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Report glossary
AD Assistant Driller
BOP Blow Out Preventer
BP British Petroleum
CAKES Comply, Authority, Knowledge, Experience, Skills
CMS Company Management System
CcP Competent Person
CYA Cover Your A**
DAFWC Days Away from Work Case
FAC First Aid Case
FOCUS Formulate, Organise, Communicate, Undertake, Summarise
FR Fire Retardant
GSF GlobalSantaFe
H&S Health and Safety
HSE Health, Safety and Environmental
ICS Inventory Control System
IT Information Technology
JRA Job Risk Assessment
JSA Job Safety Assessment
LTl Lost Time Incident
MoC Management of Change
MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet
OIM Offshore Installation Manager
oIT On the Job Training
PA Performing Authority
PMAA Performance Monitoring, Audit:
POB Persons on Board
PPE Personal Protective Equipr
PTW Permit to Work
RMP Rig Manager Perfornias
RMS Rig Maintenance Sist
RSTC Rig Safety Trainirv
RSTT Rig Safety Traigi rainee
SLF e
SLT
SMS
START rce, Track
THINK Plans
r Safety
ieftation Training
k Assessment
TRIR -Recordable Incident Rate
. Task-Specific THINK Procedure

2-Way Communication (internal and external)

Employee Influence

Leadership

Planning and Risk Assessment

Rig Specific Questions

Resources, Roles and Responsibilities

Strategies, Policies and Procedures

H&S Training and Competence

Trust (blame — just culture)
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Executive summary
Introduction

LR EMEA was engaged to support Transocean as a result of a series of serious accidents and near hits
within the global organisation. Over an 18 day period during March 2010, teams from Lloyd’s Register
EMEA visited Transocean Divisional offices in Houston, and the drilling rigs Transocean Marianas,
Transocean Deepwater Horizon (DWH), Discoverer Clear Leader (DCL) and GSF Development Driller Il
(DDIl) in the Gulf of Mexico (GoM), to conduct a review of the company Safety Manageme|
safety culture and safety climate.

Without doubt, previous incidents and near hits experienced throughout the organi
result of multiple causes and many contributory factors. This report summarises thy
North America Division review, identifying safety related strengths and weaknes:
drivers behind the weaknesses, in particular.

Purpose and scope

The purpose and scope of the assessment was to review the degree, @
Management System (maturity), safety culture and safety climate in
both onshore and offshore.

Summary of results

The results of the maturity assessment and perception sug

1. Classification of industry recognised Safety :f nt System elements against maturity
index criteria.

2. Key strengths and weaknesses identifiés

3. Key findings from the perception

EMEA reviewers’ measurement of the organisation
averaged to give the initial assessor rating. The five

against the scoring matrix;
point maturity scale has:

improving (highest category).

ription of the review approach, including details of the maturity criteria, is contained in
odology Report. The data is presented overleaf in the form of a spider chart (see Figure

#spider chart represents findings from all four rigs as well as information obtained from the
onal office.
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Figure 1. Spider chart of maturity categories — North America Division
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2. Key findings from the perception survey

he four aforementioned rigs plus
.applicable, relevant perception
rripfistrate support or contradiction.
lysis Has been included in the separate

The perception data and key findings from reviews carr d 6
the Divisional office have been summarised in this
data has been included in the 'Issues description; SEt
Ani in depth review of the perceptlon data and st

M Strongly Positive % Positive 7 Negative B Strongly Negative

4 strengths and primary issues

This assessment has identified a number of strengths and issues in the North America Division, many
of which are common across the Transocean business. The strengths listed in this report act as a
good foundation and should be built upon to create an improvement in the way safety is managed.
These strengths are expanded upon in the main body of the report.
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Strengths

Strength 1: Resources for safety

Participants had a good understanding of their broad safety roles and responsibilities. Individuals
understood that they were responsible for safety and that they were accountable for carrying tasks
out in a safe manner. There was also accepted responsibility by individuals for the safety of other
crew members, and of the need to work together to achieve safety. The general perception was
that resources required to meet safety requirements were provided; this included eqmpment time to
do the task safely, skilled people, and a high level of financial investment.

Strength 2: Employee influence

The overwhelming majority of participants felt empowered with regard to safety
belief and commitment to safety was evident in all crews and, collectively, th e W
of responsibility for safety. Safety information and safety concerns we
rigs, with approachable and accessible Supervisors/senior Supervisors,
safety concerns raised would be acted upon if these were in thegi
leadership team or senior Supervisors.

Strength 3: Rig leadership

Despite several recent rig management changes onboard the
praised by the workforce. On the DCL, the praise fo
who was seen to be particularly proactive in suppol
requirements with Chevron guidelines and principles.

xtended to the client (Chevron),
clarifying/supplementing H&S

company commitment to safety, and wereg
over operations.

