopt a boom”
program is proving very successful in engaging local fishermen in the response.
More than 600 fishing vessels are signed up to deploy boom and assist with the
response.
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There are five BP community-outreach sites engaging, training, and preparing
volunteers:

« Alabama: Mobile;

» Florida: Pensacola,

+ Louisiana: Venice

« Mississippi: Pascagoula and Biloxi.

A phone line has been established for potential volunteers to register their
interest in assisting the response effort.

Coping with economic impacts

We recognize that beyond the environmental impacts there are also economic
impacts on the people of the Gulf Coast states. BP will pay all necessary clean
up costs and is committed to paying legitimate claims for other loss and damages
caused by the spill.

We have put in place a BP Claims Process. All claimants are being directed to a
toll-free number and a website and will be assigned to experienced adjusters
who will assist them in making their claim.

As an alternative, claimants can visit one of BP's Community Outreach Centers
or claims centers.

The process is being expedited to make immediate payments to those who have
experienced a loss of income, while the overall claim is more fully evaluated. As
of today, we have paid out approximately $3.5 million.

Commitment to investigate what happened

BP is one of the lease holders and the operator of this exploration well. As
operator, BP hired Transocean to conduct the well drilling operations.
Transocean owned the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig and its equipment,
including the blowout preventer.

The questions we all want answered are: What happened on the seabed and
aboard the Deepwater Horizon and why did these things happen?

A full answer to those questions will have to await the outcome of a joint
investigation by the Departments of Homeland Security and Interior, investigation
by Congress, and an independent internal investigation that BP is conducting.

BP’s investigation into the cause of this accident is being led by a senior BP
executive from outside the affected business. The team has more than 40
people. The investigation is ongoing and has not yet reached conclusions about

7
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incident cause. We intend to share the results of our findings so that our industry
and our regulators can benefit from the lessons learned.

Investigations take time, of course, in order to ensure that the root cause of the
failure is fully understood. But let me give you an idea of the questions that BP
and the entire energy industry, are asking:

* What caused the explosion and fire?
« And why did the blowout preventer fail?

Only seven of the 126 onboard the Deepwater Horizon were BP employees, so
we have only some of the story, but we are working to piece together what

happened from meticulous review of the records of rig operations that we have
as well as information from those witnesses to whom we have access. We are
looking at our own actions and those of our contractors, as is the Marine Board.

We are looking at why the blowout preventer did not work because that was to be
the fail-safe in case of an accident. The blowout preventer is a 450-ton piece of
equipment that sits on top of the wellhead during drilling operations. It contains
valves that can be closed remotely if pressure causes fluids such as oil or natural
gas to enter the well and threaten the drilling rig. By closing this valve, the drilling
crew can regain control of the well.

Blowout preventers are used on every oil and gas well drilled in the world today.
They are carefully and deliberately designed with multiple levels of redundancy
and are regularly tested. If they don’t pass the test, they are not used.

The systems are intended to fail-closed and be fail-safe; sadly and for reasons
we do not yet understand, in this case, they were not. Transocean’s blowout
preventer failed to operate.

All of us urgently want to understand how this vital piece of equipment and its
built-in redundancy systems failed and what measures are required to prevent
this from ever happening again. In this endeavor, you will have the full support of
BP as well as, | am sure, the rest of the industry.

Energy policy remains critical

Tragic and unforeseen as this accident was, we must not lose sight of why BP
and other energy companies are operating in the offshore, including the Gulf of
Mexico. The Guilf is one of the world’s great energy producing basins, providing
one in four barrels of oil produced in the United States. That is a resource that
powers America and the world every day, one our economy requires.

Conclusion
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Rut before we can think about the future, we have to deal with the immediate
challenge of today.

BP is under no illusions about the seriousness of the situation we face. In the last
three weeks, the eyes of the world have been upon us. President Obama and
members of his Cabinet have visited the Gulf region and made clear their
expectations of BP and our industry. So have members of Congress, as wel as
the general public.

We intend to do everything within our power to bring this well under control, to
mitigate the environmental impact of the spill and to address economic claims in
a responsible manner.

Any organization can show the world its best side when things are going well. #t
is in adversity that we truly see what they are made of.

We know that we will be judged by our response to this crisis. No resource
available to this company will be spared. | can assure you that we and the entire
industry will learn from this terrible event, and emerge from it stronger, smarter
and safer.
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Mr. StupAK. Thank you, Mr. McKay. We should note that Mrs.
Myrick, a member of the full committee, is with us. I'm sure she
will have some questions when we get to the question period.
Thanks for joining us, Sue.

And Mr. Probert, your opening statement, please, sir.

STATEMENT OF TIM PROBERT

Mr. PROBERT. Chairman Stupak, Ranking Member Burgess, and
members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting Halliburton
to testify. We will continue to work with you and your staff to col-
lect factual data that will enable an understanding of what took
place and what we collectively can do to ensure that domestic oil
and gas production is undertaken in the safest, most environ-
mentally responsible manner possible.

The catastrophic blowout and the spread of oil in the Gulf of
Mexico are tragic events for everyone. On behalf of the entire Halli-
burton family, we extend our heartfelt sympathy to the families,
friends, and colleagues of the 11 people who lost their lives and
those workers who were injured in the tragedy.

As we hope you can appreciate, neither Halliburton nor any
other party can make a judgment or offer any credible theories
about what happened until, at a minimum, the well owner has
interviewed everyone on the Deepwater Horizon to recreate the
daily log of activities for April 20. In the absence of that informa-
tion, no one should rush to judgment. However, there are three
things that could be said with certainty: One, that the casing shoe
was cemented 20 hours prior to the tragic accident; two, it is pre-
mature to say that the root cause of the event was the catastrophic
failure of the casing or cement; and, three, had the BOP functioned
as expected this catastrophe would not have happened.

With respect to the Mississippi Canyon 252 well, Halliburton and
many other companies were contracted by the well owner to pro-
vide products and services. Halliburton provided cementing, mud
logging, directional drilling, and real-time data acquisition and
data delivery services for key personnel on board the rig and on
shore. However, contrary to press reports, Halliburton did not pro-
vide casing, wellheads, or seal assemblies.

Since the blowout, Halliburton has been working at the direction
of the well owner to assist in the efforts to bring the well under
control. This includes intervention support to help secure the dam-
aged well and assistance in drilling two relief wells.

At the outset, I need to emphasize that Halliburton is a service
provider to the well owner. It’s contractually bound to comply with
the well owner’s instructions on all matters relating to the perform-
ance of all work-related activities.

The construction of a deepwater well is a complex operation in-
volving performance of many tasks by many parties. While the well
owner’s representative has ultimate authority for planning and ap-
proving activities on the rig, the drilling contractor performs and
directs much of the daily activity.

Cement can be used to isolate formation fluids, to prevent move-
ment of these fluids between formations, and to bond and support
the steel casing. There are many external factors which affect the
design and execution of the cement job, and these include the vari-
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ability of the whole geometry, the relative location of hydrocarbon
zones, and the hydrocarbon content of associated drilling fluids.

The centralizer placement on the production casing, the drilling
fluid conditioning program prior to cementing, and the cement slur-
ry and placement design use of this well were implemented as di-
rected by the well owner. By design, no continuous cement column
was installed throughout the entire wellbore.

Approximately 20 hours prior to the catastrophic loss of well con-
trol, Halliburton had completed the cementing of the ninth and
final production casing string in accordance with the well program,
which would have been approved by the MMS.

Following the placement of the cement slurry, the casing seal as-
sembly was set in the casing hanger. As required by the MMS and
as directed by the well owner, a positive pressure test was then
conducted to demonstrate the integrity of the production casing
string. The results of the positive test were reviewed by the well
owner, and the decision was made to proceed with well program.

The next step was the performance of a negative pressure test
conducted by the drilling contractor at the direction of the well
owner and in accordance with MMS requirements. This tests the
integrity of the casing seal assembly. We understand that Halli-
burton was instructed to record drill pipe pressure during this test.
After being advised by the drilling contractor that the negative test
had been completed, Halliburton’s cementing personnel were placed
on standby.

We understand that the drilling contractor then replaced the
dense drilling fluid in the riser with lighter seawater prior to the
planned placement of the final cement plug. The drilling fluid was
transferred directly to a work boat.

The final cement plug would have been installed inside the pro-
duction string and enabled the planned temporary abandonment of
the well, but prior to reaching that point in the well construction
plan that Halliburton personnel would have been directed to set
the plug, the catastrophic incident occurred.

Halliburton is confident that the cementing work on the Mis-
sissippi Canyon 252 well was completed in accordance with the re-
quirements of the Well Owners Well Construction Plan.

To amplify before closing, and to amplify, respectfully, to a com-
ment made earlier by Representative DeGette, the MMS did indeed
conduct a survey which indicated that cementing was a factor in
18 of 39 well control incidents over an approximate 10-year period
in the Gulf of Mexico. I should point out that only one of these inci-
dents occurred in water depths over 400 feet.

Thank you for the opportunity to share Halliburton’s views. I
look forward to answering your questions.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Probert follows:]
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Prepared Statement

Tim Probert
President, Global Business Lines and
Chief Health, Safety and Environmental Officer
Halliburton

Before the

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Committee on Energy and Commerce
U.S. House

May 12, 2010

Chairman Stupak, Ranking Member Burgess, and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to share my company’s perspective as you review issues related to the
explosion that occurred on the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig and the resulting oil spill in the U.S. Gulf of
Mexico. Halliburton looks forward to continuing to work with you, your colleagues, and your staff to
understand what happened and what we collectively can do in the future to ensure that oil and gas
production in the United States is undertaken in the safest, most environmentally responsible manner
possible.

At the outset, | want to assure you and your colleagues that Halliburton has and will continue to fully
support, and cooperate with, the ongoing investigations into how and why this tragic event happened. We
have already made our senior personne! available to brief Members and staff and we have produced
thousands of pages of documents in support of current investigations. Halliburton had four employees
stationed on the rig at the time of the accident. They returned to shore safely and each has and will
continue to be made available to assist the investigative efforts. We are mindful, however, that Halliburton
cannot make any judgment or offer any theories about what happened until at a minimum the well owner
has completed interviewing everyone on board to re-create the daily log of activities, including those that
occurred after we successfully completed the cementing operations of the production casing string.

The April 20™ catastrophic blowout, explosions and fire of the Deepwater Horizon rig and the spread of oil
in the Gulf of Mexico are tragic events for everyone connected to the situation. The deaths and injuries to
personnel working in our industry cannot be forgotten. Halliburton extends its heartfelt sympathy to the
families, friends and colleagues of the 11 people who lost their lives and those workers injured in the
tragedy.

Background on Halliburton

As a global leader in oilfield services, Halliburton has been providing a variety of services to the oil and
natural gas exploration and production industry for more than 90 years. Halliburton’s areas of activity are
primarily in the upstream oil and gas industry. They include providing products and services for clients
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throughout the life cycle of the hydrocarbon reservoir—-from locating hydrocarbons and managing
geological data, to directional drilling and formation evaluation, well construction and completion, to
optimizing production through the life of the field. The company is also engaged in developing and
providing technologies for carbon sequestration and we are a service provider to the geothermal energy
industry.

Halliburton is the largest cementing service and material provider in the oil and gas industry. Halliburton
provides zonal isolation and engineering solutions for the life of a well. The company safely conducts
thousands of successful well service operations each year and is committed to continuously improve its
performance. The company views safety and environmental performance as critical to its success and
these are core elements of our corporate culture. Halliburton has much to offer to help our nation meet its
energy security needs.

With respect to the Mississippi Canyon 252 well, Halliburton was contracted by the well owner to perform a
variety of services on the rig. These included cementing, mud logging, directional drilling, and
measurement-while-drilling services. In addition, Halliburton provided selected real-time drilling and rig
data acquisition and transmission services to key personnel both on board the Deepwater Horizon and at
various onshore locations.

Halliburton’s Participation in the Remediation Efforts on Mississippi Canyon 252 Well

Since the blowout, Halliburton has been working at the direction of the well owner to provide assistance in
the effort to bring the well under control. This includes intervention support to help secure the damaged
well and planning and services associated with drilling relief well operations.

Halliburton has deployed survey management experts to assist in planning the path of the relief wells and
has mobilized its technology group to work in collaboration with another industry partner to combine our
technologies, in an effort to develop an integrated ranging system to expedite the intersection of the
original well.

Operations Preceding the Catastrophic Loss of Well Control on Mississippi Canyon 252 Well

I need to start this section with an important statement of disclosure. Halliburton, as a service provider to
the well owner, is contractually bound to comply with the well owner’s instructions on all matters relating
to the performance of all work-related activities. It is also important to understand the roles and
responsibilities of the various parties involved in the construction of a well. The construction of a deep
water well is a complex operation involving the performance of numerous tasks by multiple parties led by
the well owner’s representative, who has the ultimate authority for decisions on how and when various
activities are conducted.

Attached to this testimony is an illustration showing the approximate depths and positions of the casing
and liner strings set in this well. In addition, the approximate position of the various cement placements is
illustrated, which is consistent with the well design. It should be noted that cement is used at specific
designated spots and is not designed to be a complete barrier through the entire wellbore.
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Cement can be used to isolate formation fluids, to prevent movement of these fluids between formations
and to bond and support the casing. A mixture of cement, water and chemicals is combined in a slurry that
can be pumped into position around the outside of steef liners and casing. There are many external factors
that impact the design and execution of a cement job. These include the variability in the hole geometry,
relative location of hydrocarbon zones, hydrocarbon content and the prior condition of the wellbore and
associated fluids as determined by the drilling fluid provider. Casing strings are typically run with devices to
centralize the casing concentrically in the wellbore and prevent incomplete displacement of drilling fluid, or
“channeling”.

While every effort is made to complete a cement job with the highest levels of mechanical and hydraulic
integrity, the above mentioned well conditions may prevent this. Confirming cement integrity after
placement would require the well owner to direct the wireline provider to obtain cement evaluation logs.
Based on the findings of these logs, the well owner can elect to perform remedial action by perforating the
casing and “squeezing” cement into remaining voids to improve the integrity of the original cement.

The centralizer placement on the production casing, the drilling fluid conditioning program prior to
cementing and the cement slurry and placement design used for this well were implemented as directed by
the well owner. However, as shown in the attached diagram, by design there is no continuous cement
column throughout the entire wellbore.

Approximately 20 hours prior to the catastrophic loss of well control, Halliburton had completed the
cementing of the ninth and final production casing string in accordance with the well program.

Following the placement of 51 barrels of cement slurry, the casing seal assembly was set in the casing
hanger. in accordance with accepted industry practice, as required by MMS and as directed by the well
owner, a positive pressure test was then conducted to demonstrate the integrity of the production casing
string. The results of the positive test were reviewed by the well owner and the decision was made to
proceed with the well program.

The next step included the performance of a “negative” pressure test, which tests the integrity of the casing
seal assembly and is conducted by the drilling contractor at the direction of the well owner and in
accordance with MMS requirements. We understand that Halliburton was instructed to record drill pipe
pressure during this test until Halliburton’s cementing personnel were advised by the drilling contractor
that the negative pressure test had been completed, and were placed on standby.

We understand that the drilling contractor then proceeded to displace the riser with seawater prior to the
planned placement of the final cement plug, which would have been installed inside the production string
and enabled the planned temporary abandonment of the well. Prior to the point in the well construction
plan that the Halliburton personnel would have set the final cement plug, the catastrophic incident
occurred. As a result, the final cement plug was never set.

Halliburton is confident that the cementing work on the Mississippi Canyon 252 well was completed in
accordance with the requirements of the well owner’s well construction plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to share our views.
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Well Schematic
Mississippi Canyon 252 #1-01
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Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Moore, your opening statement, please, sir.

STATEMENT OF JACK MOORE

Mr. MOORE. Chairman Stupak, Ranking Member Burgess, Chair-
man Waxman, Chairman Emeritus Dingell, Ranking Member Bar-
ton, members of the committee, good morning. I am Jack Moore,
President and CEO or Cameron International Corporation, and I
appreciate the opportunity to be here for this hearing on what is
truly a tragic event.

What word about our company; Cameron is based in Houston,
Texas, and is a leading provider of equipment and services to the
energy industry worldwide. We have 11 different operating divi-
sions, and approximately 18,000 employees in more than 300 loca-
tions worldwide. We have worked with our customers for over 120
years to design, manufacture, and service products that help them
safely find, develop, produce and transport oil and gas.

The Cameron product used by the Deepwater Horizon is called
a blowout preventer, or a BOP, a product that Cameron actually
invented in the 1920s. A BOP allows our customers to control the
pressure in a well while being drilled. We have over 400 BOP
stacks operating offshore, and 130 are operating in deep water.
Each individual BOP stack is made of components specified by our
customers, is configured to their specific operating specifications,
and is manufactured and tested in accordance with industry stand-
ards. Our BOPs have a very long history of reliable performance,
including performance in some of the harshest operating conditions
in the word. The BOP stack on the Deepwater Horizon was oper-
ating in 5,000 feet of water.

As soon as Cameron was notified of the Deepwater Horizon inci-
dent, we mobilized a team of our best drilling system specialists to
work with BP in transition to assist in shutting this well in. Since
that time, we have been working around the o’clock to assist in this
effort, and we will continue to provide all the necessary resources
at our disposal until this well is shut in.

It is far too early to draw conclusions about how the incident oc-
curred, but every one of us at Cameron, myself, and I think this
industry is mindful of the tragic loss of life that occurred, and like-
wise, the impact to the environment and to the commercial impact
that it will have.

Cameron and I understand the need to discover the facts relating
to what went wrong and to do all that is possible to prevent the
occurrence of such an incident in the future. I am accompanied
today by my colleague, David McWhorter, who is our vice president
of engineering and quality for your drilling systems group to be at
your disposal for answers. Thank you for letting us be here today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Moore follows:]
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President and CEO of Cameron International Corporation

May 12, 2010

I am Jack Moore, President and CEQO of Cameron International
Corporation. I have been with Cameron for 11 years and have over 30 years of
experience in the oilfield service industry.

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today for this very important
hearing on what is truly a tragic event. Since the day of the incident, we have been
lending our assistance. We will continue to work with everyone involved to
understand what and how this happened.

Cameron is based in Houston Texas and is a leading provider of
equipment and services to the energy industry worldwide, with 11 different
operating divisions and approximately 18,000 employees in more than 300
locations. We have worked with our customers for over 120 years to design,
manufacture and service products that help them safely find, develop, produce and
transport oil and gas.

The Cameron product used by the Deepwater Horizon is called a “blow
out preventer” or “BOP,” a product that Cameron actually invented in the 1920’s,
that allows our customers to control the pressure in a well while being drilled.
There are over 2,500 Cameron BOP’s operating around the world today, both
onshore and offshore. We have over 400 BOP stacks operating offshore, of which
130 are operating in deep water. Each individual BOP stack is made up of
components specified by our customers, is configured to their specific operating
specifications, and is tested and manufactured in accordance with industry
standards and applicable regulations.

Our BOP’s have a very long history of reliable performance, including
performance in some of the harshest operating conditions in the world. In support
of our commitment to our products’ on-going performance, we maintain a system of
safety alerts and product advisories that keep our customers abreast of the latest
information about our products.
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As soon as Cameron was notified of this incident, we mobilized a team
of our best drilling systems specialists to work with BP and Transocean to assist in
shutting this well in. We also mobilized teams from our sub-sea, surface and valves
divisions to assist BP and its partners in the alternative methods they are deploying
to contain the flow from the well. We have been working around the clock to assist
in this effort, and we will continue to provide all of the resources at our disposal
until the well is shut in.

It is far too early to draw conclusions about how the incident occurred.
The present challenges involved in determining causes are many, in particular,
from our standpoint, the inability to examine the Deepwater Horizon’s BOP.
Everyone of us is mindful of the personal, environmental and commercial concerns
associated with this incident. We understand the need to discover the facts relating
to what went wrong and to do all that is possible to prevent the occurrence of such
an incident in the future.
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Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Moore.

It should be noted for members that we asked each of our wit-
nesses to have a technical expert with them to help in answering
any technical questions. To our witnesses, you may consult with
your technical experts before responding to questions, and if we get
to a point where your expert needs to answer directly, then we will
have them sworn in and hear from them directly, but otherwise, we
will look to you for the answers.

So with that, let’s begin our questions. We will go 5 minutes this
first round.

Mr. Waxman, would you like to begin, please?

Mr. WaxMAN. Yes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to return to a point that I raised in my opening state-
ment, and that was the question about a series of pressure tests
performed on the well before the blowout took place.

My understanding is that there are two types of pressure tests.
A positive test involves adding fluids into the well to exert addi-
tional pressure. This tells the well operator whether fluids can flow
from the well into the surrounding formations. A negative pressure
test is a reverse; it removes some of that pressure in the well, cre-
ating an inward or upward force from the pressure differential.
That would be used to defect flow into the well through a breach
in the cement or the casing. Both tests are important, and failure
of either test can suggest a failure of the seals or the well’s integ-
rity.

Mr. Newman, am I right in my understanding of the significance
of these two tests?

Mr. NEWMAN. Chairman Waxman, I would agree with your as-
sessment, that the successful performance of those tests is critical
to understanding the condition and the integrity of the casing and
cement, and a negative response, a negative outcome for either one
of those tests would indicate that there are potential problems.

hMg. STUPAK. Mr. McKay and Mr. Probert, do you agree with
that?

Mr. McKAy. Yes, I do.

Mr. PROBERT.Yes.

Mr. WaxXMAN. I understand that the well passed positive pres-
sure tests on the morning of April 20, 2010, but I also understand
that when negative performance tests were performed later that
day, starting around 5 p.m., there were anomalous results. Let’s go
back to the document entitled “What We Know,” which was put out
by BP. It says, “After 16%2 hours waiting on the cement, a test was
performed on the well bore below the blowout preventer.” And then
it says, “During this test, 1,400 PSI was observed on the drill pipe
while zero PSI was observed on the kill and the choke lines.”

Mr. Newman, can you explain what a 1,400-pound discrepancy in
the negative pressure test might signify and what its importance
might be?

Mr. NEWMAN. The indication of 1,400 PSI on the drill pipe would
indicate that there was pressure in the well bore being registered
on the pressure gauge attached to the drill pipe. The absence of
pressure on the choke and kill line would indicate a discrepancy be-
tween the well bore pressure being measured by the drill pipe and
the annulus pressure being measured by the choke and kill line.
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Mr. WAXMAN. And what significance does that have?

Mr. NEWMAN. The significance of the discrepancy between the
two pressures would lead to a conclusion that there was something
happening in the well bore that shouldn’t be happening.

Mr. WAXMAN. And Mr. McKay and Mr. Probert, do you agree?

Mr. McKAy. I think it is obviously difficult to speculate, but I do
think that discrepancy is critical in the investigation. We will have
to tear that apart piece by piece, absolutely.

Mr. WAXMAN. And Mr. Probert?

1\1/11". PROBERT. We don’t have knowledge of the sort of mechan-
ica

Mr. WAXMAN. I'm just asking if that explanation of a differential
is accurate?

Mr. PROBERT. Yes, I would say so.

Mr. WaxMmaN. Now, Mr. McKay, Mr. Dupree from BP told us on
Monday, he said the results were not satisfactory, and he said they
were a possible warning that gas was seeping into the well and
building up pressure inside the bore hole. Mr. Dupree, is your sen-
ior official responsible for operations in the Gulf of Mexico? Do you
agree with his assessment?

Mr. McKAY. Mr. Dupree has been working on the crisis 20 hours
a day. I wasn’t sitting in on the meeting that you're referring to,
so I wasn’t privy to that review. What I would say is 1,400 PSI on
the drill pipe and no PSI on the choke and kill lines indicates
something should be investigated, absolutely.

Mr. WaAXMAN. Well, the anomalies in the pressure testing present
a significant question that should be thoroughly investigated. Just
hours before the explosion, tests on the well returned results that
signaled a possible well failure and the influx of gas up the wall.
Yet it appears that the companies did not suspend well operations,
and now 11 workers are dead and the Gulf Coast region faces cata-
strophic environmental damages. We need to know if that is the
case and why it was the case. And it appears from Mr. Dupree’s
statements to our staff that that was the result of the test, the neg-
ative test that was taken.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back my time.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Barton for questions?

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have watched the testimony in my office as I did other work,
so I have listened to the opening statements and to the members’
questions and the members’ opening statements. So I have been
participating by video.

My first question is generally to the panel. Do any of you allege
that the incident that occurred should not have been foreseen, that
it was of such a catastrophic nature that the equipment and the
technology should not have contained it? Do you understand what
I'm asking? OK. I see absolutely no response.

Mr. McKay. Could I respond?

Mr. BARTON. Let me rephrase it. Does anybody here believe that
the blowout preventer and the technology employed and the proce-
dulﬁz?s, if they had worked properly, could not have prevented the
spill?

Mr. NEWMAN. Representative Barton, it’s important to under-
stand the design constraints of a blowout preventer. A blowout pre-
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venter is not designed to close around significant debris. A blowout
preventer is designed to close around drill pipe and most sizes of
casing. But without knowing exactly what’s inside the blowout pre-
venter today, it is difficult to conclude that the blowout preventer
wasn’t subjected to conditions that exceed its design constraints.

Mr. BARTON. Well, I am a supporter of OCS drilling. I am a reg-
istered professional engineer, I'm not a petroleum engineer, I'm not
a geologist. But my assumption is, in order to get a permit to drill
you have to show the MMS that you will put equipment on site and
drill the well in such a fashion that you can handle expected prob-
lems. And there have been millions of oil wells drilled and gas
wells, there have been tens of thousands of gas wells drilled in the
Gulf. It has to be a design parameter that you could have a cata-
strophic pressure release—or a blowout, to use the common term.
I would think that your blowout preventer and your technology,
your casing should be designed to handle that. Am I wrong?

The gentleman who is the President of Cameron, it’s your blow-
out preventer. This isn’t a volcano that exploded around this well.
I mean, we don’t know what happened, but my assumption is—and
if my assumption is wrong, then we have to reassess the entire
OCS drilling program—that if the technology had worked and the
people had responded or had time enough to respond, even though
you had the accident, it would have been contained, it would have
been shut off. Am I wrong about that?

Mr. MOORE. Well, we don’t know what happened. I think that’s
what everyone here is trying to learn. And until we know what
happens with this investigation, we will not be able to answer
whether the blowout preventer that was there was functioning for
that particular purpose. Our blowout preventers are built and de-
signed to do specific things. We do know that they will not shear
and seal casing, that we know. But they will shear and seal drill
pipes.

Mr. BARTON. But when you get a permit from the MMS—I guess
this would go to the President of BP—you do have to show that if
you have some sort of a pressure release, you can prevent it escap-
ing into the environment, don’t you?

Mr. McKAY. Yes. I believe the permit requires a well construc-
tion plan that also requires the blowout preventer that’s provided
by the contractor with a permit. And to answer your question, I
think that, in effect, the well design, the procedures that were
used, and the functioning of the equipment are going to be the
mainstays of this investigation. And we do expect those to work,
absolutely.

Mr. BARTON. It’s my understanding that the blowout preventer
equipment is still intact, that it is not—while it may be clogged up
or it may not be properly installed or connected in terms of the ac-
tivation mechanism, that it’s not been damaged. So it just hasn’t
worked properly, but it isn’t like it’s been bent or deformed or im-
paired; is that correct?

Mr. NEWMAN. There are no outward, external indications of sig-
nificant damage, but I would caution the committee that the blow-
out preventer, as a result of what’s happened, particularly the sink-
ing of the vessel, the blowout preventer was subjected to significant
stress.
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Mr. BARTON. I see that my time has expired.

We'’re going to do another round; is that right, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. STUPAK. Yes, Mr. Barton. I think we will probably go at least
another round.

Well, let me ask this, the term blowout protector—and I've spent
a little bit of time on it—I mean, a blowout protector, like here’s
your pipe, what it’s supposed to do is really squeeze it off; if some-
thing goes wrong, it just squeezes off like a straw, you just squeeze
it, you pinch it so nothing can go up. Is that correct, Mr. Moore?
Is that basically correct?

Mr. MOORE. Correct.

Mr. StupaK. OK. I point out four ways in my testimony where
this blowout protector could not be working. Number one, there
were modifications that BP indicates they didn’t know about—
Transocean said no, they know about it 5 years ago. There was a
hydraulic leak. That would not have enough pressure in there so
that you could pinch this off if that hydraulic leak is serious
enough; is that correct, Mr. Moore?

Mr. MOORE. That would be a cause, we're not sure.

Mr. STUPAK. And you also indicated that, when you get these
joints here, if these joints are in the BOP, the blowout protector,
it won’t cut a joint; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. If those joints are in a shear ram, they will not cut.

Mr. StupAK. All right. And then also the dead man switch, be-
sides the design, all three of them having to give off, even the bat-
tery in this case, the one control panel we did find, the battery
wasn’t working, correct?

Mr. MOORE. That’s what we were led to believe, yes.

Mr. StupAK. OK. So let me ask this; this was a 2001 blowout
protector for this well?

Mr. MOORE. Correct, it was built in 2001.

Mr. StuPAK. All right. And in 2003, 2004, there were new regula-
tions that came in for blowout protectors, were there not, Mr.
Moore?

Mr. MOORE. In terms of shearing capacity?

Mr. STUPAK. Shearing capacity in particular, yes.

Mr. MOORE. Yes.

Mr. STUPAK. In fact, doesn’t section 250.416(e) indicate that now
it requires the lessee—in this case, BP—to provide information
that shows that the blind shear or shear rams installed in the BOP
stack are capable of shearing the drill pipe in the hole under max-
imum anticipated surface pressures; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. I am not aware of that particular article.

Mr. STUPAK. How about you, Mr. McKay, since you're the lessee
in this case. Is it supposed to make sure that the rams can shear
this pipe?

Mr. McKAY. I'm not personally familiar with the article youre
quoting.

Mr. StupAak. OK. I'm talking about the rules in the Minerals
Management Service rules and regulations that came out in 2003.
Mr. Newman, are you familiar with those?

Mr. NEWMAN. I believe, Chairman, you’re referring to the Code
of Federal Regulations 30, subsection 250, yes, sir, I'm familiar
with those.
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Mr. STUPAK. And you're supposed to be able to cut this thing in
half in case there’s an accident, right?

Mr. NEWMAN. Blind shear rams are supposed to be able to shear
the tubular, yes, sir.

Mr. StuPAK. OK. And what kind of testing did you, Transocean,
or BP do to make a determination that the shear rams were satis-
factory and could cut this pipe if something happened? Did you do
any testing?

Mr. NEWMAN. In terms of confirming the capability of the shear
rams

Mr. STUPAK. Correct, which you're required under 250416(e).

Mr. NEWMAN. We rely on the test data, which is provided by
Cameron.

Mr. StupraK. OK. But test data is just really pressure, nothing
to do with the make sure you have your hydraulics. There was
nothing in there to make sure all the valves were tight, to make
sure the hydraulic fluid wasn’t leaking out, was there?

Mr. NEWMAN. There are regular tests performed on the BOP,
while the BOP is on the rig prior to its deployment.

Mr. StuPAK. While it’s on the rig, OK.

Mr. NEWMAN. And then regularly, while the BOP is deployed on
the seabed.

Mr. StupaK. Right. In fact, section 446(b) says every 3 days,
weather permitting, you must go down and look at the BOP on the
sea floor, does it not?

Mr. NEWMAN. I believe that’s correct, Chairman.

Mr. StuPAK. OK. Did you do that in this case?

Mr. NEWMAN. This is an ROV—remote operated vehicle—con-
tracted by BP and located on the rig, and it’s out there for that
purpose.

Mr. StupAK. OK. And did it perform any tests on the BOP that
was sitting on the sea floor?

Mr. NEWMAN. The only test the ROV would perform in that situ-
ation, Chairman, is a visual inspection, an observation of the BOP.

Mr. StuPAK. How about something as simple as—or then there’s
no shear test that’s performed on the sea floor, right? There’s no
shear testing performed on the sea floor to cut this baby.

Mr. NEWMAN. During the progress of well construction operations
and the routine testing that is performed, there is no test where
the shear rams are actually subjected to a shearing test.

Mr. STUPAK. So the ROV really just goes down and takes a look
at it.

Mr. NEWMAN. It observes the external observation of the BOP.

Mr. StupAaK. OK. Is there any test that tests to make sure the
batteries are working so you can view your Kkill switch that actually
shut this thing down?

Mr. NEWMAN. Because the electronic signals which transmit back
and forth between the rig and the BOP control system happen con-
tinuously, there would be an indication if the batteries were dead,
on the BOP there would be an indication of that on the rig.

Mr. STUPAK. So you're saying you don’t have to test it because
as long as the electrical lines are working, that would indicate
whether or not the batteries are fully charged?

Mr. NEWMAN. That’s correct.
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Mr. STUPAK. Well, in this case, in the one control panel that we
were able to take a look at, the battery was supposed to be at 27
amps, it was at 18 amps. Did any of your testing show that it was
under the 27 amps required?

Mr. NEWMAN. I don’t have any indication, Chairman, that the
tests would have indicated that the charge in the batteries had
dropped from 27 to 18.

Mr. StuPAK. Would you have documents that would show what
the amps of these batteries were? Do you have any kind of records
that would show that?

Mr. NEwWMAN. Unfortunately, Chairman, those records would
have gone down with the rig.

Mr. StUuPAK. So then we have to take the word of those who
looked at this control panel that the battery was basically dead and
the dead man switch would not work, correct? You have no records
to dispute that, right?

Mr. NEWMAN. I have no records.

Mr. StUuPAK. OK. My time is up.

Mr. Burgess, 5 minutes for questioning. We will do a second
round.

Mr. BURGESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McKay, just to kind of get back to some of the specifics of
the modifications of the protector are what we know from tab four
in the evidence binder, modifications that have been discovered in
the blowout protector system. Can you give us the specific modifica-
tions that were discovered in the BOP system?

Mr. McKAy. What I was referring to yesterday is, while we were
doing ROV—remote operated vehicle—interventions as the crisis
has unfolded, we discovered that there were modifications made. I
don’t know personally whether those were the exact modifications
that Mr. Newman referenced that were done in 2005 or they were
additional ones. I think that’s a very, very important piece of the
investigation. We found leaking hoses and. You know, the diagrams
that we were using real-time did not match the blowout preventer,
so that’s

Mr. BURGESS. Well, Mr. Newman, if I understood him correctly,
suggested that those modifications were requested and were paid
for by BP. So it should be possible—those records wouldn’t have
gone down with the ship, would they? We should be able to get that
paper trail at some point established, should we not, if there were
modifications that were requested?

Mr. NEWMAN. I have looked at the agreement that was signed
between Transocean and BP, so yes, we have a copy of that.

Mr. BURGESS. And you will make that available to the com-
mittee?

Mr. NEWMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURGESS. And Mr. McKay, will you look at your records and
help us with trying to define that?

Mr. McKay. Absolutely.

Mr. BURGESS. Let me just ask a question. Mr. Waxman was ask-
ing about the negative pressure test. One side read 1,400 PSI, the
other side read zero. What should the other side have read if the
pressure test had been absolutely perfect?
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Mr. McKay. The way I understand the configuration that was
hydraulically connected such that the pressures on the choking kill
line and the drill pipe should have been the same.

Mr. BURGESS. Identical pressures. So that, and I'm just a lay-
man, but that would indicate some obstruction that would not
allow pressure to be transmitted from the drill line to the kill line,
or vice versa.

Mr. McKay. Yes. I can’t speculate as to why, but they should
have been reading the same from the way they are hydraulically
connected, from what I understand.

Mr. BURGESS. OK. And going back to the previous issue, com-
mittee staffers have been told by your staff, Mr. McKay, that when
BP attempted to operate one of the blowout protector variable rams
underwater, the device was either mislabeled or not labeled in the
way that they anticipated; is that correct?

Mr. McKAy. That is correct. I don’t know if that has anything
to do with the modifications we requested or not or whether they
are different modifications, but it is correct.

Mr. BURGESS. Do you think that BP approved the modification?

Mr. McKaAy. I don’t know. That’s going to be a central part of the
investigation to understand what modifications were made.

Mr. BURGESS. If it was just mislabeled, you wouldn’t have ap-
proved a mislabeling, would you, at BP?

Mr. McKAY. We wouldn’t have been involved in the labeling of
them, no.

Mr. BURGESS. So is there any reason why management wouldn’t
be aware of this? Why the labeling, why the discrepancy would
exist?

Mr. McKay. Are you asking me?

Mr. BURGESS. Yes, sir. Don’t you have oversight over what hap-
pens at——

Mr. McKay. Transocean owns those blowout preventers

Mr. BURGESS. But you have oversight over Transocean in that re-
gard.

Mr. McKay. They are our contractor, yes.

Mr. BURGESS. I talked to the Governor’s office yesterday—I didn’t
talk to the Governor, but I talked to some of his folks. And Mr.
McKay, let me just ask you, they are really concerned that they’ve
got a coastline, because of indentations and excrescences that is
much longer than you would think just looking at, as the crow flies
on the Louisiana coast, they've got 7,700 miles of estuaries and
coastline. There is no way in the world that they have enough
boom to manage the problems that they are facing. They tell us
that they are having difficulty getting BP to authorize purchase of
additional boom and manufacturer of additional boom. It seems to
me this should be all hands on deck, get the boom locally, get it
from global sources, but wherever we can, let’s get the boom put
into position and not go scrambling for it once the oil comes ashore.
Can you help me with that? Why is the Governor’s office feeling
like they don’t have an adequate supply of boom?

Mr. McKAay. We are accessing, as I said earlier, we've got 1.1
million feet deployed, we’ve got 2.4 million more feet coming, and
this is under Unified Area Command as far as deployment under
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the Coast Guard’s direction. So we have a supply chain cranked up
to supply boom as well.

Mr. BURGESS. Well, just if I can suggest, I think there needs to
be—I was impressed when we went down there last week, the co-
operation between the BP and the Coast Guard and Unified Com-
mand. I've got no complaints about what I was seeing. But the
Governor feels that—or at least the person I was talking to at the
Governor’s office feels that they don’t have the ability to start the
production line on that boom and they’re going to need a lot more
than what they have.

Mr. McKay. I will do two things; one, I will check on that and
make absolutely sure. Number two, I know of no limits from BP
about getting stuff done in terms of boom or anything else.

Mr. BURGESS. I appreciate your assurance that you will check on
that personally.

The other thing is they don’t have the ratio of liaisons to the
number of parishes. There might be one liaison for eight parishes.
That’s not satisfactory. There needs to be a one-to-one relationship
of the liaison to the parishes that are affected.

Mr. McKay. OK. Thank you.

Mr. STUPAK. The time has expired.

Mr. Markey, 5 minutes for questions, please.

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McKay, on Friday, I flew over the spill and I saw a vast area
of ocean covered in oil. This is oil from the Gulf. And we now see
thousands of square miles with this awful sludge. And although the
spill started about 50 miles offshore, it has now reached the Lou-
isiana coastline.

You are saying to us that BP is doing everything in its power to
ensure that this spill is being stopped and that you currently esti-
mate that the leaking is 5,000 barrels of oil per day into the Gulf.
But this isn’t the only rig that BP operates in the Gulf. In its Oil
Response Plan for the Gulf of Mexico, BP identified a worst case
scenario for exploratory well explosion from offshore drilling in the
Gulf of Mexico as a leak that would release 250,000 barrels of oil
per day into the ocean about 30 miles off the coast of Louisiana.
The specific exploration plan that you provided to regulators for the
Horizon well states, “Since BP Exploration and Production Incor-
porated has the capability to responded to the appropriate worst
case spill scenario, I hereby certify that BP Exploration and Pro-
duction Incorporated has the capability to respond to the maximum
extent practicable to a worst case discharge.”

So right now, Deepwater Horizon well is leaking an estimated
5,000 barrels per day, about 2 percent of the worst case scenario
of 250,000 barrels, which your company assured the government,
the American people, that it was capable of addressing in the Gulf.
So if BP is already using every available resource to combat this
spill of 5,000 barrels per day and it can’t stop this spill from wors-
ening, then I can’t understand how in the world you can certify
that you have the capability to respond to a spill of 250,000 barrels
per day.

Mr. McKay, you had better rethink your certification for a worst
case spill of 250,000 barrels per day. Can you really say now, as
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you sit here, that that certification is accurate, that you can re-
spond to a daily spill of 250,000 barrels per day?

Mr. McKAY. What I would say is that we are responding with
three drilling rigs. A surface response plan that was in place, de-
tailed and is the largest that has ever been put in place——

Mr. MARKEY. Are you saying to us that you would use exactly the
same resources for a spill of 5,000 barrels per day, which is what
we have now, as you would for a spill of 250,000 barrels a day?

Mr. McKAy. Each spill would be specific. This particular one is
complicated that the emergency dissect did not work on top of the
blowout preventer, so we are still connected with a riser that’s
4,300 feet long. We cannot get another blowout preventer on top of
it right now, which would be the normal course in something like
“normal,” but something you could do if the riser was

Mr. MARKEY. I understand that. But right now, BP is scrambling
to find enough booms. You're going to use nylons and hair to soak
up the oil. I can only conclude that you really don’t have the re-
sources to respond to a spill of 250,000 barrels. And there are wells
all over the Gulf that are ticking time bombs that could result in
spills of 250,000 barrels per day; do you really think that you can
certify, again, today that you could respond to a spill of 250,000
barrels per day?

Mr. McKaY. As I said, we’re doing everything we can. I believe
that we will learn things through this, there’s no doubt. And I be-
lieve that those certifications will be with the knowledge that we
have

Mr. MARKEY. I just wish that you had a little more humility here
today, an admission that you don’t have. Last week, you tried to
plug the leaks with a huge dome, which failed when it froze up.
Now we're reading about a small top hat dome. If that fails, the
solution looking increasingly desperate to plug the leak with a junk
shot of golf balls and old tires and knotted ropes, soaking up some
of the oil with hair and nylons. Each of your companies has rep-
resented itself as technology leaders in deepwater oil and gas ex-
ploration, and each of you now is flailing about, with no clue about
how you're going to get out of the mess that you've gotten your-
selves into. Top hats, golf balls, tires, hair, nylons, these are not
the response actions of companies who are prepared for the worst
case scenario accident and capable of carrying out that response
plan.

The American people expect your companies to have a techno-
logical response to this disaster on par with the Apollo Project, not
Project Runway, and that’s what they’re seeing night after night.
You need to do better, and you need to prepare for a worst case
scenario for the ticking time bomb that could be out there some-
where off the coast of the United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Mr. Markey.

Mr. Sullivan for questions, please.

Mr. SuLLIVAN. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This is a big mess. I realize that for you guys it’s tough to answer
these questions. You're probably, if not already going to sue each
other, they will be suing you. There is going to be litigation for
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years on this. A lot of money is involved. And so I understand that
it’s tough to answer these questions.

It’s easy to beat up on people when they’re down in this situa-
tion, and so I'm not going to do that, I'm going to focus on some-
thing different, even though I think it’s bad. We're going to find out
who did this, who’s responsible. The investigation will be ongoing
and we'll deal with that then.

But I would like to really focus on the solution right now. We can
focus on the problem all day long, it’s not going to get us anywhere.
Someone is responsible, find it out, but let’s focus on the solution.

I would just like to ask you, Mr. Newman, Mr. McKay, have you
ever dealt with a blowout of this magnitude in the Gulf ever before,
or even close?

Mr. NEWMAN. We have never dealt with a blowout of this mag-
nitude in the Gulf of Mexico before.

Mr. McKay. No.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Both of you are involved in that it’s your rig,
you’re drilling, you're working together, he’s a contractor. On the
rig, who’s quarterbacking the situation right now, who’s in charge?
It’s his rig, so you have—what do they call them, installation man-
agers on the rigs, or offshore installation managers? If he says
something, can you override him? How is that working?

Mr. NEWMAN. The offshore installation manager on a Transocean
vessel is the senior most transition individual out there. That indi-
Viduall is responsible for the overall safety of the personnel and the
vessel.

Mr. SULLIVAN. And what if Mr. McKay says something—do you
accept that?

Mr. McKaAY. Yes.

Mr. SuLLIVAN. OK. And also, I know you’ve got a lot going on on
the rig, there’s people out there in harm’s way working feverishly
to get this to stop. Also, we talked about the golf balls and hair and
all that. I know there are sophisticated efforts going on. Could ei-
ther of you—Mr. McKay, I guess you—elaborate on what is going
on onshore? Do you have a command center? What is that com-
mand center doing? Are they working 24/7? Have you tapped into
the industry, other companies, experts, the brightest in the world?
What kind of technologies are they using? Are there video feeds
from the floor there? What kind of stuff is going on?

Mr. McKay. We have several command centers. The source con-
trol is in Houston, and we have over 160 companies working wish
us across the industry, including our colleagues and partners, as
well as our competitors. We have the Department of Defense, we
have the Navy, we have Sandia Labs. We have the brightest sci-
entific minds in the world in these type of situations working on
it 24/7. We have the highest technology in the world working this.
As I said, we have three different drilling vessels, Transocean drill-
ing vessels. We have 16 submarines operating continuously in some
way or another, eight around the blowout preventer.

