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 Case Number: OI-OG-14-0051-I 

 was then informed that during an IRU interview of Chet Morrison Supervisor Kenneth Johns, 
Johns had told IRU that it was a mistake that BOP Chart #1 was provided to  when  
inspected the facility on the morning of November 29, 2012 because that chart represented a “function 
test” and was never meant to represent the real BOP pressure test.  

In response to this claim made by Johns,  stated that such a claim does not make sense to him. 
After reviewing the real BOP pressure test chart, BOP Chart #2, and comparing it the chart that was 
provided to him on the morning of November 29, 2012, BOP Chart #1,  stated that, due to the 
fact that the charts look very different from each other, he does not believe it possible that Addington 
and the Chet Morrison supervisor (Johns) did not realize they were discussing the false chart with him 
while he spent several minutes explaining to them why the chart was a failing test. 

In addition to  belief that John’s claim that it was simply a mistake that BOP Chart #1 was 
provided to him the morning of the inspection,  stated that he does not believe Addington’s claim 
that the BOP Chart #1 was made during a “function test,” because a “function test” is comprised of 
simply opening and closing the RAMs, takes no more than 10 minutes, and there is no reason to make 
any type of chart when conducting such a test.  further stated that a chart similar to BOP Chart 
#1, which looks like a true BOP pressure test chart, would never be made if they were testing the 
pumps or the chart recorder.  

On a separate audio recording,  was later asked to review video footage of two individuals on SS 
225 creating BOP Chart #1 the day before  inspection of the facility. After reviewing the video 
footage,  made the following observations: 

-The chart recorder box/housing was open and it should never be open during a true BOP pressure test. 
-One of the individuals making the chart was tapping the side of the chart recorder box/housing, which 
indicated to  an attempt to imitate vibrations that would be seen on a true test chart. 
-The pump and chart recorder are not connected to the BOP in anyway, and in fact the BOP is on the 
other side of the facility, approximately 40-50 feet away. 
-The individuals are not “testing anything”; they would not be conducting a chart recorder test with the 
box/housing open and are not testing a pump. 
-One of the individual’s comment that they are “calibrating their equipment” makes no sense because 
there was no calibration gauge being used, along with the fact that equipment is never calibrated in the 
field, but rather it is calibrated onshore in an office setting.  stressed this is especially the case on 
a lift boat because there would be far too much vibration on a lift boat to be able calibrate anything.   
-One of the individuals had his hand on the chart and appeared to be “rolling” the chart in order to 
create the lines he wanted on the chart; there would be no reason to ever do such a thing if you were 
testing anything, but rather it is only done in order to manipulate a chart. 
-  then stated, in his expert opinion, the individuals in the video are “making a chart.” He 
supported his opinion by stating that he has seen this done before when he worked in private industry. 
-  also stated that he recognized the individual working the pump that was attached to the chart 
recorder in the video as a Chet Morrison supervisor he has had many interactions with.  stated 
that he has spent a lot of time explaining BSEE regulations to this person about BOP pressure tests and 
well control, and therefore observing him in the video “making a chart” gives  “grave concern.” 

Hot Work 
 stated that remembered seeing bolts on the ground during the November 29, 2012 inspection, but 

he did not perform any inspection duties related to the hot work issue. He said that he believes fellow 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
3 

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  

    

ATTACHMENT 11 





 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Case Number: OI-OG-14-0051-I 

in before the hot work was performed, but eventually they went to bed and when the plug & 
abandonment (P&A) crew started the hot work, the production crew was never notified so that they 
could shut in the live well. 

 stated that Addington told him that he was not aware of the specific requirements of the 
BSEE regulations regarding hot work and Addington had taken some precautionary steps to protect the 
live well from errant sparks by wrapping a tarp around the well head.  then explained that 
BSEE will sometimes allow hot work to be performed in a bay area with a live well flowing, but only 
if the operator first contacts BSEE and explains specifically what precautionary steps they plan on 
taking, which then must be approved by BSEE prior to any hot work being performed. According to 

 however, Addington’s precautionary step of wrapping a tarp around the flowing well head 
was an outdated precautionary method and BSEE would not have allowed hot work to be performed 
based on that precautionary action. 

 said that it is a common theme with Addington that he regularly claims to not be as 
knowledgeable about BSEE offshore regulations as he should be.  said that he believed 
Addington had been in the oil business for many years, but he had not been performing offshore work 
for that long. Therefore, Addington regularly uses his lack of offshore experience as an excuse for not 
being familiar with BSEE offshore regulations.  

 was then provided a copy of an Incident of Non Compliance (INC) that was issued to ERT 
in April 2010, wherein Addington was the company man, which concerned improper hot work 
resulting in a fire on the facility.  After reviewing the 2010 INC,  stated that the regulation 
Addington violated in the 2010 INC was within the same area of regulations as the restriction on hot 
work being performed in the bay area with a live well flowing, which was the reason BSEE issued 
Addington the INC on the SS 225 on November 30, 2012.  

 stated that prior to seeing the 2010 INC, he had not realized that Addington had been 
performing offshore P&A work since April 2010 and he then pointed out that Addington’s three years 
of offshore experience performing P&A activities represents a “lifetime” of experience because a 
company can perform 50-60 P&A’s in one year. Accordingly,  explained that any company 
man who has been working in the offshore P&A business for over three years should be very aware of 
the applicable BSEE regulations, and therefore Addington’s recent claim of ignorance concerning the 
BSEE regulations is a “very weak excuse.” 

 then pointed out that Addington was the company man during a recent, significant well 
control incident where there was an uncontrolled flow from an offshore well. According to  
the incident stemmed from P&A operations on another ERT facility, and resulted in INCs being 
issued, along with civil penalties being assessed. 
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 Case Number: OI-OG-14-0051-I     

observed any of instances of water sample manipulation. Addington explained that he works on 
production platforms, yet he is not intimately familiar with the production process and the only part of 
the water sampling process that he is aware of is that the samples are taken in jars and then brought 
onshore for testing. 

According to Addington, the production-leads would be the personnel knowledgeable about water 
sampling. He then speculated that platforms with a larger amount of production would be the best 
platforms to inquire with about the water sampling issue. Addington said that he could provide a list of 
production-leads and their respective platforms to EPA-CID in order to assist their investigation into 
the matter.  
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