Strength 4: Team trust

{in and between teams, and this extended from
ranagement) and Rig Managers based in the Division.
Teams often spoke of the' C rig as “family”. This trust which is felt amongst the rig
crews is extremely imp ipation in criti

aspects of safety ma

areness is fundamental to the THINK, START and TOFS processes, and central to effective
agement. After discussions with the workforce at all levels, the majority of crews on the
ontline reported that they were comfortable with identifying and understanding the hazards that
ey were exposed to. This is supported by the response to Q. 12 of the perception survey, where
92.9% responded that, because of the training and support they receive, they believe they fully
understand the hazards associated with their job. However, many Supervisors and members of the
rig leadership teams had concerns in this area, based on the THINK Plans they reviewed, on task
observations and on the conversations that occur in the workplace (i.e. during START tours). They
believed that:

Project number: ABN0991642/006 8
Date: 2™ July 2010
Prepared by: Paul Harrison

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

Lloyd’s Register EMEA

TRN-HCEC-00090500

TDDO006-000512



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews
North America Division Summary Report

v

The workforce was not always aware of the hazards they were exposed to, relating to
both their job and to other jobs being conducted in the same/adjoining work areas.

»  THINK Plans did not always identify relevant major hazards related to that task.

» The risks posed by identified hazards were not fully understood, and the subsequent
control measures were not always appropriate.
» Emerging hazards during task execution, and hazards with a changing risk Ievel were not

always detected or fully appreciated.
» 'They don’t know what they don't know.’

This clearly demands attention, as frontline crews are potentially working with a
believe they are fully aware of all the hazards when it is highly likely that they are i

Issue 2: Risk management processes

THINK is a key risk management and planning process on the rigs,
and controlling risk prior to undertaking a task in the workplace. .
that the workforce supports the concepts of THINK, START,
However, it was clear that there are a number of problems wij
reduced their effectiveness. These issues include: ;

risk Thanagement tools.
ion of these tools which

»  Processes perceived to be over complex.

»  Repetitive THINK Plans that do not add

v

Burden of paperwork.

» The use of THINK Plans as a pel‘ ‘organisational insurance, rather than a risk

START was a good tool in concept and understood its
adding tool which provided a foundation for recording daily
safety issués. * However, a significant number of crew members expressed
START and believed that the system was being devalued. Their main

conversations on a
concern over the af
concerns wer
ART card per day from all the PoB.

f made up cards being submitted into the system.

bers of positive “atta boy” cards which do not offer any real learning
funities.

e majority of corrective action cards focus on low risk safety issues (e.g. trailing hand
hnique, untidy equipment state) and not on major hazards.

START cards are not often used to log safety behaviour conversations which are taking
place.

» The system creates a significant amount of paperwork which adds to the workloads of
Supervisors and RSTCs, reducing time for mentoring and supervising.
%> The START card system is seen in a negative light and many crews still feel like they ‘tell
tales’ on others instead of viewing it as a learning opportunity.
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»  Lack of feedback on submitted cards.

Y

The START card data used for monitoring assessments is seen as low quality, and is
distorting rig specific safety issues and trends.

» Overall, there is a feeling that the system has become devalued and there is no sign of
changes being made to correct this.

Issue 4: Learning organisations issue

valuable sources of information to help prevent incidents from happening agai
performance monitoring. Although monitoring and evaluation are key risk manag
were issues about monitoring parameters, the accuracy of data being captured, i
feedback for improvement. Observations made by crews and by the LR EMEA ré&
that there are internal barriers that will reduce the overall effectiveness,
data. This will ultimately increase the risk of incidents and delay th
objectives. These barriers include:

»  Barriers to reporting, investigation and follow-up.
>  The ineffective use of START as a monitoring too
» The ineffective planning and delivery of audits:{i : MAAs)
Issue 5: 2-Way Communication
The cascade of safety critical information fr: :

fundamental aspect of business manag
communications and the feedback from the

> i ation that is communicated to the rigs.

v

ews. Whilst this is obviously not the case, the inference is
een criticism and corrective needs, and recognition of good

EA has already released a report covering the findings from a review of the
Manual.

e Supervisors and management level employees found the content of the H&S Manual
raised concerns with regards to its usability. It was evident that crews had the best
atitibns and wanted to be compliant with all that is required in the H&S Manual. However, they
und this difficult to achieve and relied on additional support from the RSTC or their Supervisors.
e key concerns were that the content of the document is:

> Unstructured and had no clear visual overview of the SMS, with its goals and aims.
» Hard to navigate.

%

» Not written with the end user in mind (language and tone).
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»  Written in an ambiguous way which makes it hard to determine correct implementation.
» Poor distinction between ‘what" is required and *how’ this should be achieved.
» Updated frequently, or perceived to be, and hard to keep up with changes.

» Always added to and nothing taken away or consolidated.

v

Difficult to access the latest version of the manual for crew members with no.computer
access.

As a result of these issues, a proportion of the workforce only referred to th H&S \
occasionally and some crews were unknowingly consulting an out of date Manu

Issue 7: Management of Change (MoC)

Many organisations face continuous change in order to meet th
competitive market place. Successful change is, therefore, critical
ability to embrace and facilitate change is paramount to safe 4l
managed change will ultimately reduce performance and ha

tives in a
iorganisation’s
srations.  Poorly

is considerable scope for improvement.
These MoC challenges include:
» Engineering change.
» Procedural and process changes.
» Organisational change.
» Task changes.

Specific issues related to:

¥ related to the investigation process, which nearly 40% of the participants believed was
pplied to apportion blame (NB: for the same question, none of the Divisional office felt that this
as the case). Furthermore, interviews revealed that this reported fear of reprisal was often
sociated with potential dropped object incidents. Although high levels of trust were reported at
rig level, there was a significant level of reported mistrust between the rigs and the beach.