This junk shot is actually a very sophisticated operation, a mani-
fold has been constructed to be utilized in 5,000 feet of water, it’s
never been done. The Koffer Dam was on the hand, we had that
Koffer Dam for shallow water. It’s been utilized in Deepwater. It
has hydrate problems as people know.
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On the surface, were wusing technology with the latest
dispersants. We are using subsea dispersal, which we think is ex-
tremely effective from initial tests, and we would like to get contin-
uous injection going on that. It is extremely high-tech, and the best
minds in the world are working it 24/7.

Mr. SULLIVAN. And all these companies here and others are in-
volved as we speak?

Mr. McKay. That’s right.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Are you drilling wells right now to go into two of
them, I guess?

Mr. McKAY. We're drilling two relief wells right now. Well, one
has started, the other will start this weekend.

Mr. SULLIVAN. And I guess the Koffer or the cap was plan A;
would you say that?

Mr. McKAY. The Koffer Dam had hydrate problems, so we are
working on a secondary plan for subsea containment right now.

Mr. SULLIVAN. So do you have a variety of plans going on mul-
tiple approaches right now in case one fails?

Mr. McKay. Really quickly, we have different levels. We are at-
tacking at the subsurface with the permanent securing with the re-
lief wells. We have the blowout preventer, which is top kill is what
we call it. Then we have the containment and collection systems
subsea. We have several things working on that. And then we have
the aggressive on-the-surface attack, which is trying to fight it as
far offshore and then protect the shoreline, then clean up whatever
gets to shore.

Mr. SULLIVAN. When do you think this is going to stop?

Mr. McKay. Well, we're working every second to get it stopped
as fast as possible. There are viable options being worked that
could work in the next few days to a couple of weeks, and then ulti-
mately the permanent securing would be up to 3 months or so.

Mr. SULLIVAN. And those wells you're drilling right now, how are
those going to plug this well? How would that do it?

Mr. McKay. We will drill and intersect the well just above or
right into the reservoir Horizon and pump heavy weight to kill
fluid, to kill that well.

Mr. SULLIVAN. And that could take, you said, two months?

Mr. McKAy. It probably will take about three months to get
there in terms of the relief well.

Mr. SULLIVAN. And that would work, that would work if you
were there right now

Mr. McKay. It’s the normal way to kill a blowout around the
world, it will permanently secure it, yes.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Thank you. I don’t have any more questions.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Braley for questions, please.

Mr. BRALEY. Gentlemen, I want to focus on the last two minutes
at the Deepwater Horizon well right before the explosion that trig-
gered this catastrophic event because when I go over this accident
in my head, I try to understand what was in place to protect the
workers from a sudden event like this blowout. I would like to talk
about what happened just before the explosion. Can we bring up
the Halliburton data screen on screen at this point?

Mr. Probert, you testified that part of your function on this par-
ticular well was to provide real-time data collection; is that correct?
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Mr. PROBERT. That’s correct.

Mr. BRALEY. And your company produced this particular chart to
us as part of the contract you had with BP to perform monitoring
of the mud and other data on this rig; is that your understanding?

Mr. PROBERT. That’s correct.

Mr. BRALEY. Are you generally familiar with how this type of a
chart is used in well monitoring?

Mr. PROBERT. Generally, yes.

Mr. BRALEY. Generally. What this chart shows is what was hap-
pening inside the well and on the rig in the final two hours before
the explosion. And if you look, this chart is broken down into time
intervals that are recorded, beginning at 2010, which would have
been 8:10 p.m. That evening, correct?

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Braley, if I may, it’s Exhibit Number 5. There
should be an exhibit book there if you want to look at it, Mr.
tI)’robert. Hopefully that helps you out a little bit. It’s Exhibit Num-

er 5.

Go ahead.

Mr. BRALEY. So this covers a data interval from 2010, or 8:10
p.m., on April 20 to 2150, which would have been 9:50 that
evening. Is that the time frame we’re talking about?

Mr. PROBERT. It would appear to be so, yes.

Mr. BRALEY. And if you look at this chart, there are several ab-
normal-appearing entries where a line dramatically goes vertical
during a time interval between 2146 and 2148. Do you see that?

Mr. PROBERT. I see that.

Mr. BRALEY. And what this suggests is that the pressure in the
standpipe at that moment shot up from 500 PSI—pounds per
square inch—to almost 3,500 PSI in the space of about 2 minutes,
and that was immediately before the explosion, correct?

Mr. PROBERT. That is immediately before the contact was lost
with the rig, yes.

Mr. BRALEY. Right. So Mr. Probert, this is your company’s data.
What does this tell us?

Mr. PROBERT.What it says is that at some point within 2 minutes
or so of the loss of the transmission that there was a significant
increase in standpipe pressure.

Mr. BrRALEY. All right. And what’s the significance of that to peo-
ple monitoring this well for safety and security reasons?

Mr. PROBERT. The significance of this to all parties who would
have had access to this data, and also standard gauges which are
fplresent on the rig would show that this would be a significant red

ag.
Mr. BRALEY. And in addition to gauges and this printout, are
there any other type of built-in safety devices that would trigger
a shutdown of the rig?

Mr. PROBERT. I would have to defer that question to Mr. New-
man as to whether or not there are any shutdown processes on the
rig.

Mr. BrRALEY. All right. Mr. Newman, are you prepared to answer
that question?

Mr. NEWMAN. If you could rephrase the question for me, Rep-
resentative, I would be happy to take a shot at it.

Mr. BRALEY. Have you ever had surgery, Mr. Newman?
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Mr. NEWMAN. I have had surgery.

Mr. BRALEY. And right when you’re undergoing anesthesia, one
of the last things that happens before you're put under is they put
a pulse oximeter on your finger to monitor your oxygen saturation
level. Do you remember that, a little device that goes over your fin-
ger?

Mr. NEWMAN. The surgery I underwent, sir, was a bit traumatic
and I was effectively incapacitated in advance of the surgery, so I
don’t remember.

Mr. BRALEY. All right. Just accept for the purpose of my question
that’s what happens to most people, that they actually do monitor
your oxygen saturation because they don’t want you to die on the
operating table.

Mr. NEWMAN. I'll take your word for it, sir.

Mr. BRALEY. And there are built into that machine that the anes-
thesiologist uses alarm defaults. When your saturation level gets to
a certain level that it’s considered hypoxic, everybody in that oper-
ating room needs to know that, OK.

My question for you is, in this particular setting, what type of
alarm bells, whistles, alerts, other than a pressure gauge, do people
working on that rig have available to them to tell them they’'ve got
a catastrophic problem that’s unfolding?

Mr. NEWMAN. Well, there are a number of early warning indica-
tors that are present on a drilling rig that would alarm for the in-
dividuals who are monitoring those to give them an indication.
Which particular alarms would have been triggered in this instance
depends on exactly what was happening, and I don’t know the an-
swer to the question about exactly what was happening.

Mr. BrRALEY. How do we find out that information? How are
those alarms recorded? What logs are kept? And what additional
information do we know to get to the bottom of what was tran-
spiring on that rig?

Mr. NEWMAN. The alarms are monitored on the rig through what
we refer to as VMS, a vessel management system. Those alarms
are logged and a record is kept of that, but that VMS exists only
on the rig, it’s not transmitted off the rig. And so the VMS system,
along with the logs of the VMS system, would have gone down with
the vessel.

Mr. BRALEY. So you have no mirrored back-up data device so
that that information is recorded at some other location than on
the rig itself?

Mr. NEWMAN. We do not have real-time, off-rig monitoring of
what’s going on on the vessel.

Mr. BRALEY. Do you think that’s a failure in the fail-safe system
that is currently used within the industry to help understand the
events of a catastrophe like this and learn from it?

Mr. NEWMAN. Because the decisions regarding continuation of
the drilling operations or suspension of the drilling operations are
typically taken at the rig site, the first place we want those alarms
present is at the rig site.

Mr. BRALEY. But you're aware that technology exists—it’s used
every day in businesses all over the country—where as soon as a
bit of information is recorded at a central location, it is can be im-
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mediately recorded at a distant site just to avoid this type of catas-
trophe from preventing that information from being lost forever.

Mr. NEWMAN. I am aware of that technology existing, and in fact,
the reason we have the records you’re showing us now is because
that technology was employed on this particular operation.

Mr. BRALEY. For this function that we’re seeing on this chart, but
not the other recorded data that you’ve described in your testi-
mony.

Mr. NEWMAN. Not a real-time replication of the alarm logs.

Mr. BRALEY. All right. Thank you.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Griffith, do you have questions?

Mr. GRIFFITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

What would have led to the discrepancy between the blowout
protector and the plans or the diagrams of the blowout protector,
or the differences? And if, in fact, there was a difference, was it a
factor in whether or not this well could have been capped imme-
diately?

Mr. MOORE. Congressman, do you want me to respond to that?

Mr. GRIFFITH. Please, Mr. Moore.

Mr. MOORE. We were first aware of those changes when we were
in the crisis room with BP when we were trying to function the
blowout preventer. But honestly, we do not know whether those
would have any impact on whether the BOP would function under
the circumstances it was put in. We just don’t have enough infor-
mation yet to know the answer to that.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Thank you.

How long had the Horizon been operating?

Mr. NEWMAN. The Deepwater Horizon went into service in 2002.

Mr. GRIFFITH. So it’s been operating safely for a good while?

Mr. NEWMAN. The Horizon has drilled approximately 72 wells
over that eight-year history.

Mr. GRIFFITH. And at the ocean floor, at about 5,000 feet, which
is approximately 1 mile, you continued down another 13,000 feet,
another 2.5 miles to the reservoir; is that accurate?

Mr. NEWMAN. That is an accurate description of the well geom-
etry, yes.

Mr. GRIFFITH. So this rig has had an exemplary safety record in
a sense as far as its ability to drill and recover natural resources;
is that fair?

Mr. NEWMAN. I think that is a very fair assessment, Congress-
man. The Deepwater Horizon had a seven-year history with no loss
time accidents. The Deepwater Horizon, in its past, set the record
for deepwater operations for a semi-submersible. And the Deep-
water Horizon currently holds the record for the deepest well ever
drilled in the industry.

Mr. GRIFFITH. So we've got a piece of engineering that has been
fairly successful. And so as we hear testimony and questions about
what red flags went up as the gentleman referred to an oxygen
saturation. Over a period of years, the safety mechanisms and the
correction mechanisms on this piece of equipment, or this well,
have been significantly tried and found to be successful in most
cases. And I guess my question, or my statement, would be that
there is probably going to be a series of facts that all came together
at a certain time that led to this tragedy.
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And we, of course, are well aware of how things can happen after
the fact and we can point fingers and, goodness gracious, America
has lived through 9/11 to go back over all the things we could have
done to keep that from happening. Things seem to have happened
all at an opportune time and the stars lined up. So we’re really in-
terested in your future as far as drilling is concerned, and what is
being done on other wells around the Nation and internationally to
double-check and see if all our proper safeguards are in place?

Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKAY. I can say that in our international rig fleet, we have
notified and increased the scrutiny under the—on the blowout pre-
venters, we've incrementally added some testing to it to make sure
the ROV on board the ships will be able to actuate the blowout pre-
venter, should it need to. And we’ve recommended, and given some
ideas to the MMS on what maybe could be considered to enhance
at least preparation and testing around these things.

Mr. GRIFFITH. In the reservoir that you were tapping into, the
dynamics, the hydraulic and the fluid dynamics of that reservoir,
do those change significantly over time as pressures change, or is
that pretty well a known and constant fact, or is it a variable on
a day-to-day basis?

Mr. McKaY. On this particular reservoir?

Mr. GRIFFITH. Yes.

Mr. McKay. This particular reservoir, we don’t have much data
on it. Generally, reservoirs are different at different depths and dif-
ferent pressures so you can encounter them in different ways. The
characteristics of this reservoir is difficult because we don’t have
any measurements on it in terms of pressure. But just so everyone
understands, it was not a particularly difficult well in the sense of
its pressure. It was not a very much overpressured well.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back my time.

Mr. STUPAK. Ms. DeGette for questions, please.

Ms. DEGETTE. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Probert, I was a little curious, listening to your opening
statement, that you felt compelled to respond to my opening state-
ment when I talked about the MMS study that said nearly half of
all blowouts in the Gulf since 1992 were due to faulty cementing.
The good news, you said, is only one of those incidents occurred in
water depths over 400 feet. So I've got a couple questions.

First of all, how many of the wells drilled in the Gulf over this
period were at depths over 400 feet?

Mr. PROBERT. I think if I can provide some clarity to that

Ms. DEGETTE. No, I'd like a short answer, please. How many
wells were over 400 feet?

Mr. PROBERT. I don’t have that data. That data is available from
the MMS, though. If you would like me to get it, I will get it.

Ms. DEGETTE. Was it many of them or few of them?

Mr. PROBERT. I do not know without reference to

Ms. DEGETTE. You don’t know. So are you saying that since
there was only one blowout incident at depths of over 400 feet, you
think there is no risk for cementing for deepwater drilling?

Mr. PROBERT. No. I think what I was trying to point out, because
the subject of our study here clearly is deepwater Gulf of Mexico,
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I was trying to provide a reference point for the committee with re-
spect to the data which the MMS has provided to us

Ms. DEGETTE. So what you'’re saying is that there still could be
a risk, that it’s not just because it’s over 400 feet, right?

Mr. PROBERT. I'm sorry?

Ms. DEGETTE. You're saying that there still could be faulty ce-
menting over 400 feet, yes or no?

Mr. PROBERT. I am simply replying to——

Ms. DEGETTE. Yes or no?

Mr. PROBERT. No, I am simply replying to——

Ms. DEGETTE. Thank you. Now, are you arguing that cementing
is actually safer at offshore wells with depths over 400 feet?

Mr. PROBERT. I'm sorry, I didn’t understand your question.

Ms. DEGETTE. Are you arguing that cementing is actually safer
at offshore wells with depths over 400 feet?

Mr. PROBERT. I would say the information would suggest that,
yes.

Ms. DEGETTE. It is safer?

Mr. PROBERT. According to the statistics, yes, from the MMS.

Ms. DEGETTE. Because there have been few leaks?

Mr. PROBERT. No. It’s a function of the depth of the water and
what causes and how the well construction processes are under-
taken between deep water and shallow water.

Ms. DEGETTE. OK. So you don’t think we should then worry
about the cement at the deeper water?

Mr. PROBERT. That is not what I said.

Ms. DEGETTE. OK. And I do agree with you on one point. The
point I agree with you on is there are very few accidents, and that’s
the good news. But the bad news is that if there is an accident in
this case, if there is faulty cement, if there are other problems,
then the results of that are catastrophic. Would you not agree with
that? Yes or no?

Mr. PROBERT. To the extent that cementing was an issue, if
you’re referring to this particular incident

Ms. DEGETTE. Would you agree that if there is a leak, that the
catastrophic results are such that even though there are very few
accidents, we should try to avoid those, yes or no?

Mr. PROBERT. I do not agree with your assertion, no.

Ms. DEGETTE. You don’t agree with that. OK.

So it’s a risk that we should be willing to take?

Mr. PROBERT. I'm sorry that I'm not getting—you’ll have to re-
state your question.

Ms. DEGETTE. Well, let me move on then.

You said that both positive and negative pressure tests were con-
ducted on the cementing job in your testimony. Several experts
have stated that a cement bond log test might have additional indi-
cated additional weaknesses such as that the cement had not hard-
ened properly. So I want to ask you, was a cement bond log test
conducted at this well, yes or no?

Mr. PROBERT. To the best of my knowledge, the——

Ms. DEGETTE. Yes or no?

Mr. PROBERT. Well, to the best of my knowledge, the well owner
did not request a cement bond log.
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Ms. DEGETTE. No. Is it true that a cement bond log would pro-
vide assurance of the integrity of the cement bond?

Mr. PROBERT. The cement bond log is certainly the only realistic
way of assessing the bond of——

Ms. DEGETTE. So that answer would be yes, correct?

Mr. PROBERT. Correct.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. McKay, is it BP’s standard practice to only
use basic pressure tests to evaluate a cement job?

Mr. McKAY. I can’t speak directly to this particular well, but
what I can say is cement bond——

Ms. DEGETTE. I didn’t ask you, I asked you your standard prac-
tice. Is it BP’s standard practice to only use basic pressure tests to
evaluate a cement job?

Mr. McKay. I believe every well is engineered individually, so I
can’t answer a standard practice for this type of well.

Ms. DEGETTE. So your answer is you don’t know?

Mr. McKay. Can I check with my technical expert?

Ms. DEGETTE. Absolutely. And Mr. Chairman, if he could supple-
ment his answer, I would appreciate that.

Mr. McKAY. Cement bond logs are not required on every well.
They are utilized when there is an indication of a problem.

1}/{3 DEGETTE. Why did BP not pay for a bond log test on this
well?

Mr. McKAY. Because the better way to test are positive and neg-
ative tests. A bond log is an inference of bond, not an actual test
of bond.

Ms. DEGETTE. OK. Thank you very much.

Mr. STUuPAK. Thank you, Ms. DeGette.

Ms. Sutton for questions, please.

Ms. SuTrToN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a lot of questions,
so please stick to the question, and if you don’t know the answer,
just say I don’t know and we’ll move on.

What was BP’s operating budget in 2009?

Mr. McKay. Operating budget where, worldwide?

Ms. SUTTON. Sure, worldwide.

Mr. McKay. We spent about $20 billion in investment capital.

Ms. SUuTTON. And what percentage of that 2009 budget was de-
voted to safety and preventative measures related to deepwater
spills, do you know?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Ms. SuTrToN. OK. How much does BP invest in research and de-
Vﬁlogment in the management of deepwater spills; do you know
that?

Mr. McKay. I don’t have a number.

Ms. SurToN. OK. How many deepwater wells does BP operate in
the Gulf?

Mr. McKaYy. I don’t know the number of wells, but quite a few.

Ms. SuTrTON. Well, quite a few is a very vague term. Can you
give us any indication?

Mr. McKAy. Can I give you an indication? There’s been several
thousand deepwater wells drilled in the world, and we’ve been in
about 30 percent of them.

Ms. SurTOoN. OK. And how many on the Outer Continental Shelf,
do you have a better idea there?
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Mr. McKay. We are only in the deep water on the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf.

Ms. SurTON. How many of those deepwater wells are operated by
platforms leased from Transocean?

Mr. McKay. Currently, we have three Transocean rigs working.

Ms. SurTON. OK. What actions have been taken currently to en-
sure that this is not a systematic failure in regard to the operations
of the platforms in a similar situation?

Mr. McKay. What we’ve done, as I said earlier, we’ve instituted
some tests, incremental tests on blowout preventers, and we've
asked for any modifications that may have been made in the his-
tory or the problem of the blowout preventer?

Ms. SurToN. OK. So testing and asking about modifications,
that’s the sum total.

OK. What is your spill response capability right now on the
Outer Continental Shelf? I know we heard a little bit of discussion
about this, but

Mr. McKay. We have 300 skimmers and other professional ves-
sels first response to operating. We have 1 million feet of boom de-
ployed. We have 2.4 million being staged or accessed around the
coast. And we have a supply chain being ramped up to be able to
sustainably supply 200,000 to 300,000 feet a week.

Ms. SurTtoN. OK. What blowout safety devices do you have on
the oil rigs in the North Sea?

Mr. McKAY. I have not worked in North Sea in a long time, but
similar blowout preventers for the water depth condition and the
reservoir conditions that are utilized in the North Sea.

Ms. SUTTON. Well, when you say similar, that’s different than
the way I understand it, so I'd like a little clarification because my
question would be, why don’t we use the same thing in the Gulf?
So clarify that for me.

And what is your contingency plan for these wells in the depth
of the water if the depth of the water causes a question of how to
stop the leak? What is the contingency plan? We have heard a lot
about things we are trying now, but what is the contingency plan?

Mr. McKay. We have a spill response plan that’s filed with the
government and it sits underneath the national contingency plan
and the one gulf plan. That indicates the equipment that’s around
the Gulf Coast to be utilized and new priorities, and the organiza-
tional structure to utilize. That has formed the foundation of this,
and it was approved last June, 2009.

Ms. SurToN. Will BP now keep Koffer Dams on the coasts of all
their platforms to increase the response time in the face of such a
disaster?

Mr. McKAY. I think as we learn the lessons from this, I do think
there will be subsea intervention capability that will need to be
looked at for the industry as well as ourselves, yes.

Ms. SurtoN. OK. Mr. McKay, BP has stated—and I think you
did hear today—that you will pay for all legitimate claims resulting
from the spill. What does BP define as a legitimate claim?

Mr. McKAY. We have been very clear that we will pay for all le-
gitimate claims. And legitimate claims are folks who are impacted
or business that are impacted and there is a substantiation of im-
pact. And that is a legitimate claim.
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Ms. SUTTON. So does that include the loss of profits for fishing
and tourism?

Mr. McKaAY. Yes.

Ms. SUTTON. And will BP commit to exempting itself from any
cap and their financial responsibility for damages resulting from
this spill?

Mr. McKay. Yes, we've talked. No cap.

Ms. SurTOoN. BP has stated that they are very positive that the
relief wells will work. Do you concur, that’s what they said?

Mr. McKay. Yes, we're confident that they will work.

Ms. SurToN. OK. How many attempts did it take for the relief
wells drilled in the Montara spill to work?

Mr. McKAY. I am not familiar with the details of that. I've heard
multiple relief wells.

Ms. SurTON. Four, I believe. Does BP expect to have the same
difficulty and delays in drilling the relief well for a far deeper well?
You can understand why I ask the question.

Mr. McKay. We do not expect that, but we have the capacity to
sidetrack these wells. They are set up to be able to have multiple
attempts.

Ms. SUTTON. And as I said, Mr. Chairman, I have a lot more
questions for the rest of our presenters and I will hold them for the
second round.

Mr. STUPAK. Very good. We will be going a second round.

Ms. Schakowsky for questions, please.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Time was a critical element in this disaster.
It’s possible that a rapid response on the deck of the rig could have
prevented the catastrophe that continues today and a faster re-
sponse by BP and Transocean might have reduced the size of the
leak or cut it off faster.

We learned during the course of our investigation that, again,
the critical modifications—we’ve talked about modifications—to the
blowout preventer may have delayed significantly the response and
might have been responsible for the failure of the device.

Mr. McKay, your company documents describe modifications that
were made to the blowout preventer device. We were told by James
Dupree, who runs your Gulf of Mexico operations, that you found
major modifications to the system, in one case, a module that was
supposed to be connected to a critical piece of equipment called a
bore ram—that is designed to seal tight any piece of pipe in the
well—was instead connected to a test ram that does not function
in an emergency situation.

Do you agree with that finding?

Mr. McKAY. I was not in that review, but I know that’s what Mr.
Dupree said, and he should know, yes.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So, yes?

In another case, two independent controls for rams were wired
into a single control, possibly increasing the risk of failure. Is that
correct?

Mr. McKay. If that’s what Mr. Dupree said, that’s what he dis-
covered with Transocean and Cameron and other folks in the inter-
vention.
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Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. My understanding is that because of these
modifications, you lost nearly 24 hours attempting to activate the
controls on the bore ram; is that correct?

Mr. McKAY. We discovered leaks and other things, the modifica-
tions that didn’t match the drawings, as we were doing these inter-
ventions and it did delay things, yes.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So a useless test ram—I am quoting now from
the chairman—not the variable bore ram had been connected to the
socket that was supposed to activate the variable bore ram. So this
was a useful test ram that you spent 24 hours trying to get at,
right?

Mr. McKay. If that’s what Mr. Dupree said.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So my understanding that this time is essen-
tial in an emergency response like this, when oil and gas are surg-
ing through the blowout preventer, it acts like a sandblaster I'm
told, and can degrade the rubber seals on the bore ram. If you can’t
activate it quickly, the seals may not function properly; is that cor-
rect? And could this delay have an impact on the response?

Mr. McKay. I think that is a question for Mr. Moore or Mr. New-
man. I don’t know.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Moore, you made the blowout preventer.
Is it true?

Mr. MOORE. Correct. Depending on what’s flowing through that
well, it could have abrasive materials that could take the elastomer
elements and destroy them.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So a 24-hour delay allowing the sand and stuff
to come out could do that?

Mr. MOORE. Depending on what’s in it. I'm not aware of what
materials are in the flow area, so it would depend on what’s in it.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. But it could.

Mr. MOORE. It could.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So Mr. Newman, no one on this panel has ac-
tually owned up to making mistakes during this hearing, but the
failure to connect the bore ram to the control module, that seems
like a mistake to me. Do you agree that this was a mistake, and
that you are concerned about possible implications of the mistake
on the response?

Mr. NEWMAN. If I could clarify your question, Congresswoman.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I think it was a pretty clear question. Is this
a mistake that was made that the bore ram was not connected to
the control module; is that a mistake?

Mr. NEWMAN. In the original configuration, when the BOP sys-
tem was delivered from Cameron, the ROV port was connected to
the lower-most ram cavity. It is, today, connected to the lower-most
ram cavity.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Was it a mistake that it was connected to a
useless—in this case, useless test ram in terms of preventing the
disaster? This is a very simple question. Someone clearly made a
mistake. Was this a mistake?

Mr. NEWMAN. In the event that the ROV port is connected to the
lower-most ram cavity and the lower-most ram cavity is outfitted
with a BOP test ram, that will not serve to restrict or seal off the
flow of hydrocarbons from the well.
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Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So in that case, having it connected to that,
would that be a mistake?

Mr. NEWMAN. It would be a mistake to rely on that in a well con-
trolled situation, yes.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Thank you.

So I have very serious concerns about the modifications that
were made. Transocean has made modifications to the blowout pre-
venter and could not provide BP with accurate specifications when
it matters most. We don’t know yet if these modifications actually
caused the failure, but what we do know is that they caused delays
in trying stop the oil spill and identify its cause, which is very, very
serious.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STUuPAK. That concludes questions of all the members of the
subcommittee. There are members of the full committee who have
been here and we appreciate them being here throughout this hear-
ing. We will turn to them for questions before we start round two.
We do plan on doing round two of questions.

Mr. Scalise for questions, please, 5 minutes.

Mr. ScALISE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, as well as Ranking
Member Burgess, for allowing me to ask questions to the panel.

We, of course, all in south Louisiana are fighting every day to not
only do what we can to urge and push BP and all the parties in-
volved to stop this oil from leaking into the Gulf of Mexico, but also
to prevent it from coming into our marshlands and our seafood
beds that are such a vital part of Louisiana’s culture. And clearly,
as we look at all of the things that are involved in the working
coast that the Gulf of Mexico and south Louisiana is, it’s not just
an area where 80 percent of all the continental drilling and explo-
ration is done for the United States, but it’s also an area where
many people make their livelihoods in the seafood industry, and
that’s all at risk right now.

And it’s another reason that it really underscores why those of
us in south Louisiana have been pushing to get our fair share of
royalties. We don’t get that same share of royalties for the drilling
that’s done off of our coast as every other state gets, and this is
a glaring example of why it’s so critical that we do get to finally
participate in the revenue sharing and not wait until 2017, but do
that immediately because this has an impact on our livelihood.

I have a number of questions for the panel that I am going to
get into. I also have a number of questions for MMS, which I wish
we had the opportunity to ask as well. We had a closed hearing
where they were asked some questions, but unfortunately they’ve
never participated in any public hearing. I've asked them for a
number of documents that they’ve yet to get me on exemptions that
have been granted on various processes related to the Horizon, as
well as other exemptions that they’'ve given in the past.

But let me ask you, Mr. McKay, can you tell me how many ex-
emptions were requested for all the activities related to this well
and how many were granted by MMS?

Mr. McKAY. I'm not sure I know what you mean by exemptions.

Mr. ScALISE. Exemptions to various processes. It’s my under-
standing that you were given exemptions on environmental impact
studies.
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Mr. McKay. Can I explain that real quick? The categorical exclu-
sion that’s talked about is because environmental impact state-
ments have already been done. They're done with the lease sale by
the government.

Mr. SCALISE. So did you not get an exemption on that?

Mr. McKAY. You file for a categorical exclusion because those en-
vironmental assessments have been done, yes, and we did

Mr. SCALISE. So you did file for that and you were granted that
by MMS?

Mr. McKay. Yes.

Mr. ScaLISE. OK. Were there any other exclusions or exemptions
that you filed through MMS for this particular well?

hMr. McKAY. Not that I know of, but I may not know of every-
thing.

Mr. SCALISE. And as you find out any of them, please get those
to me. I have asked that same information from MMS, I have yet
to receive it. So hopefully they will be forthcoming in that as well.

Mr. Moore, the BOP, that is so in question here, there have been
a number of studies done. I've got a study that goes back to 1999
that was performed for MMS. There is another study in 2004 that
was done for MMS that describe various problems with blowout
preventers, not just in the Outer Continental Shelf, but also look-
ing at other places around the world where they are used in deep
water. Are you familiar, first of all, with these studies?

Mr. MOORE. Our teams are familiar with those studies, yes.

Mr. ScALISE. Have you all made any changes in the design of the
blowout preventer over the years as these deficiencies have been
identified?

Mr. MoOORE. Well, most of those reports cover the results of test-
ing in the field, which is very regimented, and its component fail-
ures that would result from—it could be maintenance, it could be
just the life of—you’ve got a blowout preventer that has over
100,000 moving parts. They do, from time to time, have to be serv-
iced and replaced. So that’s what those testing of components——

Mr. SCALISE. Serviced and replaced, but in terms of design—and
let me read you one section. This is the 1999 study on page 13. It
said, “It was decided not to pull the BOP to repair the failure after
MMS had granted a waiver. The failures in question were typically
failures in components that were backed up by another component
in the BOP stack.”

So what it seems to indicate is, because there are multiple re-
dundant systems, if they found a problem in the BOP they would
just say, well, there’s other redundancies, so don’t worry about that
problem because something else will catch it. That doesn’t seem to
me to be a good process to handle a problem with a BOP, if you've
got five redundant systems and one of them fails to say, well, we've
got four others. It seems to me you would go and fix that problem.

Mr. MooRE. Well, I think those problems are repaired when the
stacks are put back to surface if it’'s a deepwater stack.

Mr. SCALISE. It didn’t seem to be the case in this one, but I'll
move on to my next question.

I will move on to—whether it’'s Mr. Newman or McKay. How
many times were operations shut down on the BP Horizon, the
drilling that was done on the Horizon in relation to this well? Do
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you know how many times operations were shut down because of
various problems? I will start with Mr. Newman and then ask Mr.
McKay.

Mr. McKay. Ever?

Mr. NEWMAN. During the life of the Mississippi Canyon 252 well,
I don’t have a record of how many times operations were sus-
pended.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKaY. I'm sorry, I don’t know.

Mr. ScaLISE. Well, let me ask you about a few specific problems.

There was a story in The Times Picayune, New Orleans news-
paper, yesterday that goes into detail, they actually started inter-
viewing some of the people that were working on the well, talked
about problems that go back to weeks prior to the explosion. They
said, A constant theme is that gas kicks were more frequent in this
oil field than others that the crews had worked on and members
were concerned. “One gas kick that occurred as they got down to-
wards the bottom of the hole approximately 10,000 feet below the
floor had such a large kick that they had to shut down operations.
They were concerned about spark sources on the rig at the surface,
so they had to shut it down because there was so much gas coming
out of the rig and they were afraid of the explosion.

Now, are you familiar—that was, according to this report, a few
weeks prior to——

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Scalise, this will have to be your last question.

Mr. ScALISE. Do you know about that shutdown, and can you
give me a list of all of times that this rig was shut down due to
various problems prior to the explosion?

And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. StupAK. We will look forward to information at a later time.
And you may want to put that in writing because we will have 10
days after this hearing to submit further questions in writing.

Now a member of subcommittee, Mr. Green, for questions, 5 min-
utes, please.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Newman, it has recently been reported that some of the
Transocean workers that were rescued from the drilling platform
were told to sign statements denying they were hurt or witnessed
the blast before they were allowed to contact their families and
leave and literally were just rescued. Additionally, in Mr. McKay’s
testimony, he mentions how BP is speaking to those witnesses say-
ing they have “access to.” Can you comment on the statements that
thege employees were forced to take and is there a copy we could
see?

Mr. NEWMAN. We absolutely will provide the copy of the state-
ments. And I can categorically deny that they were forced to sign.

Mr. GREEN. Well, we're just going by press reports, that’s why
you all are here today. And believe me, we know sometimes it’s not
always accurate.

Will Transocean make all these workers that were on the rig at
the time of the explosion fully available to investigators?

Mr. NEwWMAN. Congressman, we want to understand what hap-
pened just as badly as Congress does, and we will make anything
available that will help in understanding what happened.
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Mr. GREEN. OK, I appreciate that.

Mr. Newman, Halliburton maintains that their sea personnel
were instructed to record the drill pipe pressure test, but that the
drilling operator told them that the negative pressure test had al-
ready been completed and they were put on standby. The drilling
contractor then proceeded to displace the riser with seawater. Is it
common for the drilling contractor to perform the duties of the sub-
contractor, and why did it happen in this case?

Mr. NEWMAN. I don’t believe that the drilling contractor in this
case, Transocean, performed the duties of any other subcontractor.

Mr. GREEN. OK. Mr. McKay, in your testimony, you acknowledge
that BP, as one of the leaseholders and the operator of the explo-
ration well, has acknowledged its responsible and will clean up and
will pay all legitimate claims. And I know just from experience, no-
body can afford to drill those wells without partners. There has
been a report in the press that other minority leaseholders
Anadarko and Mitsui oil exploration; is that correct?

Mr. McKay. That is correct.

Mr. GREEN. OK. Mr. Probert, you said that contrary to early re-
ports, the final cement plug in the well was not set and the plug
would have been the final barrier before the well would have been
temporarily suspended; is that correct?

Mr. PROBERT. That’s correct. It would have been necessary to set
that plug before the blowout preventer could have been removed
and the well secured.

Mr. GREEN. And you said that the Deepwater Horizon rig met or
exceeded the number of safety devices required by the Federal Gov-
ernment, including an independent method of making the blowout
preventer function correct. Is that correct? The method of making
the blowout preventer function.

Mr. PROBERT. I think that may be best directed at Mr. Newman.

Mr. GREEN. OK. Mr. Newman.

Mr. NEWMAN. The blowout preventer and the BOP control sys-
tem on the Deepwater Horizon were fitted with a number of meth-
ods of activating the BOP. Manual activation from the rig, and
where the regulations required two independent stations, Horizon
was actually fitted with three independent stations. In addition, to
manual activation, the blowout preventer control system on the Ho-
rizon was fitted with two automatic response systems, one of which
the industry refers to as a dead man, and the other one is referred
to as an auto share. Those are two systems under certain condi-
tions the BOP will automatically respond. And the BOP was also
fitted with ROV intervention, remote operated vehicle intervention.

Mr. GREEN. OK. And I wunderstand there are lots of
redundancies. Also, the benefit of representing east Harris County,
I have lots of unofficial consultants who are chemical engineers,
and there are lots of redundancies built in. And you confirmed that
the blowout preventer device, that it was supposed to shut off the
oil flow on the ocean floor, but it did fail.

Mr. NEWMAN. It has not been effective in shutting off the flow.

Mr. GREEN. OK. Thank you.

And then you go on in your testimony to say that there’s no rea-
son to believe that the blowout preventer wouldn’t work, and there
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might have been clog by debris shooting up from the well; is that
correct?

Mr. NEWMAN. I believe that’s a possibility that needs to be inves-
tigated.

Mr. GREEN. Now I understand your argument that the well has
been sealed with casing and cement, and within a few days the
blowout protection would have been removed. And according to you
at that point, the well barriers, the cement and casing were respon-
sible for controlling any pressure from the reservoir, so the BOP’s
failure could not be held responsible; is that a statement you made?

Mr. NEWMAN. The ineffectiveness of the BOP to control the flow
was not the root cause of the event.

Mr. GREEN. OK. So the cement plug would have to be set before
the blowout prevention could be removed.

Mr. NEWMAN. Setting a cement plug is a normal process of aban-
doning the well.

Mr. GREEN. OK. And I know it’s too soon to know exactly what
happened with the blowout prevention, but there are lots of
redundancies. And again, this is not the first well we've drilled in
deep water in the Gulf of Mexico. And some folks I know in the
industry maintain that even with the debris, the blowout protection
should have still worked, after all, it’s a secondary means of con-
trolling pressure if it the drilling mud is inadequate. Is that gen-
erally correct, it should have worked, the blowout preventer?

Mr. NEWMAN. Provided that the BOP was asked to function with-
in its designed specifications, there is no reason to believe that it
would not have worked within its design specifications.

Mr. GREEN. OK. Mr. Cameron, would you like to comment?

Mr. MOORE. I would agree with his comments.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your time.

Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Green.

Mr. Newman and Mr. McKay, Mr. Scalise had asked a question,
the minority would like to see if you guys can answer it.

His last question was, 6 weeks ago, according to The Times Pica-
yune newspaper, that 6 weeks ago there was a gas kick and the
operations were shut down. Do you have any information on that
shutdown when you had the gas kick about six weeks ago?

Is that a fair assessment of your question?

Mr. McKay, do you have any information on that?

Mr. McKAY. I'm not aware of that, but we will get the data to
the committee.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Newman?

Mr. NEWMAN. I'm not familiar with the specific circumstances of
that particular incident.

Mr. StupaK. OK. Then I would next turn to Mr. Stearns for
questions as a member of the full committee, 5 minutes, please.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for allowing
me to participate even though I'm not on the subcommittee.

Mr. McKay, I'm just going to ask you a basic question. I was
down there and we saw that the Sombrero did not work and we
saw that you started the slant drilling. Here is a basic question;
when will you cap that well? What is your best guess?
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Mr. McKAY. We have multiple efforts underway. I can’t give you
a deterministic—we have multiple efforts that we are working si-
multaneously.

Mr. STEARNS. Well, are you going to cap in it in 90 days? Yes
or no?

Mr. McKay. I believe the relief well will be down in roughly 90
days.

Mr. STEARNS. So you think you’ll cap it in 90 days with the slant
drilling?

Mr. McKay. With the relief wells, or sooner with other methods.

Mr. STEARNS. What other methods?

Mr. McKAy. We're still working on the blowout preventer itself
and trying to do a top skill, which could be successful. But we are
also trying to get a containment system subsea:

Mr. STEARNS. So your best guess is within 90 days that you will
close this rig of the evacuation of all the gasoline; that’s your best
guess.

Mr. McKay. I believe that or better.

Mr. STEARNS. Now you’re in a room all alone, just you and the
Governor of Florida, and he asks you this question, he says, when
is your best estimate of when it will hit the Florida coast, what
would you say?

Mr. McKay. I don’t have any estimates of it hitting the Florida
coast. I don’t know.

Mr. STEARNS. Do you think it will ever hit the Florida coast in
these 90 days that you predict that they will be closing the 0il?

Mr. McKay. I don’t have a way of predicting that. All I can say
is that we’re trying get a containment system in so that that oil
is collected before

Mr. STEARNS. Well, let’s take a worst case scenario. As I under-
stand, the wind doesn’t have an impact, it’s basically the current.
Is there a worst case scenario where it could hit the Florida coast?

Mr. McKay. That is a possibility. That’s why we are organizing
to be able to do it

Mr. STEARNS. Let’s say it’s a possibility. If you had to be a bet-
ting man, would you say it would hit the Florida coast in 90 days?

Mr. McKAY. I'm not speculating on that. We’'re doing everything
we can to make sure it doesn’t.

Mr. STEARNS. A constituent sent me a little video, it showed a
large basin of water, and they poured oil into it. They took blue
hay and other types of hay and they dropped it into it, and in about
1% minutes it absorbed all of the oil in the basin of water.

What is the possibility—can you drop hay in the area, they take
the hay out, and then it becomes fuel. Why couldn’t you have just
dropped something to absorb all that oil instantly to give you more
time to make decisions? Have you ever thought of that?

Mr. McKAY. Yes. Some of that absorbent-type material will be
used in the near shore and the beach area.

Mr. STEARNS. Yes, but you could have dropped it right on the
site, then take barges out, pick it all up, it absorbs all the oil off
the top, and then you could have made the oil into things that you
could actually burn. Had that ever occurred to you folks?
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Mr. McKAY. We are in the Unified Area Command with the
Coast Guard, and I don’t believe that is as scalable as it needs to
be for the farthest offshore.

Mr. STEARNS. If it was a good idea, do you need the Federal Gov-
ernment to approve it or can you do it on your own?

Mr. McKay. Well, we work together with the Federal Govern-
ment under the Unified Area Command and every decision is au-
thorized by the Unified Area Command.

Mr. STEARNS. In tab 11 of page 7-1, in its application to explore
to site, BP—do you want to get that tab, or do you just want me
to read it to you? It reports it has the capability to respond to spills
of 300,000 barrels per day. This is you folks telling us that you
have the capability to respond adequately to spills of 300,000 bar-
rels a day. It’s on page 7-1, section 7.0. This is our oil spill infor-
mation graph worse case scenario—this is you talking, worse case
scenario—and you say volumes uncontrolled blowout per day,
300,000 barrels per day. Is that correct, the information in here?
Do you still stand by?

Mr. McKay. I see that.

Mr. STEARNS. OK. What is the current spill per day today?

Mr. McKaY. The current estimate is 5,000 barrels a day.

Mr. STEARNS. So basically that’s 60 times less than you say the
worse case scenario that you can adequately respond to; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. McKay. That is the math, yes.

Mr. STEARNS. So, why are you having so much trouble respond-
ing to this when even by your own literature, you're saying you
could handle up to 300,000 barrels a day, you have something that
is 60 times less, and yet this thing is starting to hit the Chandelier
coast in Louisiana, with a possibility it might even be hitting Ala-
bama and possibly going to Florida. So why can’t you have an ade-
quate response even when your worse case scenario says you can
handle up to 300,000 barrels per day?

Mr. McKay. This particular incident is very difficult because
we've got a——

M&' STEARNS. This says worst case scenario, these are your
words.

Mr. McKAY. The mechanical configuration of this is very dif-
ficult. And the relief efforts that we’re doing include three drilling
r}ilgs that are working simultaneously to try to contain and stop
this.

Mr. STEARNS. So you're saying today’s situation is more than a
worst case scenario that you outlined in your report to us?

Mr. McKay. No, I'm not saying that.

Mr. STEARNS. Well, you see why I am puzzled why you folks are
sitting here saying you don’t have control when your worst case
scenario said you can handle 300,000 barrels a day.

Mr. BARTON. Would the gentleman yield for a clarification?

Mr. STEARNS. Yes.

Mr. BARTON. Is the reason you think you can handle a 300,000
barrel a day worst case because the assumption is the blowout pre-
vention actually works?

Mr. McKay. It’s part of the assumption in dealing with this.

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Stearns.
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Mr. STEARNS. I appreciate the Chairman. The only thing I would
conclude is that I assume in the worst case scenario that that
would be part of the worst case scenario. So that’s the only concern
I have.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BRALEY [presiding]. The chair recognizes the gentleman from
Vermont for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As we all know, we were told that what could never happen did
happen. We were told that if the unimaginable happened, we had
a fail-safe mechanism that would make certain there would be no
harm. And of course, the tragedy is that these assurances proved
wrong. And we are learning one of the reasons that they are wrong,
drillers have been relying on the device known as the blowout pre-
venter. And in theory, it’s designed to shear off the pipe and com-
pletely close the well, as you all well know, in the event of a catas-
trophe like Deepwater Horizon.

Mr. McKay, I want to quote from your testimony. You say, and
I quote, “The blowout preventer was to be fail-safe in case of an
accident.” Is that correct, you were counting on that blowout pre-
venter as the last line of defense?

Mr. McKay. That is considered the last line of defense, yes.

Mr. WELCH. OK. I want to ask you about that and the basis for
that reliance.

As you know, we received a document that was part of our inves-
tigation called the Blowout Preventer Assurance Analysis. This is
something that you had, BP had. It was commissioned in March of
2001. The risk assessment of the blowout preventer of the Horizon
rig identifies 260 different failure modes. In this it says, Specifi-
cally includes over 20 that pose high or very high risk on the BOP.
It describes the potential failure of the blowout preventer to
unlatch from the rise, the failure of rams to close, the failure to
shear pipe as examples of the many possible, quote, high con-
sequence failures of the blowout preventer. And these are exactly
the type of problems that led to the uncontrolled leak in the Deep-
water Horizon.

So the question I have is, if BP had a report that it commis-
sioned for review of the safety mechanism of the blowout preventer
and it contains 260 failure modes, under what construction of the
English language is a device with 260 failure modes fail-safe?

Mr. McKaAY. I'm sorry, I'm not familiar with that report. Is that
a BP requested report?

Mr. WELCH. It’'s an RB Falcon Deepwater Horizon BOP Assur-
ance Report that’s dated March, 2001. It literally lays out failure
modes.

Mr. McKay. That may be a Transocean report.