This perceived blame culture and the associated trust issues have knock-on effects for safety

management.
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Issue 9: Leadership skills

Leadership competencies are currently based predominantly on technical criteria associated with the
knowledge and skills requirements. Leadership skills are essential in the creation of an inclusive
safety culture.

A training matrix is maintained for each crew member, which consists of a series of beach based
training courses and rig based OJT modules. As personnel move up the organisation to Supervisor
level and above, there are no defined criteria, measures or training associated with the leadership
skills required for people and process management, particularly the non-technical ski
examples of leadership skill categories have been listed below:

» Motivation skills.

» Communication skills.

» Coaching/mentoring.

» Team building.

»  Conflict resolution.

» Resource management.
It has been reported that these elements are consid
candidates for promotion. However, this proces:
inconsistencies. There was no evidence to sug

into the recruitment or succession plannin
training and development programmes.

formal manner when considering
sand can be more prone to
nts were adequately factored
etency management processes or

Primary issues — summar

Many of the primary issues can ty ack to practices and policies that originate at
Divisional and/or Corporate level ) 5 can, themselves, cause knock-on effects, giving rise
to weaknesses in other are
negative impact on performial
of the relationship betweén
represented via a col
can lead to proble
failing to properly™#
review identifieg:

Figure 3 overleaf shows a diagrammatic representation
e an issue acts as a driver to another issue, it has been

nges to task conditions (MoC) and, hence, raises the risk of
ing those tasks (START in application). While the LR EMEA
9) of primary issues, it can be seen from the diagram overleaf that a
ayvareness underpins many of the issues in the North America Division.
relationship between issues is contained in the ‘Issues description’
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Figure 3. Issues relationship
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Introduction

Overview

Lloyd's Register EMEA has been contracted by Transocean to conduct a comprehensive review of the
effectiveness of Transocean'’s current safety management approach. This involved a review of both top
down and bottom up processes i.e. the Safety Management System (SMS) contained within the
Company Management System (CMS), its implementation and use by the workforce (safety climate).
The activities focused on the practical implementation of the SMS as part of the CMS::

understanding, attitudes and perceptions that reinforce and support its use.

procedures The safety climate assessment reveals the perception of safety manage
contractors, its credibility and the beliefs and values that it engenders and reinforces

erica division
located in the

Transocean Marianas.
Deepwater Horizon (DWH).
Development Driller Il (DDII).
Discoverer Clear Leader (DCL).

Document scope

This document presents a summary of g d weaknesses related to safety system
implementation in the North America D i i i

The report process covers:

1. Individual rig reports fi slected for the review addressing the findings of the LR
EMEA review.

Divisional Repor,

ides an overview of the document hierarchy for the Safety Management and
limate Reviews. The NAM Divisional Report has been highlighted to indicate its
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Figure 4. Document hierarchy
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Methodology

Overview of the review tool

An investigation tool was developed specifically for this review of Transocean’s safety systems to form
the basis of the overall assessment of the SMS and safety culture. This enabled a consistent approach to
be taken by the LR EMEA review teams and incorporated a scoring system to allow a quantitative aspect
to the LR EMEA review. Semi-structured interviews were used to gain a deep understandmg of the
practical strengths and limitations of the SMS, safety culture and resulting climate. Figure 5 geovides a
graphical overview of the tool.

Figure 5. SMS, safety culture and safety climate review tool

Access Database

Objective

Qbservations

The assessment was carried out ) nd objective data capture methods. The subject data
capture consisted of:

e Structured in
orgamsatlon

vides an overview of the interviews, focus groups and observations that were sampled as
h America safety review.

af. Throughout this review, there was a set target of 30% of the populatlon that were requnred
take part to ensure stgnn‘lcance in the findings. This target was achleved for every rig visited.

roles that were unrelated to safety management.
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Table 1. Summary of interview and focus group numbers

Location Peaple interviewed Focus groups Percentage of POB
Deepwater Horizon 14 27 (7 Groups) 329 41
Transocean
Mariahas 5 50 (12 Groups) 43% 55

Development Driller
1 12 39 (10 Groups) 31% 51

Discoverer Clear
Leader 19 40 (8 Groups) 34%

Divisional office 20 6 (1 Group) N/A
Total 70 162 N/A

e Senior Management.
e  QHSE Department.

e HR Department.

e Rig Management.

e Engineering support.

e Drilling.

e Marine.

e Maintenance.
o Deck.

e Third party service companies.
e Contractors (catering).
e Company representatives.

Meetings, discussions & drills:
tour (morning and evening), morning meeting with
flent meetlngs tool box talks, Departmental (including
scussions with personnel and physical condition observations.

ud loading in the sack room).

casing crane hftlng operations (from supply boat and around deck), heli-ops, supply
, crane ops, drill pipe layout, welding).

vation of weekly General Platform Alarm/Abandon Platform alarm drill and scenarios.
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Documentation and processes:

e H&S Manual, START Cards, THINK Plans, TSTPs, Prompt Cards, PTW certificates etc.

e MSDS.
e Training matrix, OJT training modules and supporting records.

e Daily START and THINK reports.

of the LR EMEA review process. They included:

Senior management (Divisional personnel other than Rig Managers).
Rig management (Rig Managers, OIMs, Captains, Chief Engineers, Sen
Supervisors (Tourpushers, Drillers, Assistant Drillers, Deckpu

Deckpushers, Chief Mates etc.).
Specialist support (RSTCs, Medics etc.).

e Frontline crews (Deckhands or Roustabouts, Floorhands, D:
Electrical Technicians, Motormen, Welders, Painters, Seam
Contractors (hired by Transocean). ‘
Client representatives.

Third party (client contractor).
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Perception results analysis

Overview

This section presents the results from the perception survey in the North America division. This is
intended as a high level summary of the key strengths and weaknesses. For further detail related to the
organisational level and specific topic domain differences between rigs, see the Statistics report and
details in Appendix F (North America Statistics Report)

North America perception survey results

Two hundred and twenty-five personnel that participated in the questionnaire survey afid:the res!
summarised in Figure 6 below. A full list of the questions can be found at Appendix #

Figure 6. North America perception survey results

100%
°0%
w8

80% ii—
70%
60%

0% 8

20% 4
10%

0% -

# Negative M Strongly Negative

were asked, eight were responded to positively (positive or strongly
e participants. Of the eight high scoring questions, three of these

positive) by more:
exceeded 95%

raise ideas and suggest safer ways of doing things at work”;

he changes to working practices that affect me”; and
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Table 2. The most consistent positive perceptions in the North America Division

I am encouraged to raise ldeas and suggest safer
ways to do things at work.

8 | | participate in the changes to working practices MoC
that affect me.
6 | My line manager listens and acts on my safety coM
concerns.
12 | Because of the training and support | have received, | TRA
| fully understand the safety procedures and hazards
associated with my job.

3 | Management feels operational performance (e.g. LEA
drilling) is more important than my safety.

15 | | must demonstrate that | can do my job safely TRA
before | am considered to be competent.

13 | There are not sufficient resources (equipment & RRR

money) for me to carry out my job, identify and
manage risks safely.

19 | | feel confident to take shortcuts when carrying out SPP
certain tasks.

Key: EMP - Employee influence, MoC - Management of Change, COl cation, TRA - Training and competence,
LEA - Leadership, RRR - Resources, roles & Responsibilities, SPP - }

These questions are briefly discussed below.

ed to raise ideas and suggest safer ways

Q. 2 - 96.4% of participants believed that the
@ cohesion and trust within and between

to do things at work. During interview:

Q. 8 - 95.6% of participa
to workmg practices th
occurred in working pi
participants to mean
involved/consultedsif

ongly agreed with the statement “1 participate in the changes
gesting a strong sense of involvement in changes that have
ver, this question may have been slightly misinterpreted by
pate in the changed practlces rather than “| participate and am
es to working practices”. This would be supported by the finding that

hrée lowest scoring questions), and from other data gained from interviews,
people felt that changes were imposed on them and their involvement in
low.

nment. Levels of trust in line managers and leaders were also strengths that were consistently
ed during review interviews.

cipants were positive regarding the two questions relating to training and competence (Q. 12 and
. 15), with positive response scores in excess of 90%. For example, on Q. 12, 92.9% believed that the
training and support they have received has helped them to ‘fully’ understand the safety procedures and
hazards associated with their tasks. On the face of it, this would strongly suggest that the workforce
feel competent in hazard identification and awareness; however, some caution is required here. During
interviews, some rig based senior Supervisors and shore based rig managers from Division, reported that
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they had concerns around hazard identification skills among some frontline crew, suggesting a
mismatch between the crews’ perceptions and Supervisors’ observations arising from THINK planning
processes and task execution and/or START observations. On the flip side to Q. 12, the survey responses
indicated that approximately 7% of offshore based participants (equating to 16 people overall) admitted
to not fully understanding the hazards associated with their job, or to not feeling that training and
support per se had given them that knowledge.

For Q. 15, 91.0% of participants believed that they must demonstrate that they can do their job safely
before they are considered competent. This result is very positive in that it highlights a level of
understanding of competence measurement and the need to demonstrate their competen 'through
their behaviours and actions in the work place. However, this leaves almost 10% of the
who felt they did not have to demonstrate competence. Possible interpretations here wou
either a small pocket of participants (9%) felt that their qualifications alone were sufficie
demonstrate competence, or possibly that they did not feel that their safety co
taken into account when they were assigned to work tasks or were promoted.

The vast majority of the participating workforce (91.5%) believed that m
individuals is of greater concern than operational performance (Q. 3),

priority, even during down time (although there was some mi
interviews). Further evidence in support of this was a dominant p
suf‘flaent resources (in terms of eqmpment and money) to

10% felt there were inadequate resources for safety

There were isolated reports during interviews of cases wi
were given a priority over safety. One example rela
replacement of a 25 year old crane onboard the
an overhaul instead. Crews from Marianas cite
vicinity of the moonpool was planned and scki
commercial reasons and completed offshore.

ttomisgfecpslons to repeatedly defer the
¢h, it is believed, eventually underwent
here repair work in the immediate
fy-dock modifications, but deferred for
orkforce resented this decision, because it

deter from the perception that this siort took precedence over the safety of the offshore
crews.

strong drive to follow the required policies and procedures
a "compliance culture”. However, almost 10% indicated that they do
, although this doesn‘t necessarily mean that those people would
uired tasks: just that they felt confident enough to do so.

ovérleaf.
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Table 3. The weakest perceptions in the North America Division

Questions

Some of the workforce is uncomfortable with
calling a TOFS when unsafe situations occur.
18 | If my actions led to a potentially risky situation (e.g. | TRU
forgetting to do something, damaging equipment,
dropping an object from height), | feel | could report
this without any fear of reprisal.