Mr. WELCH. Well, we'll get that to you because what it does spe-
cifically outline are anticipated problems with the blowout pre-
venter.

Mr. WELCH. We also learned about our critical problems with the
blowout preventers. One problem is we understand they can’t cut
joints in the drill pipe and, as I understand it, those are referred
to as tool joints.
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Mr. Moore, you made this blowout preventer. And let me ask is
it correct that it was not designed to cut joints in the drill pipe?

Mr. MOORE. No, it is not.

Mr. WELCH. So this is not a minor risk, because we’ve been told
that the pipe joints can take up to about 10 percent of the pipe’s
length. Does that sound about right to you?

Mr. MOORE. That’s correct.

Mr. WELCH. So basically we have got a blowout preventer that
won’t work on 10 percent of the mechanism it’s supposed to operate
on.
There were multiple failures that led to the disaster in the Gulf,
and one of the most critical, obviously, was that the blowout pre-
venter on the Deepwater Horizon just didn’t work, and BP and
Transocean were relying on the device as if it was the ultimate
failsafe even though there was a report in March of 2001 outlining
260 separate failure modes. And obviously we are all now left, most
importantly the folks who live in the Gulf region, to deal forever
with the consequences of this catastrophe.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. BRALEY. The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Lou-
isiana, Mr. Melancon, for 5 minutes.

Mr. MELANCON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the op-
portunity to ask some questions.

First, let me start by saying my condolences to the families of the
11 victims. We are all regretful of such an incident. On the lighter
side, Mr. Moore, I understand your son Daniel is engaged and I un-
derstand his friends are even accepting and saying he got a good
catch. So being a father-in-law a good catch is a great phenomenon
even during these troubled times.

I have been a pro oil and gas person here, and I want to thank
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle that have refrained from
saying “I told you so” because I have been a defender of offshore
drilling. I think the record for shallow water offshore drilling
speaks for itself. I think it’s very good, it’s very reliable. I think
this accident demonstrates that maybe our government and former
minerals management, in working with the industry, that we have
to figure out what do we need to do to do this better because I can’t
in all good, with a good heart, encourage the continuation of deep-
water until I know that all safety precautions are there, that all
backup systems are there, that all systems will work under the
conditions, whether it’s depth, temperature, or whatever.

So moving forward, I guess one of the questions I have got is,
when you went to apply for the Deepwater Horizon and you re-
ceived a categorical exclusion from the NEEP in 2009, what is the
process by which you secured this exclusion? In retrospect, should
we have looked at it even more? Was this an exclusion that as com-
panies you knew you always had that option, even though the law
said, didn’t say exclusions were viable or acceptable? Was it a com-
monplace thing?

I think that would be more for Mr. McKay and Mr. Newman.

Mr. McKAY. To the categorical exclusion that relies on the envi-
ronmental impact statements that the MMS and the government
has done for the lease sale itself and smaller areas within that
lease sale, an environmental assessment is done specifically for
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those areas by the government, and the industry generally uses
those environmental assessments in their permit and files an envi-
ronmental statement with those. So it’s used, it’s common, yes.

Mr. MELANCON. Is that where as I understand it the comment
came that we are 50 miles off, we will have no impact, because as
you know my concern is the estuaries and the marshlands of south
Louisiana that I grew up hunting and fishing in, and while my
heart is heavy, I know those folks that make their living and actu-
ally live in those marshes, the frustration, the helplessness that
they are feeling. So should that have been, in good conscious, some-
thing that, is that a negotiated thing between the companies and
MMS?

Mr. McKAY. No. It’s not negotiated. I think through all of this
we are going to learn a lot and need to look at the qualifications
and the regulations and the permits that are required to do work.
I will acknowledge that. This is not something that is unusual. It’s
utilizing environmental assessments that have been done, and it’s
in a conventional sense. Conventional sense may not be right, un-
fortunately.

Mr. MELANCON. As I said, I guess at the depth, and we have got
a whole new animal we are dealing with and we need to do to
know what it is and better.

Mr. Chairman, I guess my question to the chair would be is there
some method—my concern right now, especially after what hap-
pened in Colorado I think a year or so ago, brought to light with
MMS some ability for the committee to get an independent auditor,
investigator, inspector general or something to look into how we do
this and to make some recommendations so that this never hap-
pens again to anyone in this country, much less this world. We are
the United States, and I would have thought if this was going to
happen it would have been in maybe a South African continent or
some third world country that just looked the other way or said,
if there is still such a thing, and I'm sure there is, as kickbacks
but that would have happened there and not here in the United
States. And of course having come through Katrina, Rita, Gustav,
Ike and now Horizon, it’s just I guess the anxiety is building on
south Louisiana as though there is a bull’s eye on us.

And I'm running out of time. I have one other quick question but
thank you very much I turn back my time.

Mr. STUPAK [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Melancon. This is the
first of many hearings we will have on this issue and all avenues
will be explored.

Mrs. Blackburn, 5 minutes for questions, please, member of the
subcommittee.
hMrs. BLACKBURN. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
that.

And Mr. McKay, I wanted to talk with you on a couple of things.
One, people that have come down from the Federal Government, do
they have an understanding of offshore drilling? Do they have any
real world experience in that that has proven helpful or have you
had to kind of give them a tutorial or an understanding of that
process?

Mr. McKAY. Well, I think it’s in different categories for different
folks. A lot of people are learning a lot about the oil business and
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the technology and issues that are being dealt with. Coast Guard,
obviously we drill with the Coast Guard. They have been involved
in lots of things in the Gulf Coast around the oil business for many,
many years, so they are very familiar with what they are doing.
Other government agencies, the MMS, are very familiar with what
we’re doing obviously. Other government agencies are learning to
be honest, learning and understanding and trying to help.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I also want to ask you very quickly because we
have limited time, and if you want to do some of this and submit
it in writing, that’s fine, your protocol for capping a well, if you can
just step through that and was that protocol explicitly followed in
this case?

Mr. McKAy. I think we will need to get back to you as part of
the investigation, what was the procedure, how valid was it, would
it have worked, the design, et cetera, then was it followed correctly
and then what decisions were made critically between when some
of the signals were that we may be in a well control event.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. And then on the controlled burns. I know you
started some of the controlled burns and there were some days the
weather wasn’t good. How much did you—how many days did you
use the controlled burns? If you eliminated those, why did you
make that decision?

Mr. McKAy. It’s weather dependent, and it’s been used when the
weather permits, and we think it’s a very valid tool, and we are
trying to use it when we can but we have not had the weather
available to use it as much as we would like.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. OK. And let’s see, Mr. Moore, the BOP system
that you discussed, what is the best secondary BOP system? You
talked a little bit about what you had developed, then what is the
best secondary system? How often is it used? Is there anything else
for a well that has a history of producing a lot of gas, like it’s my
understanding that this one did. And what is the best secondary
or alternative plan for that?

Mr. MOORE. Other than using a BOP?

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Yes.

Mr. MOORE. I know of no other one. There are several ways to
control a well obviously when it’s being drilled through various
processes. Mud is obviously the biggest one.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. So what you’re saying is what was being used
is considered the best and the only way to address this?

Mr. MOORE. I think there are numbers of ways to control the
flow of a well when you’re drilling it. As I said mud systems are
the most, I think most common. BOPs are put in a situation where
they must close on a flowing well when certain controls are lost.
And provided they are maintained, provided that they are acti-
vated, and provided there is nothing put into the flow path that it
can’t close on, they are pretty reliable, very reliable.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. And Mr. Newman, I had one question for you.
When the explosion first occurred, were your SWAT teams notified
and how quickly were they on the scene?

Mr. NEWMAN. If I could just clarify for the Congresswoman what
a SWAT team is. This is a team that we use when the BOP is on
surface, on the rig, in between wells, and they are there to provide
additional support to the normal complement of rig crew for con-
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ducting the thorough program of between wells maintenance that
is performed on the BOP. So in this particular situation where the
BOP remains on bottom, the SWAT team, in terms of providing ac-
tual onsite expertise, what they have done is mobilized to the off-
shore operations. So they are providing support and guidance to
the remote operated vehicle operators as they continue to attempt
to manipulate and intervene on the BOP.

We have members of that same expertise or function providing
support to BP in their WestLake facility in Houston and similarly
in our own continuing crisis response team in our offices in Hous-
ton.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. So as soon as word came to you that there was
a need, you all were in action?

Mr. NEWMAN. Absolutely.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Thank you, sir. I yield back.

Mr. StupAK. Mr. Dingell for questions, please, member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank you. Mr. McKay, how much
has BP spent on the response so far?

Mr. McKay. I don’t have an accurate number.

Mr. DINGELL. Would you submit that for the record?

Mr. McKay. Yes.

Mr. DINGELL. How much do you anticipate that BP will spend be-
fore this matter is over?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. DINGELL. This is a question for all witnesses.

Was the blowout preventer modified in any way, yes or no?

Mr. NEWMAN. The blowout preventer has been modified since it
was delivered from Cameron in 2001.

Mr. DINGELL. You say it was to be specific for the particular in-
stallation? Is that what you’re telling me?

Mr. NEWMAN. The blowout preventer was modified. It was modi-
fied in 2005 as a result of an agreement between Transocean and
BP. It was modified at BP’s request and at BP’s expense.

Mr. DINGELL. Why was it modified? And how was it modified?
You and Mr. McKay will be wanting to answer that question.

Mr. McKAY. 'm not sure of the details of that modification. I
think the investigation should look into that as well as whether
there were any other modifications made other than that.

Mr. DINGELL. Were the modifications entirely in accord with the
manufacturer’s instructions or were they at variance with the man-
ufacturer’s instructions?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. DINGELL. Sir, do you know?

Mr. NEWMAN. The modifications to the Cameron BOP that were
performed in 2005 utilized Cameron equipment. They were done
under the direction of BP and in coordination with oversight from
the MMS.

Mr. DINGELL. This is for all witnesses, yes or no, were there
shear rams installed, and were they tested to ensure functionalities
at the depths of this particular well? Yes or no.

Mr. NEWMAN. The BOP is outfitted with two sets of shear rams,
one of which is referred to as a super shear ram, and the other is
referred to as a blind shear ram.
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. DINGELL. Next witness, sir, please?

Mr. MOORE. Yes. Mr. Newman is correct.

Mr. DINGELL. Did the Deepwater have a backup remote trigger
to activate the blowout preventer? Yes or no.

Mr. NEWMAN. The answer to that question, Congressman, is yes.
The BOP system on the Deepwater Horizon was fitted with two
automatic backup response systems, one of which the industry re-
fers to as a deadman and the other one the industry refers to as
an auto shear. Both of those systems were fitted on the Deepwater
Horizon’s BOP control system.

Mr. DINGELL. Thank you. Do the other witnesses agree with that
statement?

Mr. McKaAY. Yes.

Mr. MOORE. Yes.

Mr. DINGELL. Now, Mr. McKay and Mr. Probert, was the cement
used in this case the same chemical makeup as the cement used
by Halliburton for other wells? Yes or no.

Mr. PROBERT. Yes, this type of cement had been used in approxi-
mately 100 applications in the Gulf of Mexico.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. McKay?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. DINGELL. For all witnesses, were the survivors of the explo-
sions asked to sign medical or legal liability waivers after the ex-
plosion? Yes or no.

Mr. NEWMAN. The documents that the Transocean survivors of
the incident were asked to sign were categorically not waivers.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKay. For the BP employees, no.

Mr. DINGELL. Next witness.

Mr. PROBERT. No.

Mr. DINGELL. Next witness.

Mr. MOORE. Congressman, we had no one on the rig.

Mr. DINGELL. Now, it is my understanding, gentlemen, and this
is for all of the witnesses, if you please, it is my understanding that
local fishermen have been contacted by your companies to help
with the cleanup in different ways.

Have these contractors been asked to sign any kind of liability
waiver?

Mr. McKaY. We are the—a responsible party that’s operating the
clean up efforts with the Coast Guard. There was originally a
standard form that was put out, I have lost track of time, a couple
weeks ago, that was a problem. That was torn up, started over, and
no. So your practical answer is no. And that was fixed right after.

Mr. DINGELL. So the answer to that question is no?

Mr. McKay. They are not signing liability waivers.

Mr. DINGELL. Is that a categorical or a qualified no?

Mr. McKay. I believe it is a categorical.

Mr. DINGELL. Very good. Now I have a curiosity. I had intended
to ask, did the Minerals Management Service exempt BP’s lease on
the well from an Environmental Impact Statement as required by
NEPA? BP apparently requested that exemption?
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Mr. McKay. There’s a categorical exclusion that was utilized that
makes use of the government’s Environmental Impact Statement
that’s done with the lease sale, and then the government’s environ-
mental assessments that are done by grid and smaller area within
that lease sale, and those are utilized with the permit.

Mr. DINGELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you. Ms. Castor for questions, please.

Ms. CASTOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McKay, in your testimony, you state that BP recognizes that
beyond the environmental impact there are also economic impacts
to the people of the Gulf Coast States, BP will pay all necessary
cleanup costs and is committed to paying legitimate claims for
other loss and damages caused by the spill, and that you are deter-
mined to do everything humanly possible to minimize the environ-
mental and economic impacts of the resulting oil disaster.

Now in Florida, the Deepwater Horizon disaster is causing losses
and damages to our most important industries, to our tourism in-
dustry, to the fishing industry, vacations are being canceled, hotels
don’t know what to do, they are very scared. This is having a dev-
astating impact on the hardworking people of Florida like the other
Gulf Coast States.

So when you state that BP is committed to taking responsibility
for paying claims, are you willing to begin a high level dialogue
with the political leadership of the State of Florida to talk about
ameliorating and addressing the impacts on our industries?

Mr. McKaAY. Yes.

Ms. CASTOR. Mr. McKay, is there anyone who now works for BP
America or BP parent or any BP subsidiary who previously worked
for the U.S. Department of Interior and/or MMS?

Mr. McKaY. I believe so, yes.

Ms. CASTOR. Who is that?

Mr. McKay. I believe Jim Grant worked for the MMS.

Ms. CASTOR. In what role?

Mr. McKay. In what role for the MMS? I'm not sure.

Ms. CASTOR. Could you answer that question in detail for the
committee moving forward, go through your records and see?

Mr. McKay. Yes.

Ms. CASTOR. And what about vice versa, is there anyone cur-
rently employed by the Department of the Interior or MMS or who
previously worked for BP America or BP parent or subsidiary?

Mr. McKaY. I know of one person. I'm not sure if they are still
employed but they were, yes.

Ms. CASTOR. Who is that?

Mr. McKay. Sylvia Baca.

Ms. CASTOR. In what role?

Mr. McKAY. I don’t know. I don’t know what her role is exactly.

Ms. CASTOR. So you will get that information to this committee.

Mr. McKay. I'll get that to you.

Ms. CASTOR. Mr. Newman and Mr. Probert, same question except
substitute Transocean and/or Halliburton.

Mr. NEWMAN. I’'m not aware of anybody, but we can certainly
check our records and confirm.

Mr. PROBERT. Neither am I aware of anyone, but we will cer-
tainly check our records for you.
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Ms. CASTOR. Thank you very much.

I want to ask question about how the blowout preventer was
tested. Mr. Newman, in your testimony, you say that the blowout
preventer was tested regularly and found to be functional, is this
correct?

Mr. NEWMAN. Yes.

Ms. CASTOR. Mr. Newman, I want to read to you a document
that we obtained late last night. This document is from February
10 and is labeled as the Deepwater Horizon blowout preventer
subsea test. We have been told that there were additional tests
conducted after this February test in March and April but they
went down with the rig. So this February test is the last detailed
information we currently have on subsea testing of the blowout
preventer.

In particular, I want you to focus on the test for their casing
shear rams. There are no test results here. And it actually says,
do not function as per exemption.

Mr. Newman, what does this mean?

Mr. NEWMAN. I’'m not familiar with the particular exemption that
would be in place, so I can’t comment right now.

Ms. CASTOR. What does it mean when the document states cas-
ing shear rams open?

Mr. NEWMAN. Casing shear rams open would be the test that
would be performed to confirm that the casing shear rams do in
fact open, so the shear rams retract.

Ms. CASTOR. And same thing for closed, same explanation. So
what does it mean when it says, do not function, do not function
as per exemption.

Mr. NEWMAN. I believe that it means as part of this test, those
casing shear rams are not functioned.

Ms. CASTOR. So I want to be fair. My understanding is that there
is evidence that the casing shear rams worked, so this failure to
test may not have had an effect on the response, but it is indicative
of the problems with the testing regime.

Do you want to comment on that?

We have other documents that discuss the testing of the blowout
preventer, and one is a document prepared by BP on April 27 after
the blowout, 1 week after the explosion. I would like to bring that
up on the screen. This document makes a number of key points
about problems with the BOP test. It states BOP stack emergency
systems are not typically tested once the BOP stack is on the sea-
bed.

It also says that the subsea testing of the emergency systems
would show whether the system will work when installed and
showed that there were no leaks that would diminish system integ-
rity.

Mr. Newman, what is your reaction to this document?

Mr. NEWMAN. While the BOP is on the surface, prior to being de-
ployed for well operations, all of the systems on the BOP are test-
ed, including simulation of the conditions that would trigger the
automatic functions on the BOP control system.

Ms. CASTOR. So were the emergency systems of the blowout pre-
venter tested after the device was installed on the seabed?
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Mr. NEWMAN. Those systems are not tested once the BOP system
is on the seabed.

Ms. CASTOR. Why not?

Mr. NEWMAN. If we could talk about the auto shear function. The
auto shear function——

Ms. CASTOR. I'm a little over my time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NEWMAN. If we could talk about the auto shear function. The
auto shear function is installed on the BOP control system to simu-
late the disconnection between the lower portion of the BOP stack
and the Lower Marine Riser Package. So these are two sets of com-
ponents that come together, and taken together they constitute the
entirety of the BOP stack. The auto shear function is designed to
activate when the Lower Marine Riser Package inadvertently dis-
connects from the BOP, the lower BOP. There is a way to do that
subsea, but it introduces significant risk in the well construction
operations. Disconnecting the LMRP inadvertently from the BOP is
not an expected, not a normal part of the well construction process.
It’s an emergency response. And so testing that emergency re-
spg{nse while the BOP is on the seabed would introduce significant
risk.

Ms. CASTOR. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DINGELL. Thank you. Mr. Inslee for questions, please.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you. Mr. McKay, would you agree that the in-
dustry ought to be using the best available technology to avoid
these cataclysmic blowouts?

Mr. McKay. Yes.

Mr. INSLEE. Now I'm told that other places in the world—let me
back up for a moment. We've learned through some of the inves-
tigation that a possible source of failure was the failure for an acti-
vation signal in some sense to be given to the blowout preventer.
I don’t think that’s been categorically proven, but there is some
suggestion that that’s what happened, from some interruption of
the connection to the activation switch. We are advised that in
other places in the world, in Norway and Brazil, an acoustically
triggered switch is available that is remote to the rig so that it’s
not dependent on a physical linkage between the blowout preventer
and the rig, that it receives an acoustic signal of a blowout occur-
ring and immediately sends, through I believe a sonar system, to
activate the blowout preventer. And the safety that seems to me
commonsense, in the sense it’s not dependent on a physical connec-
tion as this one was, and that physical connection may have been
interrupted in the explosion in, in a blowout, to me that seems to
be another inherent safety feature that is used in other countries.

Was that system used in this particular rig?

Mr. McKAY. I’'m not a blowout preventer expert and maybe these
guys can answer as well, but I think it’s something that needs to
be looked at. As I understand it, the acoustic signaling is not al-
ways applicable in some of the places like the deepwater Gulf of
Mexico. We did have redundant systems here to try to trigger the
blowout preventer, including physical manual intervention——

Mr. INSLEE. I understand that. I guess those all depend on a
physical connection to the rig platform.

Mr. McKay. Or the lack of.
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Mr. INSLEE. Or the lack of. This one has a remote system, and
it seems to be used by giving you an additional redundancy if you
will. Let’s just be clear. Was that system in place in this rig? Does
anybody have a suggestion that it was? No one is shaking their
head yes. So we are assuming there was no acoustical activated
trigger.

Now assuming that, and I will just ask Mr. McKay, assuming
that this acoustically triggered system would have provided an
added layer of redundancy that could operate even in the absence
of any physical connection between the blowout preventer and the
rig, would BP be willing to accept that technology as the best avail-
able technology?

Mr. McKay. We would absolutely accept anything that would im-
prove upon what we have in terms of redundancy. So I would ask
some of the experts that. But we would be willing to do that if that
looks like it would help anything, yes.

Mr. INSLEE. And was that ever considered by British Petroleum
to require that in its operations at any time?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. INSLEE. Could you find that out and let us know?

Do any of the other witnesses have information about that as to
whether or not the acoustically triggered device was ever consid-
ered by British Petroleum? Do you have any information, any of
the other witnesses?

Mr. MOORE. I would not.

Mr. PROBERT. No information, no.

Mr. NEwWMAN. I don’t think it would be appropriate for me to
comment on what BP may or may not have considered.

Mr. INSLEE. Well, we will look forward to your letting us know
Mr. McKay. There have been some press reports that the cost dis-
suaded British Petroleum from installing this additional safety
mechanism. So we will be interested to see what you find out in
your review.

I want to ask about the capability of the shearing system. And
I have to just tell you as a layperson, I have been disturbed by the
lack of reliability of this system from what I've been able to look
at. 'm looking at a document, it’s a study done for the U.S. Min-
erals Management Service by West Engineering Services of Decem-
ber 2002, and the report suggests that they tested several of these
blowout preventers and said if you would take in—if operational
considerations of the initial drilling program were accounted for,
shearing success dropped to 3 of 6, 50 percent. Fifty percent is not
something that gives you huge confidence.

The report goes on to say West, that is the contractor here who
did the investigation, West is unaware of any regulatory require-
ments that state the obvious, that the BOP must be capable of
shearing pipe planned for use in the current drilling program. Ap-
parently there’s no regulatory requirement that there’s been a dem-
onstration of a particular BOP to shear a particular pipe of a par-
ticular metallurgical situation. Is that accurate?

Mr. Moore, you might be the one most knowledgeable to that.

Mr. MOORE. Let me respond to that because Cameron took the
position on this in 2007 with a study that we did with our own in-
formation on shearing capabilities where we plotted across a ma-
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trix of low, medium and high shear rates to shear certain size drill
pipe.

We took the top end of that. We took the maximum range in
which shear pipe should be sheared because sheared pipe is dif-
ferent strengths at different hardnesses so it’s not altogether ex-
actly consistent.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you. I appreciate that, Mr. Moore.

I have one quick question I want to ask Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKay, on September 14, 2009, BP sent a letter to the U.S.
Department of the Interior Minerals Management and you said,
quote, while BP is supportive of companies having a system in
place to reduce risks, accidents, injuries and spills, we are not sup-
portive of the extensive proscriptive regulations as proposed in this
rule. That’s signed by Richard Morrison, Vice President, GOM Pro-
duction.

q Do?you plan on revisiting that position by BP in light of this inci-
ent?

Mr. McKay. I think everything we learn in this incident will be
relevant in terms of what regulations should be going forward.

Mr. INSLEE. I appreciate that. I will be introducing a bill here
shortly that will require the use of best available technologies. It’s
motivated in part because of the absence of this particular safety
device, this acoustic device we're talking about. So I would appre-
ciate your consideration.

Thank you.

Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Inslee.

Mrs. Capps for questions, please.

Mrs. CApPps. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And thank
you for testifying today, each of you.

To date, more than 1 million feet of barrier absorbent boom has
been deployed along shorelines in the Gulf and in the open water.

I guess 1 should acknowledge first that I'm from Santa Barbara.
My district represents the central coast of California, and I was a
resident in Santa Barbara with my young family in 1969. I know
a bit about absorbent boom.

Over 3,000 gallons of oil dispersant has been applied from the
air. This is a newer technology than I'm familiar with, and nearly
a mile underwater.

And controlled burns have been used to ignite oil on the ocean’s
surface, which we have seen in the past.

These measures sound impressive, but I would like to hear from
our witnesses about their efficacy.

Mr. Newman, your company produced a document to the com-
mittee that outlines the advantages and disadvantages of different
cleanup strategies. It’s at tab 9 of your document binder.

On the first page of the document, in a section that examines the
strategy of using floating boom to contain oil, the last point warns
that, quote, and this is a quote from that document, the recovery
rate of oil under the best circumstances rarely exceeds 15 percent,
and I can actually give testimony to that fact, it’s the same tech-
nology that was used in 1969 in Santa Barbara off the coast.

Mr. Newman, am I reading this document correctly? Is the best
case scenario for boom collection really only 15 percent of spilled
0il?
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Mr. NEWMAN. Based on the information that I have reviewed
since the incident occurred, I believe that that percentage is direc-
tionally accurate, yes.

Mrs. CAPPS. And that’s one of our best technologies that we have
available at this time. It’s not a very impressive rate of recovery.
But more disturbing is the fact that the rest of the proposed tech-
niques are not particularly effective either.

The plan cautions that chemical dispersant, and I quote, must be
used within the first 24 hours to be effective and that in situ burn-
ing, quote, and I quote, causes air pollution, and again another
quote, may leave tarry residue that will wash up on the shorelines
or sink to the bottom.

The plan also warns, in all capital letters, and this is another
quote from the plan, experience has shown that shoreline cleanup
operations often cause more environmental damage than if the oil
were left alone.

I think it’s really so shocking to me, having lived through this
in my community in 1969, that’s 40-plus years ago, and as was
given in an opening statement, it’s more than 100 years since the
first offshore drilling was done along my coastline, that this multi-
billion dollar oil exploration industry has not come up with more
effective strategies to contain the damage from a leaking deepsea
well. The technologies, I know others have said this, the tech-
nologies have been perfected to get down there and to go after it.

Why, and I'm going to ask the rest of you with whatever time
remains, why was there not equivalent technology developed to
clean up after a spill, whether a small spill or a huge spill, at the
very same time using some of the profits that have been generated
in each of the companies that you represent?

The cost of doing it now, after the fact, is a cost that you will
bear. But there is no way you will come close to bearing the cost
that our Nation will bear, the shrimpers, the oyster folks, all of the
people, and not to mention untold disasters that lie ahead day after
day after day.

I represent a coast with oil drilling. We are still drilling. The
same Platform A that drilled and spilled in 1969 is pumping oil
today, 20 platforms off the coast in my district. Each spill, and
there are many of them, and they are unique, the environment in
the Gulf is extremely complex, and we don’t understand yet how
these systems interact with and respond to oil, these complex
coastal areas that we treasure.

And I hope that this topic is something we will continue to ex-
plore in future hearings.

And with 10 seconds, I would like to see if one of you has any
further comment to make.

Mr. McKAY. I would just comment we are working very closely
with all the government agencies, EPA, Coast Guard. The Coast
Guard deals with spills all over our coastal areas all over the coun-
try. We are using the best available technology at scale. This is the
largest effort that has ever been put together. So we believe we are
using the best technology and if we have any other ideas

Mrs. CAPPS. But you never had any until it happened.

Mr. McKAy. Well, we have been drilling with the Coast Guard
for years.




139

Mrs. CAPPS. Did you develop technologies for dealing with this?

Mr. McKay. Not individual technologies for this, no.

Mrs. CaPPs. I rest my case.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you.

Mr. Engel for questions, please. We have three votes, but let’s get
these questions in.

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, yesterday there was testimony, as you know, before
the Senate and what came out of there was a bunch of finger point-
ing. Everybody pointed a finger at somebody else. Everybody was
making excuses and alibis. And the American public is obviously
outraged. I'm outraged. It’'s very difficult to believe a lot of the
things that we are hearing.

I want to ask some very basic questions because we have gone
through a lot of the technical things, and we have gone on and on.
Generally, we have been told for the past several years in Congress
that offshore drilling is safe, that we needn’t worry about what
happens; if there is any kind of an accident, don’t worry because
there are backup systems and there is a backup system for the
backup system. And then we find out that none of this is true.

If there have been improvements in drilling techniques through
the years, why apparently have there been no corresponding im-
provements in preventing oil spills? Or is it, is it there simply is
no ironclad way to prevent spills like these in the future? Is that
what you're telling us?

Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKay. This has been an unprecedented event. In the Gulf
of Mexico alone there have been over 42,000 wells drilled in the
past 50 years, and this is an unprecedented event. We have got to
learn what caused this and what to do to make sure this doesn’t
happen again. We are dedicated to do that, and I know the com-
mittee is as well.

All T can say is the industry has been safe and clean for quite
a while, and this is an unprecedented event we've got to figure out.

Mr. ENGEL. But Mr. McKay, I will bet that I could dig up con-
gressional testimony after the Exxon Valdez mess where people lit-
erally said the same thing that you’re just saying now, that this is
a once-in-a-lifetime thing, it cannot happen again. We were told it
cannot happen again, what happened up in Alaska in 1989.

So why should we believe you any more than we could have be-
lieved those people that told us the same thing after the Exxon
Valdez spill in Alaska?

Mr. McKay. My confidence is because I think we are going to fig-
ure out what caused this, both the events that caused the explosion
as well as why the blowout preventer didn’t work. I think we will
solve this and that will allow us to be safer going forward.

Mr. ENGEL. Would any other gentlemen care to comment?

Mr. PROBERT. I think all of us are committed to trying to find
out what did take place and put the steps in place that are nec-
essary to make this a safer—safer and sounder future for us in
terms of oil and gas exploration.

Mr. ENGEL. There is currently a $75 million liability cap and I
understand, Mr. McKay, you said BP has not adhered to that,
you’re going higher, is that true?
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Mr. McKAy. That’s true. We’'ll go over that if needed, absolutely.

Mr. ENGEL. Should the cap be raised? I know Senator Menendez
has introduced legislation to raise it to $10 billion. Should we just
lift the cap? Is that something Congress should consider?

Mr. McKAy. I was asked that question yesterday. I don’t know
the specifics of that legislation, and I would just say it’s not rel-
evant in this case.

Mr. ENGEL. We have an 8-cent a barrel tax assessed to oil com-
panies, and proceeds go into a cleanup service. Should that tax be
modified and should that money be spent differently?

Mr. McKay. I think that will just have to be reviewed in the con-
text of what we learn through this.

Mr. ENGEL. How about an administration proposal to split the
Minerals Management Service into two parts, one with oversight
responsibilities for the oil industry, and another of it would provide
drilling leases and collect Federal royalties on the operations? Do
you have any comments on that, or support it, oppose it, and why?

Mr. McKay. I don’t have any specific comments on that.

Mr. ENGEL. Anybody else?

Mr. PROBERT. No specific comments other than to say that that
is not an unusual process in a number of foreign jurisdictions.

Mr. ENGEL. I just want to say in conclusion that I'm just really
agitated and aggravated. Nobody in this room, and certainly the
four of you didn’t want this to happen. Nobody wanted this to hap-
pen. This is a terrible tragedy. But when we get assurances from
the oil industry year in and year out that this cannot happen and
that we should drill, baby, drill and we should keep expanding the
drilling, and then the worst actually happens, I just don’t know
how we could ever believe anything that we hear from the oil in-
dustry. It just boggles my mind as to how this could happen. And
20 years from now there will be another Congress sitting here, and
there will be another oil spill and they will be saying the same
things that you gentlemen are saying now. I am not convinced and
frankly I am very, very angry.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you, Mr. Engel. We will start a second round
of questions. I know we have votes but I am going to try to at least
get a first set of questions and then we will break for votes and
we’ll come back.

Mr. Newman, Ms. Castor was asking a number of questions
about the blowout preventer and testing on the surface, the sea
surface. And it says that the testing of the emergency systems
would show whether the system will work when installed in hull
and show that there were no leaks that would diminish the sys-
tem’s integrity.

BP, in a memo of April 27, has recommendations. It says that
the risk in testing emergency systems and subsea testing are man-
ageable and BP recommends these systems be tested in the future.
I'm glad that BP is recommending improved testing going forward.
But my question is, this testing, what is done on the BOP for test-
ing when it’s on the sea floor?

Mr. NEWMAN. If I could clarify the response to the question. A
BOP is an immense piece of equipment. It’s about 55 feet tall, it’s
about 20 feet square, it weighs over 300 tons. It’s a combination of
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a number of valves that are intended to close off the wellbore, and
it’s got over 100 other smaller valves that function

Mr. STUPAK. I realize all that. It’'s 45 tons. I realize all that.
What testing is done when it’s on the sea floor?

Mr. NEWMAN. Component by component, we work our way up to
ensure that the function closes and that it will hold pressure.
Those are the required tests that are conducted every 2 weeks to
confirm that the system functions and that it will hold pressure.
In the intervening 7 days, there is another set of tests which serve
to confirm that the system still functions.

Mr. STUPAK. And that’s just pressure tested, you don’t check for
the valves to see if they are leaking, right? Like we have here, we
have a leaking valve here right?

Mr. NEWMAN. Those tests would confirm whether or not the sys-
tem has any leaks in it as well.

Mr. STUPAK. So this leaky valve, this hydraulic leaking valve
that I brought up earlier in my opening statement and asked ques-
tions about, you’re saying your tests would have shown that?

Mr. NEWMAN. Absolutely.

Mr. STuPAK. Then, Mr. Newman, in this thing, Cameron officials
told us the problem was someone overlooked the tightening of a fit-
ting, all these other fittings on the hydraulic system were snug, but
this one had not been tightened and it was like several turns
backed off. So how can you explain how is this possible that one
valve, if your testing was there it would have shown that one valve
was leaking, would it not?

Mr. NEWMAN. If that one valve was leaking during the testing,
the testing would have demonstrated that. The document that I
was handed a few minute ago, which is a record of a BOP function
test, you will see that the gallon counts are recorded to the first
decimal point, which is a very accurate record.

Mr. StUuPAK. That’s the pressure. I'm talking about the emer-
gency testing, like the deadman switch and these rams. What
would you do to test those when it’s on the floor? What is the emer-
gence for the emergency testing? If something goes wrong, what
tests should you be doing?

Mr. NEWMAN. What the auto sheer function and the deadman
function do is serve to activate the BOP. They operate the control
system, and they close the valves. So the independent testing that
we conduct on a regular basis confirms the same thing.

Mr. STUPAK. How about the emergency power source? That’s
where we found the leaky valve, the loose fitting, the emergency
power source. Was that checked?

Mr. NEWMAN. The emergency power source?

Mr. STUPAK. For the hydraulic line.

Mr. NEWMAN. That’s a terminology that I'm unfamiliar with,
Congressman, so I can’t tell you specifically that would be in ref-
erence to.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Moore, am I correct there is an emergency
power system that could be checked while it’s on the sub floor?

Mr. MOORE. Would this be the system that sits in the SIM, it’s
kind of like the brain that——

Mr. StupAK. Control, yes.
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Mr. MOORE. I'm not sure of how that would be tested by
Transocean, Congressman.

Mr. StuPAK. Would your technical guy, Mr. McWhorter, know
the answer to that?

Mr. MOORE. We can surely ask him.

Mr. STUPAK. Go ahead. I have got to ask you to raise your right
hand and take the oath.

[Witness sworn.]

Mr. STUPAK. Please state your name for the record and who you
work for?

Mr. MCWHORTER. David McWhorter. I work for Cameron.

Mr. STUPAK. I'm sorry.

Mr. MCWHORTER. Could you repeat the question?

Mr. STUPAK. Sure. State your name for the record and who you
work for.

Mr. MCWHORTER. David McWhorter. I work for Cameron Inter-
national.

Mr. STUPAK. Now there’s a hydraulic power source. You want to
gxpla‘i?n that to us, how you do the energy testing and shut things

own?

Mr. MCWHORTER. I believe you were referring to the subsea ac-
cumulator banks, which is where the hydraulic energy in effect is
stored for emergency operations.

Mr. STUuPAK. Yes. What testing can be done to check that when
it’s on the sea floor?

Mr. MCWHORTER. On the sea floor? You can fire that function.

Mr. StUuPAK. How do you fire that function?

Mr. MCWHORTER. Push a button on the surface.

Mr. STUPAK. Is that a test that would impair the jeopardy of the
blowout protector while it’s on the sea floor?

Mr. MCWHORTER. It would depend what would be in the wellbore
at the time the test was conducted.

Mr. STUPAK. And this is one of the tests that was not done here
in this; you have no record of this test ever being done, do you?

Mr. MCWHORTER. We have no records of any tests, sir.

Mr. StuPAK. Do you have any tests of that record being done
where they do go down and push the right button to see if the hy-
draulic line worked in the emergency?

Mr. NEwWMAN. If Mr. McWhorter is talking about the subsea ac-
cumulators, these are large bottles that are attached to the BOP.
They contain hydraulic fluid at pressure. Those systems are re-
charged using the surface system. If there were a leak in the
subsea accumulators, that would require that the surface system be
regularly operating to recharge the leak. That would be recorded
as a volumetric leak, and there is no record of that.

Mr. STUPAK. Is there any record that you even tested it, that you
pressed that button?

Mr. NEWMAN. There is no way to test the subsea accumulator
system.

Mr. StuPAK. Well, after the explosion, you did go and push into
this little valve or dye test, you pushed the button it didn’t work.
That’s when you did the dye test, correct? And that’s when the dye
test showed there was a hydraulic leak and that the fitting was
very loose, correct?
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Mr. NEWMAN. During the post-explosion intervention efforts, a
number of operations were conducted on the BOP where the remote
operated vehicles, through a variety of configurations, supplied hy-
draulic power to the system. During one of those operations, we did
not see the anticipated pressure response. In response to that indi-
cation we conducted troubleshooting operations, and those trouble-
shooting operations identified a leak on the system.

Mr. StuPAK. And the leak was because the valve wasn’t screwed
on tightly, put it laymen’s term, right?

Mr. NEWMAN. I believe that’s correct, yes.

Mr. STUPAK. Is that correct, Mr. McWhorter?

Mr. MCWHORTER. There was a leak that was discovered subsea,
yes, sir.

Mr. STUPAK. Any reason why it couldn’t be discovered before——

Mr. MCWHORTER. I really——

Mr. STUPAK. Other than the test not being done?

Mr. MCWHORTER. There’s probably a number of reasons, sir.

Mr. STUPAK. Our time is up. We have votes.

One more question. Mr. McKay, in answer to Mr. Sullivan’s ques-
tion, you said the best way to stop this is a BOP, right? That’s your
top kill, I think your exact words were.

Mr. McKaY. Yes. That is one of the big options, yes, absolutely.

Mr. STUPAK. Is there any way to put auto BOP on this?

Mr. McKay. Yes, we've been trying to get diagnostic determina-
tion inside that BOP to understand what’s happening, understand
why that pressure has dropped.

Mr. STuPAK. You'd have to take that riser off and put another
one on top?

Mr. McKaY. Yes, that is a potential and we’re working hard on
that.

Mr. STUPAK. And once you take that riser off, it’s possible you
could have greater oil and gas gushing up through the hole, right?

Mr. McKay. That’s exactly right, but that’s why we’re getting a
diagnostic where we are using gamma rays and pressure measure-
ments, and we are making progress in understanding.

Mr. STUPAK. If that riser came off and starts gushing up even
greater than what it’s doing right now, can you get a BOP back on
there?

Mr. McKay. Well, that’s one of the issues that we’re working.

Mr. STUPAK. My time is up and when we come back Mr. Burgess
will have questions. We will stay in recess for a half hour. We have
three votes. Gentlemen, we will see you in a half hour. We are in
recess.

[Recess.]

Mr. StupAK. We will reconvene the committee hearing in the
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations and our hearing. I
remind the witnesses they are under oath.

When we left, I believe, Mr. Burgess, it was your turn for ques-
tions on round two. If you would, please. And Mr. Moore will be
here in a minute.

Mr. BURGESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McKay, you made reference in answer to an earlier question
that the Obama administration, the White House and the Cabinet



144

had been helpful during this event. Is that a fair statement? Do I
remember you saying that correctly?

Mr. McKAY. Yes. I think I said the administration and his Cabi-
net, yes.

Mr. BURGESS. Have you been to the White House since the acci-
dent occurred?

Mr. McKAY. Yes. I have not seen the President, but I've met with
Secretary Napolitano and Secretary Salazar and other administra-
tion officials, yes.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, could I ask that the White House
make available to us any minutes or notes or e-mails that would
be relevant to that meeting?

Mr. StuPAK. Well, as the gentleman knows, he can ask. I am not
guaranteeing what kind of response you're going to get, but yes,
you can ask.

Mr. BURGESS. Well, I just think it would be helpful. Were you the
only executive of an oil company who was there, or was this a col-
laborative response from many people who work in the industry to
try to help solve the problem?

Mr. McKAY. The meetings that I'm talking about were myself
and Tony Hayward, both of us, BP.

Mr. BURGESS. Are you aware of any other meetings that have oc-
curred with executives of other companies?

Mr. McKaAY. I'm not aware on this particular issue.

Mr. BURGESS. Can I ask you when that meeting occurred?

Mr. McKAY. There have been several over the three-week period
that we’ve been in——

Mr. BURGESS. When would the first meeting have been?

Mr. McKay. Within the first week of the accident, I believe.

Mr. BURGESS. And that information, Mr. Chairman, should be
available to us with White House logs, if they will furnish us that
information. Do I understand that correctly?

Mr. STUPAK. Well, again, Mr. Burgess, as you know, because
you've used the procedure before, I put the request in writing, we
will submit it to the White House and we will see what happens.
I'm not sure of the extent of the discussions and what is appro-
priate and what is not. I know when we speak about energy or en-
ergy policy, there has been some reluctance of the courts because
under the Cheney Energy——

Mr. WAXMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURGESS. No, because my time is limited.

Mr. StupAK. I will give you back an extra 30 seconds.

Mr. BURGESS. Yes, I know you will. Thank you. It would just be
helpful to us, and we will put that in writing.

Aside from Secretary Napolitano and Secretary Salazar, I as-
sume the Department of Interior was present. Were there White
House personnel present as well, Chief of Staff, Deputy Chief of
Staff?

Mr. McKay. No.

Mr. BURGESS. Just people from the agency?

Mr. McKaAy. There were other—Carol Browner——

Mr. BURGESS. Well, certainly, to the extent that these involved
agency personnel, Department of Interior, Department of Home-
land Security, we, as the oversight body of this Congress, should
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have the ability to get that information. In my understanding, that
should not be covered under executive privilege, so I will make that
request.

Mr. StuPAK. Will the gentleman yield if you're going to make a
request, because it’s going to come through me, and I'd like to have
a clarification from you.

Mr. BURGESS. If the chairman will yield me an additional
minute.

Mr. StUuPAK. I will yield you an additional minute, you betcha.

Mr. WAXMAN. What does the gentleman wish to request? The log
of these visitors and the fact that they were at the White House
meeting with people within the administration?

Mr. BURGESS. Yes. And I would like to know what was discussed.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, I don’t know that you're entitled to that, but
the White House already posts its logs as to who comes in and
meets with the—this is something we didn’t have in the previous
administrations. They do have a posting of the log, and you can
easily find out who came in from the outside and who met with
people in the White House. I don’t know why you would be entitled
to have the discussions or notes or anything like that. I don’t know
what the precedent is for asking that.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, it may have occurred to you we’re
having a great deal of difficulty getting to the actual causation.
This is the second hearing. We had one closed hearing last week,
this is an open hearing, but we are really having a lot of difficulty
getting to causation, there’s a lot of people talking past each other.
And T just think if there was a frank discussion at the White
House, that we might benefit from the information that was ex-
changed that day.

Mr. WaxMAN. Will the gentleman yield? I will certainly take it
under advisement.

Mr. BURGESS. I thank the Chairman for the consideration.

I'm not sure if I'm going to pronounce your name correctly, Mr.
Probert or Probert?

Mr. PROBERT. Probert.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Moore obviously deals with the blowout pro-
tector, but I think if I understand the situation correctly, the blow-
out protector is not the primary control of the well, that would ac-
tually be the material in the drill shaft itself, mud, that would be
the primary control; is that correct?

Mr. PROBERT. Yes, that would be correct.

Mr. BURGESS. And you, in your testimony, talked about—and it
intrigued me because it was the same thing I read in the New Or-
leans paper last Friday, that there was a removal of the drilling
mud from the stack, the initial plug, one cement plug had been
placed, the drilling mud was removed and replaced with seawater,
and before the second plug was placed the accident occurred. Is
that correct?

Mr. PROBERT. The process was, first of all, to do a positive test,
which was conducted by Transocean. The second procedure was
then to do a negative test, which was also conducted by Transocean
but requires removing some of the drilling fluid, at least from the
drill pipe. And subsequently, after a successful negative test, to the
extent the test was successful, then they would go ahead and evac-
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uate or replace the drilling fluid in the riser with seawater in ad-
vance of setting the plug, and then ultimately pulling off the well.
And I would defer to Mr. Newman if I have any part of that proc-
ess incorrect.

Mr. BURGESS. Well, reported in the Times-Picayune last Friday,
there was concern that the drilling mud was removed at a point
prior to when it normally would have been removed and replaced
with seawater. Is that an error on the part of the paper reporting
that?