9 | Iam not always informed of the outcome of MoC
changes that affect me.
16 | Transocean rewards me when | carry out my work LEA
safely. i
10 | There are too many steps in place to manage risks. PRM E

Key: TRU - Trust, MoC - Management of Change, PRM - Planning and risk management

The results of Q. 16 suggest that almost 40% of staff do not feel '
safely. This could be related to the safety points scheme, which rf
fair.

id for carrying out their work
Aas neither transparent nor

Note: 37.7% of offshore workers agreed with Q. 21 —
determine who is to blame and should be disciplined”
clearly showing a mismatch between the reported intgntic

%

of those affected by, or indirectly experiencing, incigégtin

e of incident investigations is to

isional level agreed with Q. 21,
maagers onshore, and the perceptions
ions offshore.

pléfbelieved some of the workforce was
occur (Q. 24). It is not clear how many

More than half of survey participants (i.e. mor
uncomfortable with calling a TOFS when uns
would feel uncomfortable calling a TOFSh
there were perceived psycho-social bargigf: i FS, which may prevent the proper execution
of a key risk management proces rceived barriers could be related to the levels of
competence in hazard identification '
work environment. They could:
confidence to call a TOFS, or n
else will call it).

“to personality/hierarchy issues (e.g. not having the
TOFS on a more senior person, or believing someone

»

jge (MoC), with 40% of participants reporting that they were
s of changes that affected them. The interviews with participants
ted partly to the perceived poor management of procedural and
THINK Plans and JSAs following the merger) rather than engineering
be better managed. Offshore participants frequently reported that the
pot adequately explained. Interestingly, the perception onshore in the
t changes, and the supporting rationale, were explained to the offshore
gnised that there are practical difficulties in communicating information to the
s shifts and hitches, which may not be seen to have safety implications, but the
involvement and consultation with rig based workforce is felt to be an issue.

Q. 9 relates to the Ma
not informed of
suggested that th
organisational ch
change, whi

f*participants felt there were too many steps in place to manage risks (Q. 10). This was
ring interviews with participants, where some felt that the THINK process could be
sing and protracted. It was not always clear why a relatively simple task might require a written
Plan, plus a TSTP, plus a PTW and isolation certificates. This led to the workforce perception of
cessive administrative burden. Worryingly, a significant number of people believed that the
itpose of THINK Plans was to “cover their backs” in the event that an incident should occur, stating
at the first thing that is asked for in the event of an incident is the relevant THINK Plan, with the list of
hazards identified.

Related to the above finding is the perception held by 43% of participants that, if their actions led to a
potentially risky situation, they would be concerned about reporting it for fear of reprisal (Q. 18). This
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lack of trust in the incident investigation processes can potentially undermine risk management,
hampering Transocean's ability to effectively monitor and learn from events.

Other noteworthy responses include Q. 14, where 13.3% of participants indicated that they did not
have enough time to do their job according to rules and procedures. Almost 87% believed there was
enough time to work according to rules and procedures, whilst a minority of participants voiced
concerns and frustrations over the time demands. Some Supervisors felt that they were overburdened
by administrative tasks which prevented them from supervising, coaching and mentoring their crews. It
is also likely that the feedback to Q. 14 has linkages with the widely held belief that risk management
processes are too complex (Q. 10). :

people to carry out work safely. This may relate to the issues discussed above (high administrati

loads and over complex risk management procedures), but could also relate to the n.tha

of the frontline crew members with poor hazard awareness required greater levels o Sio)

resulted in further demands on time.
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Reviewer scoring

Each interview and focus group has been scored against each of the ten key topic areas. The scoring
system uses a five point ordinal scale:

1. Emerging (system/process absent or sporadically in place).

2. Managing (partial or ad hoc implementation).

3. Involving (comprehensive but partial implementation).
4. Cooperating (comprehensive and majority implementation).

5. Continuous improvement (complete belief in system, full implementatio
participation).

For full details of the allocation of these scores, please refer to the Metho

results are intended to identify areas of opportunity for improv
suggesting that Transocean should aim to obtain a score of 5 (€
topic areas. Achieving a score of 5 would require signiff
inappropriate for a business such as Transocean.

's Register EMEA is not
vement) in the ten key

Instead, these scores should be used for the following;
e To enable prioritisation for improveme

kz
e To provide justification for the area ent identified in the 'Key weaknesses’
section.

For further detail related to the org | vel and topic domain differences, see the Statistics
Report.
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North America review results

Figure 7 shows a spider diagram of the average scores for each of the ten key topic areas for the
interviews conducted in the North America Division.

Figure 7. North America review data

1. EMERGING
System/pracess
sporadically in g

2MANAGING :
Partiad ar ad-hac

proces,

pr

5. CONYTINUQUSLY
IMPROVING:
Complete bellefin

, the reviewers scored nine domains

As the graph shows, whilst there were slight variatig :
turity matrix. ‘Resources, Roles and

as a Level 3 (Involving), and one as a level 2 (M4
Responsibilities’, ‘Employee Influence’ and ‘L&
‘Management of Change’ scored the lowest
Report for further information).
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Key strengths

Overview

There were five common strengths that were consistent across all the areas visited as part of the North
America Division review. The strengths act as a good foundation for safety and can be built on to
create an improvement in the way safety is managed. This section provides a summary of these areas.