Mr. PROBERT. No, I think the question in point that was raised—
and it was raised in testimony yesterday—was that when you re-
place the drilling fluid in the riser with seawater, you reduce the
density, effect the density significantly. And had there not been a
successful negative test, then that would clearly be a situation
which would be problematic for the well since you're reducing the
hydrostatic pressure on the well.

Mr. BURGESS. But the test wasn’t successful.

Mr. PROBERT. I have no knowledge of that.

Mr. BURGESS. Does anybody have any knowledge of that? That’s
the negative test, 1,400 PSI applied to the drill stack and no pres-
sure recorded in the dead man’s cutoff, or whatever it is. Is that
a positive test or a negative? I got the impression that was not a
good result; is that correct?

Mr. NEWMAN. The actual results of the test, Congressman, were
first reported to me by Chairman Waxman today in Chairman
Waxman’s statement. And to my knowledge, prior to this hearing
I was not aware of the results. I think Chairman Waxman alluded
to some confusion with respect to those test results, and that is
what I know about the test results.

Mr. BURGESS. But if I am understanding Mr. Probert correctly,
if the test was not the expected result, that it maybe not be a good
idea to pull off the drilling mud and reduce the hydrostatic pres-
sure on the column over the drill shaft. Did I understand your
statement correctly about that?

Well, you said if the test was correct, then it wouldn’t be a prob-
lem to reduce the hydrostatic pressure by removing the mud, but
the test wasn’t correct, mud was still removed, is that a problem
with what subsequently happened? And Mr. McKay, feel free to
enter into the discussion.

Mr. McKay. What I believe is there were discrepancies, it ap-
pears, in that negative test where you had 1,400 PSI on the drill
pipe and zero on the choke and kill lines. I think the investigation
needs to look hard at how that information was either dissemi-
nated, used, and decisions made off of it, And who and what deci-
sions were made after that point?

Mr. BURGESS. What would be drilling best practice if you encoun-
tered an anomaly like that test? To go ahead and remove the mud,
or to wait until we found out what the problem was and corrected
the problem?

Mr. McKAY. I can’t speculate on that individual situation. I real-
ly do think this is one of the key things the investigation is going
to have to look at.
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Mr. BURGESS. Do you think it would ever be OK to remove the
hydrostatic pressure on the column of mud if the test was not satis-
factory?

Mr. McKay. I'm sorry?

Mr. BURGESS. Would it ever be OK to remove that hydrostatic
pressure of the mud column if that test wasn’t satisfactory? Would
there ever be a reason to say, oh, it’s OK, go ahead and do that
because we do it all the time?

Mr. McKAY. I haven’t seen all the data, I just can’t speculate on
that, I just really can’t.

Mr. BURGESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STUPAK. Chairman Waxman for questions, please.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to go back to this issue as well, the question of the nega-
tive pressure test that we discussed earlier and the discrepancies
of the negative pressure test that was performed on the well on the
day of the blowout. And all of you seem to agree that this would
be a significant issue and it would be a central question in the in-
vestigation. But I have a document—I think it’s been given to you,
Mr. McKay, it’s an e-mail—I thought it had been given to you in
advance—and the e-mail talks about the testing procedures. Can
you tell me whether these procedures were followed on the 20th?

Mr. McKay. I cannot tell you whether they were followed.

Mr. WAXMAN. And the last line of the document—and by the
way, this is an e-mail, an internal e-mail from BP and it indicates
the things that would be done if there was a negative test that
showed a discrepancy. And the last line says, We would send to
Houston for confirmation plod on charts sent to Houston for con-
firmation. I assume this refers to BP’s office in Houston?

Mr. McKay. I would imagine so.

Mr. WAXMAN. Were the test results sent to Houston for confirma-
tion before you resumed well operations on the 20th of April?

Mr. McKAy. It looks like, to me—and I have to examine this—
this looks like to me this is after the last plug would have been set.
We would have to review this. But I don’t know if it was sent to
Houston or not, that last plug didn’t get sent.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, this e-mail sets out the procedure, as I un-
derstand it, for BP when you have a problem with that negative
test. They indicate the things that should be done, and the last one
is you would send it to Houston. Do you know whether the results
were sent to Houston before the well was back in operation?

Mr. McKAY. I don’t believe so. I believe the explosion occurred
before number six happened.

Mr. WAXMAN. So is it fair to say you don’t believe that the offi-
cials in Houston approved the resumption of the operations of the
well.

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. WaxmMaAN. Was MMS involved in these decisions, to your
knowledge?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. WAXMAN. There have been reports that shortly before the
blowout, BP began displacing drilling mud with seawater. Do you
know if that’s accurate?
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Mr. McKay. That’s what I’'ve been told, but I haven’t reviewed
it.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did BP’s office in Houston approve this procedure?
Did they sign off on the decision to displace mud with seawater
after the negative pressure test discrepancy?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you know whether MMS signed off on this pro-
cedure?

Mr. McKAY. I'm not familiar with the procedure, nor am I famil-
iar with who may have or may not have signed off on it.

Mr. WAXMAN. You're not familiar with the procedure itself within
BP on how to deal with a negative test?

Mr. McKay. Not on this particular well, no.

Mr. WAXMAN. You have a technical expert with you, could you
ask your technical expert for information in this regard?

Mr. McKay. Yes. Could you repeat the question, please?

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, I wanted to know if this document sets out
the procedure within BP when there is a negative test that indi-
cates there is a problem. And I also want to know if the BP office
in Houston approved this procedure and whether they signed off on
the decision to displace mud with seawater after negative pressure
test discrepancy?

Mr. McKay. What my expert has told me is that this procedure
looks like it would have been used with the MMS procedure, the
sundry procedure. He doesn’t know, nor do I know, whether this
was confirmed to Houston. What I would say reading this, it looks
like it’s a procedure to get through the setting of the last plug after
a successful negative test.

Mr. WAXMAN. After a successful negative test.

Mr. McKay. Well, that’s the way it looks to me.

Mr. WAXMAN. I see. So after a successful negative test, you would
contact Houston to have them sign off on the well getting started
up?
Mr. McKay. “Send to Houston for confirmation” looks like the
last step after the final cement plug is set, which never happened.

Mr. WAXMAN. Why did it not happen.

Mr. McKay. I don’t know. That’s what we all need to know.

Mr. WAXMAN. I would like you to get for the record the informa-
tion as to whether Houston was notified, whether Houston ap-
proved the procedure, whether they signed off on the decision to
displace mud with seawater after the negative pressure test dis-
crepancy, and whether MMS signed off on this procedure. Am I cor-
rect in assuming your technical expert believed that MMS had to
sign off on this as well; do you know?

Mr. McKay. The temporary abandonment sundry notice would
have a broad procedure that the MMS would have signed off on.

Mr. WAXMAN. A broad procedure.

Mr. McKay. Well, I can’t say if this matches that or it’'s——

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, if you can get us more information for the
record, I would appreciate it.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Barton for questions, please.
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Mr. BARTON. I thank you, Chairman. And I thank our witnesses
for continuing to be here.

I want to take a little bit different tact this round of questions.
I think what Chairman Waxman just asked was very appropriate.
I think those were good questions, and I think they deserve
thoughtful responses.

But I want to take a little bit broader view. My first question,
does each of you at the panel support drilling in our coastal
waters? Is there anybody who thinks we ought to suspend drilling
in the Outer Continental Shelf because of this accident? Say yes or
no or nod your head, give something.

Mr. NEWMAN. Congressman, I think a pause, similar to what
Secretary Salazar has asked for, I think a pause is prudent to reas-
sess ongoing operations in the Gulf of Mexico. But I believe that
energy is so important to our economy, and the Gulf of Mexico is
a domestic source of that energy, that I believe that continued drill-
ing in the Outer Continental Shelf is fundamental to the U.S. econ-
omy.

Mr. BARTON. Do you all support drilling in the ultra deep gulf?

Mr. McKAY. I have confidence we're going to figure out what
happened here, and that if there are improvements—and there
probably will be some—that need to be made will be made. And I
have confidence that the deep water and the ultra deep water can
be developed, and it’s important to be developed.

Mr. BARTON. If this accident had occurred onshore under exactly
the same scenario, you had a well that was a 20,000-foot well that
had the capability to produce somewhere between 50,000 and
100,000 barrels per day, and in the switching it over, getting it
ready for production you had an unexplained event that caused a
blowout, would that event onshore be fixed by now? If everything
was the same except it wasn’t in 5,000 feet of water, it was onshore
Texas or Louisiana, would you have the well under control by now?

Mr. McKAyY. Let me try that. I think intervention is easier on-
shore obviously because you can get people and equipment around
it easier than 5,000 feet of water. But there have been blowouts on-
shore that require relief wells to be drilled. So I don’t think you can
automatically say onshore would be easy and offshore it’s not. I
mean, relief wells are things that have to be used sometimes on-
shore.

Mr. BARTON. But the likelihood is that the complicating factor in
trying to cap it, stop it, staunch it is that you're 5,000 feet down
and youre operating everything with remote-controlled sub-
marines; is that not correct?

Mr. McKAY. As Commandant Allen has said, you have no ability
to have human intervention at 5,000 feet.

Mr. BARTON. Has any Federal official in a position of authority
offered any suggestion that has not been accepted? In other words,
we’ve had lots of members say that you guys are just dopes that
you haven’t figured out what to do about it yet, that any good col-
lege petroleum engineering class ought to be able to figure out
what to do and get it done. Has anybody in the Coast Guard, the
Department of Interior, the Minerals Management Service, the Of-
fice of the President, the Office of the Vice President, has anybody
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offered a suggestion that you all have rejected on what to do to
solve this problem?

Mr. McKAY. I'm not aware of any suggestions that we haven’t
been able to take in or to materially change what we’re doing. This
response is of massive dimension with technical experts from all
over the world working, including the government. And there have
been no incremental solutions or other parallel paths that I know
of to pursue.

Mr. BARTON. Well, I've only visited the site one time and we
went to the Command Center for about a 1 hour briefing. But my
analysis is that there is excellent cooperation between the Federal
Government and the private sector, and that the Coast Guard, the
Admiral who’s the onsite commander is making sure that every-
body does the best possible work together. And that this is not a
case where the Federal Government and the private sector are in
an adversarial situation. It seems to me that there is excellent co-
operation. Do you all agree with that? Everybody?

Mr. McKay. I do.

Mr. BARTON. I want to put this in perspective, Mr. Chairman, be-
fore I have to yield back my time.

This accident, as far as we know, is releasing 5,000 barrels a day
into the Gulf of Mexico, it’s been doing so for approximately 3
weeks, that’s a little over 100,000 barrels. The largest spill in the
Gulf of Mexico today was a spill off the coast of Mexico. It produced
90,000 barrels a day for 9 months—90,000 barrels a day for 9
months.

Exxon Valdez was a tanker that ran aground in Alaska. That
was a supertanker that was 300,000 to 400,000 barrels of oil. So
far this spill has produced a little over 100,000 barrels. Now, that,
in and of itself, is a significant spill. It is a nontrivial accident, but
it is nowhere near yet the order of magnitude of other accidents
that have happened around the world.

There is a natural seepage in the oceans around the United
States on an annual basis of 4 million barrels a year. There is an
annual seepage worldwide of over 40 million barrels of oil per year.
So while this is an accident, it is nontrivial, it is not of the cata-
strophic consequences that some in the mainstream media have
made it out to be. If we work together—and this subcommittee is
doing an excellent job of getting the facts on the table for the
American people—there is no reason that in the next—hopefully in
the next week or so, but certainly in the next 2 months, we will
stop the oil from flowing, we will come up with new best practices,
and if necessary new technology and new legislation to prevent this
in the future.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. StuPAK. Thank you, Mr. Barton.

Mr. Braley for questions, please.

Mr. BRALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My math certainly 1s not as good as the ranking member’s be-
cause he is, after all, an engineer, but the briefing we received, we
were informed that these relief wells could take 90 days to com-
plete. And if that is the case and we are not able to cap off the flow
of oil and it gets worse, then we will easily, in the next 90-day pe-
riod, exceed the quantity of oil that was spilled by the Exxon
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Valdez. It is not a trivial problem to the people living and who get
their livelihood from the Gulf Coast.

Mr. McKay, we have been reassured by the Federal Govern-
ment—and you stated today—that BP will pay all necessary clean-
up costs and is committed to paying all legitimate economic dam-
ages associated with this spill.

Is BP self-insured for all of these items of loss and damage?

Mr. McKaAY. Yes.

Mr. BRALEY. So your corporation will be on the hook, it has not
insured any of that risk or reinsured any of that risk; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. McKay. That’s correct.

Mr. BRALEY. One of the things I am concerned about is reports
that have come out recently, Mr. Newman, specifically a National
Public Radio broadcast dealing with efforts by your company to
compel Deepwater Horizon crew members to sign forms the day
after the accident stating they suffered no injuries from the inci-
dent or the evacuation. And yesterday, the committee staff was al-
lowed to review several of those signed forms and I want to read
for you the key passage for the record.

The form states, “I was not a witness to the incident requiring
the evacuation and have no firsthand or personal knowledge re-
garding the incident. I was not injured as a result of the incident
or the evacuation.” Is it your understanding that was the language
in the forms that were presented to your employees?

Mr. NEwWMAN. That is the language on those forms, Congress-
man.

Mr. BRALEY. Are you aware of any information given to those
employees before they were asked to sign those forms?

Mr. NEWMAN. Between the time the individuals arrived onshore
and the time they were presented with those forms, there was a
tremendous amount of information provided to our employees in
the form of support, medical care, clothing, food, hotel rooms, dis-
cussion with them about how we were going to facilitate their trav-
el

Mr. BRALEY. OK. Let me cut you off because my question goes
to the language in this document. Was there a briefing given to
them about what was the intent of the form and why they were
being asked to sign it?

Mr. NEWMAN. Because I wasn’t there, Congressman, I can’t tell
you exactly——

Mr. BRALEY. Who gave them these forms to sign?

Mr. NEWMAN. That would have been presented by the support
team that Transocean mobilized to Louisiana to facilitate the on-
shore assistance of those individuals as they came in from the rig.

Mr. BRALEY. How do we get the names of the individuals that
were on that support team?

Mr. NEWMAN. We can provide that to you.

Mr. BRALEY. OK. It says in the form, “I was not a witness to the
incident.” What was the incident that was referred to in these
forms?

Mr. NEWMAN. The incident would have been the well control
problem on the rig floor and the subsequent explosions.
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Mr. BrRALEY. All right. Given that description of the incident,
there were no witnesses to the incident, were there?

Mr. NEWMAN. There are no remaining Transocean individuals
illive who were on the rig floor at the time of the event, I don’t be-
ieve so.

Mr. BRALEY. Right. And when it says, “No firsthand or personal
knowledge regarding the incident,” did anybody explain to these
employees what that meant?

Mr. NEWMAN. Again, Congressman, because I wasn’t there, I'm
not sure exactly what was explained to the individuals.

Mr. BRALEY. Well, the press reports indicate that the crew mem-
bers who survived the explosion spent somewhere between 12 to 15
hours on a nearby vessel as they watched the rig burn. And after
the survivors made it to shore, your company escorted them to a
hotel for questioning. These men, many of whom were exhausted,
potentially traumatized, and desperate to contact their loved ones,
had to decide whether or not to sign that form before going home.

Do you know, Mr. Newman, whether these employees were al-
lowed to consult with their personal physicians, counselors, or at-
torneys before they signed those forms?

Mr. NEWMAN. Congressman, the Transocean employees were not
forced to sign the form.

Mr. BrRALEY. That is not my question. My question was, were
they allowed to consult with a physician, a counselor, or their at-
torneys before they signed this statement?

Mr. NEWMAN. Because some individuals didn’t sign the state-
ment until a week or so after the event, they could have had con-
sultation with anybody they chose to have consultation with.

Mr. BRALEY. How many individuals waited a week or so after the
event to sign the form?

Mr. NEWMAN. I don’t know that, but we can provide that to you.

Mr. BRALEY. Please do. They also interviewed one of the Deep-
water crew members, a Christopher Choy, who did sign the
Transocean form. He says that he was angry because he wasn’t
able to talk to his physician or attorney. And let me tell you what
his experience was. He saw multiple explosions and flames coming
out of the rig. He saw men pile into one lifeboat while two others
burned. He saw his friends and coworkers with burning flesh and
broken bones. He lived through this disaster and saw those things
that I hope you and I never have to experience in our life.

Can you tell us why he was asked to sign a statement that he
had no firsthand or personal knowledge regarding the incident
after experiencing that?

Mr. NEWMAN. One of our concerns in the aftermath of this event,
Congressman, is to conduct as thorough a fact-finding exercise as
we can, and part of the facilitation of that fact-finding exercise is
to identify individuals who might have helpful knowledge.

Mr. BRALEY. And wouldn’t you agree with me that a reasonable
interpretation of the words “firsthand or personal knowledge re-
garding the incident” might mean people who had witnessed the
aftermath of that explosion and the impact that it had on employ-
ees who were working on that rig?

Mr. NEWMAN. I'm not sure I can—do you want to engage in a de-
bate about the terminology of personal knowledge?
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Mr. BRALEY. I'm not trying to engage in a debate, I'm just asking
you if that wouldn’t be a reasonable understanding that someone
who had witnessed the things that Mr. Choy described would have
firsthand or personal knowledge regarding the incident.

Mr. NEWMAN. That might be true.

Mr. BRALEY. I yield back.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you.

Ms. DeGette for questions, please.

Ms. DEGETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Newman, many of the independent experts who looked at the
initial reports from the oil spill came to the same conclusion, which
was that the failure of the cementing process was likely a cause of
the blowout. And you said in your statement that we know, quote,
with certainty that on April 20 there was a, quote, sudden cata-
strophic failure of the cement, the casing, or both. How, in your
opinion, do we know that the cementing or casing or both failed?

Mr. NEWMAN. Congresswoman, the reservoir that we believe is
flowing hydrocarbons is located 13,000 feet below the seabed. The
pathway from the reservoir to the seabed should have been
barriered off by cement and/or casing. In other words, in order for
the hydrocarbon to get from 13,000 feet below the seabed to the
seabed you have to have a failure of one or both of those barrier
mechanisms.

Ms. DEGETTE. Right. OK. Let me ask you this; who is respon-
1s{ible ;'or determining the specifications for the cementing? Do you

now?

Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKAY. I'm speculating, but we would write a spec for what
type of casing and the hole conditions, and we would look to Halli-
burton, in this case, to help with the cement design.

Ms. DEGETTE. So you would do the specifications and then they
would modify them as needed; is that correct?

Mr. McKay. We would tell them what we want cemented, the
type of casing, the hole conditions.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Probert, I wanted to ask you; Halliburton is
the largest cementing provider for the oil and gas industry, includ-
ing both offshore and onshore drilling. Are the techniques that Hal-
liburton uses to cement offshore wells similar to those it uses for
onshore oil and gas cementing?

Mr. PROBERT. It is really, in many respects, a function of the in-
dividual well. While the basic principles are the same, obviously a
deep and challenging well like this would be cemented quite dif-
ferently than a well that would be onshore.

Ms. DEGETTE. So there is some difference not just onshore and
offshore, but from well to well, correct?

Mr. PROBERT. Yes. Each well has a unique program.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Moore, I wanted to talk to you a few minutes
about the emergency systems on the blowout preventer stack that
Cameron International assembled. It seemed to me like several
things might have gone wrong that could have been prevented.

Chairman Stupak referred in his statement to the report that
several crew members witnessed the emergency disconnect system
being engaged. The EDS was supposed to close the shear ramps
and disengage the riser from the well, but the EDS did not work
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because neither of these things happened. So my question is, Cam-
eron doesn’t dispute that someone on the Deepwater Horizon
pressed a button for the emergency system, does it?

Mr. MOORE. No, we don’t.

Ms. DEGETTE. And my understanding is that your technical ex-
perts think that something else went wrong. One possibility is that
communications between the blowout preventer and the Deepwater
Horizon were destroyed before the system fully engaged. Can you
explain briefly how this would have prevented the emergency sys-
tem from functioning?

Mr. MOORE. Well, the control pods that function the blowout pre-
venters is electrically actuated, and then that sends a signal down
to the control pods, which then

Ms. DEGETTE. A timed signal, right?

Mr. MOORE. Well, it’s instantaneous. And so if you lose that elec-
trical connection to the pod, then that signal would not make it.

Ms. DEGETTE. My understanding is that the EDS button
wouldn’t be hit unless the situation was dire, and that would re-
quire the communication lines to be intact for another full minute
to function. That doesn’t seem to anticipate the type of emergency
that happened on the Deepwater Horizon, so I want to ask you
about another part of the system that might have failed. And that
is the emergency disconnect system had a dead man switch, that
it would automatically close the shear rams and seal the well if
something goes wrong, even if the emergency button is not pressed.

We were told by Cameron during interviews that in order for the
dead man switch to activate, three things had to happen: The com-
munications had to fail; the hydraulics had to fail; and the elec-
trical power had to fail; is that correct, Mr. Moore?

Mr. MOORE. That is correct. The dead man system is really de-
signed to function when the riser parts from the wellhead.

Ms. DEGETTE. Right. Now, your engineering expert told us that
it’s possible the dead man switch did not activate immediately after
the explosion because the hydraulic line could have remained in-
tact; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. That could be a possibility.

Ms. DEGETTE. Now, Mr. Moore, here’s the important question
then; shouldn’t the dead man switch be designated to automatically
seal a well once a catastrophic event happens like the kind of inci-
dent that occurred on Deepwater Horizon?

Mr. MoOORE. Well, I'll just repeat that it was designed to function
when the riser parts. If the riser is still attached and there is a
control line still attached, then it could allow that function to
not——

Ms. DEGETTE. Right, but in this situation everything failed, and
yet the dead man switch didn’t activate immediately.

Mr. MOORE. Well, the riser was still connected to the Horizon rig
for a couple of days, I believe.

Ms. DEGETTE. So you don’t think it should be designed to auto-
matically seal the well if there is a catastrophic situation like this?

Mr. MOORE. I think that’s something we have to look at.

Ms. DEGETTE. Yes, I think so too. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say one last thing, which is, I
didn’t want to get into a big argument with Mr. Probert about the
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liability. I felt that the witnesses were a little more forthcoming
today about willingness to clean up the situation, but I was dis-
mayed in his testimony when he talked about deflecting blame
from Halliburton by saying that they were simply following BP’s
well construction plan. Because it seems to me that with all of
these systems, it’s obvious there was a catastrophic failure and it
might have been systemic on every level.

And so I'm hoping every player here works collaboratively with
each other, not just to clean up and pay for these damages, but to
identify how it happened, whether it was a perfect storm, or what-
ever it was, because otherwise we can’t have that faith as we move
forward, as I said in my opening statement, we can’t have that
faith in supporting offshore drilling until we know how we can pre-
vent those failures because while they are rare, they are dev-
astating.

Thank you.

Mr. PROBERT. If I could just respond and say we are committed
to working closely with all parties to ensure that we understand
exactly what took place, whatever it may be, and use this as a
basis for improving the safety of operations going forward.

Mr. StUuPAK. Thank you.

Ms. Sutton for questions, please.

Before you begin, Mr. Scalise has asked that the article he re-
ferred to from the Times-Picayune, Gas Surge Shut Well a Couple
of Weeks Before Gulf Oil Spill, that be made part of the record.
Without objection. And if you want to deliver it to the witnesses.
He may follow it up with some questions, so I thought I would give
you guys a chance to at least take a look at it.

Ms. Sutton for questions, 5 minutes, please.

Ms. SuTTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just have to start with some clarification.

Mr. Newman, following up on my colleague, Representative
Braley’s, line of questions and about the statements that people
were asked to sign shortly after the incident—can we have that
statement again on the screen? Can somebody pull that up?

My question to you is this; are you telling us in this committee
and the American people that this statement and asking people to
sign this shortly after this unbelievable event had happened in
their lives, that you were trying to find out the facts rather than
trying to limit your liability, and this is the statement that was
used to try and find out the facts?

Mr. NEWMAN. With all due respect, Congresswoman, there is ab-
solutely no limitation of liability in any of those statements.

Ms. SUTTON. So my question to you is then that this statement
was offered to these employees because it was an attempt to find
out the facts. Is that your testimony?

Mr. NEWMAN. In the immediate aftermath of the event, Con-
gresswoman, our first concern was on the health and well-being of
our people. We mobilized a team to south Louisiana to meet our
people as they came

Ms. SUTTON. It’s just really a yes or no question.

Mr. NEWMAN. It had nothing to do with limiting our liability.

Ms. SurToN. OK. So, again, the question was, are you telling us
that this statement, you asked them to sign it because you were
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trying to investigate the facts, and this is the statement you used
to further that?

Mr. NEWMAN. A statement identifying:

Ms. SUTTON. It’s just a yes or no question.

Mr. NEWMAN. A statement identifying individuals who might
have helpful information would be part of the initial——

Ms. SUTTON. Let’s move on. Since you’re not going to answer the
question, I will take your failure to answer the question as the an-
swer to the question.

Can you tell me, do you operate rigs off of Norway or Brazil?

Mr. NEWMAN. We do operate rigs in Norway and Brazil.

Ms. SurTOoN. What kind of a blowout safety system do your rigs
in other parts of the world have? Can you share that with us?

Mr. NEwWMAN. Rigs around the world have blowout prevention
equipment similar to what was employed on the Deepwater Hori-
zon. The control systems in two regulatory regimes, Norway and
Canada, the control systems require an acoustic backup system as
well.

Ms. SurtoN. OK. So I understand. So how much would a dupli-
cate blowout preventer cost, can you tell me that?

Mr. NEWMAN. A duplicate blowout preventer, the entire system?

Ms. SuTTON. Yes. How much would that cost?

Mr. NEWMAN. I haven’t quoted one recently, my guess is they
would be in the realm of $15 million.

Ms. SurtoN. OK. Let me move on to Halliburton and Mr.
Probert.

In an incident last year, there was a well blown out near Aus-
tralia, I mentioned it earlier in my questions to Mr. McKay, the
Montara spill. What caused that blowout?

Mr. PROBERT. There is a commission of an inquiry which is un-
derway for the Montara blowout in Australia in the Timor Sea. The
commission hasn’t produced its findings, in fact, I think they just
finished gathering evidence about 3 or 4 days ago.

Ms. SUTTON. So we don’t know yet?

Mr. PROBERT. So we don’t know yet.

Ms. SuTTON. Was Halliburton involved in the well cementing?

Mr. PROBERT. We were involved in the well cementing. But what
we do know from the public testimony is that a 5-month period
elapsed between the time the cementing was completed and that
the well control issue took place. We also know from the testimony
that the well owner in this particular case did not put a surface
plug in place to protect the well when the blowout preventer was
removed, nor did they put a corrosion cap on top of the well. So
the well was left open to the elements for about 5 months. So I
thilllk the inquiry is what we all need to look to to find out ex-
actly——

Ms. SUTTON. So is it possible that there is a relationship to the
causes of each of these blowouts, in your opinion?

Mr. PROBERT. It’s impossible to say until we get details from the
inquiry, but it seems unlikely that there’s a link.

Ms. SUTTON. Does the testing of cement change with the increas-
ing depth of wells?

Mr. PROBERT. Well, there are more casing strings which are run,
as you have seen from the schematic on this well, there were actu-
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ally nine that were run, casing and liner strings. And so each one
of those is tested. The first eight are tested in a slightly different
fashion because we dry out afterwards because we are going to——

Ms. SUTTON. I am just asking about in relation to the depth of
the wells, was the testing changed?

Mr. PROBERT. I would say as a result of the number of pieces of
casing, yes.

Ms. SuTrTON. OK. And just let me clarify one other thing.

Our distinguished colleague, the ranking member of the full com-
mittee, had mentioned that he thought that perhaps you had been
presented as some dolts because you don’t know what to do in the
aftermath of this incident. But I would just say, to the contrary,
you were certainly capable of figuring out how to develop and drill
and profit from it, but what we’re concerned about, what I'm con-
cerned about is that you didn’t figure out, for whatever reason—
and I haven’t heard a good reason yet—about how to do it safely
so as to prevent this kind of disaster.

And the final question I have is, at the beginning of the Bush
administration, there were closed meetings—and I'm glad Mr. Bur-
gess reminded me of this—held by Vice President Cheney to dis-
cuss issues related to energy policy. I know that BP participated
in those from previous testimony. Were any of the other companies,
did they have representatives in those meetings? And can you just
share with me whether or not you know if there was any discussion
of trying to find ways to responsibly prevent this kind of disaster?

Mr. NEWMAN. I don’t know whether or not Transocean was a par-
ticipant in that. I think it would be very easy for us to confirm that
for the committee.

Mr. MOORE. I'm not aware that Cameron was either, but we can
confirm it?

Mr. PROBERT. I have no knowledge either, but again, we’ll look
into it and let you know.

Ms. SutToN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you.

Mr. Scalise, 5 minutes for questions, please.

Mr. ScALISE. Thank you, again, Mr. Chairman.

I gave you all a copy of the article that’s titled “Gas Surge Shut
Well A Couple of Weeks Before Gulf Oil Spill.” That was from yes-
terday. If you could take a look at that because I still want to get
those answers about not only the time that’s mentioned in that ar-
ticle, but how many times total that well was shut down.

I also want to refer, yesterday there was a hearing in New Orle-
ans, an investigation that’s underway as well as some of the ones
that are happening here, but there was testimony there, and I
guess one of the supply ships, the Bankston, I guess supplied the
Horizon, there was testimony by the First Mate of the Bankston
who said that weeks before the accident, they had to clear mud off
the rig because of what they heard was a “loss of circulation.” Are
you familiar with that incident where there was mud that had to
be cleared off of the rig?

Mr. McKay or Mr. Newman.

Mr. McKAY. I'm not aware of that.
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Mr. SCALISE. I mean, this was a public hearing yesterday, an in-
vestigation into this. I would imagine somebody at BP was moni-
toring this.

Mr. McKay. I'm sure they were, I'm just not aware.

Mr. ScALISE. Does your technical expert have any information on
that?

Mr. McKay. No.

Mr. ScALISE. Well, get me whatever you have on it.

Mr. Newman.

Mr. NEWMAN. I’'m not familiar with the details of that event, no.

Mr. ScALISE. And I would be happy to provide that article as
well. But this was a hearing and investigation into this incident
that happened yesterday. I would hope somebody at Transocean
and BP know about this and can answer questions about this be-
cause this goes to the heart of were there a series of problems prior
to the explosion that weren’t being dealt with? And of course if you
can’t answer it, somebody at BP, somebody at Transocean is going
to know about this, get me all of that information.

But also I want to know, what safety changes were made after
this one or multiple shutdowns occurred? Because if a shutdown oc-
curs, that’s not something that’s supposed to happen, especially if
mud is coming out because you’re not controlling the flow of the
natural gas. It’s a well that’s been described here, this was a very
difficult well, not a typical well. And these are people who were
working on this well saying this.

You all should know about this because there are other wells
that are out there, but if there is a well that is not a typical well
that’s causing problems, I would imagine you would take other
safety precautions to address that. Maybe you didn’t. But you need
to get me that information as well as the number of times it was
shut down, what safety changes were made after those problems
were recognized.

So moving on. It seems like—and this is something else that’s
discussed in the first article I gave you—it seems like there was
a disagreement, it’s described here as a heated disagreement be-
tween BP, Transocean, and Halliburton regarding the process of re-
moving the mud and putting in the seawater. And this was de-
scribed as being prior to the cement being completed.

Now, first of all, I will let each of the three parties that are men-
tioned here, Mr. Newman, do you know about a disagreement be-
tween the parties on what is the best way to install or to remove
the mud and when to remove the mud and how much to remove?
Were you all in agreement?

Mr. NEWMAN. Congressman, I'm not aware of any disagreement.
The first reference to any confusion with respect to what was hap-
pening on the rig I learned of during Chairman Waxman’s opening
comments today.

Mr. ScALISE. OK. Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKay. Same thing, that’s the first I had heard of that.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Probert.

Mr. PROBERT. Halliburton would not normally be involved in that
process, so I can’t imagine there would be any disagreement.

Mr. ScALISE. Well, again, I mean, there are people who were on
that rig saying that this heated disagreement occurred. Is it a
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standard protocol, then, for the process that was used to remove
the mud and replace it with seawater, is this a permitted process?
Did you have to follow a plan for just how that process was going
to go? Because clearly there were some problems, and it could be
one of the main problems in relation to the explosion. Is this a
standard process for when to remove the mud or is it something
that you all kind of decide as you are there on the spot?

I will go again, Mr. Newman.

Mr. NEwWMAN. Displacing the riser with seawater to recover the
drilling mud is a normal part of the well abandonment process.

Mr. SCALISE. So it’s not something that should be disagreed upon
by the parties involved?

Mr. NEWMAN. The displacement of the riser to seawater should
not be a subject of disagreement. That is part of the normal proc-
esses of abandoning the well.

Mr. ScALISE. Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKAY. I believe the procedure is part of the Temporary
Abandonment Sundry Notice that’s filed with the MMS.

Mr. SCALISE. So there should have been a standard protocol filed
with MMS on the displacement procedure?

Mr. McKAY. I believe that the procedure would be filed with the
Temporary Abandonment Sundry Notice, yes.

Mr. ScALISE. OK. And if you could give me a copy of that as well.
And then, Mr. Probert, if you know of any disagreement there, or
just is that a standard process?

Mr. PROBERT. I believe it’s part of a standard process.

Mr. ScaLise. OK. And Mr. McKay, was that the point where you
were when the explosion occurred? Do you know exactly where in
the process, what operation was being performed on the rig at the
time of the explosion?

Mr. McKAY. I don’t know the exact time. I mean, this is what
the investigation is working on. We have an investigation that
started gathering the information that you're—some of it is witness
accounts that we haven’t been able to talk to yet.

Mr. ScALISE. And finally, I'm out of time now, but a final ques-
tion. In terms of the process of paying the fishermen and all others
whose livelihoods are directly impacted by their inability to go and
earn a living right now because of this, what is the process for get-
ting them reimbursed? Clearly, there are a lot of people that are
very nervous, one more week, two more weeks might be the dif-
ference between them going bankrupt or having their house fore-
closed. What is that process, and what kind of assurance can you
give that those people directly impacted will be able to be made
whole in a quick, reasonable amount of time?

Mr. McKAY. We have a process underway to meet people’s needs
on the coast immediately. We’ve got claims, numbers to call. We've
actually got community centers to visit as well. We've paid out I
think over 1,000 claims already, and most of it is to fishermen who
aren’t working and need it for their cash flow. That’s where our
emphasis has been so far.

Mr. ScALisE. OK. If you can provide that process to the com-
mittee as well.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. STUPAK. Thank you, Mr. Scalise.
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Mr. Burgess and I have a few more questions and we will wrap
up this hearing. So let’s go one more round, five minutes each.

Mr. Newman, I would like to ask you about the Risk and Hazard
Analysis that your company performed regarding a blowout pre-
venter. Four days in August of 2003, Transocean personnel exam-
ined every possible hazard on the Deepwater Horizon rig to figure
out what could possibly lead to a major accident. Transocean evalu-
ated the safety of the BOP and found out that even though BOPs
had failed in the past, the likelihood of a BOP failure was low be-
cause it was not a frequent occurrence. Transocean then rated the
severity of a BOP failure as extremely severe, which means the
risk could result in multiple fatalities or a massive oil spill.

So Mr. Newman, your staff knew several years ago that the BOP
component failure would inflict major damage on your crew, your
company, and the environment. So my question is why wouldn’t
you do more to protect against a BOP failure?

If T put your company’s risk analysis on the screen and tab 7 in
the book there, if you want to look at it, it’s the last page of tab
7 of that document, the environmental catastrophe taking place
now is one of those predicted as possible by your experts. First, it
says possible blowout with possible multiple fatalities and possible
loss of rig; second, possible environmental impact.

The preventative measures listed here included testing, inspec-
tions, and maintenance.

Yet today, as I mentioned in my opening and has been mentioned
a couple of times today, we learned that the BOP had a hydraulic,
leaky hydraulic system, dead battery, and a configuration or design
that actually interfered with the BOP safety features.

So Mr. Newman, if you knew the risk, did the company take the
necessary safeguards for the BOP? Isn’t there something more you
could have done to make sure, knowing the extreme severity of an
accident, that you could have made sure the BOP was working
properly?

Mr. NEWMAN. Mr. Chairman, over the last several years we have
continued to improve our maintenance practices with respect to
blowout preventers and we have continued to apply rigorous and
strict testing protocols on a regular basis that would identify any
failure.

Mr. StuPAK. What about because we heard a lot about the
deadman switch, just the batteries, do you have any test developed
so you can test the batteries to make sure that theyre going to
work so if everything else fails the batteries will still work and we
can close those rams and shear this baby off?

Mr. NEwWMAN. We test the batteries when the BOP is on the sur-
face.

Mr. STUPAK. On the surface but not when it’s in the water. When
was this BOP put in the water?

Mr. NEWMAN. I believe it was put in the water in the first week
of February.

Mr. STUPAK. So that would be about 2 or 3 months. I guess my
question is this: When you get done with this BOP, let’s say we
didn’t have this be a problem, do you use BOPs over and over?

Mr. NEWMAN. Yes.
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Mr. StupAK. This is 2001 this BOP was manufactured. Have
they improved since, 2010? In the last 9 years have we had im-
provements in the BOPs to make more safeguards so we don’t have
these failures of leaky valves and dead batteries and to make sure
they work? Do we have new, improved BOPs?

Mr. NEWMAN. The technology that was developed in the late
1990s, when the industry first built rigs capable of operating in
10,000 feet of water, is largely the same as what’s employed today.

Mr. STUPAK. Do you have new, improved ones, Mr. Moore?

Mr. MOORE. Congressman, over a 10-year period, yes, things do
evolve. But we built our stacks to last 20 to 30 years if properly
maintained and used in the environment in which they are de-
signed for.

Mr. STUuPAK. Let me ask you this because it came up earlier,
acoustic BOP would be a redundancy system. Knowing what we
know about this accident, if we had an acoustic BOP as a redun-
dant system, would that have worked, would that have shut off,
pinched off this pipe so we wouldn’t have this oil coming out?

Mr. NEWMAN. The answer to that question, Mr. Chairman, de-
pends on what’s inside the BOP. If the BOP is somehow being pre-
vented from functioning correctly, then another means of activating
the BOP would not have offered any improvement.

Mr. StuPAK. Would an acoustic BOP be stacked or would it be
off, somehow off the side to crimp this pipe? How would that work?

Mr. NEWMAN. What we’re talking about, Mr. Chairman, is an
acoustic control system. It is another means of activating the BOP.
It’s not another BOP. It’s simply another means of activating the
BOP. But here in order to activate this BOP, testimony has been
that they probably hit the button on the rig when they realized
there was a problem going on, right? They hit the button to acti-
vate the BOP. And you had to sever the communication, the power,
and the hydraulic lines. Two out of three we know didn’t work. The
communications and power were cut. The hydraulic lines are still
intact, therefore the deadman switch didn’t work, correct?

Mr. MOORE. We're not sure the hydraulic line was severed. But
if it wasn’t, it would not know to——

Mr. STUPAK. But even if it wasn’t with the acoustics on there,
would that have shut down this BOP?

Mr. MOORE. It would be a method to shut it down, if there wasn’t
anything inside that BOP it couldn’t, it wasn’t——

Mr. StuPAK. We will not know that until we get the BOP off?

Mr. MoOORE. We will not know that until we see it.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. McKay, we asked for your risk registry, and I
know you said you would get it, we still haven’t received it. Would
you see that we get your risk registry for Gulf organizations; would
you please provide that to us?

Mr. McKaAY. Yes.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Burgess, 5 minutes for questions please.

Mr. BURGESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Lois Capps was asking some questions about the work that’s
gone on in the last 30 years as far as the mitigation of a spill when
it happens. Now, there’s a dispersant that is being or was being in-
jected, placed on the water and also being injected at the site of
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the spill. That dispersant, is that new or is that something that’s
been around for a while?

And anyone, feel free to answer that.

Mr. McKAY. This technology is new. I mean this is the first time
it has been used at any scale and——

Mr. BURGESS. Who has been responsible for the development of
that product?

Mr. McKAy. Well, Nalco I believe it’s Nalco is the manufacturer,
Nalco Chemical.

Mr. BURGESS. Now, I guess I'm a little confused. Did the EPA,
you all approached the EPA for permission to use the dispersant
below the surface. How long did it take to get the approval to use
that?

Mr. McKay. Well, we’ve requested several attempts, and there
have been three tests. The last one ended yesterday, I think at 4:00
something in the morning. That was a 24-hour test. It looks like
the impact of it was really good. We have asked for the EPA to
allow us to continue. I don’t know as of yet if we’ve gotten the ap-
proval, but we are ready to go on continuous injection.

Mr. BURGESS. Typically how long does it take to get EPA ap-
proval to use a new material like that?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know.

Mr. BURGESS. I know of a college in my district back in Denton,
Texas, University of North Texas, does a lot of research on nano
materials and they’ve got what they call noble-metal nanoparticles
as well as porous metal organic frameworks that can absorb petro-
leum selectively and to a large differential. Are you guys looking
at using anything along those lines?

Mr. McKAY. Absolutely. I think it was a bit misleading earlier
on technology. This industry has massively, massively scaled up for
oil spill response in the Gulf Coast using all technologies.

Mr. BURGESS. Right, and it doesn’t have to be hay bales shot over
the Gulf, there are large scale, the ability to do large scale disper-
sion

Mr. McKay. Massive amount of equipment in the Gulf Coast.

Mr. BURGESS. Let me just—going back to the tab pressure dif-
ferential for a moment, Mr. McKay, Mr. Newman, either one of
you. Would you get, a lot of what has happened today or a lot of
the questions that come up today relate to who is in charge. I
guess, Mr. Newman, really it is Transocean, the offshore operations
manager, whatever it’s called, that is the person ultimately in
charge of everything on the rig, that’s the captain of the ship,
right?

Mr. NEWMAN. If I can clarify that, Congressman, the offshore
drilling rig is a complex piece of equipment. There’s a hotel out
there to provide accommodation for the workers when they’re not
working, there’s a power plant on the rig

Mr. BURGESS. But somebody is ultimately in charge of the deci-
sions, is there not?

Mr. NEWMAN. The offshore installation manager is ultimately re-
sponsible for the maintenance of the rig, for the material handling
operations of the rig, for the conditions of the hotel on the rig. The
offshore installation manager cedes decision-making to the cus-
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tomer representative when it comes to decisions that respect the
wellbore.

Mr. BURGESS. So when you have got an anomalous result on that
pressure differential, is it ever appropriate, and really Mr. New-
man or Mr. McKay, either one of you can answer this, is it ever
appropriate to seek the advice or permission, what is the role of the
Minerals Management Service when something like that occurs?

Mr. McKay. I don’t know in a specific situation like that.

Mr. BURGESS. We're going to override an anomalous result and
remove the drilling mud, which is the primary protector. Even be-
fore the blowout protector, it is the primary protector of the well
blowing out. Would you have ever consulted with any regulator at
the Federal level or is that just not done?

Mr. McKAY. I can’t speculate on when a Federal regulator would
be contacted, whether that situation would apply or not. I don’t
know. The investigation is going to determine a lot of this.

Mr. BURGESS. But I guess that is really a question that is going
to have to be answered. And Mr. Chairman, you know, it just
brings us back to where I started this morning. We’re going to have
multiple hearings on this, I suspect, and at some point we have got
to involve Department of the Interior, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, Minerals Management Service. We have got to involve these
individuals. Now the name Carol Browner came up, the White
House’s energy czar; it would be very interesting to have her come
talk to us as well. We need to get the information and it is unfortu-
nately going to involve getting the administration to be cooperative
with this committee for a change.

So just with that caveat in mind, I'll yield back the balance of
my time and thank you for and our witnesses for a very productive
hearing today.

Mr. StupAK. Thank you, Mr. Burgess.

As you know, I don’t believe in doing one hearing. I will get into
an issue and we will have further hearings here, and the adminis-
tration, it may be appropriate at another hearing to have them
here, including the Minerals Management Service, and the admin-
istration on this issue and all the issues that have been before this
subcommittee and this Congress has been cooperative. Even some
document requests you have sent in the past have been, was
worked out between us. So we will continue to work on it.

Mr. Scalise, any questions?

Mr. SCALISE. Just first, on all of the information that I had asked
frocrln the panel, if they could get that to the full committee as well
and——

Mr. StUPAK. Correct, and I would just maybe follow them up
with written questions, too. As I will say in a few minutes, we have
10 days for further follow-up questions.

Mr. ScALISE. I’'d be happy to. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, could I ask that materials on both
sides that were actually made available to the committee be made
available to the committee staff as well?

Mr. STUuPAK. Yes. No objection. All information that has been
available, it has all been shared equally thus far. If there is any-
thing further or something you don’t think was there, please let us
know and we will make sure it’s there.
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Let me ask one more question, Mr. Moore, if I may. The lessons
we learned thus far about what worked and what didn’t work with
the BOP, the blowout preventer, do you, the Cameron company, do
you think the design changes should be made to BOPs and should
there be modifications to the existing BOPs in service now?

Mr. MOORE. I'm not sure, Congressman. I think we need to see
what happened to that BOP. I think it would be, to change some-
thing that’s not broke, we don’t know what happened. We do know
that we’re going to have to look at a lot of different things dif-
gerently going forward in terms of how we move forward in this in-

ustry.

Mr. STUPAK. Well, look at that design one just so you know, you
had your communications, your hydraulics and the power, the
power, seems all three have to be severed before it will work, I
think one or two before it would work.

Mr. MOORE. Well, the design, as I said, of that was to function
when you lose the riser from the BOP.

Mr. StupAK. We didn’t lose the riser here.

Mr. MOORE. We didn’t lose the riser here. So we learned some-
thing. And Cameron is committed to make the changes, to working
Wi‘dz1 our customers and working with the industry to move for-
ward.

Mr. StuPAK. Well, thank you. Thank you to all the witnesses. I
know it’s been a long day, and this is not an easy subject and it’s
just beginning, and we are in the early stages. There will be more
questions and answers, I'm sure, and unfortunately to the people
who lost their lives our hearts go out to them, their families and
co-workers. So I thank you for being here.

That concludes our questioning. I want to thank all of our wit-
nesses for coming today and for your testimony. The committee
rules provide that members have 10 days to submit additional
questions for the record.

I ask unanimous consent that contents of our document binder
be entered in the record provided that the committee staff may re-
dact any information that is business proprietary, relates to pri-
vacy concerns or is law enforcement sensitive. Without objection,
documents will be entered into the record.

[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.]

Mr. STUuPAK. That concludes our hearing. The meeting of the sub-
committee is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:00 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

[The prepared statement of Ms. Schakowsky follows:]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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Statement of Representative Schakowsky
Oversight and Investigations Hearing “Inquiry into the Deepwater Horizon Gulf Coast
Oil Spill.”

Thank you Mr. Chairman for yielding and hbiding today’s importanf

hearing.

Last month, we were reminded once again, of the tremendous cost of our
nation’s reliance on foreign oil to meet our energy needs. The oil spill in the
Gulf Coast is not only a human tragedy, leading to the loss of 11 lives, but
also an environmental catastrophe, spewing hundreds of thousands of crude

oil into the Gulf each day.

I want to express my sympathy and support not only to the families of those
brave workers who perished, but also to everyone who lives and or works in

the Gulf region.

The Deepwater Horizon spill is a devastating reminder that the United States
must pass a comprehensive energy strategy that weans our nation off of oil
and spurs development of cleaner renewable sources like wind, solar and
biofeuls. If we fail to pass such reform, I have no doubt that tragedies like
this one will continue occur. We must not forget that this spill comes on the
heels of another tragedy, which took on April 5 at a mine in West Virginia

where 29 workers were killed in an explosion.

But the point of today’s hearing is to learn more about the events that led to

the spill at the Deepwater Horizon site. Before us today are representatives
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of four companies who have worked at the site, including British Petroleum

the company that currently operates the lease to drill there.

I look forward to hearing their testimony, and hope that today’s hearing will
be productive. I watched yesterday’s Senate hearing and was troubled by
the fact that the testimony appeared to be more about placing blame on one

another, rather than ensuring that a spill like this never happens again.

Again, thank you Mr. Chairman for holding today’s hearing, Iyield back

the balance of my time...
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+ Before, during or after the cement job, an undetected influx of hydrocarbons
entered the wellbore;

« The 9 7/8" casing was lested; the 9 7/8" casing hanger packoff was set and tested,;
and the entire system was tested;

e After 1656 hours waiting on cement, a test was performed on the wellbore below
the Biowoul Preventer 80P

»  Duning this test, 1,400 ps: was observed on the drill pipe while O psi was cbserved
on the kill and the choke lines;

« Following the test, hydrocarbons were unknowingly ciculated to surface while
displacing the riser with seawater;

« As hydrocarbons rose to the surface, they expanded, further reducing the
nydrostatic pressure. The weil flowed and withess account suggest that the Annular
Preventer in the BOP and the Diverter were actvated;

s An explosion occurred, followed by a power failure;

s Witness accounts suggest that the Emergency Disconnect System was activated;

¢« The ng was evacuated;

¢« The BOP system faled to work as intended. Flow was not contained and the Lower
Marine Riser Package did not disconnect;

«  Modifications have been dzsgovgled in the BOP systen;

« Leaks have been discovered in the BOP hydrauiics system;

» BPiaunched an investigation which is ongoing.
Investigation Themes

«  Cementing - design and execution;

s (asing ~design and instalaton;

« Casing Hanger - design ana mstallation

« BOP - configuration, mamntenance and operation;

s Weil Control Practices

Confidential Treatment Requested BP-HZN-CEC 018952
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What Could Have Happened

1. Before or during the cement job, an influx of hydrocarbon enters the wellbore.
2. Influx is circulated during cement job to wellhead and BOP.
3. 9-7/8” casing hanger packoff set and positively tested to 6500 psi.

4. After 16.5 hours waiting on cement, a negative test performed on welibore below BOP.
(~ 1400 psi differential pressure on 9-7/8” casing hanger packoff and ~ 2350 psi on
double valve float collar)

5. Packoff leaks allowing hydrocarbon to enter wellbore below BOP. 1400 psi shut in
pressure observed on drill pipe (no flow or pressure cbserved on kill line)

6. Hydrocarbon below BOP is unknowingly circulated to surface while finishing displacing
the riser.

7. As hydrocarbon rises to surface, gas break out of solution further reduces hydrostatic
pressure in well. Well begin to flow, BOPs and Emergency Disconnect System (EDS)
activated but failed.

8. Packoff continues to leak allowing further influx from bottom.

Confidential Treatment Requested BP-HZN-CEC 018892
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D 1275 Penrgvlvania Avenue, NW f:‘};““
N B : ASTIN
. . Washington, DC 20004-2435 HOULTON
SUTHERLAND 202.383.0100 Fax 202.637.3593 NEW YORK
< - i TALLAHASSET
S . L www.sutheriond.com WASHINGTOR D

DAVID L. WOCHNER
DIRECT LINE: 202.383.0381
E-mail: david wochner@sutherland.com

June 16, 2010

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman

Chairman, Commitiee on Energy and Commerce .
U.8: House of Representatives

- 2125 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

Déar Chairman Waxman:

Enclosed are narrative responses to the written questions for the record directed to Mr. Steven
Newman from Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations Members Parker Griffith, Robert
E. Latta, and Steve Scalise in Chairman Waxman's June 2, 2010 letter.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions.

S‘inoerely,

\W :

David L Wochner o
Attachment

cc: The Honorable Joe Barton
Ranking Member

- SUTHERLAND ASBHL & SﬁENNAN P
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Enhanced Subsea Blow out Preventer (BOP) Stack Testing for Dynamically
Positioned Rigs in the Gulf of Mexico

Purpose

Subsea BOP stacks are critical safety equipment designed to secure a well in the
event of flow. They are tested to ensure that they will function and secure the
well, The testing process also confirms there are no leaks in the system that
would diminish system integrity. This file note is to document current subsea
BOP stack testing practices for dynamically positioned (DP) rigs, and identify
areas of enhancement for Gulf of Mexico (GoM) operations.

Standard Practices

Current GoM Mineral Management Service (MMS) regulations require BOP
stacks {o be stump tested at surface with water, pressure tested once installed
on the well and then every 14 days thereafter. There is no GoM MMS regulatory
requirement to test the BOP emergency systems once the BOP stack is installed
subsea.

Global industry practice before running a BOP stack to the welthead at the mud
line is to function and pressure test it on the rig deck. Where not required by
regulation, this is done to avoid unnecessary downtime. The surface test is
performed by installing the BOP stack on a test stump and hooking up the
hydraulic and electric power and the control systems. Since the BOP stacks
have two redundant pod systems, the surface tests include both pods. The
function and pressure testing of the BOP stack is typically done using one pod
and then it is only function tested using the other pod. This function test includes
actuating the components, but not pressure testing them. In addition to function
and pressure testing the normal operating functions on the BOP stack, the
emergency systems are tested as well. These systems include:

+ Deadman
e Autoshear

e Emergency Disconnect System

» Remote Operated Vehicle (ROV) access

BOP stack emergency systems are not typically tested once the BOP stack is on
the seabed.

The following is a summary of the emergency systems and how tests are
typically performed on the test stump at surface.

Deadman
* Designed to close programmed rams when BOP stack loses hydraulics
and electrical power
» Tested at surface by cutting the power and hydraulics to the BOP stack
and verifying the programmed rams have closed

i

Confidential Treatment R d BP-HZN-CEC 018893
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Autoshear

» Designed to close programmed rams if the Lower Marine Riser Package
{LMRP) has an unplanned separation from the BOP stack

s Tested by inducing a signal that simulates LMRP disconnect, then
verifying the shuttle valves for the programmed rams work as designed.
This can be done by “dry firing" (no hydraulic pressure) the system to
verify the program is working and the shuttle valves operate. The
Autoshear can be programmed to close the same rams as the Deadman.

Emergency Disconnect System (EDS)
« Designed to close programmed rams and disconnect the LMRP from the
BOP stack
¢ The EDS system can be set for multiple scenarios (i.e. with or without drill
pipe in the hole, running casing, etc.)
« Typically tested at surface by initiating the signal with no hydraulic
pressure on the system to ensure the program is working as designed.

ROV Intervention
« A ROV stab panel is installed on the BOP stack to enable ROV
intervention to operate select BOP functions
e The ROV system is tested by plugging in a stab to the panel and operating
the functions. The pump rates at surface do not necessarily simulate what
a ROV could produce subsea.

Subsea BOP Stack Emergency System Testing

As stated earlier, the reason to test the BOP stack once subsea is to ensure that
the stack will work as designed fo secure the well if required and to verify that
there are no leaks in the system that would diminish system integrity. A
minimum condition of success would include confirmation that the emergency
systems will close the blind shear rams. This can be accomplished by activating
the Deadman system. Also, verifying the ROV intervention system is operable
will ensure redundancy of closing the blind shear rams and provide opportunity to
function at least one other ram, typically a pipe ram.

The risk in testing the Deadman is that in cutting power and hydraulics to the
BOP stack and relying on subsea battery power to operate, there could be a
drain on the batteries. There is also a risk that the system will not re-start as
designed and the LMRP would need to be pulled back to surface to enable
repairs. Both of these are manageable risks.

There does not appear to be any significant risk in festing the ROV intervention
system once the BOP stack is installed on the well. However, standard ROV
systems can only pump seawater in the volumes required. Seawater is adequate
as an emergency control fluid, but Stack-magic is preferred for normal
operations. This will require retrofits to standard ROV systems.

2
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Autoshear and EDS testing would include actuation of rams and involve
disconnecting the LMRP. Testing LMRP release is not a critical operation to
secure the well, could damage a connector and imports significant risk to the
operation. Since the Deadman test would test the blind shear ram closing
functions, it is not necessary to perform these additionaf tests at the seabed.

A key question arises if the Deadman and ROV intervention systems are tested
on the wellhead at the mud line as visual confirmation of ram position is not
possible. How do you know the systems worked as designed?

In the case of the Deadman system test, there are two indicators to determine
the system worked as designed. Firstly, a ROV should see the control fluid vent
as the rams are closed. The second indicator is the volume of fluid pumped to
open the rams, which is counted at the BOP stack. If the volume pumped is as
expected, it would be a reliable positive indication that the Deadman system
operated as designed. There is not a way to get a false positive test.

When the ROV intervention system is tested, there is one current indicator to
detect that the system worked as designed. As with the Deadman test, when the
rams are opened, the volume of fluid pumped to perform the operation is counted
at the BOP stack. If the volume pumped is as expected, this is positive indication
the rams were closed by the ROV. A future consideration is to count the gallons
the ROV pumps to close the rams, however it is unclear which ROVs have this
capability and modification is likely required.

Recommendation

Short and fong term actions are required to improve subsea BOP stack testing,
reliability and intervention. The short term solution includes enhanced testing
procedures when the BOP stack is installed on the well as described above.
Long term solutions would include BOP stack system design modifications,
improved operational practices and alternative solutions for contingency and
intervention. These solutions will require input from operators, drilling and
service contractors, and equipment manufacturers.

In order to ensure the BOP stack on a BP-operated DP rig in the GoM will
function as designed to secure a well, the Deadman and ROV intervention ram
closure systems will be tested when the BOP stack is installed subsea.

For the Development Driller Ill relief well, we will do a surface ROV intervention
system test using the ROV pump and Stack-magic control fluid. To test the
emergency system once the stack is connected to the wellhead subsea, we will
test the Deadman.

Scott Sigurdson
VP Engineering, Drilling and Completions 4127110
3
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<i> WELL CONTROL SECTION 7
Transocean HQS-OPS-HB.01 SUBSECTION 2
WELL CONTROL COMPLICATIONS/EMERGENCY
EMERGENCY

1 DROPPING THE DRILLSTRING
A quick decision may have to be made by the Driller to drop the drilistring. The
outcome of this “last resort” depends on the severity of the kick and the speed of
execution of the correct procedure

Situations that may require the drilistring to be released include:

. tf an internal blowout occurs and the shear rams cannot be used.

. If an internal blowout occurs when the drill coflars are across the BOP

. As an alternative to the use of shear rams in the event of an internal blowout
when drillpipe is in the stack.

. tf the BOP develops a leak and no back-up is available.

It is important to be sure that the string will clear the BOP once it has been dropped
{especially on a floating rig in deepwater).

1.1 RECOMMENDED PRACTICE FOR DROPPING DRILLSTRING

1 if the topdrive is connected, pick up the string as far as possible to position a
tool joint three feet above the rotary table height.

2 Stop circulating. Set the slips and break the connection three times.
3 Pick up on the driistring and remove the slips.
4 RIH untit the tool joint is as far below the rotary table as possible

o

) Select reverse on the topdrive, set the torque limiter to maximum and tum the
topdrive at maximum RPM until the string separates

6 If this operation has to be carried out while tripping, and after following the
above procedure the string has not parted, consideration should be given to
using the annufar BOP to hold the lower section of the drillstring.

1.2 RECOMMENDED PRACTICE FOR DROPPING DRILL COLLARS

1. Position the elevators (manual) near the rotary table and attach an air hoist to
the latch. If air-operated elevators are in use, position so that at least one joint
(but less than two) is abave the rotary table.

2. Close the annular preventer with 1500 psi closing pressure to support the
string weight, Where possible, consider closing both annulars.

3. Unlatch/open the elevators.

Hardcopies are printed from an electronic system and are not controlled
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(i) WELL CONTROL SECTION 7
Transocean HQS-OPS-HB-01 SUBSECTION 2
WELL CONTROL COMPLICATIONS/EMERGENCY
EMERGENCY

4 Open the annular preventer(s) and release the drilf collars

5 Clase the blind/shear rams, after string has had time to clear the BOP's.

8. Read and record shut-in pressure and pit gain

7 Great care should be taken to ensure safely of personnel during these

operations.
2 SHEARING THE DRILLSTRING

Blind shear rams (BSR's) can be used to cut drilipipe and then act as blind rams in
order to isolate the well.

Shearing the pipe is an operation that should be conducted only in exceptional
circumstances and can be considerad in the following situations:

. in preference to dropping the pipe in the event of an internal blowout.
. When it becomes necessary to move a floating rig off location at short notice.

When there is no pipe in the hole, the BSR's may be used as blind rams.

Most BSR's are designed to shear effectively only on the body of the dnilpipe.
Procedures for the use of BSR's must therefore ensure that there is no tool joint
opposite the ram prior to shearing.

NOTE: Some subsea BOP stacks have insufficient clearance between the
upper pipe rams and the BSR to hang-off on the upper rams and shear the
tube of the pipe.

Rig personnel must know the capabilites (i.e what size and grade of pipe can be
sheared) and operating parameters of the shear rams installed in the rig’s BOP
stack.

Optimum shearing characteristics are obtained when the pipe is stationary and
under tension. It 1s recommended that the string weight be partially hung off prior to
shearing. Hanging off the pipe aiso ensures that there is no tool joint opposite the
shear rams. Maximum operating pressure should be used to shear the pipe.

2.1 RECOMMENDED PRACTICE

1. Space-out to ensure that there is no tool joint opposite the shear rams.

2. Close the hang-off rams and hang-off the string.
Hardcopies are printed from an electronic system and are not controlled
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iTraman HQS-OPS-HB-01 [ sussecton |2

WELL CONTROL SECTION 7

WELL CONTROL COMPLICATIONS/EMERGENCY
EMERGENCY

3
4

Ensure that the pipe above the hang-off rams remains in tension,
Close the sheat rams at maximum accumuiator pressure,

Monitor the well

3 DISCONNECTING LMRP

There are several situations that could arise during well control operations that may
require disconnecting the LMRP and moving off the well:

if high annulus pressures approach the rated working pressure of the BOP’s
or because of equipment failure

Vessel movement due to adverse weather conditions (anchor chain or DP
failure).

Impending vessel collision or fire.

BULLHEAD AND EMERGENCY DISCONNECT
Attemnpt to bullhead the kick back into the formation.

If a drop in dart sub is in use, pump down (with kill mud, if available) the dart
untit it lands in the dart sub, while controlling annulus pressures.

After the dart seats, bleed off drilipipe pressure and observe to see if dart is
holding pressure,

If the dart is holding pressure, close and lock lower pipe rams - assuming
string is already hung off on designated hang-off pipe rams

Displace riser with sea water

Close all fail-safe valves

Shear pipe and lock the shear rams

Disconnect lower marine riser package.

Slack off guide fine tensioners, where applicable.
Move rig off location.

EMERGENCY DISCONNECT (NO BULLHEAD)
Stop the weill controt operation.

Stop pumping.

Close all fail-safe valves.

Close and lock lower pipe rams (assuming string is already hung off on the
designated hang-off rams).

Shear pipe and lock the shear rams.

Hardcopies are printed from an electronic system and are not controlied o
ISSUE NO; | 03 | REVISIONNO: |40 PAGE OF
{ REVISION DATE: | MARCH 31, 2008 3 11

COPYRIGHT © 2008 ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00005544



180

[ (i;' WELL CONTROL SECTION 7
| Transocean HQS-OPS-HB-01 SUBSECTION 2
i WELL CONTROL COMPLICATIONS/EMERGENCY
| EMERGENCY

. Disconnect lower marine riser package.

. Slack off the guidetines, if applicable. and move nig off location.

4 RECONNECTION FOLLOWING EMERGENCY DISCONNECT

. Move ng back to weil site. Run and latch LMRP. Displace riser with kill mud
and pressure test choke and kilf fines. Do not use any preventers for well
control operations until tested.

. Open kill line fail-safe valves and observe drilipipe pressure {there will be no
pressure if dart is holding). If pressure is observed, either the dart is not
holding (though kill procedures can continue) or consider the possibility that
the string has been dropped. if this is the case, the choke and kill line
pressures would be the same and the only well control options would involve
the use of the Volumeltric method or bultheading to kilf the well.

) Open choke line fail-safe valves below lower pipe rams and observe casing
pressure.

. Pump down kill line to ensure that circulation through dart is possible.
Observe pressure increase on choke line gauge.

. i circulation is possible then continue to kil well using kit line gauge as

drilipipe pressure and choke line gauge as casing pressure.

Be sure to re-establish circulating pressures as previous slow circulating rate figures

will no longer apply.

. if circulation 1s impossible then consider bullheading or the Volumetne
method.

5 BLOWOUT/UNDERGROUND BLOWOUT
Contingency planning must be prepared on the following basis.

Stage 1 - Early Response: Pre-determined operations that can be implemented
regardless of the type of blowout, including preparations for abandoning the
installation and mobilizing emergency/support services

Stage 2 - Containment: Operations designed fo reduce the maximum possible
damage, most of which occurs during the first 1-2 hours and depends on the type
and severity of the blowout.

Stage 3 - Control: Requires the assistance of specialists and may involve some of
the following services and disciplines:
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(‘> WELL CONTROL SECTION 7
Transoeean HQS-0PS-HB-01 SUBSECTION 2
WELL CONTROL COMPLICATIONS/EMERGENCY
EMERGENCY

. Well capping.

. Relief well ptanning.

. HP pumping vessels/eguipment.

3 Logistics.

. Operations support/contractor personnel.
. Pollution control.

. News/media interface

. Regulatory authority interface.

. Insurance adjusters.

An underground blowout occurs when formation fluids flow from one subsurface
zone to another.

The majority of underground blowouts have been the result of fracturing a shallower,
weaker zone when shutting in on a kick originating from a deeper, more highly
pressured zone.

i an underground flow is confirmed, the Operator Representative and the Rig
Manager Performance must be notified immediately.

The direction of flow is important when choosing a control procedure.
51 FLOWTO A FRACTURE ABOVE A HIGH PRESSURE ZONE

Figure 7 2 1. shows a decision tree for identifying and dealing with an underground
blowout of this type. If an underground blowout is suspected, no attempt should be
made to control the well using standard techniques. If the annulus is opened,
reservolr fluids will be allowed to flow up the well to surface, thereby increasing
surface pressures.

52 FLOWTO A FRACTURE/LOSS ZONE BELOW A HIGH PRESSURE ZONE

Flow down the wellbore from a huigh-pressure zone usually occurs when drifling into
a naturally fractured, cavernous or structurally weak formation. The resultant losses
reduce the hydrostatic head of the drilling fluid to such an extent that a permeable
zone higher in the wellbore begins to flow.

When the well is shut-in, it is unlikely that any pressure will be recorded on either the
drilipipe or the casing, although the casing pressure may increase if gas migrates up
the annulus. Pumping mud down the annulus will prevent this rise in pressure.
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<i> WELL CONTROL SECTION 7
Transocean HQS-OPS-HB-01 SUBSECTION; 2
WELL CONTROL COMPLICATIONS/EMERGENCY

EMERGENCY .

Figure 7,2.2. shows the decision tree for identifying and dealing with an underground
biowout of this type.

53 RECOGNIZING AN UNDERGROUND FLOW

indicators of underground flow

. Loss of returns and erratic increases in annulus pressures white circulating
out a kick as the mud in the annulus Is lost to a fracture zone and replaced by
more influx

. After shutting 1n the well, the build up of SIDPP and SICP will be interrupted
by a sudden reduction in both as the formation fractures.

» Unstable or fluctuating SIDPP and SICP may resuit from the unsteady flow
from one or more formations or from the fractured formation opening or
closing in response to the changing pressures.

. In most cases, there will be little or no communication between the drilipipe
and annulus. SIDPP may change without being reflected by the SICP and
vice versa.

. Both SIDPP and SICP may fluctuate simultaneously or independently of each
other.

. If the formation coflapses around the drillstring the SICP may stabilize while
the SIDPP continues to change.

. SIDPP may be greater than the SICP as a result of formation fluids entering
the drilipipe.

. SIDPP may fall or go on vacuum if the mud U-tubes from the string and is not
replaced by influx

. Perform a test to confirm whether or not the shut in well is a closed system.

Pump a small amount of fluid down the drillpipe and if the DPP and SICP
increase, the open hole is intact if neither the DPP nor the SICP increase
then a fracture exsts in the open hole.

5.4  KILL METHODS

The monitoring and recording of the initial drillpipe and casing pressures is important
for selecting a method of killing the well. Although the drillpipe pressures may not
provide a reading with which to accurately determine bottom hole pressure, they
could indicate the minimum pressure required to control the kick (i.e. the maximum
SIDPP seen prior to the formation breaking down would be used to calculate the
minimum kill mud weight).
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if readily available, consider running a temperature/noise log throtigh the drilistring in
order to locate the loss zone

A Heavy Pill

» Calculate the minimum pressure required to control the kick using the highest
SIDPP recorded.

. Select a range of densities for a heavy pil that, in combination with the

existing mud weight, will provide the eguivalent of the minimum hydrostatic
pressure to control the kick.

. Calculate the height the pill will occupy in the annulus, convert it to a volume
and mix three times the required amount to account for out of gauge hole and
influx cutting.

. Displace (with the choke closed) the heavy pill down the pipe and into the
annulus at as fast a rate as possible to reduce contamination by the infiux.
. The original mud in the annulus must be conditioned to a density that will

control the formation pressure at bottom and the heavy pill used to kill the well
must be circulated out in stages in order to avoid re-fracturing the formation,

. Once the well is killed and losses have ceased, POOH and cement the
fractured zone.

B. Barite Plugs

If the losses continue, spot a Barite plug on bottom of at least 500t (150m) mgh and

3 ppg (360kg/ ms, 0.36kg/) heavier than current mud weight |

. The high density/fine particle size of Barite, when mixed with fresh water
containing no suspension agent, enables the Bante to settle out rapidly when
pumping ceases to form an impenetrable barrier that seals off the flowing
zone.

. The surface mixing facilities and plug placement must be continuous and
rapid If mixing or pumping is halted for even a short time, settiing in the pits
or plugging of the drillstring will oceur.

. Barite plugs have the following advantages:

. They can be pumped through the bit and offer a reasonable chance of
recovering the drillstring.

. The plug can be drilled easily if required.
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Barite - Fresh Water Slurry Recipe (for 1 bbl/0 16 m)

"t

" Required Density |  Volume of Fresh ‘ ‘Weight of Barite

} Water o
1Bppy (215kgf) ~ T0642bbls (0102 m) ;530 1bs (240kg)
20 ppg (2.40 kg/l) 0 560 bbls (0.089 m°) | 643 Ibs (202 kg)
21ppg (251kg/) 0528 bhls (0084 m™) | 695 1bs (315 kg) ]
22 ppg (2.83 kg/l) 0.490 bbis (0 078 m”) 750 Ibs (340 kg)

A complex phosphate, such as sodium acid pyrophosphate (SAPP) or sodium
hexametaphosphate, should be added to act as a thinner in case of contamination
by mud;m the annulus or by low guality barite. The concentration required1s 0.7 ppb
{2 kg/m™).

NOTE: Complex phosphates will thermally degrade if the down hole
temperature exceeds 140°F (60°C). f this is the case, a mixture of
lignosulphonate 0.4 ppb (1,14 kglm3) and caustic soda 0.25 ppb (0.71 kg/ms)
can be used instead.

Optimum barite settling is achieved by adjusting the pH to 8-10 with 0.25 ppb (0.71
kg/m®) of caustic soda.

Barite Diesel Oif Slurry Recipe (for 1 bbl/0.16 m®):
(A barite plug derived from a barite - diesel oil slurry is preferred m oil based or invert

emuision muds, A barite - fresh water slurry can be used provided there is a diese!
oll spacer ahead of and behind the slurry )

Required Density Volume of Diesel Weight of Barite :
18 ppg (2.15 kg/l) 0.510 bbls (0.097 m’) 572 Ibs (259 kg) !
20ppg (240kg/) | 05471bbls (0.086m>) | 6791bs (308kg) |
21 ppg (2.51 kg/) 0.503 bhbls (0.080 m”) 730 Ibs (331 kg) T
22 ppg (2.63 kg#l) 0.471bbls (0.075 m*) | 781 Ibs (354 kg) )

An oil wetting agent is added to increase the settling rate at a conceniration of 5.0
ppb (14.0 kg/ m”).
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it readily available, consider running a temperature/noise log through the dnllpipe to
locate the loss zone.
‘n Keep pumping seawater down the annulus until a suitable LCM pill, polyimer
plug, cement slurry, or diesel-bentonite plug has been prepared.
» Mix and spot a diesel-bentonite ‘gunk’ plug (diesel, 400 ppb bentonite, 15 ppb
of LUM) equal to or greater than the hole volume below the loss zone.
At a depth 100 ft (30 m) above the toss zone, pump 5 bbls (0.8 m3) of
diesel ahead of and behind the plug.

-~ When the plug begins to exit the drillstring, close the annular preventer
and pump mud into the annulus at 2 bbls/min {300 /min) while
displacing the plug at 4 bbls/min {600 I/min).

- Onice 50% of the plug has been displaced from the string. reduce the
pump rates to 1 bbi/min (150 I/min) down the annulus and 2 bbls/min
(300 l/min) down the drilstring.

- Once 75% of the plug has been displaced from the string attempt a
‘hesitation squeeze’ with 100-500 psi (690-3450 kPa, 6 9-34.5 bar)
surface pressure.

Under displace plug by 1 bbl, POOH, and allow plug 8-10 hours to set.
v Other Alternatives

Cement loss zone (Refer fu Section 8 Subsection 8 lten 6.4, Balanced Plug)
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Figure 7.2.1, Decision Analysis for Flow to 2 Fracture or Loss Zone
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Figure 7.2.2, Decision Analysis for Flow to a Fracture or Loss Zone Below a High Pressure Zone
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An Integrated Project Team was convened on January 8" 2001 to provide a high level of
confidence that the BOP system on the Deepwater Horizon is a reliable and safe system. The
following summarizes the work completed by the RB Faicon, BP, Cameron, TSF and WEST
team:

s The rig specific failures were reviewed and discussed in detail. The result of the review
was that several recommendations for enhanced maintenance, equipment and
procedures wete developed.

»  The industry failures that relate to the equipment on the Deepwater Hornzon BOP
System were discussed in detal, The results of this review were that a few
recommendations were suggested for improved maintenance, testing and equipment
change out or modification.

v A risk assessment focused on reliability was completed. Engineering and operations
personnel from RB Falcon, BP, Cameron, TSF and WEST identified 260 failure modes
that could require puiling of the BOP or LMRP. It was found that malfunctions of
regulators, solenoids, hoses, 8T Locks, connectors, shuttle valves and autoshear
circuitry were the predominant failures. Additionally, several refiability-improving
recommendations were proposed. The recommeandations were a combination of design
modifications, equipment replacement, improved PM and procedures.

*  The revised running BOP procedures should be reviewed and accepted for use on the
Deepwater Horizon. The BOP hang-off and retrieval procedure should be revised in a
similar manner to the revision that was compieted on the BOP running procedure.

= The hazards identified during the HAZID analysis should be issued to the rig so that the
individuals responsibte for running the BOP can be reminded of the hazards and critical
steps associated with running the BOP. This information can be used o evaluate the
criticality of any changes in procedure that occur due to equipment malfunctions or time
constraints while running the BOP.

* The Gap analysis performad revealed that the major difference between the Deepwater
Horizon and the Discoverer Enterprise BOP Assurance Analysis was the level of PM
raview completed. The Deepwater Enterprise team reviewed PM's in detail to make
sure that the BOP maintenance is sufficient to uncover the major failure modes
identified during the analysis and to ensure that the maintenance is performed at the
appropriate frequency (i.e. quarterly, batween well, etc.} Individual procedures were not
reviewed during the Discoverer Enterprise BOP Assurance Analysis. The predominant
failures from both analyses were similar; solencids, hoses, conneclors, shultle valves
and ram locking mechanisms.

{t is important that alt the recommendations associated with this analysis be reviewed and acted
upan by the appropriate managers within RB Falcon.

Report No:  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
issue Date: March 2001
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

RB Falcon (RBF) has requested that WS Atkins Inc. perform a BOP Assurance Analysis of the
Deepwater Horizon BOP System, The objective of the analysis is to evaluate the Horizon BOP
and identify failure scenarios that lead to situations where the LMRP of BOP must be pulied and
repaired (significant down time), and to review the BOP running, retrieval and handling
procedures and identify hazards associated with the procedures. The lessons learned will be
used to eliminate or minimize the conseguence of system failures.

1.2 Scope of Work
In order to achieve the objectives of the analysis the following tasks were completed.
« Identify failure scenarios that require the LMRP or BOP to be pulled to the surface and
repaired.
» Determine which modes of operation the failure scenarios identified affect.
« Perform a failure mode, effect and criticality analysis (FMECA) ont each unique LMRP
and BOP Function.
* Perform a HAZID on the Horizon BOP running, retrieval and handling procedures.
The analysis was performed in a three-step process. The methodology of the analysis is

detailed in Section 3 of this repert. The FMECA was limited to the subsea portions of the
Deepwater Horizon BOP while the HAZID included the review of both surface and subsea

portions of the system.

The analysis was carried out at the RB Falcon offices in MHouston, Texas. The study was
conducted between January 8 and January 15, 2001, The team members that participated in
the study are listed in Table 1.1.

Report No:  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
issue Date: March 2001
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2. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

The muitiplex control system uses both subsea and surface equipment to control the blowout
preventer stack installed on the wellhead at the sea floor. The stack is in two sections: a lower
stack connected to the welthead and a retrievable upper stack (LMRP) connacted to the lower
stack. The major subsea unis of the system are the subsea multiplex units, the
electro/hydraulic controi pads, and the retractable stabs. These units are mounted on the
upper stack. In addition an accumulator system mounted on both the lower and upper stack.

The principle function of the BOP control system is to control, operate and monitor the various
closing devices of the BOP stack. Although these closing devices are operated hydraufically,
electrical signals control application of the hydraulic operating pressures, The multiplex BOP
control system supplies both the hydraulic operating pressures and the electrical control signals
in the manner described below. The accumulator pump unit develops the hydraulic pressures
and routes them to the subsea control pod. Controf panels at the surface originate the
electrical controf signals. The CCU encodes these signals and transmits them through
electrical cables to the subsea multiplex unit where they are decoded and routed to the control
pod. The decoded signais operate control devices that direct the hydraulic operating pressure
to the selected stack functions.

General functions controlied by the muitiplex BOP control systems are:

A, LMRP Functions
1. Annular Preventer {Upper & Lower)
2. Riser Connector
3. Hydraulic Stabs
4. Mud Boost Valve
5. Bleed Valves

B. BOP Functions

Blind Shear Ram
Casing Shear Ram
Upper Pipe Ram
Middle Pipe Ram

. Lower Pipe Ram
Stack Connector
Choke & Kill Vaives

in addition to the general control functions, the multipiex system also provides continuous
control and moritoring of surface and subsea hydraulic pressures and fluid flow and displays
status indications for the subsea elecirical and electronic equipment.

The multiplex control system provides operationai reliability through equipment redundancy.
The two operational systems are designated yellow and blue. Each system is capable of
operating all stack functions, but only one system is used at a time.

Both systems share the control panels at the CCU and Driller’s Panel, and some of the
slectronic circultry in the CCU  Both systems also share the hydraulic power developed at the
accumulator pump unit. There are, however, two separate cable reels and two complete sets
of subsea units including the control pods, muitiplex cables, subsea muitiplex unit and
retractable stabs. Although only one system is operational at a time, both systems receive

NGO e
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hydraulic power and electrical control signais and switchover can be accomplished in minimum
time.
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3. METHODOLOGY

The objective of the analysis was to svaluate the Deepwater Horizon BOP and identify failure
scenarios that lead to situations where the LMRP of BOP must be pulled and repaired
(significant down time) and to review the BOP running, retrieval and handling procedures and
identify hazards associated with the procedures. The lessons leamed will be used fo eliminate
or minimize the consequence of system failures. This objective was achieved by performing
the following task:

»  Review the layout of the RBF BOP,
» Perform a risk assessment and FMECA of the Deepwater Horizon BOP.
» Review the BOP running, retrieval and handling procedures.

« Perform a HAZID on the deepwater Horizon BOP running, refrieval and handling
procedures.,

The analysis was performed in a three-phase process:

Phase I During a brain storming session the team determined which failure scenarios lead fo
situations where the LMRP or BOP must be pulled and repaired. The resulls of the
brainstorming session were svaluated to determine the relevance of the failure scenarios to
each drilling operation mode. The results from this portion of the analysis were recorded in a
table (see example Table 3.3) that lists the failure scenarios that lead to a puil of the LMRP or
BOP. The table aiso details the operating modes that each failure scenario can affect. The main
purpose of Phase | was to get the team members to agree on which failure scenarios require
the LMRP or stack to be pulled.

Phase il: For each function identified in Phase | a failure mode, effect and criticality analysis
(FMECA) was performed. The hydraulic and electrical diagrams were reviewed to determine
which failure modes can lead fo a loss of the function. The team was also asked fo evaluate
the cause; local effect, system effect, detection method, mitigation, frequency; consequence,
risk rank, and recommendations for eliminating the failure or reducing the effects of the failure.
The work performed in this phase of the analysis was also recorded on worksheefs. The
worksheet template is attached as Table 3.4 through Table 3.6.

Phase Hll: A HAZID was performed on the BOP running, retrieval and handling procedures.
The detailed procedures were reviewed and the hazards associated with each step in the
procedures were identified. The team was asked to identify the consequences, safeguards,
recovery plan, and recommendations for each hazard identified. The work performed in this
phase of the analysis was recorded on worksheets, The worksheet template is attached as
Table 3.7.
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Each failure identified was ranked according to the ranking system detailed in Table 3.1 and
Table 3.2

Table 3.1: Consequence

‘ Consequence | Consequence Definition

fA\'/ery High ‘ ﬁ’ztential flow to_e‘n:;}o:;r—ne:t” T
High ; Pult BOP
. Moderate E Pull LMRP
. Low | Nuisance
T T Table3z: Frequemey
_Frequency | Frequency Definition
VeryHigh | Frequent Once every 4 months |
' High ' Probable: Once every 8 months
. Moderate : Possible: Once per year
1 Low | Unlikely: Once per § years

The criticality analyses for each failure mode is determined by its placement within the matrix
based on the frequency and consequence ratings. The matrix is presented in Figure 3.1. The
most critical failure modes are represented by a "VH" (very high} in the upper right comer of the
matrix, while the least critical failure mades will have an “L" (low) in the lower left corner of the
matrix.

Figure 3.1: Critlcality Matrix

¢
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8
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Table 3.3: Phase i: Failure Scenario vs Operatlon Mode

Operatlon Mode

1

? Running/ , Driling : Running Cc
) Landing BOP . Casing

Q (

! FAILURE SCENARIO

% 1. " Loss of Riser {leak ot mud sea\ |
i boost line, choke & kill line, rigid ; |
! condun flex joint, mux cables etc) i

o171 sBuipioH ueaoosuelj Aq pejsanbay juswiesl |luapyuD

1 2. ‘ Loss <;f //\;&ular (extema! ieak) - T
{ 3. 4 Totai loss of one pod -
: LMRE | 4. ; Loss of one crmca( function on one i : ’ o
B v i pod (not a major leak]j 1 , .
S | T i
1 - - - - i T e - e - R SR
] N 0
i [ T, R il TR B . S e .
L N O S i
i 1 Loss of Choke & Kull valve connechon : { | i
¢ l27 Loss of shear ram ; ! ' ‘ T
3 E 3. Loss of more than one plpe ram §
lpop |4 T Loss of one choke or Kil valve outet ! . : B
{500 tatoopen | . o ‘
; J 5. etc. ! '
N S
; ot b i S R
L A S . ! . L

69991000-030H-NdL
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Table 3.5: FMECA Workshest Hoadings

1 The sysiem being analyzed, For this FMECA the Deepwater Horizon BOP Is the systern,

Section: o The name of the section (LMRP or BOP), - e

Section No.: A Roman numersd used 1o identify the seclion,

Section Description: | A description of the section. ’ -

Rev.no; | The revision number for the worksheet, - -
Date: _ The dates that the workshests were filed out or revise -
Function: ) | The namefdescriplion of the Tunction in the section. i

Funclion No.: . The number of the above function.

Function Description: | A description of the function(s) of the compbhéhté?bup. E

Report Mo CLA148-001/FMECA [REV 2} e A
lssue Dater March 2007 géfé?.&?fﬁziﬁ
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4. RESULTS

The results of the analysis are detaled In this section of the report. Figure 4.1 detalls the resulls
of the FMECA. The table shows the percentage of the total failures identified associated with
each location in the risk matrix. A iotal of 260 failure modes were identified during the analysis.

Figure 4.1: Resulis

VH
Potentiaf Flow

g to Environment
&
% H
& Pult BOP
3 M
5
Pult LMRP
S ult L
L
Nulsarce
i " H Wi
Onee per 8 . Onceperd Onee par &
yesrs Orce per year months months
Fraguency
; Categary | % of Fallure Modes in Category
y il Rigk %
A%
ik i 28%
B 4%

Noter 4% of the failures identified were not ranked. These fallures were not ranked because
they did not represent new Issues thal required ranking.

The failure scenaros thal require the LMRP or BOP io be pulled are listed in Tabie 4.1, The
information identified in the table is the information that the group agreed to on day one of the
study. The table also details the modes of aparation affected by the failurs scenario.

The HAZID analysis was only compleled on the running the BOP procedurs; there was not
sufficient time 1o complete the HAZID on the hang-off and retreval procedure. However, the
hazards identified for the running procedure wilt be similar to the hazards experienced whan
hanging-off or retreving the BOP. Table 4.2 details the hazards associated with each step of
the original running procedure. The numbers in the first column of the HAZID correspond with
the step number identified in the original procedure.

Report No:  CLA48-D01/FMECA (REV 2)
Issue Dater Mareh 2001
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Wrong caloulation of
RKE to welthead.
Failure to collect riser
. serial numbers.

ncorrect pressure
setting.

Pressure gauge out of
calibration.

riser,

Failure to comrectly

Mot prepared to run

I N
| Run incorract space out.

{ Loss of PM data,

ig sonfirms final RKB 1o
welihsad.

Action must be checked

on Riser Running Sheet
{Dirifier).

Pull riser 1o pup joints
and rerun with correct
spBoe outl

Ability to record
when riser pulled.

tnoorect ension
resulling in possible riser
faflure,

Information provided by

Engineering. Eror can
be caught during riser
TURITING process.

Transfer weight slowly o
wnsioners.

incorrect ension
resulting in possible riser
failure,

Additional dme required.

Multiple sources of
pressure indication. PM.

i Resaiibfa{e gaué&

‘Detailed chocklist,

Checklist reviewed by
musdiiple parties.

fashion,

Review procedure to
ensure that Driller is ablg |
o personally confirm ail
information of Riser
Running Sheet in timely

Take time o prepére.

Possible failure of

catibrate wrench torque.

connection,

PM. Tralning. Pericdic
checks.

' 'Puﬁ stack and réfun wsth

comect torgue.

sz Date:

arch 2001

Report Mo:  CLAM4B-ONFMECA (REV 2)

to manifokd on rig floor,

Consider adding gauge
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Horizon BOP Assurance

Page 4.18

HAzID
Report Form |,

Stepof
Frogedurs

18 : Hanguﬁ on cart.

Fick up too far.

weight,

Eailure to install MUX
clamp or incorrect
instaliation,

| Fallure 1o record

Failure to note hook

i bullseye indication.

Lift up cart. Potentia
damage 1o cart or BOR,

Adequate personnel in
Moanpool. Good
communication betwesn
Drilt Floor and
Moonpool. Retracting
ping on BOP car.

uale information
s for lensioner
| management,

Training and procedures.

Moonpool.

Good communication
between Drilt Floor and

Procedures in place.

| Damaged MUX cable
¢ and hot fine.

| BOP angle at sea floor.

Possible confusion as in

Frocedures and training.
Procedures and
checkists.

i Inclinometers on stack,

Black off, evaiuate and
make repairs.

Spare MUX cable on

ahorg,

: Opportunity 1o capture
. omission at each joint.

Puyﬁ‘sta(';é{‘ s;;é&émtjx
cabte on shore.

Drifler to confirm
communication with
Moonpool before picking
up ar stacking off.

communication signals
betwsern Drilter and Orilf
Filoor,

Deveio}; philoscphyyfar o

placement of first MUX
clarmp.

Ensure proper fraining

and supervision of MUX
clamp installers.

Issue Date: March 2001
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RE Falcon Page 5.1
D Horizon BOP Assu S

5, RECOMMENDATIONS

51 Recommendations

The following table represents the recommendati ihat were genesated from the risk
analysis. The table below details the recommendations that were generated as the result of
reviewing specific failure modes, The majority of the risk identified are mitigated by the
existing PM plan.

5.4.1 Wery Migh Risk Recommendations
No very high-risk recommendations were made

5.4.2 High Risk Recommendations )

Recommendation | Py system to place emphasis on this. shuttle valve due 0 the
: (FICIR) | possible consequence of faifure. (LIVH/H) i
{ Failure 104 LMRP Conrecior - Eallure fo uniatoh on demand
Lausas: | Total shutile valve failure (pod shultle valve). — ~
Failure Effects: - Fluid joss. Loss of primary unlateh {both pods). (Affects EDS —~
. potential catastrophic sffect) e
Mitigation: | Rely on secondary unlateh, secure weli and pull LMRP. PM.

Proposed Actions:

Recommendation | pM system to place emphasis on this shutie valve due to the
(FICIRy  possible consequence of faflure, (L/VIH/H)
Failure U104 LMRP Connector — Failure o uniateh on demand o
! Causes: %Temé shuttls valve faflure (ROV shuttle valve — operating from
| ROV
| Failure Effects: Fluid loss, Lose both primary and secondary unlatch before using
i ROV. Lose ROV unlatch. {Affects EDS - potential catastrophic
affect) _ e ]
faitigation: Rely on deadman and pull LMRE, OR Pull BOP.