Strength 1: Resources for safety (Resources, roles and responsibilities) :

Description

Participants had a good understanding of their broad safety roles and responsik
understood that they were responsible for safety and that they were accountable foi
in a safe manner. There was also accepted responsibility by individuals fo
members, and of the need to work together to achieve safety. '

Individuals generally felt that sufficient resources were provided to !
resources included:

e Equipment — the provision of safety related equi
perceived as good. Sufficient equipment was availab
of it was generally appropriate. However, one exam le
be made available related to apparent opg
replacement of a 25 year old crane onboar
underwent an overhaul instead. There w,
some equipment and tools.

E,

rce thought the quallty
resources were not perceived to
s to repeatedly defer the

e Time - overall, very few staff felt they
concern, particularly during downs
on doing tasks safely rather tk

“that, recently, a lot more emphasis was put
ere generally positive about the time made
C perations safely. However, some members of
the maintenance crews felt  indirectly pressured, at times by those on the drill
floor to get work com
pressure, specifically wi

15 approachnng.

wever, some questions surrounding the retention of skilled
levels of some personnel, and of processes in place for competency

ifvestment in safety by Transocean was seen as class leading; some staff
t the current Lloyd's Register EMEA study was being carried out was further

“overwhelming majority of participants felt empowered with regard to safety on the rig. A clear
elief and commitment to safety was evident in all crews and, collectively, there was a strong culture of
responsibility for safety. Safety information and safety concerns were discussed widely on the rigs, with
approachable and accessible Supervisors/senior Supervisors. Almost everyone felt that safety concerns
raised would be acted upon if these were in the immediate control of the rig leadership team or senior
Supervisors.

Project number: ABN0991642/006 26

Date: 2™ July 2010
Prepared by: Paul Harrison Lloyd’s Register EMEA

TRN-HCEC-00090518

TDD006-000530



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews
North America Division Summary Report

However, employees reported that they felt little influence at Divisional or Corporate level. There were
some cases where deep frustrations occurred due to an inability to influence Divisional level — e.g.
Divisional IT, and where this was felt to be impeding the ability to get work done effectively.

Strength 3: Rig leadership

Description

Leadership

Despite several recent rig management changes onboard the rigs visited, rig leadership was
praised by the workforce, although there were some exceptions. On the DCL, i
leadership extended to the client (Chevron), who was seen to be particularly pro
safety, and in clarifying/supplementing H&S requirements with Chevron guidelines a
were discussed during Supervisors' meetings and posted on safety noticeboards,

There was a clear demonstration of prioritising safety over production, ing
where operations were suspended until nsks from dropped objects from

company commitment to safety and were generally highly
predominantly good, however there were exceptions where
when it came to translating and interpreting policy and prx

‘START tours, and interviews with
to get out and speak to the crew.
is was ‘¢onfirmed by the operational crew who

othar management on issues of concern.

Most of the rig management team were reported t
Supervisors reinforced the message that they fe
The Supervisors promoted an “open door poli
felt that they could approach their Supenn €
Additionally, there was a good level of fil )
that the rig workforce was not bombal
however, continually had to addr
communications. This perceived
impacting on their ability to get
tasks.

1 the beach new initiatives and complex
verload was felt, by senior rig Supervisors, to be
onduct monitoring, supervising and other leadership

occasionally noted as being autocratic, dogmatic, and not necessarily

In addition, Ieadershlp
ular, is discussed in Issue 9: Leadership skills.

supportive; this findi

of mutual trust within and between teams, and this extended from Supervisors to
s (ng based management) and Rig Managers based in the Division. Teams often spoke
colleaggijes on the rig as “family”. The same feelings are not evident between the rig teams and
ased in the Divisional and Corporate offices. This trust which is felt amongst the rig
-emely important and can help to facilitate communication and participation in critical
,ts of safety management. However, the levels of trust need to be carefully managed and
ced, and can be very easily damaged (e.g. by inappropriate blame culture, lack of consultation
fluence in planned changes, inability to influence at the Divisional level, the feeling that
munications are only top down etc.).

For example, on the DWH there was no evidence of a fear of reporting injuries or near hits, with the
exception of dropped objects. On other rigs, however, there was a general sense of a fear of reporting,
that stemmed from actions originating at Divisional level.
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It should be noted, however, that on some rigs there were a number of comments relating to cliques
and ‘circles of protection’ which specifically related to instances of favouritism. This will undoubtedly
have an impact on intra-team trust.

Strength 5: Belief in THINK, START, TOFS, and Prompt cards

Description

Across all the rigs visited, most crew members felt that the concept of THINK, START, TOFS and Prompt
cards was sound, and there was a belief that these were fundamentally good risk manag at tools.
That being said, problems arose with a perceived lack of clear instruction relating to use of ;
well as consistent and high quality implementation.
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Primary issues

Overview

There were several common issues that were fairly consistent across all the rigs and drill ships visited as
part of the North America Division review. This section provides:

e  Adescription of each issue.
e How it affects safety.
e The drivers which cause or contribute to the issue.