 Proposed Actions: 1

Report Not  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
issue Date:  March 2001

Contfidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLG TRN-HCEC-00016683
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RB Failcon Page 8.2
Deapwater Horizon BOP Assurance

Recommendation | {pgrades made by ‘Cameron — ongoing  monitoring.  Include |
RGALY | predictive lesting procedure in PM. Cameron to submit written

{ | documentation confirming component numbers for all ST locks. |
: MMM :
! Failure {1107 Blind Shear Ram ~ Fallure to open on demand

: | 11,06 Pipe Ram- Failure to seal on demand

- Causes: | Gieneralized ST lock failure,

Failure Effects:  Faillire 1o open. Obstructed welibors

| Mitigation: | Securs well and pull BOP, PM.

Proposed Actions:

Rec lation | Raview frequency rating after test of autoshear. (M/HM)
(FICRy . e _— R
Failure 11.02 Blind Shear Rams - Failurg 1o close on demand i

iL07 Pipe Ram —~Fallwre to close o demand

| Gauses: | Autoshear inoperable.
Failurs Effects: Loss of autoshear system. Inebility to sheer in an unplanned |
disconnect.
Mitigation: | Secure well and pull BOP, PM,

i Proposed Actions:

Recommendation | Fallow up on wellhead connector upgrades. (M/H/H)
(FICIR)

Fallure
| Causes:
| Fallure Effectst

| .04 Welhead Connecior - Fallure {o unistch on demand
! Hydrate or other debris,

- Inability 1o urlatch.

ds. Pult BOP.

« Mitigation: Use of methancl and warm fu

T Recommendation | ¢ n place of be. (MHH)

[FICR)

on demand

head Connector - Failure fo primary un

aifure of latch POCV to open,

UCauses:

Failure Effects:

 Latoh pressur

Jut Me' tube vie

_Proposed Actions:

Report Mot CLAT48-001V/FMECA (REV 2)
issue Date: March 2001

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transccean MHoldings LLC TRN-HCEC-00016884



RB Falcon

225

o

1 BOP As

W

544 Moderate criticality Recommendations

Recommentation Ensure that ééeraﬁng parameteré \aéwa‘t‘éequa{& i ﬁreven‘: dé{naﬁé  ‘
(FIC/R) from LMRP strike or incidental contact, (L/HM)

Failure 1,63 LMFP Connactor — Failure to latch on demand

Causes:

Damage to hub on mandral

"Failure Effects:

Failure {0 ladch. Unable to x;onheci to BOP.

htigation:

Pull LMRP Secure well if necessary to pull BOP.

Proposed Actlons:

éﬁéﬁ;";‘men@aﬁon | Ensure ;;rog}ar?hétéﬂaﬁ%ﬁh of gasket before attempt to lateh. (L/HM)
Failure {53 LMRE Connector - Fallure o seal on demand
| 11,04 Wellhead Connector -~ Falllre to seal on demand
| Causes: - Damaged seal surtace (MandreliWelihead),

Failure Effects:

Witigation:

- Fallure to seal.

Seaure welf”snd buii BOP. PM and é{én@ard operating procedures,
Visual inspection of welthead ¢

Proposed Actions:

Recommendation | Ensure procedures are followed. (1JHM)

{FIGIRY _

Failure 1:03 LMRF Connector - Fallure o unlatch ondemand
Causes: Overpressure on lateh.

Fallure Effects:

| inability to unfatch, (Fotential loss m‘Ei’)S)

Mitigation: 5 Secure well and pull BOP, Proper fraining and procedures.
| Froposed Actions: . .
ifjg?g;mendation - investigate need for hydrate meastires for LMRP Conngstor, éL};WM‘)‘
Faiiure U1B3 LMRP Connecior — Failure to unlatch on demand

| 104 Wellhead Conneclor - Fallure to unlatch on demand

B Rydraté c‘f other debiis.

| Damaged indicator rods.

Failure Effects: ‘

Mitigation:

: Use of methano! and warm fluids,

inability to unlatoh.

X ‘ﬁcssmxy securs well and pull
. BOP. For damaged indictor rods — pufl BOP

| Proposed Actions:

Report No:
issue Dater March 2001

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

CLAT48-001/FMECA (REV 2)

TRN-HCEC-00016685
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RB Falcon © Page 5.4
?ggpygamr Horizon BOP Assirance -

 Ree 3 Investigate faifure mods with Cameron (Jacqueling Hau), (L/HM}
| (Flom ‘ .
i Failure 1.03 LMRP Conneclor — Failure to unlateh on demand
Causes: { Damaged indicator rads.
Failure Effects: | Inability fo uniatch,
| Mitigation: | Secure well and pull BOP.
! #Féﬁbség Actions: | B i
| Recommendation | Foliow up with TSF wirt flexitle hose testing. (MMM
ey : :
! Fallure 04 LMRP Connentor - Failure to maintain proper latch pressure.

RRGLLL : N S

) auses: " Fallure of 1" Poly-flex hose.

| Faliure Effects: | Fluld toss.  Inability 1 maintain fateh pressure. Inability to maintain
latch prossirs. !
| Mitigation: Switch to alternate pod. Passibly ssoure well and pull LMRP. PM.

| Proposed Actions:

. Recommendation | py system 10 place emn‘has&s on this shuttle valve due to the
{FICIR) | possible consequence of falure, (L/AHM)
Failure TV G4 TMRP Connecior — Ealiurs o uniatoh on demand
- | 11.05 Welihead Connector - Failure of primary uniatch on demand
| Causes: | Total shuttle valve failure {ROV shuttle valve ~ operating from ROV).
Failure Effects: + Loss of fluid. Lase both primary and sacondary unfateh before using |
| ROV, Lose ROV unlatch :

Mitigation: Pyl BOP. PM.
Proposed Actions:

- Recommendation | Epsure proper comnection of PBOF cables as per procedures. |
L(FICmR) (MMM !
Fallure 105 SEI\i‘«”Eaiiure tofresolsnoid

| Causes: i Loss of pod PBOF cable and connectors.

 Fallure Effects: | Loss SEM {pod). Loss of pad. i
- Mitigation: | Rely on altemate pod, Secure well and pull LMRP. PM {visua i
: - inspection},

Proposed Act _

Report Not - CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2) 5
issue Dater March 2001 },m

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00018886
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Deepwater Horizon BOP Assurance

i Recemmendation

Ensure proper connection of wet mat connectors as per progeduras. |

| (FICIRY (MMA)
| Failure [ 105 SEM o fire solenoid )
| Causes; | Loss of Wet Mate connector

Failure Effects:

| Ground. Loss of pod,

?Mitigaﬁon:

| Rely on sltemate pod. Secure well and pull LMRP. PM (visual
inspection).

[ Proposed Actions:

Recommendation

| (FICIR)
Failure

TEnsu
LA

e correct space oul. Ensure pra-lesting has been complsted. |

1101 Blind Shear Ram = Fallure 1o shear on demand
1 1L06 Pipe Ram - Failure to shear on demand

H Caiksas:

Aftempting to shear inapp te material,

Fallure Effects

¢ nability to cul.

| Mitigation:

Reposition string and re-attempt cut. Pressun

[ Recommendation

Verlfy NDE frequency. (LHM)

{FIC/R)

Failure 11.07 Blind Shear Ram — Failure 1o seal on demand
e 08 Pipe Rame Fallure fo sesl on demand
Causes: ’ g nae

| Damaged or defective ram block.

Failure Effects:

 inabiiity to seal wellbore.

| Baoure well aﬂd‘ pult

BOP. PM.

Ensure clean wellbore.  Follow policy of not taggin
paiiey \

~Recommendation
(FICIR) (LA
[ Failure 01 Biind Shear Ram ~ Failt
! 1108 Pipe Ram- Fallure fo seal on demand
| Causes: )

 Faliure Effects;

[ Mitigation:

Damaged packers.

" Secure well and sull BOP. PM.

| Propased

Ure 1o seal on demand

shear rams. .

Report Noo  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
lesue Date: March 2001

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC
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RE Falcon Page 5.8
Doeepwater Horizon BOP Asswrance

| Recommendation | Ensure that operating parameters are adequate to prevent damage |
(Fiem) | from BOP strike or incidental contact. (LH/M)
Failure {54 Welihead Conneelor ~ Faiiure to latch on demand

Causes: Damage 1o hub on welthead

fateh. Unable to connect to weltheaad.

“Witigation: Pull BOP.

"Proposed Actions: B
Recommendation Ensure procedures are followed, (LAHM) o
{FIGIR} - N .
Failure . 1.04 Wellhead Conpsetor — Failure 1o undalsh on demand
Causas: | Overpressure on lalch.
Failure Effects: ! Inability to unlatch.
Mitigation: Pull BOP. Employ ROV to overpressure. Proper training and
{ procedures.
roposed Actlansi R R
. Resommendation | consider continually menitoring pliot pressure system heaith during
{FIGIRY completion, well testing and well control situations, (L/H/M)
Failure iL0S Welthead Connector — Failure to latch on demand
1108 Walthead Connector — Fallure to maintain proper pressure on
fatch
o 11,06 Weiihead Connector - Faiture to primary unlatch on demand.
Causes: Regulatar failure (catastrophic leak).
Failure Effects: Loss of pllotsupply pressure. Loss of pod
| Witigation: Switch to altemate pod. Pull BOP
 Proposed Actions: e -
['Recommendation | Ensure that M pr*oge E ‘(;Chaa\je‘ ‘of&}
QEM spares / fluids) (LA

FICIRY

3 d Conndior - Failure |
: tugged filers.
| Failure Effects:  Pasgs dirty fluid. Plugged solenoid v

 Mitigation; | Switch 1o allernate pod o secure well. Pull BOP. PM. Clean fluid |
! | practices,

Report Not - CL4148-001/FMECA(REV 2)
issue Date: March 2001

Confidential Treatment Reguested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00018688
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RB Faloon Page 5.7
Deepwater Horizon BOP Assurance

“Recommendation | Ensure hat PM and operating pracedures address shutfle valve

(FIGIR} | mounting and maintenance, (L/HIV)

Failure . 1L.0S Wellhead Conneglor - Failure o latch en demand

Causes: Fallura of receptacle tubing.

Failure Effects:  Fluid loss. Inabillty 1o fafch from active pad.
Mitigation: _PUll BOP. Pi.

Proposed Actions: = ‘W .

Report No: - CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
Issus Date: March 2001

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HMCECG-00016689
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RB Faleon Page 5.8
Egge_pngte[ &Eriz r?EGP Assurance

8§14 Low Criticality Recommendations
Recommendation | Consider replacing pzscker between long duration wells.

(FICR) M o
CFailire 707 Upper Annular Preventer - Fallure 10 seal on
“Causes: 'Oid or womn packing element

Failure Effects: | Inabilily To seal with annuilar, loss of upper annular,

CMifigation: | Open annular and switch to fower annular,  Packer tested and |
§ visually inspected between walls, :
| Proposed Actions: | . o

"Recommendation | Consider drifting after surface test. (L/L/L)

(FICIR) : — . e
Failure - 1.01 Upper Annular Preventer ~ Fallure to open on demand

["Causes: | Defective slament. o i B
""Failure Effects: TTnabiify to fully open annuler. Obstructed welibore, Loss of anaular
| Mitigation: Swedme apen. anﬂu!ar Switeh to Jower annular, Surface test.

. Proposed Actions!

R ic | Conside rtmtnuai!y mommmng p at preewm system hea th ﬁim;\g H
| (FICIRY . completion, well testing and well controf situations, (L/MAL)

- {102 Upper Annular Preventer failure To ciose on demand
! | 1.02 Upper Annular Praventer failure to open on demand
P04 LMRP Connector — Fallure {o lateh on demand ¢
- LD4 LMRP Connector ~ Fallure to maintain proper iateh pressure i
| 104 LMRP Connector ~ Failure to uriatch on demand i
#,02 Blind Shear Ram ~ Fallure to close on demand !
: .02 Blind Shear Ram ~ Failure to opan on demand
| 11,07 Pipe Ram ~ Failure to close on demand

- Causes:

Regumfo, faflure (mtastmph c leak).

allure Effects: ; Loss o?p;m stpply pressure, Loss m‘ prﬁ

| Mitigation: U Switeh 1o alternate pod. Isolate pod at condult valve packdtp Pl
L LMRP. :

sed Acti

Report No: - CL4148-001FMECA (REV 2)
issue Date: March 2004

Confidential Treatment Regquested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00016690



231

REB Faicon Page 5.9
Deep izon BOP Assurance

| Recommendation | Ensyre that MOC process is in placed and followed. (Change of |
(FICIR) | OBM spares / fiuids) (LIMIL) :
Balure 108 Upper Annular Preventer fallure to ciose on demand
{102 Upper Annular Preventer fallure 1o open on demand
.04 LMRP Connector ~ Failure to lateh on demand
{ 104 LMRP Connedtor ~ Failure to maintain proper laleh pressure
- 104 LMRP Connector ~ Failure to untatch on demand
| 1102 Blind Shear Ram ~ Failure to close on demand
{ 11.02 Blind Shear Ram - Failure to open on demand
.05 Welhead Connector - Failure to latch on demand
05 Wellhead Conpector - Failure fo maintain proper latch pressure.
| 1LO7 Pipe Ram -~ Fallure 1o close on demand
1,07 Pipe Ram — Failure to open on demand

Plugged filters.
: PRase dirty fluld. Plugged solenold valves. Loss of pod. '
| Mitigation: Switch fo alternate pod to secure well. Pl LMRP. PM, Clean fluid -
: practicas. :
| Proposed Actions:
| Recommendatic Determing type of POCY in pod and i it is the upgrade — use o |
. {FICIR} determine fallure frequency, (Bolie resolvad lssue — Frequency s L) |
: {LAILY :
Fallure 112 Upper Annular Praventer failure o close on dema }
Causes: POCY stuck closed.
Fallure Effects: | Loss of supply pressure. Loss of pod.
[ Hitigation: | Switch to alternate pod. Pull LMRP.

{ Proposed Actions:

Recommandation
(FIGIR)

. mounting and maintenance. (L/ALL)

: ) 4 TMRF Connector -~ Failure 1o falch on demend

; Causes: | Failurs of receptacie ubing.

| Faifure Effects! Fluid loss. inability o fatoh from actve pod.
;'M;ﬁgﬁiﬁgn' S BEGCR ?x}ﬁ on ‘a;;i Sﬂ\'iicﬁ 2{; ait@mate pod. P!\/‘ ' )

UProposed Actions:

Report No: - CLAM48-001/FMECA (REV 2)
Issue Data: March 2001
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RE Falcon Page 5.10
Deepwater Horlzon BOP Assurance

| g:t;é?w;menﬁaﬂen Cameron 1o investigate fallure associated with solenoid. (LML) !

! R i

| Failure {104 LWRP Connector ~ Failure to maintain proper latch pressure
Causes: | Solenoid valve failure.

| Failure Effects: | Fluid loss. Inabilty to mainiain latch pressure from active pad. |

¢ Inability to maintaly fatch pressure from active pod.

 Mitigation: | Switsh to alternate pod. Possibly secure wall and pull LMRP, PM.

Proposed Actions:

| Recommendation
RIZS00 B I S :
: Failiure ¢ .02 Blind Shear Ram - Failure to close on demand

1.07 Pipe Ram - Fallure to close on demand

Causes: oial shutlle valve fallure {pod shutlle valvel
Failure Effects: Fluid loss. Ina to close ram (low pressurs) from both pods,
Mitigation: Biock function. Rely on h

Praposed Actions;

Recommendation | Follow up with TSF wirt flexible hose testing, (MALIL)

{FICIRY ) l
Fatlure i 11.05 Wailthead Connector - Failure to maintain proper laich pressurs, |
- Causes: Falure of 1" Poly-flex hoss, :
 Failure Effests: Fluid foss,
| Mitigation: Block furction and continua, PM.

"Proposed Actions]

;‘;g?gme“‘*a“‘m | Cameron to investigate faflure associated with solenoid. (L/L/L) |
Failure "T1LDS Wellhead Connector - Failure to maintain proper laich pressure,

| Cause . Solenoid valve failure.

Failure Effects! | piuid joss,

Report No: - CL4148-001FMECA (REV 2)
{ssue Date: March 2004
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Page 5.11

5.2 Parking Lot lssues

The issues isted below in Table 5.1 were placed on the parking lot tist during the meeting.
The issues listed in this section detail the additional concemns that were capiured during the
analysis that were not associated with a specific fallure mode

Tabie 5.1 Parking Lot [ssues

# | Action Responsible Target date | Status

1. | Follow up on Data Logging | Richard Coronado to | Jan 10, 2001 | RBF to submit
(Cycle Count) upgrade with | veport to Kevin Wink | formal request to
Cameron. Cody Motfitt w/

Cameron Controls. |
2. | Provide DWHC drawings Gary Leach Jan 10, 2001 | Closed. Drawing :
| for for Risk Assessment, ! received Jan. 9,
o | 2001

3. | Review copy of previous RBF & James Jan 10,2001 | Closed. Original
FMEA to ensure that we are | Tidwell FMEA based on
not repeating the existing safety not
study. aperations

availability:

4. | Supply study team with RBF Jan 8, 2001 Closed., Copies
updated deadman panel suppliad to team.
drawings.

3. | Determine secondary means | Drew Weathers Jan 17, 2001
of power for hydraulic
system and report results to
BP. { .

6. | Provide drawing of Conduit | Bolie Willlams Jan 9, 2001 { Closed. Drawing
Readback Panel, Provided to Kevin

Wink and Gary
Leach Jan 9, 2001

7. | Determine iflogs of RCB lan 11,2000 Need more details
will cause the loss of one | from Cameron,
pod, :

8. | Determine if ROB has been ard Coronado to | fan, 9, 2001 supplied
upgraded to fatest Cameron | supply drawings. Jan. 2, 2001
design, ;

Report Not  CLAM4B-001FMECA (REY 2)
fssue Date: March 2001
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RE Falcon Page 512

Despwater Horizon BOP Assurance

# 1 Action Responsible Target date  Status

9. | Determine test frequency for | Gary Leach for first Greg’s indusiry
testing riser while running | run, DWH review shows: §
SOP (first-run and routine). | Operations Teamto | responses: S to 10

detenmnine frequency average, majority
| for routine tests via 10 (4 contractors,
| risk assessment 1 1 manufacturer)

| “start with 3 if

| everything
contimes going
great, goto 10,

10.{ Determine operation Gary Leach to Vlan. 132001 -
philosophy for the hot line | discuss with |
{energized or not) once BOP | Cameron during

 landed. | Runaing/Retrieval
| review.
Greg Childs will
review other
operators
- philosophies and
) : present
11.} Determine why gas bleed RBF | Closed. Position
valve is located on lower paper used o maks ¢
annular {Philosophy decision.
question).
12, What is BP operation Be Closed. Contlnue
hilosophy if bleed valve | Dirilting

5 to open?

sure that procedure Ken Reed § Jan. 12,2001

1 reflects operation
¢ philosophy in respect to

Report Not - CLAM48-001FMECA (REV 2)
issue Date: March 2004

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN—HCECTOO(M@S%



235

RB Falcon Page 5.13
Eeepwater Horizon BOP Assurance
# ' Action Responsible Target date | Status
14! Ensure that lock pressure James Tidwell Jan. 10,2001 | Closed. Part of
philosophy {collet FMECA.
connectors, and all
connectors) and failure
modes are reviewed during
FMECA.
15, BP and REF o roview RP/RBE Closed.

| operation philosophy where
| castng shear is non- :
| operational prior to-drilling
i ahead and shead of running
 casing. ; j

| Jan. 12,2001

[ Conclusion:

! continue all

| operations except
for running casing
wherg stack would
be pulled {depends
on casing size).

16, Get TSF standard Well
Control procedures.
17.1 Team to catalog and ¢ Tames Tidwell ¥ ‘m 12, 2001

prioritize “case-by-case”
failure scenarios identiffed
in analysis.

[ Determine relief valve Batic Williams Jea, 12, 2001
manufacturers for HPUL
{Kratch guality is

questionable), —

.1 Identify pod pilot regulater | Bolie Wil
| piodel and (Deadband if
| possible) review failure
- modes,

; ‘ﬂm 0%
» RBF team

splered.

Closed. Regulator
has wide
deadband. Cor
regulators
installed.

Tet

ReportNo: - CLAT48-001/FMECA (REV 2}
issue Dater March 2001
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RB Falcon Page 5.14
Deepwater Horlzen BOP Assurance
# 1 Actien Responsible Target date | Status
21.| Determine if upgmde'm Richard Coronado Jan. 17,2001
Seacon PBOF has been :
installed on DWH. |
22:1 Find out from Cameron Bolie Willigms Jap. 12,2001 0 AX, CX, and
what differential pressure is bonnet gaskets are
attowed on AX, CX, and all rated for O pst

e
i

bonnet gaskets (outside to
inside). Deepstar report
may address this {ssue.

Met

| testing)

. external. A bonnet
gasket is in
development that
can take 3,000 psi
(preliminary
aumber, still

T lock capabil

Verify S
for 3-1/2 10 6-5/8 VBRs on

6-5/8 pipe.

RBolle Williams

Jaw. 12, 2001

|18 % 10K VBR is

| on all sizes WITH

rated for 5 to 7 3/8.
18 % ISK VBR is
rated for full range
wi RAMLOCKS.
With ST Locks,
will not hold seal
with no close
pressure on 7 378
pipe and MAY
hold presswre on @
5/8 pipe. Wil seal

close pressure.

124,

RBF requested that
Cameron provide

lanation of non-
ity pro

i y . RBFio
| work with Cameron to !
follow up on non- |

Bolie repor
Johwa Wilson
January, 2601 -

Coe) to provide

Ch

ie Williams Gary 1 Jan 31, 2001

ReportNo:  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
jssue Date:  March 2001
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REB Falcon
Despwater Horizon BOP Assurance

fage 518

# | Action Responsible

Target date

Status

26.] Update flow diagraras $K
122108-21-05 sheet § of 3
{yent and supply are

| connested on drawing)?.

S

Bolie Williams

27,1 Get copy of EB-842M from | Gary Leach
i Gary Leach fo Subsea
Engineer. {Lubrication of

connector hob.y [-

|5
@

. Investigate indieator rod
failures, Determineif

| potential to affect LMRP | coprdinate)
{ unlatch. §
29, Review EB687C and o um
determine proper hold
PIOSSUre,

Jacqueline ey
(Bolie Williams to

Jam 31, 2001

Jan. 10, 2001

30.] Carneron to investigate
failures associated with
solenoids.

i
|

33 Add botline bypdss fines to | Matt Goule
| stack schematie.

32,1 Develop complete drawing
of rigid conduit flow path

3 from the rigld conduit
 package throngh the pod and |
junction plates to a function

331 Perf

is

gap ana

batween DWH and

Enterprise study. Complete
workshests for pipe ram
FMECA.

3olic Williams and
Drew Weathers

s Tidwell

Report boy CLAT48-001FMECA (RRV 3)
tssue Oate: March 2001
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RB Faicon Page 5.16
Deepwater Horizon BOP Assurance
# | Action Responsible Target date | Status

34.] Review riser deck
aperations tpon completion
of Runming / Retrieval

| review.

Jan, 12, 2001

35, RBF DWH (rig specific) BN At
iser operating procedures

for tensionsers to be

provided to Don Weisinger.

36.! Review and fo
specific BOP Pre
chocklist.

Rig

. RBF to supply BP with Gary Leach
operational & maintenance
policy for lifting equipment
{sling, shackles, etc.).

i
h

38, Include riser running load Don Weisinger
issues in Pre-planning / tech
limit team building sessions.

39.} Ensurs that riser running Bill Ambrose
| Toad issw mation is

- lssued fleet wide (DF rigs)

- and that a copy

L BP.
40,

$ sent o

Detorming acceptable
(P rig)

se LMRB/BOF, |

41,

+ Assessments that need to be
: performed. !

Report No. - CL4T48-001/FMECA (REV )
lasue Date: March 2001
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Page 5.17

#

Action

Responsible

‘ Target date

Statas

42.

REBF to provide operations
manual {in relation to

operational limits) to BP.

Russ Krohn

.1 Develop philosophy and

procedures for stand-by
mode during planned storm
disconnect.

Gary Leach, Russ
Krohn

44,

Consider having properly

sized storm packer on boand

at all times.

Don Weisinger

45.,

RBF to provide BP with list
of standard vessel
procedures,

Kevin Wink

46.

Ensure that written
procedures have been
developed, reviewed, and
are available to the vessel.
Ensure proper training in

ageordance with procedures.

Kevin Wink

Raport No:

issue Dater March 2001

CLA148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
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RB Falcon Page 8.1

Deepwater Horfzon BOP Assurance

8. GAP ANALYSIS

A thorough review of the Discoverer Enterprise BOP analysis was conducted upon
completion of the Deepwater Enterprise BOP Assurance Analysis. The Gap analysis was
conducted to see i major differences were obssrved in the results of the two analyses.

The Gap analysis performed revealed that the major difference between the Deepwater
Horizon and the Discoverer Enterprise BOP Assurance Analysis was the level of PM review
completed. The Deepwater Enterprise team reviewed PM's in detail to make sure that the
BOP maintenance Is sufficient to uncover the majer fallure modes identified during the
analysis and 1o ensure that the maintenance is performed at the appropriate frequency (i.e.
quarerly, between wel, efc). Individual procedures were not reviewed during the
Discoverer Enterprise BOP Assurance Analysis. The predominant failures. from both
analyses were similar solenoids, hoses, connectors, shutfle valves and ram locking

mechanisms.

Report Not  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2) o .
issus Date:  March 2001 W
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RB Falcon Appendix A-1
Deepwater Horizen BOP Assurance

APPENDIX A
DRAWINGS

Report Noo CLA148-0D1/FMECA (REV 2)
tssue Date; March 2001

JAIKINS |
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RB Falcon Appendix B~
Deepwater Horizon BOP Assurance

APPENDIX B
FMECA WORKSHEETS

Report No:  CLA148-00FMECA (REV 2}
issue Date: March 2001
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RRE Falcon Appendix B«
Deepwater Horizon BOP Assurance ¢

APPENDIX B
FMECA WORKSHEETS

Report No: - CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
issue Date:  March 2001

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00016713



254

" m@@b@ T2 M

uoypnp Buoy
" usdmpag aayovd

| DU ool JevoRg
SRR FA0)

: peyadsu :
EppEAs | ATETETA | :
l

i
sumger | ‘puenep |

Bupowpdes O UDIIMS PO ORI TR "ARTORIY TOTRGOE T | T Tme Fu O e |
o APPSO sepnnme wady smssend pepe g sddr jo 80y | 1988 0 Aujgeyy | Y 1 IR
TRTRUE SMO] !
| o) gUyLAs plm RIS MOYY repnnEY YRGS |

. i FepnEeE Bedry | o o ooy sddpgossoy | seop oy Ay womoner |
"Bty vonpTng ; FEanodinos |

"R M0 M

! | fewsgy
L O TS PR “BISVE MOTE I | it o3 9Beep |
,,,,, A 1 mopre usdoy | w0 Mg HaBooTy Jeddn 10 ssory 7 Oy ARTIORNT | TEOTITOSIA
o | RGEEA u.

Bunssy remdey | uomespu s
NN M0 | DIIESeg IS epauny wwddny | esoln o) Ayngeig aitatied
o} yonms pue ZAOY eRsgnE Jo 880 pmy S0 s To 850
BOLOGE YOOIE | B0 MOTE JURIEUGT WASAS JO 55077 0PI 10 8807 . oy ey

By
b
e

IR

HCEC-00016714

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLO



255

1581 20015
Aoy Bunfiep

1

TR LI
"ITRTINE 10T 03 |
YONME “Tepnuns |
o sfpaag

ABPISUCS

a1

]

"Ry
FHBOT O BRI
T mmosaed
30 Fuyuren |
e sompoood |
reuonundey |
TRNTTE |

JBH0T O TOYIAE
Apnssod pu
TRIHTLE 152y
“yao sords Foouy

TOTROTU
wHe iy, rernUne
YOI Sjo

sed o) Lyjigeny

“Horpess sowm
oy pepadyaury

BRI
PO Ti5%

SENEEH

TR 30 |
S50 BIOGY[IA
PRIRGG

T
20 5507 (IO |

A oy Ay

: PUBTHID
“yeyte usdn priepieie o wads
5 _GATREleC] | o) oanp@yg

TR Y “pozidus

1725 0% Kpprqey |

“Bupess mst
MAOTL parosdat(y
SIS |

PR T
omssard payey

it
0 BSOY THISI0,Y

PRI T

108 07 Aypapuy |

gy o0 x02g |

“gtdribe
peadiiid
<UL B0 BIISOI

G

s107q poysadsn
Amensia wRoeg |
gy o] |
O UDILMS pug _

Rttty =32
PR 159

IRy
ddn 10 sy
i

FERIIT 11

e Bupped |

puEeD
O (988

HOEC-00018715

TRN-

ngs LLC

| Treatment Requested by Transotean Holdi

i

Confident



Tunos pny |
SO UGURIPUL
: BN, IBIOuGE “Feyinme 3o |
i g il | yfoa 500 | 980T BI0OImM |

P e omons  ssed o) Aunaeny DT
T opepey
i, e

raprined | gEnonp s

Pz s oaoeg | ssed o Aypgeey |
Caig wopersto | TOTESIp | ’
pue nogounyg} | B mmpEme | “FeinEuE 3O |
W g el yFnOI SO0 | 8807 "SI0qyEM
e e om0ns | szed o AypoRug Ms\ PRISNNSAC)

g

EBfTHINR IO M
0] BIOGIEM |
polontEqey | ARG 0} Anpigeny | UHSOLIOTY

- : o ssuedmos
I
op siwnmp |

PUSESD
o uedo

“reqrne gods |
AT 01 Apigeuy

(0018716

TRN-HCEC-

al Treatment Requested by Transocsan Holdings LLC

i

o
it

Confiden



257

“pod o

i
o [IMG

dorp smasoxd oy

o

"
SO0 MAOY 0N

priiusitd

SEO10 O} A3Tpopny

(opis |

opd) sxojry

H
SATEA 12O ROYS |

HIRR PPN AT

3N Py

pod swanye |

O3 YR

RS [BOMIEA

TIROD P

“pod sanse

THOTE SHTOUTE |
SEOTY O3 AVTIgRU]
201 prug

[

pEss |

© IR

od aapaw

TOL) OEE |
YES O AJE[IGRAT |
'SSOL P |

“Aurgag
weidonal
10 s

Wd

padd sanoE |

WO I

i ‘pod oleislfe | UL RSl | S80I 01 AjigRU)
1 e 91 IS | “JHRGS PN, ‘S907 pIETY
| W ) o
| "R J0AOT : i
OF OIS PUB | TIIIE [EWUSAY GROTE 03 AyTprgeny
. 3 Loysuny a0t | TR I o pngy
| Vi o
H CIRNHIE IBA0L e

O IS pue
GOTITITE 00T

IR [RTEAL

6y 01 A3jlgBU]
HSGY DI

YIACID

Ut 807
O3 panjie]

HCEC-00018717

TRN

Holdings LLC

nt Requested by Transocean

Confidential Treatme



258

; “oymeac
. b ] DAY O -
! HOBRT 0N CHISIND |
! | 19T PR |
] ! J1 pateniEAs |
! | foeg i wepgord |
U W R 5 e ! puRapEec | L
TUOREHIE V,
JORUD fom ; u . |
T Buysay e [ ] /
sy . M
Fupanp | AT :
Yapoay watsds | 1oy ofeond | “(Hesy
aanssosd jopd | SATRA JMPUOO | omydamseyes)
Fuzsoppion | 1w pod eywoy “parsEnid ; ainjey
Aoz | ; pod sypuoye | soegpesr | / Foppmiar ord |
LBpISHOTY ] oy s sond moy “pod 10 5507 nd e [0, )
o T ; RO i ; !
TOTETIS | WOURIIPUL [NSTA | : !
SEPEOE | Gum PIng 5Re0Ny |
, ~ pasmbas | ‘nonpids | V . ype Jojeinios
| (L vonednor op] | dumd poswaony | HEOL Pl 450 PIAL wpdpowepy -
o ’ ] : T ypegpest vo - ] puewIap
| ! o pod opmeye | dotp sanssmd opy “Romeptnpas | “IBIIE B it 080
: |

HCEC-00016718

TRN-

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLO



| i CALRE R ; ]
: P NOWUBHE | BOWRSIAL [FOSEA !
; JOVUMOUT | R0 PIN SS0YY ] i
- pormhey | “woned “Nue] yoyeader |
. T motpfnmuon | dond poseesowy | “S80Y Py sepnue seddry |
— w : S i ! o
! Lo . 1o dorp sansserd
! [ ‘pod sy | paradssu 1 “(apss
; oGRS | ey “AomepEpes awprowe | Apddng) ammyrey
HORoUg BO0lR | sop pepediotny | nonbung 5o S0y PEOPD O ANYigeny | BATRA TRDS J0nug ‘7
] ) senTiad SR ] G ‘, —
| g owel’y | i :
| W AT | ! B
| sy FiSA US|
[SUSRES— 5 ~ URAS | I0O0 PR on pod o o vy pionspos peffing o X
| sprry) . | /
i/ saamds pro © “goonpnid |
L fesBumyy) prog ueels i
; i W CTEAT
| e paooyd ut st g pom amnes | U
i swRoosd O 01 pod ejRilime o FED

o SIYIE

00016718

-HCEC

TRN

ngs LLG

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdi



oLl

51 Aoumnbery |
1]

poAfosSI BIOL) -

Aougnboy

sy |

ST |

aposn |

~ Sppiidn o |

s138 7 puw pod |

L WmADODEO

_adf1 sommiogsg |

ot

"o P
ong mamssaad

Sregpest |

fyddng org

EHILE

|

(s
OUDPUSHBLODA
12421 B
‘SHOnTNS |
L osuod e
| pun Suysay jjam
} ‘wonapciEn oo
! Bupinp
YlpBl UL

o panssad fddng
Fupopmon |

Apenasos

=

T BARSIOUT
sanssard

{rddng

AT

4ddng jo 58y

00018720

-HCEC

TRN

ngs LLG

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Hold)



261

"post G

HIRGPE U0
dorp ammssasd opp

“Kogpuapss |

o} UOUAY

YIROD MO OR)

TN §0 850

i

(opis
WO Ko sopidd) awmsey
uado 0y Aupgeur - saes jEns B

T
“podd STemIsiY |
0} YOIMS |

HETRY [OTIRATY
R0 pIYg

-AouBpunpal
OO §6 65

i
‘pod sremnye
O YIAS |

IIER JEORAT

TR [EIGUBATY |
PEROD PR

YOI §0 507y

pod anrie |

woy sy |
uado o Aspigeet

1

HEOR $RIny
wda Ayng oy |
ApHigeu syayssag
B8O} P |

3o smReg

“prod AT

WO s |

wdo Ay o7
AJIHIROT 01015804

S0f ping ¢

SO |
S0/ -1 30 330y

W

TR 2MO] |
o1 YaILALs piE |

BN} HOO[Y |
WO SR |

wdo s8pang

T 30
SEOT DIOGNEA

TRONIEGD

“

“Fpynnee |
wetdo Aprg o)
Ay syqmsog |

BT SAYR

puBILER
un ted

Configential Treatment Requeste

CEC-00018721

TRN-H

< by Transocean Holdings LLC



(spmyf

/ Seapds PRy
Jo wBuvyny)
pamopiof

puw peowid ul 5t
F500048 IO

fIng e sImses

“gaionnd |
ping ueal’y
W TTENT

o3 pod epmuzge
o3 yoymg |

“BINTY] HOYOERG

SE07] CEUATHA
os pofidnig

‘pod

i

P ANTp S50

I

1y pedingg

FOHHOD (3R
| pup Bupssy jpam

‘uoyRdrI
Bupeng

YRy WeIsAT
zanszasd yop5d
Buriopiow
Apporagaos
ABPISHOTS

dHAT
g afuped |
IATRA PHDUOT
12 pod swyosy |
‘pod aypuiee |
st

TR
SO

— ponnbas
LRI oy

manssnd |

FoBGpEaL

UOTETDUL [RURLA
DY DI $509%
wopmmsda |

duind prseaioug

pod 30 5507

gingsoad
3ond 10 w807y

Re =t

ujdonserno}

smiter
FopppnBar jord
ENOPUL R0, |

“S50] Pt

"$EOT DIy,

pod oyenIsye

Goap eIssead ON

HDRQPRSE U

“Aepngey

“Tefnuye |

ey soppmier |
sopd penepy |

“BIEEY

DATRA DIOTRIGE

PoA

pURuIAp |

EC-00018722

C

TRN-H

i

Treatment Requested by Transocsan Holdings LLS

Confidential



263

TS BOnRE

pieuilviiy
~pornbes |
VOHEBII Of |

ALY P

“BSI PN} SSO0XT

uogendo

duind posesig |

pod Tl |
01 qoTLag |

“BoRHTNg Jo0]

) O

“saopoeid |
PN URSE)

f W THAT
I YA IN09S
oy pod spnmys |

RGeS

e doip aanssesd
payosdxaury
TN

#%67] prosdiauny

8501 P |

it

Ricitinizaal

pvey

uo uado |

HCEC-00016723

TRN-

s LLO

ing

ransocean Holdl

-
H

v

Confidential Treatment Requested b



264

EANES] MOR

~ prag |
w0 85010
o) oxmye, 298

PUEHISD
o (258
01 SdnpEE.

TR
,wwmo.wvmm.\mwﬁﬁuwk
ap Y
SUOLHH]

pun Buysar o |
‘wonpiduins

Buangp

Hipvay wosds

amysosd Gdidns

Bureoynon

dppormnson

TR
pod ey |

T L
pod oreuIy
O} GG |

‘B I

op wmssaad |

porii g
Addns opg

‘pod 30 58077

DINYL SATESINEY

Rl

mIEsoxd
PR

“piressont
Tdng 10 95077

PR

15 ADOD

(uado |

P oIS
sy sydonsemo)

puBumLp

724

HCEC-00016

TRN

ings LLC

d

i

0

by Transocean b

Confidential Treatment Requested



265

A

; papadistyy | 3o 0y wemios |
S A It T 8 S I i < U o i 4 8 WO 0 Bt BOROLG e
T T g T ) ’
; orapous |
|0 B JHWT | :
| wouf aBpwnp | |
: suzspid g i
a; appnbapy AOET s vonoadsut |
94v suppuriod tind oy Ammaseoss | TROSIA, MOT :
: Buypazsdo 311 20008 poRadyanry | 05l 01 108TIos TSEIRU U0
L g ansuy | A | i FEIT g PO HYROIPIE o) viqrun i gy o) s8umegg
; g | |
: popsodioy “dOE 03 Pt |
A T R N TR *pOL IO, o1 sjgeny ToYRl O s iikTe
b =8 i G o 3 3 ST
w i ateied " ey |
: poywsdkaTry | GO 0 19900 | oy efemep |
1w AT g “por soresipUy o spgpuny ore) oy eangin omEay |

FOH 01 ooy |

@n&mﬂm@w

ue o] |

HCEC-00018725

TRN-

LG

L

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings



266

T sainpenoy
‘panoof S wdos

2um spanpartud d0d md

oMoy WL H| P e omosg |
I . SN RN
Yoo

o sy Bugpisdo |
Dasfal ppysnd PIRLARIS PUR |
o uoymymsuy wd doamd
fodosdounsug | W HL| 1| P [k dxmoog
SSRUTISIETUS SR 5 e S ;

JHEPIAD
SIS MO
TR 35 &

(saz

30 8507 [enuaeg)

o
o1 Aviprgmy

it
01 Aymigeay

A P
GBI TOBLA
P onpReIpAy
J0 950 BATSSO0R
IO MOT] 18
071 pupndysnn

By

SIGATEMA 0

S50 10§ 1P0USI08
‘praty Bunemds
SHREIPAY S0 $507y

o &OMmﬂ 14 g8y

amssud

it
uo smsseidiony

HEOIGT DI

toyeel sompdey |

i
ACU W |
UOTRSIPUL (2051
2101850, 1803
sansserd pajey

Tres o) sy

89
amssaid poyey

8
M«Bmw%mm poTEs |

(EIpuen
BOMLIMS
jgas pefenrm]
(107091mI0,y)
P IS
pefemecy

“eysed pefurep

pUBISY

UG ugmeTen
4

o1 2y,

“zrnssad

gorep

[ iens

o} snfe g

"PUBLISD
uo jEes

WHOEC-00018726

TRN

H

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Hold



267

“SHOME [ AR

10U ﬁ:uﬁ By

sprsucdmon
TR

o1 ofenep
meummhﬂwﬂwo@ )

paitiag

o W cqom md |
WOH T DR pesemoos | o1 Ay |
(repf :
sujjanbovg)

UOIDHETS Y1
apos pangnf :
awdygsaauy | W ow

A0 i
. ﬂm& wmnt P e

RG] TR

!

B

o Azrpge |

O st i

! JHT o4

| 4of seansosm d pos os

| Huiply SIMoDE AlgEsog PEETAT
40f pasu SPE TITeA pun | e Moy

pBpseaty L W g 30

[OUEONI 30 087y | [PHNDII 10 61
v i S o

ibHam
01 AppigEY;

Nrenaiid

o AyEpgeg podumngy
“gorequn | BLHIDD

of ARTIGRE] | JBU0 30 S3WIpAY
i Lo

PO IO

‘prEEy

HCEC-00016727

TRN-

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC



268

9IS TN AR
ot pynass Sugp
IGTESTPUT PUOIeY

Tupise anjR |

-00016728

SHCEC

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC



269

BRG]
pod STRIsIE |

o1 youmg

e

pod sy

oF YOS puy
DO 30T

d

PO oYY

HoRQPEYS 40
orp smssand on
JENOD O] O

Pl
DD PIngY

SOy

YOTEUN] JO $807]

“Aouepanpoy

pod aano WOL

ey o3 Anpguy

pod sanoe woy |

uoyer o1 Aytpgeny

POt BAT0Y WK |
Horey 01 Apiquuy |

8,

BIRIUBIUIDIL

puv

Bulpunow sapna

SIS SEoppy
spanpauosd

Bugpasdo pur

i oyt oansuy |

wod e

O YOLIAS PUE |

pmd

W :
pod sans wog “Fugng
‘porsoenipy - cpodeanse wog | uore] o3 Agigeny | eponydoonl
D PEILY | uow o3 Aupoey “SS0] pInLg e mmpmg

Vid

‘pod oleursne |
o UDILAS PUR- |
Qmwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ xdﬁam i

PO IS
U PIILLT

POX JOTRIIPY

pod sAue wWOn
oI 01 Aifgen)

“uores 0 Appgeig

pod sayme oy |
goge] op Auaeuy |

“HROY me.boaﬂ
W10 sy

pnig |

gope] 0 Apgeay

“QINTTEY SATEA

pURISY
o ey

QTNYE [0,

O3 e ¢

HCEC-00018720

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transoosan Heldings LLG



270

eyl , o | |
/ saands prn { “gaovpeid |
Jo 28upyy) it i
ﬁw&b&&x 4 JaNT E
| pun paovid ug s1 TWtg [lem oS pod
ssaovad 30w oy pod symmie | 30 SEOT BOATRA | i
g Easy 3 OL UG | BITITE) UOTDUNY | prousios paBiung g Apssey | sy pedingg 3
B R R .
W Fo4HED Hom
| pup Buysay j1am
‘OB :
,,_ Supmp FAW] ‘
| ypmey weorsts sng afewond : “{opeat
sanssaud 109 . papApmpuo i smdonsees)
H Bupiopmon : 1® pod s1e109] | panssed ey
| Apponunos : pod ajptsyE | ¥oeqpEs: “axnssoid soperofor jopd
i ABPISUOTS | Y 01 ORAE | 1opid oy pod 30 ssoy 1o 36 50 R oy | H
¥ e B RS o -
HORBAS | GOLROI [ROSIA
| JOHUOUL | 3T UL $590XE :
| : - panabs | warmIstdo : ol aowindias
| 1 sorEBunE ong | dumd paseoiomy '$507 P “HS0] P | jopd persgy
o I por somopiy : ; |
/ Tl AoeqpEsl uo [ i i
: pod taye | doup ersssd “Kowrgpunpal pod sAanoe oy . aagel | uoyoer |
LT CLIPIAR | Cpm TSI 0 5507 DATBA PIGUDIOS | O] QanpiEg W

HCEC-00016730

TRN

ngs LLC

fdi

Confidertial Trestment Requested by Transocean Mo



271

SRRy B ; : o F :
AOf YY) AzaOf : !
AOIOFUUOD ALY R (o | i
dHAT TG HOTRSIPUE RS A SO wreg) |
Aof poupLse) ATl - osn png seoovy | wonouRs wown | L ey omnBor
Yooy sommisy SO 5109335 s “Hotesode JOVRRTHO0
PION | T T g1 spod yoyms | dumd pesesiouy S AT T
— A . LA S o y R
Homgpesl
1o dosp emessid ;
pod apmume | paondspiy : {apis ;
GLYIIAG | ROnes | Asmpunper f Kydidns) vy !
: 1 OGO Y00 | Aoy poreduuun | uong 30 93077 | SATRA ERE SBAYS H
- - e : B 2 R S
pmgussy
T CdENT :
ng 1S emnes PUEESD
&1 .@3& FIEUIRY TR YESA GOUIIGY O YOIE]
o1 yopMg

HCEC-00016731

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC



272

FEAT
PUE [7aM 9Imoeg | pod 0ATIOE M omssod jopud
‘pod spuie SHRGPES faterun / Urer vabape Wyepmes | armgserd yopd
A Tl O} YOILAY BanSEIA | oy ANTIaR 10 8oy o3 Ayyrapoy ,, J0yeredal 10 £30°7 ol
! ] . w o | omsgaid |
: : ; POUBTON ey
B0 piw “eanssed qoyey | GEEYIOAT rodod
pod arBuIsy SHIRGEESI oyeyan medig sedowd meymen | [E5RRINCT | UTepmEOl
e T O YRIMRG | SINSEYL o] Aijiieso g 93 Aymjrgen o amnpeg 0
H - : S gy ot MaRALH b i il ,
(o AN T op eanssard
| pod omioie Souapesl PASOI ,
e NORL 1 L TUInAE Alddns opy oot 3O B8Oy LS ADGE P ke

e
DYDPUMMUO 9L :
L B , L
% suopAs | / | ,
; Fodzron pram | |
| pup Bunss; jav
‘woyepduoy |
Bugnp
if31poYy wapyds
| pansspad dsddns |

fuade
2P O -
i Awst srgdoaiseiea) |

po
ey

§
i

i

Sueonuon | | omyes sompnfes TR
Aponugruos 1 rpod gyBEme | Howqpes: roamssod | RG0S O YL

Agddos 1o ssoy | JENT

onfidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLG

i
i

C-00016732

HCE

TRN

o

e



273

W AT
nd piw e
3098 Ajqisseg |
pod oypmIe
G} U0

gl

s o1
“PURHI DI

pod eanoe
iy ornssond
Ry TR
o3 Ay

WO aImssad
i HOYR] UTEITRI

I -
! o1 Knprgent |
501 PITIA

‘pod sanor |

{op1s
07y omprey

oA (908 IBOUS

i

T TN
pod pus [om
o0es Lgiesog
‘pod sEwLlE |
O3 YOUME |

HONOPes]
DINEFDLY
L0 P

‘pod pATIoR
o wnessd
OTR] TR

03 &ipigeny

oL smssed
YOTR] GIERIfEnT

o1 Ayigeug
B0 pIg

pod sanoe |

I AT
1 pue (e,
Smmes AIsSod
pod saime |
O QOIS |

]
BIRSEEY

pod saToe
g emssord
TyEy TR

“pod DATIE
oy} W

550 pinid

wiogh amesmid |

o3 Apigeu

RaE

sfuans 10 swgm]

“Burogng

srorydons.

JoBmpE]

Buspy

psoy sjqixalf
M ASE
i dn moggoy

=

i EHIT
jyadd pue [em |
SIOPS AgIssog |
“pod spTITE
O GOTIAG |

TEOOD [N o1 ATEpgeny
EYRGDeDY “parsserd
g

TMOD prapg

“vansserd

TRy Trepen
o7 Avyrgeuy |
8801 pnLy

o301 XaY-A10d

] JO eanpie.y

Q0016732

SHGES

TRM

| vid Caat e
| pUE TIeM In00L |

“angsard
IoTR] UIEHIRTE
0] &ypigeny

pansserd |
Pio s iy
o} Avpraear |

WINYIE] SAI0A
SIS K

“BInsSAId

ity
sodosd
B iing
0} s |

LC

1
H

Confidential Treatment Reguestad by Transocean Holdings L



274

T guopionns
; FOL7102 1PN
| pus Suysas fam

i wongadnos ! i ;

M Bupenp || Frite) ‘

| unway waisds Hrg edenoed : {3y

 eangsaad popd HBATEA JPUDD | mdanseres)

‘ Futionuon 12 pod ajeos] “aanissaad . sanEy
Apperasuos i pod sjpnie | WrRGpest | ~ommssaud |

aopeinBes jond |

R L L

so1zed ey

“ ALY
HOUERYS | GOUENIPI [POSLA

1opd o ssoy

ﬂ JOPFONT | e P SEDEIT i :
! ! - panabes ot | w | ¥ea] aomyRdex i
Hi! 1T wonednn ony md peseanu; | "$E0T PIATT | “ESOT PIBYT o penirely | T M
; ‘provisios W AT pod At T amesard i
b YA pDEsOssy : nd pum e pod sagoe w0y smssend | | gmey |
| aanppf - oamops KjqisEog wioy amsssrd TR UTEYUTHLL | i sedod |
: 2podysoaur i : pod sRUILNE | : 1OTR] UIBHTE o7 Apjeegen] ; RENER] | WIByIIen |
! 0 QOEAL | O MOLT 3 i "SEOY PN BATEN PIOTB]O
T - ; , 2 .

-00018734

-HCEC

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLE



275

T e | o R e - ] “,
a0f uys aomoy : ; i :
AOIIBUOD ! * ADNT WA f10m9 | !
i JHIT ; Wid | OOHESIDUT [ERSIA | SAH HEReg)
. of aouneayo “pEperied - oen poy sseweg | wouosmy Wi - ey somwnSer
| yway somnBay GO FIOULS BT | woypisdo | o3 POLE SAISE FOOBIUE |
SHION | 11 spod uoprms | dund DHSERITY 5807 Pt :
M o : onopess | ]
DUWIE CEEyand | uo dormp ornesoxd {5055 SRy :
L pEE {184 210055 pewedusnn “arosserd | amsspd {opis
‘ ‘pod sppnmE | e HOYE UZiRrR | TR v | L2
A O WERG . soppepediun | o fmmgeurl 9 Sungeg s SR
GoiF ! - s B e . .
7 Saands prgcy i “geoent |
o afumiyzy) Py B | | omssesd |
‘ praopof VLTI | . ]
¢ puw paosid ug st | T T eS| pod sodoxd
sgao04d TOW ) pod oypaiye | o s80°] "80aTRA ; | umepe
7 O] YOumME

00018738

HCEC

TRN-

ngs LLG

i

Confidential Trealment Requested by Transocean Hold



276

: g TENT : ;
ind pup gem BOD P | ; ; ! fanges |
: SINpoS Yojefun | poz JOLOY] | {spod wpngs pody | pueump |
Arepuosss | PUBTP U0 | moeg yerem | yoeon Amuud SInjtEy 2ATEA | U0 YoTRn
. 1! wo Aoy | paronep sangmy | Amwnd o ssog ! JOSSOT SO pImG L STUS [EIOY, | 01 e Il
SN PIY | M : ;
GUATIRd | on emssard m
"pod oyeuioy Spoegpesl PEEOTS |
- . 1 o O Ayddng ol od 30 B0y WO A o]
| oppusuons
. pas B :
! SHOGONILS / ‘ 1
i Joagnoz fas |
| e Bupset s [ i i
i ‘oo i i : M
| Burang ! l i por | (uadies | w
L Yooy wersds | ! | [ ORI BEn ; opia gongs - ¢ cpangsand |
sunsepad dpdidos o . DI SATESRONG | { wel onpdonseie) | H0YET |
Bupenyuon: A ng | “opsgerd | i ey 0remdal soddond
ApppRuIIOD ! pod syEmy pnapess | “sansssid SOPRUIOY | e

C-0L016738

HCE

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocsan Holdings LLC



277

T T |
10 anusnbasos | Jis

B} 0] GNP BAEA
SIS BTG} DO
sigegdoy soud

| uEtapEep o ARy ¢

‘»\@«w

HOSUAE0 |

Y e pow

] Lo oy
Fuyemdo — sama |
C opngs AOW) |
[ SIIO) SATRA
IR 0L, |

Py o §

| T
| 30 souenbosnoo
} apgromod |
[ otg oy oup GATEA |
ST SIR U0
sispydus 2ou1d

pis) hiar

W I
g TuwERpesy
10 HPTLT
SIqeImAR U0 Ay

o J0TIIpE

2R YPIRTT

Arepuonss

NS PG | pue Arenopd
“pOX I0THEpUY | U vy

VR AT |
B80T PRI |
Arepinons
10 Lmud
T BT |

UGS PRy

“{pod wog
| Hunwrado - AfRA |
IS ACEY
2R 9A18A
S 0L,

|
(a1 |
spdotsegen |
etiayed |

PR

0 YOTRITT

HCEC-00018737

TRN

ings LLC

< by Transocean Hold

Confidential Treatment Requeste



278

Afterumeay pod
BATIIR WO YRR

i

| A Ted

i

‘pod sanoe wox
yoyetan Amd

podat 5o 1901 &
uctvufser /g
ppy {sopak

g

: Axepuoses Aoumpuaps: [OF N olesig 10 shy) 250y |
L InotAedd 5% AT | W o O1uMG OO JO 56077 | ‘SS0] pinpg JLjoempmd |
(AOd
j | 10 Ummpmap aig
| Bunwiedo - sATA
! ¢ OPNYGE vRIpeap}
! dog and ! yosepen | ainpre] 2AMA

| 35 somnbasmoy |
; sigissod __
| UL Oy oD BATRA |
STHnYs SH U0 |
s1seydis coeyd

4

U
YOI goyetun |
1] seesE uo Ayt |

mowserd sy F o _puR e sanneg o} AIpIge 30 s80y | “PINT 30 8507 | opnys TR0,
& . R . ool 17 ;
oY gaen
Arepuonys 1o “(pod nog

Avgrad BAG 30
ssor7 spod oy
1Y HEILpYSD puy
AQH i 50 |

P30 550

Qnage
mrdonsees

| Bunmrado - saTeA |
| SpInys uRwpEep) |

SIYTH BATEA
_ops oL,

; (A0 won
- Bunerado - 2apa
F0GS AGY)
SIYIBY DAJRA

CEC-00018738

H

TRAN-

ean Holdings

¥ Transos

Treatment Requested b

|

Confidentia



279

WG T

‘wonens |

OYHIONE |
-~ paynbol |

B ponednng o |

DOTEUY [ERSTA

il pespessuy | “$80] Py,

TACHE TR

I $S80RY
woRista

“HEwi 0ERY
1ond renTEag

Atjerueag pod
DALOE 10 YIIRIN
RpOoas |
o1y !

doap amsserd oy | “Asueponpa

YIUGPEST U

JENOD MO OR | o 10 sso |

W et nd

Frpnpman pod |
DAXDE U0 yNpEiEn
Amppuonas .
O UITAY |

dorp oungsoid oy

ORI U |

PNOT MUY Op] | TOHOUY 10 850

sl

o1 i |

rpod ATy WO

gryeren Aot
) £y

£

“pod OatyIe WL
vorepm A
o1 Apiaeu |

“EEOL PINLY

{opis
sopil} srnpng

“aIngrey |
FATEA DIOUDOE |

£als)

W gt

Ampuones

wnpieas pod |
BAGIE B0 YMETHT

TR [BTUSALY

UN0T Py |

il

pod sanow worg |
geion Awmid |

o1 Aggeng |
0T PR

yenE

Agpe

Ao

Wd 8T e |
wmag pod
BATIOE U0 YMIRIUR. |

LIRS TRTOUSAL | g

‘pod sanoy w
yoverun e
oy Saprqeny

“Buigm
BOBKIGOSY

i puemep
| o yoyeiun

HCEC-00016739

TRN

L

dings L

i

sted by Transocean Mo

Confidential Treatment Reque



iR | e T T !
piny HERy | ! .
W AT _
g TR aInong
o1 pod guEsE oA TOVIHIOE
OLYILSS | Onos Py o | ot 10 w5t | 1o o) sgeuy | plousios peBEngg 8
H H H i
| : “ssonowid | ;
: 30 88mmyD) w Py wesy ;
V pasolisy : T AT
(puepeoRd ISt L L 1 Ing es esmoss | pod
| ssaooid DOM ; | - oppod apewsyz | 3088077 TE3ATEA
e omsug | 7 | S pung p1ouR(0s po¥ P By pog
ST | :
OO ToM :
- puze Fupen fjom :
| BOnAIos }
: Fupmgp | ! ! :
| yyeeymmsds | | : “(yeny | [
L smesead jond : A POPUOY | ! i odonsems) [
| Buproypowr | ! : 16 pod smiosy | ‘pangsed } SIOAL “PuBiLsn
Agenummos | po egpesT amssasd | aogemBersond | wo nowpm

1210, | o) BInpeg

-00016740

-HGEC

TRN

LLO

Transocean Holdings

Requested by

Confidential Treatment



281

‘ NG
| onepUsUIonnL
A9] B
HEDIETIS
10R000 1jem
pue Buusel ow
‘uoteduos
Fuump

TR0 EAY
amssasd Aiddns

Fuogmom EWT IR

Agrerios ‘pod sy
BpEULG T

TG o

yoge] AT

BRY — BOUBINTO} — pornhol

Llmogporonppy L7l souednm o

BRSNS

S8

ArgGprsl
Addns moy

{aodo
SPIA YOS —
- ee] swdonsnes}

preseid | sanfiey sowmfen

ALY s
USTBHPUL [E0STA
oSt PING] 5890¥Y

wouRmde

dumd pasesiouy

550] I

A1Adns 30 55077 | JORSUIOD JYINY

“yeay wpeindia:

‘pod e
O] GOUAS

i

RGeS
o dop zmsserd
puoadrmn

RELE
oy poysdyeusy |

pod

BAVIE W yayenm |
Ampuoses |
0 85077
ADERpUApeT

pod aAnoR U
yoperon Adeund

| ImRemoD JENT

yiviy

poiivey
w0 e

‘Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

C-00016741

HOE

TRN-



282

Confidential Treatment Requested by Tfamsaﬁ:esn Holdings LLC

00016742

TRN-HCEC



“szmpaood |
wad g

Seqrd JOHd
S0 vopopios
ddoud aumsuy

(uonosdsi |
EsIAY |
"I e pue |
: e ommoag pod |

kvt
PU 21980 S0

i SyRisye wo A9y TERORTY pod30%ery . (pod) g sy . pod 1o ssoT
e s ) L
] OO
: RCE Y el “pod s[Fms “pod pATIE
! - owmone o1 | 1 Aovmpunpol i Asuppunpes | FIMES
| 1AL DTRUIONTY | TR 30580y L Aoy Ivpmegossoy L
Gt find :
TR ToM 2I00G )
-pod sypie; “Aoueptmpo) . oanpEg |
1 mG “BHLRPY pod 10 s8077 POt 30 58077 | sidmos

{sBu
pue sgopednT
10} SE0UETI0M |

DTy PIOUR|oS

(ropweunon
o1 pue

s1gun Sopupour) |
SOTUOY

BATIA PROUBLD!

pod auo m
WOL VoY |

BATEA |

Pl
3ot

EC-00018743

-HE

TRN

Holdings LLC

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean



284

YOLHHES
wiosf xqagmaﬁm i

“so.inpasod i
5O SAOIPUUCD
o o |

NQ wonERHIET |

- YEss panoRg -
| mwmisre us Ay
“{uorpadsm

THUSIAY AL
EriTabit

By |

“prret] o

UOE RN

_pemnen |

FOSTY 10 $80°7 ¢
{

I

ﬁ; ;wﬂNUnn
wxuﬁﬂuﬁ%«u wx
Sl 7IsS] PILD)
V1330 507

VAT “w:a puzg

| e emoeg pod |

ISR U0 Ay
“fucpmodsi
[EnsiAY P
AT Lnd pue

Hom omoeg pod |

ﬁwﬁw:m o Ay

0d 3o sie]

“punosn |

-00018744

-HCEC

TRN

Holdings LLG

an

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transoce



&y Suggod |

Iquseg

: Ayddns |
TOFEPITISoR

T oy gongade sy |
Yl @onfins | joaBms Egtor 300 mﬁw |
oY) of 1yBno sy ug Furpuedop | aoypms | swmsssrd pedden Bt Fepnp |/ oo |
S5BI-AG-DSRT) | 3T MO SASIONT | U0 WROel WRNsAg | msserd yo 10 Ba03eq 36 5507
W e i} RO Aol

W CsuoTRD 1o oanssed | “spod !

SOUNTECD  MOpeM RISE oq 03 Afddns | ‘wadt spiey aApA |

. - T e Aoy dwny 0 R0 MOYON HApUSS 10§50 | “Apddng o ssory | usng pmpuoly |

g Coun o e ;
: AnusBrotz “Ayddns
ARPITIG L owan ssmodeny
DU 10, 200095 | GeAsnrg
P emp oy BLA |
80 fowpBrewms
Tnd
DU 115 GI0RE

"5l
oo o1Fms | Barea Oy

o1 £1ddns 3o ss0y |
AR O il B

pod 58077

‘pod orf
oy Addng yo @

L AD0d

fiddns”
TRPUCD
pod ety i
;AR A :

e
10 sanssaid

TIHPUOD 10 §5077 |

-HCEC-00016745

LG TRN

ested by Transocean Holdings L

Confidential Treatment Requ



. “(qovqpear

o) 10881 |
TGAS U0 PaoHoH |
Ligissog wewp |
@ PO |

S8OY pAIRIoOEY
H DATRA SHINYS

2 8

286

ﬁ“;

|
wOToY |
O OR) |

B 3

{onnse |

00 315

O] SATSS00ES |

3 {BATIO0 10U

A 30 1) AR |
3 T

pastRye
o OB

2ungig
IO ATMRE

Bungge

-00016748

HCEC

TRN-

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLG



287

W Tgoa und

T royporper |
w0 8507 TR DA |

O PR

SOUUOT PR

SOGOTUIRG P9l | Py pejosdxeryy |

“a0F

a

e
DU 1156% BIY

O TR0 |

TNRSTPUL |
110 5307 TR
O8] TIRG

pung pasoadioun |

Wa a0 e |
DB {[34 BIN0AS

R

0 590 1R
oy e
1 popopdyonry

e peeduaun | o o3 Ay
| “IOTRnIpL
wonende oo ssopBes |

URLIBAE

30 5807

B |
oot |

FHGO(]

puewED

O TS

Dy smptey

P

o ofvump
JEOTOROBIA

‘Res HMOTE

9 i ;
SIGIRS0Y UGISTLIO | e}

T T ganodinos | i
Frsoms yeuEsyt | N

CEC-00016747

TRN-H

ean Hold

Transoc

Confidential Treatment Requested by



sl

Har
sumssond poyg
10 AOY SI0G15 M

BEOqM
mes 0y Appigeng

“15el

‘dogimd | emssoxd popey |
U S SIN00Y | 10 MOTL BI00TIR A

BICATOM,

He

L

smssayd perrey

“BI0GTm |

a8 03 A1

iy

ﬁ ﬁm.ﬂk,&;

SO AR IAG
]

e @omﬁm

‘grnRd
jrcriintey

-00016748

HCEC

TRN

“HOOTG

WPE BATOAIT
Yo pofvey

mﬁ‘w 19 pIn0ey | 10 SO @mmﬁ“mwuw\&w

Funsorarg je8] | “XoypoTpl |

i 507 THFiem
Oh] PEnOo

pu papedwann |

RIS
srgudonddeag
TEBYS

o3 Fundumsyy

ARSI
o 5307 Jufmm
OR] JUEROY

ping pagsodyonry |

1 4y

HE

LLC

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings



e goa pnd |
PUE ([ 3IN00S |
3B 0 1

Ped g0d Tod
1 pug Mww.ﬁ DAADDE

“souwEAAreE |

AR

Wd
PUE (154 5050

o ol

]

Rl v

pin paadion;

‘Junon
poyg paoadxaury

Pid 08
A [0 I0005
iy, tedo

i ey

sy
T B

KRR
palnsqo |
Algissog

“Butuado Mops

10 sepduioont |
2[grs804 |

SHORC |

ﬁ“ﬁuﬂmww@.@

B
PEIBLSG0

“Bmuato mops

20 Sedwoser

“Burusdo mops
10 meydmoon |

Husado mors
X0 Fpino

oyqIss0g |

“spmaodnes
TEOIDT

oy eBnump
FEOTUSHOOIN

“UOISOLIOT)

pURRy

e vado W

oyempmg | g

-00016748

CEC

H

TRN

Confidential Treatment Reguested by Transocean Holdings LLS



290

ooLIS

% 17 40f siagumn
| supnodwes
i Buurifios
HOyDBEPWIICY
UBIILIA GRS
01 OB

piCn

s panpsoosd |
Bgaer
gagopsad |

H Nm\\mm,\\«txw

“Buisopow
i BupolBuc |

pUBHRD
w0 uado
) BINEE]

00016780

HCECG

TRN-

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC



291

sad | | ”
308507 TIuYS | o eted o oAtes |
o} AR o | ormys w0l 980

S50 RO | o sy

GO 30
50T TACH Nt

W O |

jind pue jam
axmey wmsseud |
sxpoI |

{Aprus |

8501 JSI) | AL B

BOTROLEL [RASTA

i {oalga
| SIS JH/ACHD
: myey sajes
SHHNYS 0

W dOE

Tne pus s/ AT A
amvag easseid | uOUEOMY ERETA _
AT SRERETU] RO PN

e
o At 30

|

i wonpns |
sy ur

spod g “spod gog worg |

: o “FEBYS foages
paopn 240 | ALy 10 smesad gy (pmssoxd - (omesasd mop) umr | sygngs pod)
saunproosd i uo Ay w s wes | 95070 ol KupaEny | QINFEY SATEA

BANFIET RO Y G2 P | a0l o1 Ajigeog | E50] pralg | DRINYS #I0]

i

{2 DATIA

Wa caog ud :
| AP O]

3 e DINO0E

a

4

{onteh
PRNES Ui} |

‘aFumme pos

T a0l | “oiop

m -
T Lo A

Loy | Bunns
7 2o

“Bajes aotenbos |
IO ampeg |

(s |

&R0 |
puensg |
e 980D |

SHCEC-00016751

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLG



292

HRQEITL TC m

Pt paTy
WOY TS 1 |

dop amssasd oy

puny SEOT0 0} Ayipeng

TOTEY 0 sy |

{oprs joud} |
wximy {pod ui) |

SATUA JRO5 TESUS

P dog nd
PUE [JoM DI00S
"pod @RIy
LRG|

JUNOD AMOTE ON

|
"ULIRTR TRIERAT \w

sR0] pry |

WIOL IgoyR J77 |
*Keymrepunpiss . asO1s 0y AypgRa]
WOLTUNE 1O 8077 | s

- ._mamm Aune
pue Buigng |

opomdane: |
IO sy g

yind pue flom
BINSE olassaid
A0 BSROIOUT |

dozp samsseid o |
PEOs MOT 08 |

oD pImy |

i

ORGPERI TG |

BOH
205507 s |

SEO] EROGIEG

“BATBA
s sopd pog

W 0"

sy pr graes |
srmag emssad
A0 BEBSIOUT |

dorp aumssard oy

“EYRGRENL UG

BUg

3O 8807 resis
oy AWTIaR 30
S90] presiTadg |

IS JH
SEOP O] Ajrriquny

W d0H
e pue jlam
witiony amsserd |

Y] Sl

JUNG0 MOF 0N

doap ernssad opy
T ADLE ON

TEFRUpESI GO |

30 sEY CFesus
o Ao 3o

W aoe
ik pue fess |
oigng emsseid |

GOWBDIT; YRNE

A

JO 88077 “Teays |

RS dH
OHOTD O} Aty

I RATRA |

 Sppags 07

“lopis
1opd}y pinrey
4 (BOR JROTE

“pired JH W
Bt go sanpeg

5

-00018752

-HCEG

TRN

ings LLC

!

¥ Transocean Ha

orfidential Treatment Requesied b

-
L



293

Csonmnns |
josmon |
pac p |
Buysay from |

. Momspdwoo | ;
: Bugmp ! :
| Yooy wepds ‘ “
! aanssoud ANT ] .
; Tt ofeyred ; : {pay
Sugionmiou | il H - omdoseien)
P - : e pod sygrosy | ] angrey |
L Appnuguos i pod sy yprgpes; | pmrerjopd | .

SPIRHEG sopd mory | / U B0 ),
TADE M ;
UOFETHE | UGHEOIpET [FISTA
FONTOW | D50 PIAYY 8500
- P wonziede |
uoTERn on L gumd TRSEODUY |

LT orgmmg

o
Heoy wwinial |

BRSO LT Jond gy
S R: 1

: wog)

CW o and pod aanon |
L pUR [jpM 2In09g | OE mous 41 P pummep

pod speTE HINGTH Aovepitnpsr . oEOPD O) Ariqeny - iy {pod ufy - o asoqe
00 MOTE O OO 0 980

EC-00016753

RN-HC

i

.

dings LLG

s Mol

| Treatment Requested by Transoce

3
¢

Confiden



294

wowapEsl
e dorp bamsssad
paedys,

i : ] G pod sanoe | Fypys Apddnsy
{ TS CaT nd | mop pasvadva “Aouepimper o tesys g - ednpmy (pod ar) ;
o CL I T pte preas sanoeg | IRUNELA | BOTOUNT G0 68077 | 00 ATV DODIDUY | BATEA 198% TR0US [t
“sontesd o o o -
P WRay
W I
g Tjom 20rwss | |
o3 pod apewise | ey YA TOTRTLCO |

S  proueos pofBnig |
spmyf / : U
S240ds 0 ! ¥ !

OVLTE oymopss onoo prey e

podgosse |

Jo sBupysy)
paaitof
puw ppovid
g 51 syavoud

“saanyed

PG uBa1) :

W AT ; .
T TiRM 9In0es i ‘pod
D00 03 pod syeeye 10 8807 "EOATEA

11237 BATSUTE 1 GoTmMey prousios peliingg

i
|
|

7 TN g CDINEE ALID ase g “BETI POk

{pod}
prgEsp
GO 28010

EC-00016754

HC

TRNA

uested by Transocsan Heldings LLC

Confidential Treatment Req



; s |
Vg uouens | TPUL ROSTA |
SOWNOW | 980 PR $830%Y
- pormbes “nonesdn et gojendes |
s uorEdnnn o | dmnd pesesiug ST P B0 Py FEDUS JH 11
Wd 08 sad w ! |
fnd puw fem 1085077 Teagy | {£jddns} !
amnog winssead | phitlve oy Aifjime 1o IEEYS JH DIGTEF 2ATEA
o o] aseainy | moq patoadxau sso] el | esop of Anprgeay [eas eRYs g1 P
o ] ; {pnd}
L H } CSHNSET MOY puRmep |
: i i : ot~ npindet e PS0T0 |
. ;

Confidential ’i;rea‘imeﬁt Requasted by Tran

5
=

EC-0001675!

HC

TRN

socean Holdings LLC



Tedus BuIses g3y |

S80) HRmpRSD
i
305507 oy
1 30 S50

(uot

| IPURNRULOD DA

1241 yBy)
SUOTDILS

1043100 |

Ham pun

Bugisa) fjas

L ‘uoensydwos
! Bugmp
- tspnoy wepsds

. aunssasd
Apeddns
Buriotuon

|

Apponsigguos 2oy emssard |

“reptpe Hoes gy
$50°] OVHIDESD |
“TesysoTne g |

CEC-00018758

N-H

TR

LLC

mngs

dential Treatment Requested by Transocean Hold

5
¥

Conf



297

Wa cdognd
P 113 93005
‘suIns wo pmssed
Hurz 7%

ACH S
VOTEOTAT fenstA |
FEROS Py |

Jo 1597
a3y Bunpa
Aousnboif

wpaYysoInn |

W IO

S

Metasy | HLE N pon pos smoss

Wt a0 nd

UL [am m0eg |
“aonsung HoOiH |

B .

TR EOYUBAT |
HIROD PR

i

i A0

pind puw o
DINTUG TBIRESRIC
AROT GEEEIY |

{53070
Aqrssaoongy |
Wi aaitic

JOSTUOISIP
povwsydon Un m

uEnshE | “eigerdous | |
WOYSOINY 30 850 IYEOINY v

“asoy / Burg
asfen antenbos

“puEsp |

TO 0]
o samgiE

30 BIAIEY

i

“HOUO UB |
GIOUE (DO |
Auw) moys |

“rmats BUEES i
SS07] UBIPESD |
‘IR “GOry
10 SE0 IRHUS
AH o seu

SIRITNO0R
aBreumer |
@3 A3HIq8 30 880

SRS
¥ 103 sanss

Apddng 3o swory

Vi BATEA

TSt DU gy |
sso7 ‘eemiprop |
“IROTEOINE “eTi |
108507 “Heus |

XBOYS ¢

Gt
(za#) sapes
sipmys e8ieyy |
Elisiieiise i
pavans 0],

i
_

ey
TOTEIUINSYY |

(pod)
pUEELp
T S0

HCEC-00018757

TRN-

LG

L

Holdings

OOSan

nt Requested by Trans

e

e

Confidential T)



298

,, L A d
i TR fieM 2T100% HIRDEE U0 pod {opis |
‘pod senisye | doxp emssoxd ON Aoumponper | SATIOE WoY Urex sopudy sy
| O 5 e OVUUYAG | JUTIOO MOJY O uoHoIRE 30 S507f | edo O) AmiqEly | 2Afea s mRyg 1
e I, . e . HE
P W dog i ‘pod eAnow woy | jeas |
LT pUE oM 9mmoeg : g uads Ay o1 | 98 5o Bagrg |
: i pod ameye | TuIn pErguesr Aomepunper | ANRGED spiss0g | speydeve: ;
W H T O] GOUME | JUDO0 PINLY | OOT0UnT 10 58077 807 piny, : Fowwyey 3]
Hiépsor W a0E | ; T pod panoe woy,
osoy ppqrel | puB A aIn0eg ! s edo £y 01 |
i AR JET pod agptegm TELORTR TRRSAT] AwERpmper | AUIIGRITT ajqIssod | i
o YImE mes Pl | uonoung 1o sy rs507 pm 1 Joeungreg |

“surer

! | M dog ; ‘s usde 03 Aupgeny |
VN H T pun pes oanoag umos /07 | uddo oy Aipigeng | s301 pIaLg | N TH
i ; SYHOT 1§ pue | EAOOY 1 PUR

} spol o1 SBEumD | spod op sBenmp Buogrmpee) | pusmep _
W 08 nd [EOTIEOeTT 50 FESTHRYOSUL 30 deo pousnbos | uo uado

PR T 93000 sy wado o ey | s vado o ey joampeg | o) sinmg

o pwentap o | pueusp |

EOID O} DINTIEL O HB0Y
§U EOTSE] SUIRE fraRex )

O0016758

-HCEC-

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC



299

SHONBIHS
J043u00 |
Jpoem puw |
Suisay pac
uonzpdio
Burinp

pppruos L
ABPISUOT) ]

e
onjdonsems)
: DINTEY

g i

roqwpniier yond |

TBIERRIL

11 70 8507

e ey

e sopnder |
jopd ey |

ity
aBusoed
SA[EA FOTUOD
o pod aymiog | manesnid
ot speEaye | HORGIRGE
O YIIsg 1018 oy
TAGY WA
UOUEIIS | UORIDUL TR
JOTUCTE . USh PING S8R0
— pernbo: | ‘ponnado
soyRdnng o) diemnd pogeainu
TGN e
UL [ IR TWORGDESE U0

“pod ey | dosp azossend opp |
(8 i

BRI
SATEA PIOIOIOY |

O} S

C-00018758

HCE

RN

T

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean



300

g oy |

A TS
SIPUL [ROSTA

FOMUOUE | Casn DIATY SSR0YT
- paambar | uorerdo ] “eny sommEs
woyedyma opy | dund pesvesug | “ERO] PIng T BLOITIPUL pay |
PLdTIAT | ORGP [ T
: T e oroneg | uo doip smsserd :
: “pod ey | paedysiry w {apis
O OIS | iiles Asuvprnpar ey Apuidng) suopm

UORSUNE Jo03 | #op papadzann

HOUBUTE IO 8507

g (e omoss |

saoonid |
pmypuesy
W AW

1 pod areuIeiy
o7 pEmg

RO DI ¢

pod 30 ss07]

OO

uzdo o) Lmgeny | DATEA 1B0S 1R0YS

eésiias TITOA GOTLIOD

! {spimyf/

et
pun poovyd

| s2ewds pygo
| fedBuryy)

DY DANSUF

Ut §1 s53504d

oM

aaiierd

P m.muww
BACENE L8
10 T 2IN00s |
o1 pod sypwym |

pod |
I BT SDATA |

vadi o opgueyy | provepos pedngg

“BEY

PURLIDD
we usdo |

-00018780

HCEC

TRN-

-~
-

Requested by Transocean Holdings LL

Confidertial Treatment



301

Jrcaiic
iy BEOIY
e - SR, D0
EENTING |
pod wpuRE |
[— 13 0 UOTIMG |
u fuor |
L IDPY a0z

4, 1pasy B}

SUCIIRIS
104110
i prw
Buprsas jpam |
‘wonspduios
Burmp |
M Yoy WasAs
; Bansssad |
Apddng |
Furaozion

|

EC-00016781

RN-HC

T

Confidential Treatrment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLT



S

1B GyRoy BB TRILIIUL ‘pugHsp
Of goyims paz |  Asmppunpas BAEA o} sfeump i a0po |
o LEIIS 230N | . Jessoy 1 01 Ayipgeay | [ErERospy | Oy omgred |

EC-00018782

HC

TRN

302

A untesipul

jensiA a0y | |
g eI |
I 4 _ evspgenn
3 u _ AOU
Ag GOTROIPUL

TOTELA IR0
piRgg RO

mo |

YN0 JO S50y |

AL BYno GAfA

) S1RIISYY U0 Aoy o} SRy wpneyoasey | usdo o) upgeyp
A ; S
Aq untoipay | “syeenodans
FRNSTA U000 | / PRI
WL CIBING | Iy ereinens GATBA o sBuimmp
0o A1, o} 03qBUr RIG I oo 0} Aypigeey ROTURTORIN i

asers
Ao uonppy |

ERETA IS ‘puTep |
ATEA ne tado

WA PReD T pumpy smpons
aypuee vo A9y ’

TOIN0 10 $8077

O} wInjid
R

ding

ansocean Mo

2

i

-

Confidential Treatment Requested by



L aafai - prraffy

FOLIEUAOS
sanprof 0t |

1310 YOI
wo puadag
spoupniss:

‘Confidential Treatment Reguested by Transocean Holdings LLC

-00016783

HCEC

TRN-



Pg enanmos | o - i

P TOTUOATHITL ‘eued | -soapes Fums mmo |

ADY oJespmEIo 8807 |/ svuul pue jound | GALRA |

. P W omeassorny L omes pmpy TN 30 85077 9188y 30 5507 | JOTaI 10 sInprE |

! “, U eued | seafea Supwaemo | aowmdes
W dod e | SSIMISOSSOY |/ oumipue joued S [PTRIBUL
W BT P pes smoeg oD Py | “PHILT 30 85077 YIUE[IET 10 $80°T 30 aanEg i
“Wa omzdo : ¥ e | WAyl aAfa qees 0P
¢ PR | UHOH 98010 8ISy | wIol mee o Jess uo Fupsds 9TES{IEf !

g
)
3
@

o1 AN

OTORIPAT 10 $80°T | uaﬁﬁwﬁ 10 880y

LEUSI IO S507 - oyoamyieg (O

SOTEST
A ST ON

; pod |
AOUEPURDET | WO S50 1STSE |

DATRA BIBTINIE

aapEas SpINYS |

o el e | uonsung 3001y SIS J0 85077 | SumEepdir o 5507 pod 70 cmmpeg | &
_ ; e R R s
: i | : : ! L osIoqiess |
‘ ‘ u ‘ | : ! ) |
! ! ; SATEA BSOT BARA | pUPESD |
! i | W e wmop L ApEsunephy BSOS ISR ONNS QESPRL | HOOSO[ |

o178 pejpadyour |

HOEC-D0016784

RN-

-

ings LLC

d

|

O

g

-

}

ansocaan

s

Confidential Treatment Requested by T



305

s
55— IBNO

e B sap } 34
o Butpusdap P G +
SHAVA “enng olRnRTE odaied o] "usdo BARRA |
. Pousnbosuos Lo upag peyosdiouny 03 AYITige oo WS O epgqeury ‘IR SRR |
s e S Lo : e :
o258 — 1Ayn0 | I !
1o Suppuadep ; o aapa | !
sam JOpnG S “HAOYy ssory usdo o |08 JeoTis Ut ]

sousnbasucsy | peyoadyanry

i
_ond jo sanyrey

2AHD |

DEE m®m~30
ko Fugpusdap |
SoLIDA |

W REno HDY

Siomatny

ausnbasua’y

%

pUBLEIY
1088077 o undo

o AJITIge 10 8507y

sAes |
i

oy \wmﬁﬁ 30 55

o oty

omp |

] o] eIy

(5106 aagon pooyg, |
uay ofmys
.wamﬂwﬁm.:ﬁﬂxom

30 BEOT

BATRA L
aymstet oy Addus

mﬁﬁm_
1O 6s07) | 10 $80] pnum0g |

ogesye]

‘oured | 52A18A Buin SN0 |
BPESTIVE 30 8807 7 3ot pue joved

HCEC-00018765

TRN

N

ngs LL

§
i

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Hold



306

” \Awu&mou
JuEpIOuy
0 PRS0
wiodf o8puiny
Jusnsed

o1 Bpnbapy
240 guppmTind

MY pEsos
patoadyonry ¥ e
W4 09T ‘POl IopEaLpy 0y sy i

i vonsedsu

8T
i erite]
PO IORYpU]

33 I03E0IDY

[EOSLA, AOT] PESlen

Sunvasdo nogoodysnry 0 100TN0

1oys ansug | ‘po1 J0yRSIpUY | 03 81qEN)
WOTY DESTEM |

peoadxany | @} 10EWI0D

oy 31qvnq; |

TR O By

PESTIeM |

oF jeRinon |

1 STqED[) |

MO
pajoadnat

‘UL J0YETPUL
sk

iy

peoEs |
& weno |

01 31080y

epnoduns

“HOISOLI0TY

dias)

et |
o3 o8etaBp

ey |

SINYIEY 605

U0 Goge]
o ane,

EC-00018788

HO

TRN-

dings LLC

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocsan Hol



o sainpaooid pue | ’ [
Bumrpen sodory ;,
;, ‘paeonof | "sI083R0I0AD | ; ‘puBdIep |
840 saunpasold | OF ALY Aoydurg | I MDY o ‘e | IR | Mo oreRn |
e PAREUT dog g TRUITITIN 10 Ofy o3 Apraeuy | o1 fygeey | w0 amssoxdoag | o oum EATS
AR MM [
; | UOTESTDUE [ENSTA BTG |
N “prgy oTiEeapAy | AIDAEA JO | . . omssead
30 0PN GAISEEDR | 8807 I0) TeIGg | : ! el .
1 W A0 nd e aoh w o pmy Suneeds wmssnid | TR |
] Pl (oM I o1y paguadiany PIDAYJO RO | O[30 85077 CRITR 1RES | 07 anjieg |
: Yy
H o wehupyn | A M
L aunfeq ol | PEI{AA 10 | UDTRSTPNT NSt RO
| fououogoisu | H | aoioadsur [ensiA F[GIsEeg 1B i
| ,w&ckm DRSS ? 09 g ESGS permng “ERas O sInyre B 0 g P ] |
! T | T sopetiony :

: BoRRmS |
dtooﬁﬁlﬁ:w“ %\%xﬁ:mﬂ

T pmeep |
yoyaed pofemep O [RES
G

SEI0Y pHE |
E\Mmmm %xamam

G-00018767

HCE

TRN

LG

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings L



308

|
|

=4

W O IR

HHOTE 1Y TRARE

W prnos Seyy
FOPRITIPU PUOSSS

IPIAY BINTE |

A80] RO

BYONS T ARl |

10U pinos Jon
ORI PIOSSS
TUDDIAS BIIR]
“AAOY TRTITHIAL

SEE
| sutjsnbong)
HOLGUITY Y1
apout aurginf

“sapmisd |
IIBUUTD
poaygen. |

THRODE TN Rsen
30u pinos e
RPN PUGE
JERPIAD SITRY

(s ]

"gareun
TR

oo

"yoyeran

o1 AYigigeiy |

ot ypep |

Hoysun |
o Appaeag |

UsBeEIoD

et
Yoy FESUIE]
omTpary

TEGIEQIIOTY

Rl

o) Anyopny

YoyelE

SpOT IOWITAT

FOg g “OT] RTITIAT
i iind FUSPIAY
'SP W pug IR CMOTE
I 3 RLY N

HoyEEm

o1 Apjtgeay |

o3 Aoy pefuurecy |

o | SHgep

O} AFTIOE | IS0 20 4RInA

PURISD
o ysye,
o] panpey |

HOEC-00018768

TRN-

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transccaan Holdings LLC



POE 30

: HORGPEOL U
. doxp eumssard opy

Aovepanpes |

: Lot
pod sanee woy | sopd) sanpes

OV O Aypgen] | SATEA 255 180

pun |

IO BAJDA |

BT 5SALPPY |
seanpaotid |
Sugpasdo pus

W gy sansuy

PO IOTROTPIY
“pmnon pmy |

‘pod san% oy

HoIPy 0 Ajtpiqea |

“pod aanoe WweL |
YOTR] 1 Ame
5501 prgg

} P
— W CdOog g | 05 MOY] O] UOLOUNE 30 55077
; pOr HEOINY . pod sATOY Wox |
,,,,,,,, W o Tmd 00O PINLY e o Aigen]
BIUDYRTRITN | : i -

e
#Buns 1o s

‘pod sanoe oy
yoyey

“Bugny
S1owde0sl |
10 ounpe,y

POL IOy
JUNOD PN |

pud DAROE oy

] o) Anplgeug |

"Bt Rop-A104
130 Bmpeg

“pOs HREY

STER) DATRA
SRS 1107

Feoipid |

N0 DI | TR O3 A

ACEH
HOUBSIPUE [E0SA |
“por I67RoTpI |

Uoter oy

“1pye] 03 |
Sappae sqgusrog

“{eet paIeTNe) |

789

HOEC-00018

TRN

an Holdings LLGC

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transoce



310

w g - iy - e S
s sands g
Jo pBurysy) W
PEnofof |
pue paovgd ut 57 "soanonid ‘pod
i swoodd Do pragg avarsy 30 8807 "$RATEA !
T G aogimd | plousos pailngg | cpmj Anpsseg | iy pedfngg i
FOAIHO0 f1E
| pun Bugpsay jrem i
‘worstdutoo | |
Bupanp
Yippay sy, {yesp
auangsed wopd : spfonsemo)
Burioguoum : H wasspid | annig;
Appomazes ; ; ot mgserd | JomemEer jomd
| amppuosy | T o N A0S NG o1 Moy pod 0 g5 o dopdgossoy g ey,
. [ AL s | :
TOHETHS | BONROIPUY [ROSTA
; JONOONT | aSn BN SSROXE
; i — permbar | monzads e xoygmBar
S uvonedur op | dumd peseng | "S80] pInfg S5O Y doyid gy | ‘H
. S R ot i : . s : i
RGPS T
dop sinsgeid oy “AnwEpumpoy ‘pod panoy wey |
JUNCT MO ONf | UOHOUTY JO 8507 |
it e

s

-O0018770

HCEC

TRN-

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocsan Holdings 1LLC



311

T Ssgrasin | -
A0 gy 480107 |
AHIFULOD *REFE YA
pasypan. TOUEIIPUL [RUSTA, |
dof zouniaior BSR P SROUNY L uonowny Uoikym
Yoy somERy e THOTEIBEO | 03 106118 SIGISE0,Y
A sspod goyams | dumd pesseu
: o T s rovestpy |
goRapEsI |
| o dosp amssead |
] : paoudisuly
i JURG “Kowreprm

V4 OG0 | w0y porovdRaury | nonsuny 0 &
T sanmpesd | ) T
ping wear) |
408 1 |

“amot sopndal |
RS istiaal

{ap

ATER T8 X80

s UOTITHOD

Apddng) omiey

‘pusmsp
o yore]

HCEC-00018771

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC



312

Fat
OUPPUIUSOTDL
1248 yay)
SUORIRIS
Joaon gias
pun Hunss; e
‘wotsyduos
HBuranp

Yippey wagsds
aamssasd Apddng
Bupiopuom
Ao

pod syeme |
oLymg |

pod gy
%

W AOE

(]
olAg

: “ERumpRsr
2I852EY

NgSHIg

SHOBGpESL !

pod sape

s YRR
Arpunyd / yoye;

03 &yrEge 1o sso

TR Rttt
o1 Aypnent | pesupesm 3o ssory

Tomessid |
‘aamssard opd yored soqepnder |

“goyerm Fredusy
o Apassog

PRIBIOE
“ernssosd oy DB
sadord weynwu / aspsuL

o1 Axgrgeny Joampey

EEi pmyg
amssexd
Nowapeas
(didng ong

pod 10 3077

RIS

Pasor
Addusgo ssoy s ASOS

pos
IORRBIpUY ssh
DI SATESOOR Y
‘pmssard
gorgprel
Apddng Moy

faodo

S KOS

o vppdorserno’
smypley Kgemdag
TOTIBEIOS

" armnssand

ey
Tadeond
piseiig

oy omaey

pURUISD
uo goye|
O IngrEy

4

00018772

TRN-HCECH

LG

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings L



‘prousos w
;

YHM pRIossy |

T "SORGPESY
OIS T DINSEHIY

HonaTg YOl |

A4 oRuTmos

7m0 PRk

!