After the explanation of each driver, the origins for the driver have been identified. |
note that this LR EMEA review did not conduct interviews at the Corporate office., Th
confirmation of the origins of the driver was not able to be fully investigated with co

Issue 1: Hazard awareness (Planning and risk managemen
assurance)

Description

management. After discussions with the workforce at all leve
reported that they were comfortable with identifying and unde
exposed to. This is supported by the response to the:
responded that, because of the training and support the
hazards associated with their job. However, many S

urvey (Q. 12), where 92.9%
lieve they fully understand the
ers of the rig leadership teams
d, on task observations and on the
They believed that:

e The workforce was not always a -
their job and to other jobs being:¢aiit : same/adjoining work areas.

“appreciated (see also Issue 7: Management of Change).

ey don't know.'

n, as frontline crews are potentially working with a mindset that they
f all the hazards when, in fact, they are not. It goes without saying that
tion is fundamental to the effectiveness of risk control processes, which can be
f ways, including:.

ypriate risk control measures.

ART — reduced ability to effectively monitor the task execution within the work environment
to detect new hazards or changed risks, will lead to increased risk exposures.

TOFS - reduced ability to recognise unsafe situations will lead to delayed or no action, hence

increasing risk.

This issue influenced the ‘Training and Competence’ and 'Planning and Risk Management’ assessor
scores for NAM overall, which were 2.6 (Involving) and 2.8 (Involving), respectively.
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Figure 8. Hazard awareness impacts risk management processes
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Issue drivers

industry has increased the demand for, and mobility of, drilling and
the consequences is that average experience levels on rigs have been

either leaving or getting early promotions and an influx of new starters
areas under the direct control of Transocean are criteria for promotions, and
workforce who are moved to other rolesflocations, or impacted by a move.
ment is relevant here (see below). Crew members are currently eligible for
( nt modules have been completed on their training matrix. However, there are

erience’ requirements incorporated into the competency system or the promotions
ay result in the promotion of people into supervisory positions who are not yet at the

exploration persot
affected, du
brought in

origin: Corporate/Divisional/Rig.
force competency assurance processes

Successful hazard identification and appropriate levels of risk awareness are achieved by a combination
of knowledge, skills and experience. People working in hazardous environments must be able to
maintain a high level of situational awareness in order to understand risk and how risk levels can change
as new hazards emerge. Feedback within NAM Division suggests that, in many areas, the level of
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hazard and risk awareness is low amongst some of the frontline workforce. This is clearly an exposure
for NAM Division. While activities exist in areas like the buddy system, mentoring, active supervision,
TOPS School, and OJT, there is no evidence to suggest that there is a joined up and robust process to
assure competence in hazard/risk awareness.

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional.

Training and mentoring

It has been reported that Transocean training courses could better prepare the wogkforce to
identify hazards, risk assess them and control them with appropriate measures. C
training courses, including TOPS school, pay high levels of attention to the THINK
TOFS as key rig processes. However, the actual workplace specific traj
identification and risk management is not considered sufficiently detaile
hands on experience in applying the tools occurs once an individual steps
currently gained and managed under the buddy/mentoring system.

TOPS School overall was criticised by a number of rig personnel, ing
to adequately prepare younger crew members for rig life,
enough practical skills in rigging and slinging, working at hel !

Rig based hazard awareness training that is provi
workplace specific hazards and the appropriate contrc
People felt there was a need for specific training, gn:
for many crew members, introduce new syst 1
them.

Extended well programmes inhibit indi
means that some crews will infrequen { Peratlons As a result, individuals do not
have the opportunity to Cross- -train m il d progression opportunities are limited.
This lack of cross tralnmg, . A gsult in competency silos and leave certain
operations vulnerable to an ingreaséed |evel, of Fisk'if crew members move on.

thed es and effects of human error throughout the Division.
People do, and swith : to, make genuine mistakes. Good ftraining, mentoring,

supervision, ted up by robust systems can reduce the likelihood and
consequence & rors. People also, on occasion, commit wilful violations; they ignore
barriers, I|m|ts or side-step key safety controls in an activity. Organisations have

nce and be equipped and competent to manage the risks presented by

ornpetence, foresight, motivation and availability of the person fulfilling the mentoring
s mentoring system should be more formalised and its application more controlled. Its
ness should also be formally monitored by a responsible person.
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Issue 2: Risk management processes (Planning and risk management)

Description

THINK is a key risk management and planning process on the rigs and is fundamental to identifying and
controlling risk prior to undertaking a task in the workplace. Overwhelming feedback suggests that the
workforce support the concepts of THINK, START, and TOFS as risk management tools. However, it was

clear that there are a number of problems with the application of these tools which reduced their
effectiveness. Hazard awareness has already been highlighted (see Issue 1) separately b i
criticality. Other implementation issues are listed below.