A pIOUBOSG |

I

(eI 9Pt |
RI0T) GIGYIE

fees

o ey |

Butpsa;
Bty gl
A0S

H

PUE IOIIOR UGt
podapmene - omsspid 1071y
01 qanAgG | URGT I
N W ENOREPEsT
SUUUOG DR Dwﬂmmnﬂﬁm
LOROUL HO0TH OO PIng
i : “OHREITIRGn pUE DINSERLY |
Lt uonoE 00IE | Janco Il -

T
SUEBUOD Pup |

I i

BOROUNE HOOTE |

‘SRGpEal
HNEsaLy

Aurang |
spvepdanes |
16 DT

050 ¥o-A1ed |
RECE )

TRN-HCEC-D0016773

s LLC

ing

ransocean Hold

by T

Confidential Treatment Requestad



314

(spmyf

J Epands prae
Jo #Bupyry)
‘panagiof

pun paopyd g 51
sspooud Sop
7041 sansusy
“suchoRns
FOLUCE 150
rap Bupse; e
‘uoisaidimos
Burmp

Bpay uasds |

aanssad 10114

i Buraositious
Apporusues
ADPISHOT

‘seoreid

P wesyy

W dHNT
g e emoos
o1 pod oppusre

g ofenond |
SATEA JHIPUOS ¢

12 pod eygrosy

‘pod oreuisge |
01 yonmg

uopers
sopgon; |
—~ pannbor |

e

‘orssosd |
SRapEst |

AGRBOTpUL (RS, |

O PIRY S580KT |

poid
s #5077 ,ww\ﬁm?

piousios poBfingy

7O 8807

[may
ondenseiss)
smirel
sxpond

OB

Simsserd
el
sotdond
urgyarEL
o) sanpEg

SHOEC-00016774

TRN

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Hol



315

. ormpusmucoa; | :
1021 ) ! ; :
CHOORLE | : U,
] FOLFUDD Jam. ¢
| puw Bunse; 1ipat : ; 1
‘vozapdion | m,
Bupany | — fo'!
Yr3uplf v, M m« ; g Lwdo
DY wieishs opEozpu esn | SPU Yo — |
aunssaid Ajddns ; prog eniEssony | adonserss) |
Sugionmou: T : RN 5 e hneeo) | i
1404} : JEWT T SINES ] 23 iR | :
Appnaziuoo ; pod wyenwie | FIeqpBeT | K.Z,J@MEQ\, :
- R - . : . e
SEPMCY | G WL T s 11 pedgossy pro o
FHpEMUD | i T [ = i : e
dof uryt iemoy [ : ; !
A0pI3UHO2 | L ACTY Ul |
praryom u L UOBRLIDUI BUSIA .
s @:EW& ; WA enuTuos | ocesn ping ss00ws] | pod oanoe woxg ywey romendal ;
ey sompdey DU JOITHOT wonEmde | ysmeron Awend sopemos | !
BN it 5 o ¥ g . S ioare ;
e SO i ; } bod Yoy | dumd po . Ay ORI A ;
w , Song BES
! oD A csvomuon | o dosp amssen : !
. pum oy popadioun | pod sanor mox ! fops
H ; pod spmme | . yosspun A :
50 : i ¢

00016775

HOEC-

TRN

Confidential Trealment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC



316

gy
s, fo sovpd

o1 FEpISUC

up sajma Sugppn

1] uo Afay

W dognd |
MO0 RN |
ATRpONs |

uo Ay |

; un
L ALK pum ysiemn
; ATpuosss |

JENOD PIOLY

DO IOJEOIpY

R,

ADY 53077 pod |
WO Yojern |
Azveuud agory

JUNCD PINE]

PO ORI

PUBHISD UG
OO BINTIE Y

O TR
L AOYRAeq
L TR,

‘PO IOTROYpY
HAOTE O

YIRTER |

Kit- i e Rivs]

podd eypre)y

“oEn pIOgE
oN ommesand

| J0 88077 8507 pIny

oyeraEnn | g

oy Aremipd |

“eangseud

e o,

et — sATHA
SHRGE A

SIN{ITY SAIRA

anrpa

&2

JEAR

GOYEY 10 A

PSSO
A A

pnennp
s goeEn
Asgmud
o s
smssaid
Yoy
sadoad
Ty

e L

C-00016778

{CE

TRN-

tdings LLC

ed by Transocean Ho

S

nt Reque

Confidential Treatme



fo aousnbasuoo
i Bpgpesod
! oys o enp sagoA
| BmInYS sty vo

e

. sisoydws zovpd

i

Goppn

AQY 980
ACE Boan
a3y Yopmm
Awpuooes

pue Amwurid |

00 ey

pUBBD |

CEC-00016777

TRN-H

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Hoidings LLG



~ poambay
ouEdnm o
P pos
BATIZE B0 Yoyerun |
: AIRRIO0es

1 O goIAG
T g ped
SALE U0 iyper |
Arppuiooss |

OF GRS

g pod |
SATOY WO Yaerun |

Arppuooss
G 1 §uAg

R-Cirred

axoy spqiesyf
e A
Wi dn mogno,;

A

Wd pod
SALOE U0 Yo
AFponos |
T O YopML |
e
SAle B0 yoyeTn

Ampuooss |

patss: EHl
UOLRIPUL TRHSTA
BET PULY SEGHST

TErede

dumd possain]

“850] pinyy

0 I

“UEIEY [ONIESATY
TUNOY PN

“Aowepunpes |
YOBSUN 10 s807y

orerun

o

B8

o BAlyoR WOy |

fpund |
Apqruy
IE8)

OBGPEST UG
desp eimssod opg

pod aare vo
IR pUE Yoje
Arenmig 10

Y

“pod aanow woiy |

yoreyan

o

Kewroud |

“OLEeE
U0 PN

I RRRATT

TOROD MO O8]

FETUBAT

AOURPUIYT
OLBGA] 10 $807]

Astepunpas

VOTIDENG 30 S8y

pod aayo tion
Parciti

aL

v Arpwrred

g

e

rommiez

WM

B

5

“Hrgn
foridaanr

5
4o aanpieg

k:

YoyeTIE bwﬁﬁm H
o1 AyTigeay |

107 105

{aoyph
16 TG} 980T

6 YoRnn
Apenrud

1 Jo sanpeg

o] QIR

-HCEC-00016778

TRN

ings LLC

ocean Holdi

i

Confidential Treatment Requested by Tra



319

i

e

“sgotieIl

b uRaLy

YA Y
LTt pom armoss
oy pod oy
O} opasg

(spoyl

TOOC PINT ON

pod 30 s50°7 |

YSPBIUTL O s]qBi(y |

"RESA UIOHIIH

/ 5235 B ey santppnd
fo By ping el |
‘pasogef P AOT
puw peovid ui 51| g Cfjem smnos
sva004d 30 0 pod srenmie
SO DANFUS o £

{
i
|

SUOILILE
FEATUCD TRt
pun Buyser jam
‘worardios
Burnp
Ypway wasds |
zunsszed jopd
Bupsonuow
Apponutgnos
13

Y1} BOROUNT

‘pod

JOSSOY CFeAlRA

monsios peBingg

P Ay sseg |

syl paiBugg

SO
g ofeoed
anEA HNDUOD |
18 pod s
pod spemny

s
Yoeapeas
wpd mory

i o B

BATEED

“Cpeoq |
omdonsewo) | purnmp

SONYIEY | wo TR
towpdeniopd | Amuiod
o3 ganRg

C-00018779

TRN-HCE

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Heldings LLC



320

i QAMNQ.‘BQ&@Q“\QQQ&
i

{u

o021 43y}
SUORETIS
JOAHOT [fam
pup Bugisar o

uoppaiduos |
Bupany

(uado

YRy weisds i 280 P NS
| panssaad Gddns L [ uis S g § vpe] vIdonsTve}
Buiopniout ! GO IR | ‘emsserd ooy soemiag
Ayppnugmor ‘poid spenme | eOpRss ; I0YRTTGD
ABPISNOT: N F 1 O] GopIAg | Arddns oy 'pod 30 #8077 ddns 10 s80 PRBTTI AL
s i ; . o ” -
0 uviys Ass]
AOFTOUUOD TN | HROPET :
prBDgas i IOUOTy  wo dorp smsseid pod
20f Foupzyo pod opemmg poedusary SATNR 10 oY puR [ aogemBar
yosp dnnBoy o3 gonmg oS AoERpunpsy goreran Axpumd | IOYREGD
) 208 L cung oot | o peisedxenn | uonsmyg 10 sy o3 Appupen o
"GO TR T uo doap smssexd | pod | puTEsp
pod sypmoye | pawedusin SANSY U0 YoV U {eprs | uo yoEEn
o} GOL/Ag i ete ) un Aeg Apddng) grmyrey Aypui

-00018780

CEC

{

H

TRN

LLC

]

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdin



321

dOd nd |
‘pod ayerizye |

-00016781

-HCEG

TRN

Confidential Treatment Reguested by Transocsan Holdings LLG



322

Appandix O

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLE TRN-HCEC-00016782



323

RB Falcon Appendix C-1
Deepwater Horizon BOP Assurance

APPENDIX C
LESSONES LEARNED INDUSTRY

Report No:  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)
fesue Date: March 2001
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Confidential Treatment Reguested by Transocean Holdings LLC

324

Anomalies or Industry Failures List x
Compiled by WEST Hou Ine. C

The anomalies are divided by system/component and subdivided by mawufacturer
here applicable. The listing should not be considered all inclusive. The majority of the
nalies Hsted have received adequate repairs and/or required replacements. ;

PR
i
i

Control System

{ontrol Flutd Cleanliness

o Comuponents

ow Rates in Conirol Systems and Damag

Poteptial Single Point Failures in Remotely-Mounted Shuttle Valves

ROV Systems Fault

Qe

v HPU Systems

tely §

i Inadeq

Relief Valves Failing

cakers on Cameron HPU System

Jift Off Due to Faiturs of the Differential Global Positioning System

incorrect Seat Kits [

Ciilere Shattie Valves Osoillating

{ameron 12" Unbalanced Shuttle Valves Failure in Seats

Cameron 142" Unbalanced Shuttle Valves Hydrostatic Lock

ti 1/4" Manual Regulator - Prossure Surges and $

1 in Cammeron Regulators and Dix al Control Valves

meron 356 Bar ¥

ran Ceramic Seal Seat s and Regudators

vorr 3/4" and 1 1/2” Pilot Operated Check Valves Leaking

con Flow Meter

seron Quick Dumnp Valves Losing O-tings

on Solenaid Valve - Discontinuation of Solenoid Type 15

1 Solenoids and Water Ingress

er Ingress into MUX Cable Caused Loss of Pressure Read-Back ;

TRN-HCEC-U0016784
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Anomalies or Industry Failures List
Compiled by WEST Hou Ine.

Cameron 1/4", 3-Position Pod Valve Leaks

Cameron 1/47, 2-Pasition Pod Valves Shear Seal Spring Problern

Carneron 34", d-way, 2-Position Valve Not (

Cameron 1" Pod Control Valves Leaking

Cameron MUX Pod Start-up Valve and Prenature Closing

Czmeron Pod Damage by Shock Loading

Cameran LMREP Mini Pod Dual 1440 Retractable Connestor Leaks

Hard Piping on BOP Stack Failed

Parker Polyflex Hose Failures

Usable Accumulator Volume in Deepwater and Corrections for Gas Compressibility

Fydrasun Hose Fittings and Potentia ng

Cameron Accurmulator Floats Hanging Up Surface and Subsea

Cameron Aceumulators - Sinking Floats in Nitvogen Systems Subsea

¥ ow Pressure Ratings of Seacon Connectors on Cameron MUX Systems

Cameron Subsea Blectronic Module (SEM) Comrosion

tncorrect Operation of Subsen Electronic Module (SEM)

Cameren Subsea Fleetronic Module (SEM) Overhsating

[Camueron MUX SEM Sefiware Updates

Leaking Cable to Careton Riser Control Bex (RCB)

Timing Frrors in BDS Resulting in Damaged Cameron Pod Seals

Cameron Accidental EDS Activation

Shaffer Lower Stack Receiver Leak

Shaffer Sceondary Unlock Shuttle Valves Failure to Unlock

1o Systers Component Fa

Shaffer Supply Regulator Leaking

Shaffer Shear Ram SPM Valve and Damage During Surface Testing

Shaffer SPM Valve Problems

Shaffer DDV Fluid Tips

Shaffer Tacking Cylinder Gland Nut Fatlurs

Shaffer Pressure Transducers Reading Out of Range

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC
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Anmna!ies or Industry Failures List
Cempiled by WEST Hou Ine.

éshaffcr Connector Regulator Failure

Shaffer CMC Speed Control Valve

#MC Ball Vatves in Shaffer MUX Systems

ffor SPM Valve Spools and Maintenance Requirements

for MUX Direct Drive Valyes and Trapped Hydrostatic Press

Failure of MUX Cable Conngotion in Shaffer MUX System

Seavon MUX Cable Connectors on Shaffer MUX Sysiems

Fluid Leakage from MUX Cable in Shaffer MUX Sysiem

Faulty Tubiug on New Shatfer Pod

Shatfer MUX Systems

MUX

Pod System B

ronic Architecture (SEA) Fajlure on

Stusffer Alarms on Clmphicity/N'T Operator Interface Terminals

Shaffer Pod Block Configuration and Inability to De-energize Functions

ONX OIT (Operator Interface Terminal) Soreen Lock-up on Shaffer MUX Systems

Lack of Control Panel Stops and Possible EDS Activation on ABB Seatec System

il Alr Accumulator Failure of Bladders

Annular BOPs

‘Cameron DL Annulars - Intrusion of 8alt Water Through Weapholes

18 344" 10K Spherical - Packing Blement Damage and Performance

er 18 347 5K Annular Patlre to Test on § 12" Pipe

Ram BOPs

crort T Bomes

3 of Wellbore and Hydeaulic Seal Areas in BOP Bonnets

33 120 x 7 5/8% 10K TL Flexpacker Problems

Jawvieron TL BOP Bomnet Operats

Louse Connecting Rod Button on

od Shear Pressure Requirements in Decpwater

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC
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Anomaiieé or Industry Failores List
Compiled by WEST Heu Inc.

{Cameron Casing Shear Ram Bolts

Cameron 15K TL Casing Shear Rams and Trapped Debris

Cameron Casing Shear Rams and Damage to Blades

Cameron Casing Shear Rams Delay of

[Cameron Sequence Valve for TL Rams with RamlLocks and ST Locks

Cameron ST Lock Springs Instalied Incorrectly n the Sequence Caps

Cameron TL Rams with RamLocks - Const

Hydril MPL Lacks - Slip-Eze Bearings and Overhauling Nuts

Shaffer SLX BOPs and Potential Coliapse of Door Seal Cartridge

Shaffer V Shear Raro Failure to Wellbore Test

Shaffer V Shear Rams and Replacement Holts

Shaffer Uhtral.ocks Performance

Shaffer UltraLock I Not Unlocking

{Stewart & Stevenson QLS Shear 18 34” [5K Shear Rams

ZS:ewaﬁ & Stevenson 18 3/47 15K QLS Variable Bore Rams

Stewart & Stevenson 18 3/4” 15K QLS Automatic Locking System

| Connectors and Gaskets

Choke/Kill Connection Release Problems

MMS Regulations for Accidental Disconnest of Riser

Cameron AX Gasket Out of Tolerance

meron CX (Gaskets Issues

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Hoidings LLC TRN-HCEC-00018787
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| Anomalies or Industry Failures List
: Compiled by WEST Hou Inc.
gBem Cameron AX Gasket Retaining Pins

iCameron Mini Cotlet Connector and AX @

mestt Problemns Betwean LMRP and St

foret onnest

Type HC Connectory

re HO Conneetors - Coated Actuator

Cameron TS

Cameron HC Connestor Backdriving ;

IiTydril Hydraulic Choke/Kill Connestor Failure to Fxtend

Vetoo HAR H-4 Bent VX Gasket Retaining Pins
Veteo H-4 LMRP Connector Difficultiss to Unlatch

High Strength Steds and Hydrogen Embrittdercem
| Valves and Choke/Kill Systems
WOM Magemun Valve, 13,000 psi mwp Extrusion of O-rings

WOM Vatves and Broken Operator Springs

Lead-filled Target Flanges and Retention Issues

Copper State Hose Fajlure
Goodall Hose Construction
Shaffer 3 1/16” 15K Type HB Vilve Bormet Gasket Failures

Shaffer Hydraulic Retractable Choke and Kill Conuector Primary Unlock Failure

Staffer Mud Boost Valve
Shaffer 15,000 pst HB Valves Leaking

Riser Systems

e Kl Line Pin H

cks in Telescopic Joint Tensioner R

ad Stack-Yets 4 Facker Houging B

SD pred Stack-Cameron Outer Barrel Failure

}Shui‘ﬁ;r DYT-2 Riser Locking Dog Assembly Retalning Screw Replacement

IShaffer DT-2 Riser Telescopio Joint Latching Dops Misalgnment

hatfer Riser Tensioner Ring Damage

b
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Anomalies or Industry Failures List
Compiled by WEST Hou Inc. !

Riser Spider Gimbal

{nterchangeability of Veteo Type MR Dog-Type Riser

Stewart and Stevenson SSQR-F Riser Nickel Plating Flaking !

Stewart and Stevenson SSQR-F Riser Non-stress Relfieved Welds !

1 Stack Frames

LMRP Disconnect Angle Limitations

Hapse of BOP Stack Frame Member
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RB Faicon Appendix D1
Deepwater Horizon BOP Assurance

APPENDIX D
REVISED RUNNING BOP PROCEDURE

Report No:  CL4148-001/FMECA (REV 2)

issue Date:  March 2001 W
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Reviewed by HAZID Tesm, January 2001 Revised 011781

3.1.1.11 - Run Riser and BOP Procedure

General Information

Applies To: Deepwater Horlzon
Revision Date: January 2001 - HAZID
Approving Authority:  Rig Manager

Purpose / Objectiver

To deploy the blow out preventer stack on the subisea casing welthead, safely and with no gdverse
environmental affscts, providing a means of well control and riser system for drilling Tuid returns during
drilling operations.
The blow out preventer (BOP) stack conasists of two basie sections: A lower stack with a wallhead
connector, (6} five ram-lype preventers and a lower marine riser package (LMRP} with a riser connector
{to attach to the lower BOP}, and (2) two annular preventers and a flex joint. The BOP stack is the first
line of defense for coniralling "kicks” experisnced with a well.
The BOP stack is run on joints of riser with a telescopic joint {slip joint) and diverter at the fop. The marine
riser tansioners support the weight of the LMRP, riser and outer barrel of the slip j6int once the BOP stack
is landed.
Reforences:
R&B Falcon Accident Prevention Bufleling 02-83, 01-83.
HSE Manual Sections
Safety Harnesses/ReelsiLines
ife Saving Equipment

T

ion Equipment
lipy #21 - Suby

BOP Denlovmentd

Safety Precautions

Verification / Reporting Requirerents:

Job Positlons nvelved: .
Instaliation Manager (IM), Toolpusher, Subsea Enginesr, Driller, Assistant Drilier, Darrickman, Floorman,

Crane Opsrator, Deck Crew

Bummarny:
The riser running procedure will differ, between the various types of drilling units operated by R&B Falcon

Corporation. The important points for a successful operation include:

1. Ensure the riser ifting equipment, slings, shackles, and tag lines, conform to the safe working
Ipad requirements.

2. Ensure the riser hydraufic riser running tool (RRT) is seated correctly, and the retaining dogs fully

sngaged. If using manual RRT, torgue as per the manufacturer’s specification.

Ensure the lailing In, and restraining lines are rated for the specific task.

Check all "0 rings, gaskets afd pin and box connections for defects.

ows

Procedure:
Preparation: (starts in skate)

1. Confirm, space out from RKB to the wellhead, and calculate the riser string for the slip joint o be
int mid siroke, when the BOP is latched. Make a riser run tally and give copies to the Driller and

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00016792
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Reviewed by HAZID Team, January 2001, Revised 011701
Crane operatars, Ensure riser joint serial numbers are recorded so days in service can be
tracked.
2. Charge all APV and ensure all MRT pistons are full stroke and pressure adjusted for water depth
with seawater in riser. Consuit the riser tension programfanalysis.

. Confirm that the Subsea Engineer Is prepared fo run riser.,

4. Ensure spase riser components (choke, kill, booster, rigid conduit seals efo:) and lubricants are
avaiiable on the rig floor, with impact and torqus wrenches,, Ensure the wrenches are set at
22,500 ft/ibs of torque for make up for riser bolts — check periodically.

5. Confirm the vessel is offset, to the wellhead, preferably downstream, and positioning systems are
fully operational,

6. Inform the Bridge of the ongaing operation. Insure good communivations betwsen the Driller, rig
fioor, crane operator and MUX ree! operator in Moon pool, this is a must for a smooth operaion.
Ensure Marine Crew and Drill Crew are gware how changes in heading can affect load,
Communicate at intervals.

7, Rig floor 1o have riser bolts, never-seize; slings, shackles, snalch blogks, torque wrenches, ele,
ready. Crane operator to have alt saddles remaved and all shackles and slings ready to run riser,
Have as much ready prior to starting job as possible.

8. Change out the finks and slevators, for the 1000-ton capacity equipment and remove the mouse
hole. Dependent on water depth and riser sonfiguration, it may be possible o park the TDS and
rig for T6C-ton aquipment.

9. Remove master bushing and outer ring from rotary table. This should not be done until riser
gimbal is on rig fivor and ready to install so the rotary opening is not left uncovered for longer
than necessary.

10, Install the riser spider and gimbal and test functions same, install spider access stairs & handrails

11. Insure BOP has a new proper Welthead Connector ring gasket.

12. Place BOP control system in riser run mode {refer to riser run mode sheet in subsea computsr).

o

Running Riser BOM:
Note; Deadman system should be inactive during the runaing of the BOF and Riser & Auto Shear Punction

should be in Disarm on Deillers Panel, Initiate Deadman & Auto- Shear Function after BOP 18 landed and all

systems confirmed.

13. Remove auxiliary line protectors and inspect riser choke/kilbooster, and rigid conduit fines for
trash and / or damaged or missing seals prior to job. High pressure wash down of alf auxifiary
fines, if riot done previously.

14. A, Visual inspection LMRP Connector indicator, B. Call Bridge before: €. Move BOP from BOP
storage avea to BOP cart, . Move BOP cart to well center, , E. Set first joint of riser on the riser
cart.

15. Pickup hydraulic riser running tool, confirm proper operaﬁon and note hook weight.

16. Pickup first bare joint of riser & make sure RRT Is *Fully” Latched (driller to visually confirm and
check off on riser runnmg sheet) before packmg and noung hook wmght Note thls gp_lles to afl
joints of riser that Is

oy Spid
the choke, kill, booster and rigid conduit seals and pin seais “Have spares for nser ;o:ms on the
rig floor throughout the job.

17. Lower joint to the BOP riser flex joint and make up bolts to 22,500 ft/ibs torque. Lower one torque
wrench from rig floor to personne! on walk around at riser flax joint. Use never-seize only on all
riser bolts, do not use copper coat. Periodically check wrench seftings.

. Visual inspection of LMRP Connector indicator. Pickup riser and BOP from the fransporter, note
hook weight, Retract pins and move cart back, install landing and return to werk position. Install
MUX clamps at sach connection. Get bullseye indicators reading and record.{Note before
lowering BOP depending on weather condition Under tull guide system will be used)

19. Turmn BOP 90 degrees counter clockwise and land first joint on spider. Ensure spider hydraufic

fock pins are engaged {via visual indication). Notify control room that BOP Is in water.

20. Fil choks, &), and booster linas with seawater. Fill rigid conduif with fresh water only.

21. Subsea enginesr to confirm proper hook up before test, Test choke, kill, booster, and rigid

conduit ines according to operator test procedures after first joint is in water, (NOTE: Booster

=
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Reviewed by HAZID Team, January 2001 Revised 011701
Line & Ridged Conduit Line DO NOTE EXCEED 5000 PSY) Number of foints run betwesen test

will be determined by M,

Continue running riser noting , all information is filad out on the riser run sheet,

®  RRT fully latched

®  Sesls intact and lubricated.

*  Weight

23. After running the desired number of riser joints, lest,

24. Ensure correct riser tally, then pick up the Termination joint and run.

25, Pick up sfip joint {ensure manual Jocks are activated). Note weight and make up o termination
joint

. Lower the fermination joint to the BOP transporter level and connect goosenscks to termination

22

=~

6
&

do Not Excesd 5000 P8I on Boost Line & Ridgad Conduit kine.

27. ROV inspect BOP & Wallhead and have the ROV verify that W/H connector is unlocked on ROV
pangl

23. Put the glorm Joops in the MUX cables and hotline hosa,

2¢. Land slip joint below the packing element in riser spider {unlock manual focks) and stroke oit
innar barrel using hot ine to unlock latching dogs on outer barrel, Note weight.

30. Lower siip foint down to load bearing area on siip joint. Make sure fluid bearing housing is above

locking pin oylinder on load ring before skidding tensioners to wall center

31. Notify Bridge and skid the Riser Tensionsrs to well center

32. Close the tensioner Load Ring around the slip joint. And fock the load ring. Verlfy that indicator is
cut and locking pin cylinder is locked. Connest hydraulic, air, and lubricaling fines to the slip joint
and fluid baaring hose

33. Lower the slfip joint down.

34. Before moving rig over well depending on currant weather condition L might be necessary ©o be

on compensator (ACTIVE HEAVE MODE)
. Black off riser string set 100,000 ths on welihead and latch onte welthead. Notify Bridge that BOP
connected to welihead — Drill Floor to be nolified of alt heading changas.

36, Cheok for cotrect space oul. {MRT rod stroke)

37. Insure tensioning system is set. Per riser tensfoner program. Set anti-recoll at fensioner panel to

‘Remote! mode. Vearlfy BOF is fatehed with fluid gaflon count and visual with ROV at welthead

connector indicator flag on ROV panel.

Note weight indicator after lensioners have taken full wsight; apply approx. 50 fo 75 thousand

pounds overpull on welthead to Insure connector is locked onto welihead. Weight on welihead

and overpull will be defermined by IM and Company Reprasaniative.

39, Sel wet weight of BOP on wafl head to insure structural pipe wilf support BOP {check with 1M and
Company Man),

40. Makeup diverter flex joint to inner barre! of slip joint. Land and tock in diverter.

43, Set BOP control systers in driling mode.

42. Displace rigid conduit with mixed BOP fluid. (2 times volume)

43. Rig down riser squipment,

44. Close upper shear rams and pressure test, (Check with Company Man & IM o determine

pressure for lest)

Open upper shear rams,

Test BOP according to test shest and Operator test pressure chart.

P
o

38

3

=

45,

o fn

s
2

Hardcopies are printed from an electronie system and are uncontrofled.
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POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD
TRANSOCEAN LTD.
INQUIRY INTO THE DEEPWATER HORIZON GULF COAST O1L SPILL
Mav 12,2016

QUESTIONS FROM REPRESENTATIVE GRIFFITH

S\)

()

How do you anticipate implementing findings of the investigation into currently operational
wells and future exploration?

Transocean has assembled an investigative team to determine what caused the Deepwater
Horizon explosion, a team that includes dedicated Transocean and other industry experts.
That investigation is ongoing. Transocean is committed to working hard to understand what
caused this incident and what might be improved. We will implement whatever
recommendations come out of that analysis. Until we know exactly what happened on
April 20, 2010, the real sequence of events, and what recommendations will be made, it is
difficult to speculate about how Transocean may implement any findings.

Throughout testimony, several investigations are mentioned. How long do you anticipate
these investigations will last?

The Transocean investigation is gathering information, some of which is not available to
Transocean. Transocean has provided the Committee with documents and analysis relating
to the investigation. An interim report was provided to the Committee on June 14, 2010,
and has been published to the Committee’s website.

Do you have similar operations in deepwater environments? Can you address any similar or
different safety concerns that you have encountered?

Transocean operates in deepwater environments around the world. We maintain a
consistent standard of policies and procedures, maintenance practices, and operating
practices across the global Transocean fleet. In the aftermath of this incident, we have
continued to follow Transocean policies and procedures around the world. Until we find
out what happened and determine what might be improved following the incident, it is
difficuit to pinpoint any safety concerns that may have arisen elsewhere that may be related
to any concerns posed by the events of April 20.

You address the functions of the players in drilling contracts in vour testimony. In your
opinion, what can be done in the future to facilitate Operator and sub-contractor joint
responsibility?

Under applicable statutes, drilling contracts, and industry practice, the responsibility of each
party reflects itsrelative control, investment, and ownership of the well and the
hydrocarbons. The Operator identifies its target location, secures a lease from the United
States, develops the well plan, applies for a permit, selects its contractors, and owns and
takes the production from the well. Contractors selected by the Operator contract to

1
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perform specific services for a negotiated fee. A system of joint responsibility for the well
would be a fundamental change in the structure of offshore oil and gas operations.

5. How do you think that responsibility should be allocated? Should it be different depending
on contract or an industry standard?

Under applicable statutes, drilling contracts, and industry practice, the responsibility of each
party reflects its relative control, investment, and ownership of the well and the
hydrocarbons. The Operator identifies its target location, secures a lease from the United
States, develops the well plan, applies for a permit, selects its contractors, and owns and
takes the production from the well. Contractors selected by the Operator contract to
perform specific services for a negotiated fee. A system of joint responsibility for the well
would be a fundamental change in the structure of offshore oil and gas operations.

6. In your testimony, you identify the cement, the casing, or both to clearly be the “root cause
of the occurrence.” What, if anything can be done to protect in the future if there is a cement
or casing issue that causes pressure to be released from the reservoir?

Until we know exactly what happened on April 20, 2010 and the real sequence of events, it

is difficult to speculate about what specifically might be done in the future to prevent
pressure being released from the reservoir in the event of a cement or casing issue.

QUESTIONS FROM REPRESENTATIVE LATTA

1. How many people does your company currently employ in the United States?
Transocean currently employs 4.497 persons in the United States.

2. How many operational rigs does Transocean currently have within the waters of the United
States? Also, does Transocean have the largest amount of rigs among vour competitors here
in the United States?

Fourteen drilling rigs owned by various subsidiaries of Transocean Lid. are operating in
waters of the United States. Among competifors, Transocean has the largest number of
deepwater rigs in the Gulf of Mexico.

3. Since 2005 how many federal investigations have been opened into the safety and
environmental problems on drilling rigs owned by Transocean?

With the exception of the current investigations related to the April 20, 2010 explosion, we
do not believe that any Transocean drilling rig has been the subject of U.S. federal safety or

environmental investigation.

4. What is Transocean’s current safety record, as measured by injuries per hour worked?
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Transocean has maintained a strong safety record in the Guif of Mexico and throughout the
world. Transocean has never — and will never — compromise on safety. In 2009, Transocean
recorded its best ever Total Recordable Incident Rate (TRIR). In 2009, we achieved a
worldwide TRIR of 0.77 incidents per 200,000 man hours. Thirty-eight (38) rigs had zero
TRIR (no recordable incidents) and sixty-seven (67) rigs had zero lost time accidents. Four
(4) rigs achieved our safety vision of zero incidents. The Deepwater Horizon had a seven-
year history with no lost time accidents.

Is Transocean’s safety record better than the overall industry average, and how do you
compare to other deepwater drilling companies in the United States?

Transocean does not compare itself to other deepwater drilling companies directly because
each company records, classifies, and categorizes incidents differently. Accordingly, such
comparisons could be inaccurate or misleading.

The IADC publishes incident rates for drilling companies in U.S. waters. These [ADC rates
reflect the number of recordable incidents or lost time incidents per 200,000 man hours.
Notably, however, these statistics do not distinguish between deepwater and shatlow water
drilling.

Comparing the JADC rates for U.S. waters to comparable Transocean rates, in 2009,
Transocean’s rates were generally consistent with the IADC industry rates. In the first
quarter of 2010, Transocean far outperformed the industry by demonstrating incident rates
significantly below the IADC rates for drilling companies in U.S. waters.

How is Transocean helping the families of those 11 loved ones who passed away on the
Deepwater Horizon, and also those who were injured?

The families of the nine Transocean employees who passed away in the Deepwater Horizon
explosion continue to receive full pay and benefits at this time. All injured crew and those
receiving ongoing counseling (45 in total) continue to receive full pay and benefits, in
addition to any statutory benefits that may be owed under workers compensation, the Jones
Act, or the Longshore and Harbor Workers Compensation Act. All uninjured crew aboard
the Deepwater Horizon not currently receiving counseling (25 in total) also continue to
receive full pay and benefits.

The families of all nine Transocean employees who passed away were advised shortly after
the event that the Company was interested in and available to sit down with them, as soon
as they felt ready and able to discuss their financial futures and potential settlement of their
claims. We are currently having these discussions with some families and hope to do the
same with all the families and their counsel. No approach by any family or their
representative to have settlement discussions has been rejected by the Company. With
respect to injured employees and their families, the Company is willing to discuss
settlement of any injury claim at any time.
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Most of the Transocean crew lost personal possessions in the incident, and compensation
for these lost items has been offered by the Company. Almost all of these individuals
accepted the Company’s offer, including those who are represented.by attorneys and have
lawsuits pending, and the families of the employees who passed away. Compensation for
lost possessions was also offered to the Transocean employees who were onshore at the
time of the incident, but may have left some possessions onboard. Almost all of these
persons also have accepted the Company’s offer of compensation for that personal property.

QUESTIONS FROM REPRESENTATIVE SCALISE

E\)

How many times were operations shut down on the Deepwater Horizon tig prior to the
explosion on April 20, 20107

Prior to the April 20, 2010 explosion, drilling operations were suspended and there was a
partial evacuation of the Deepwater Horizon on one occasion. On May 26, 2008, the
Deepwater Horizon was partially evacuated after taking on water during drilling operations
for BP at the Freedom No. 2 well. At approximately 5:30 p.m., an alarm in the starboard
forward pump room notified crew members of water ingress in the pump room and a
thruster room, causing the vessel to list two degrees starboard forward side. As counter-
ballasting measures began, 77 non-essential personnel were transferred to a standby vessel
while 61 remained onboard. The Coast Guard, among other authorities, was immediately
notified of the incident. By 10:50 pm, the vessel was stabilized and all personnel were
brought back on board.

What safety changes were made following these shut downs, if any?

An investigation immediately commenced to determine the cause of the vessel taking on
water. The cause was an inadvertent opening of the overboard discharge valve and a series
of ballast valves as a result of routine maintenance, which allowed water to enter the pump
and thruster rooms. We reinforced our focus on task planning to improve control of routine
maintenance tasks.

It has been reported that there was a serious disagreement over the decision to remove the
heavy drilling mud and replace it with sea water. Who made this decision? Was there a
serious disagreement?

Based on our information, there was not a disagreement about the decision to displace the
drilling mud with seawater. It is our understanding from testimony to the U.S. Coast Guard
that there was a discussion between Jimmy Harrell of Transocean, the OIM, and Bob
Kaluza, the BP Well Site Leader, and Donald Vidrine, the BP Company Man, on April 19,
Based on that testimony, we understand that Mr. Harrell was presented with a new or
revised plan by BP that did not include a negative pressure test. Mr. Harrell insisted that a
negative pressure test be conducted. After discussion, the negative pressure test was
conducted. It is normal practice to remove the drilling mud from the riser prior to
disconnecting the riser from the well, and that would have been part of the logical sequence
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of events during abandonment of the well. The timing is determined by the Operator and
may be set forth in the well plan.

Is there a uniform industry practice for the process and timing regarding the displacement of
mud with seawater?

Displacing drilling mud with sea water is a normal and, in fact, required step in the
abandonment process (See 30 CFR 250.442(e)). Standard industry practice is to not
displace drilling mud with sea water until the Operator is confident that the cement and
casing are adequate barriers to contain pressure from the reservoir.

It has been reported by the media and mentioned at Congressional hearings that mud had to
be cleared off the rig six weeks prior to the explosion because of a loss of circulation. Are
these reports accurate? If so, was this a warning sign that something was wrong with the rig,
and of what would eventually occur on April 20, 20109

Transocean has no information to support such a report. However, we know that during the
course of drilling at this location, there were four events during which well control
operations were successfully conducted. Those operations would have involved the use of
drilling mud. Our investigation reflects that the Transocean employees acted appropriately,
and those events would not suggest or imply that there was any problem with the rig; to the
contrary, the well control equipment and the drilling crew successfully addressed well
control issues.

You stated during the hearing that there would have been procedure on file with MMS for
removing heavy drilling mud and replacing it with sea water. Can you please provide a copy
of this procedure?

The filings of procedures with the MMS are the responsibility of BP in its role as the
Operator. We have not been able to locate a copy of this procedure.

e
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HALLIBURTON

1150 18th Sireet, NW » Suite 200 - Washington, D.C. 20036
Main: 202.223.0820 « Fax: 202.223.2385 + e-mall: bob.moran@halliburton.com

Robert Moran
Vice President, Goveroment Affairs

June 14, 2010
Via Email

The Honorable Henry A, Waxman
Chairman

Committee on Energy and Commerce
Room 316 Ford House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-6115

and
The Honorable Bart Stupak
Chairman
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Room 316 Ford House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-6115
Re: May 12 Hearing on Deepwater Horizon Catastrophe

Dear Chairman Waxman and Chairman Stupak:

Please find attached the responses of Tim Probert of Halliburton to the Questions for the
Fearing Record.

Please do not hesitate to contact me or our outside counsel (Jeffrey L. Turner of Patton
Boggs LLP) if you have any questions.

cc: The Honorable Joe Barton
The Honorable Michael Burgess
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RESPONSES OF TIM PROBERT, HALLIBURTON
TO
MAY 12 HEARING QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS
HOUSE ENERGY AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE

The Honorable Parker Griffith

How do you anticipate implementing findings of the investigation into currently
operational wells and future exploration?

Response: Until the root cause of the Mississippi Canyon Block 252 Well number 1
incident is identified, Halliburton cannot speculate on actions that may be taken on
currently operational wells and future exploration.

Throughout testimony, several investigations are mentioned. How long do you
anticipate these investigations will last?

Response: Halliburton cannot offer an opinion in this area.

Do you have similar operations in deepwater environments? Can you address any
similar or different safety concerns that you have encountered?

Response: Halliburton has extensive experience operating in similar deepwater
environments. Our work in deepwater has been conducted with very positive safety
results.

In your testimony, you state that Halliburton is confident that cementing work was
done in accordance with the well owner’s construction plan. Is there any type of
documentation done by the owner after cementing is done for verification purposes?
Or is this the responsibility of Halliburton as a sub-contractor?

Response: Well integrity tests and all documentation including cement evaluation are
the responsibility of the well owner.

What, if anything can be done to protect in the future if there is a cement or casing
issue that causes pressure to be released from the reservoir?

Response: Industry well control theory identifies that the well owner must maintain
multiple effective barriers to the reservoir during well construction, well completion,
and well production operations.
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6. According to the New York Times on Tuesday May 11, 2010, “Halliburton, the
contractor for the cementing job on the Deepwater Horizon well that blew on April
20, used a type of nitrogen-charged cement to close off the bottom of the well, 13,000
feet below the sea bed. The nitrogen gas was blended into regular cement to make a
substance that was puffier and lighter than the cement generally used in oil drilling.

Experts said this type of cement can form a stronger bond in certain types of rock, but
is also more difficult to use than standard cement, requiring great care in mixing and
application.

A supervisor on the rig has said he had not seen nitrogen cement used before in the
deepest part of a well, and investigators are examining whether it contributed to the
catastrophic explosion.”

a. Can you comment on what types of cement mixtures are used to plug varying
well types?

Response: There are a variety of industry-recognized cementing solutions
available for plugging wells. Foam cementing is a commonly used solution in
the oil and gas industry.

b. Isthere generally a standard cement mixture that BP or the drilling industry as
a whole uses?

Response: There are a variety of industry-recognized cementing solutions
available for plugging wells.

c. Can you comment on what situations bring forth the use of different cement
mixtures?

Response: A variety of well conditions (depth, temperature, pressure,
economics and other) are considered when designing a cement mixture. Foam
cement helps improve mud displacement, helps prevent migration of well
fluids, and helps protect the formation.
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The Honorable Steve Scalise

1. It has been reported that a new type of cement was being used for the seal of the
blowout preventer. Was the application process documented and permitted?

a. The cement used in the Mississippi Canyon Block 232 well is common
and recognized in the industry. All application and permitting
requirements are the responsibility of the well owner. Halliburton did not
take part in that process.

2. It has been reported that there was a serious disagreement over the decision to remove
the heavy drilling mud and replace it with sea water. Who made this decision? Was
there a serious disagreement?

a. Halliburton was contracted to provide cementing, directional drilling and
measurement-while-drilling services. The decision to remove drilling
mud and replace it with sea water was not within Halliburton’s scope of
work. Halliburton did not participate in that decision.
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Loop South, Suite 1700

lune 16, 2010

The Honorable R, Parker Griffith
Committee on Energy and Commerce
House of Representatives

Congress of the United States

2125 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-6115

Dear Congressman Griffith:

I write in responsé to your guestions communicated to me by Chairman Waxrnan in his
June 2, 2010 letter. Our responses 1o those questions ave as follows:

1 How do you anticipate implementing findings of the investigation into currently
operationol wells and future explorations?

Cameron provides flow equipment products, systems and services to worldwide oil, gas
and process industries, but does not itself design, drill or operate wells. Our customers
design the weils; they frequently specify the equipment that will be used to drilt and
produce those wells; and they operate the Cameron-provided equipment.

Because Cameron is an equipment provider, it does not, strictly speaking, have the
abitity to make changes in any currently operational wells and it cannot direct the
structure of future drilling operations.

What Cameron can do is the following: First, it will continue its practice of informing its
customers of improvements in the safety and performance of our products through
regular issuance of Safety Alerts, Engineering Bulieting and Product Alerts. If a safety
improvement is identified, a Safety Alert will be sent via certified mail and email to all
known users and posted on our Transact Website for customers

Second, once results of the various investigations are known, Cameron may obtaih ngw
information that can be assessed for purposas of studying, and potentially
implementing, improvements in the design of Cameron products. Cameron will review
the results of such investigations with great care and consider any relevant information
in the context of future design and manufacture of Cameron products.
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2. Throughout testimony, several investigations gre mentioned. How long do you
anticipate these investigations will lost?

Cameron is presently aware of investigations or inguiries into this matter by the
Department of Justice, the Department of Homeland Security {U.S. Coast Guard), the
Department of the Interior {Minerals Management Service} and numerous
Congressional Committees. 1t is impossible even to estimate how long so many
investigations/inquiries may take. Furthermore, Cameron has no clear sense at this
time of when the BOP will be recovered to the surface. For that reason, too, itis
impossible to have even a rough idea of how long the investigations and inguiries will
fast.

3. Do you hove similar operations in degpwater environments? Con you oddress any
similar or different safety concerns that you have encountered?

Strictly speaking, Cameron does not itself have “operations in deepwater
environments.” However, Cameron does provide equipment to the companies that do.
We are currently aware of approximately 130 Cameron supplied BOP’s operating in
deepwater environmants. In the category of safety concerns, | note that a Cameron-
supplied BOP was in place on the Ixtoc 1 drilling platform from which there was a
serious spill In 1979, As we understand it, in the Ixtoc case the blowout preventer was
unable to shear the drilling pipe because the shear rams encountered a drill collar in the
BOP’s shear ram cavity. 1t was well-known in the drilling industry that the BOP shear
rams were not designed to cut drill colfars, which are too big to be sheared.

4. Of the 2500 BOPs you mention in your testimony, how many are involved in deepwater
projects?

As note in my response to Question 3 above, we currently know of approximately 130
Cameron-suppliied BOP's operating in water depths of more than 1,000 feet.

Cameron deeply mourns the loss of life and damage to our Gulf Coast environment. The whole
oif and gas industry, as well as Cameron, needs to learn as many lessons as possible from this tragedy so
that we can continue to meet the United States’ energy needs in a safe and secure manner. If we can
assist your inquiry further, please contact me or our counsel, Emmet T, Flood, Williams & Connolly LLP,

3t (202} 434-5300.
e

Jack B. Moore
President and Chief Executive Officer

Sincerely,

O
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