Repetitive and over complex process

Many felt the risk management process had become overcomplicated with to
duplication. Their concerns included:

The length and complexity of some TSTPs lea
applied properly. In addition, there is less th
potentially reducing their reliability/effecti
with finite levels of detail, as part of th
this issue. These areas of concern

t information contained in the (GSF) JRAs has
ted in a huge number of TSTPs. People valued

The issues are further compou
been transferred into TSTP fi

Any efforts by leaders
percelved by the wailkfol

nd rig) to drastically reduce this number would be
safety critical information as a core guide in carrying out

Vagueness of requirements in the H&S Manual is seen to be confusing
pretation of what is actually required (see Issue 6: H&S Manual).

ing" and just ‘recalled’ the necessary information to be written onto the THINK Plan. There is a risk
iazards will be missed, putting further reliance on supervision as one of the final control barriers.

rden of paperwork

A common perception amongst Supervisors (and above) was that they deal with an excessive amount of
administrative work that negatively impacts on time spent with their crews supervising, coaching, and
mentoring. The source of office based paperwork includes: risk management process (written THINK
Plans, updating TSTPs, documenting START cards and tours, etc), general rig administrative tasks
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(performance reporting, IADC reporting, GMS reporting, focus action management and close-out etc)
and various types of data requests from the beach.

Use of risk assessment as a protection in the event of an incident

Some believe that THINK Plans are used to protect the organisation, rather than to identify and
implement robust workplace risk controls. Individuals also create THINK Plans with a view to protecting
themselves, should the content of the Plan be questioned later. This is influencing the effectiveness of
the Plan because it is impacting:

e The quality of the Plan (it is carried out with additional agendas and, hence, bé
focused on the real risks and controls in a task).

25

e The time to complete the Plan (dual agenda takes longer to manage).

e The time and effectiveness of communication of the Plan to the team

bséupported by

effectiveness and consistency with which risk assessments are carried ol
ted often seeing

the data gathered from the perception survey, where 20% of the
THINK Plans not being properly carried by others on the rig.

ich was 2.9 (Involving)

These issues influenced the ‘Planning and Risk Management’;
M Division. They also

and the 'Strategies, Policies and Procedures’ score which
influenced the ‘Training and Competence’ score which w;

Issue drivers

There are several drivers which contribute t

ijbuting to the issues described above. The risk
‘categorised into the following areas:

e followed.
record the process.

of successful risk assessments requires greater clarification of company
sses for recording.

The complexities and rationale for the different risk management tools can often have a sound basis
(e.g. for tasks with higher risk levels, PTW brings greater coordination, communication, checks, and
controls) but this needs to be made clear in training and mentoring, and safety meetings. Feedback has
suggested that leadership have not clarified their expectations to enable consistent application of risk
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management processes, including PTW and THINK. Rig leadership must further clarify their expectations

and then consistently adhere to those expectations.
Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional.
Issue 3: START in application (Planning and risk management)

Description

The majority of the workforce believed that START was a good tool, in concept, and und

purpose. Some crews saw it as a value adding tool which provided a foundation for recAe:

conversations on critical safety issues. However, a significant number of crew members
concern over the application of START and believed that the system was being deval
concerns were: 4

e The policy of one START card per day from all the PoB.

High number of made up cards being submitted into the system
e The majority of corrective action cards focus on |

technique, untidy equipment state) and not on major
e START card system is seen in a negativ

others instead of viewing it as a

e The START card data
rig specific safety is

blindly pushing 100% compliance for a system that is in need of change.

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional.

from discussions that the START card process is perceived to be devalued by the 'one a day’
. There was evidence that the process was stalling and failing to meet the intended objectives,
ome undesired outcomes (i.e. made up cards, "atta boy" cards, easy fixes, etc). Hence, there was
d for an injection of fresh ideas, support and mentoring to get the process back on track, which
nclude a re-think on the ‘one a day’ rule. This must include addressing the quality of information
contained within the cards, as opposed to the number of cards. Management was perceived to be
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Training and support

START system training was reported to be weighted heavily towards the process of filling in START
cards. An important component of START is having a safety conversation where both parties feel like
they have benefitted. This does not come naturally to all people. Some people will have the
communication skills and personality to achieve this outcome, but many will require coaching to develop
this (also see Issue 9: Leadership skills).

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional.

Blame culture

Blame culture has also been covered separately in this report as part of this issues section. A pr
of crews see the START process as a negative reporting method (e.g. ‘snitching on yc
tales). Moreover, there is a preconception that this may bring negative consequer
seen as a positive learning experience. Blame culture impacts on the way the workf
process and impacts the way in which they use it/do not use it.

Driver origin: see Blame culture drivers.

Issue 4: Learning organisation (Monitoring, evalua

Description

The majority of participants felt that START, TOFS, au
valuable sources of information to help prevent inci
performance monitoring. Although monitoring angdeva
were issues about monitoring parameters, the a
feedback for improvement. Observations ma
barriers (described below) will reduce the overa
ultimately increase the risk of incidents and del

ind incident investigation were
Pening again, and to support
y risk management tools, there
eing captured, its value and use as
the LR EMEA reviewers indicated that
nd efficiency of feedback data. This will
fent of performance objectives.

Barriers to reporting, investigation an

incidents, and the analysis of th i order to learn from events and improve safety and
performance. There was, ho inci
investigated fully and faig ¢
reoccurrence. One o
preconception that ing|
in under reporting. <

d ‘Up with effective measures to reduce the likelihood of
rs to the free reporting of incidents was the widely held

tours as a means of surreptitiously checking up on the frontline workforce. The
i ‘one a day' START cards was also seen to be low. Made up cards, too many
d ‘easy pickings (e.g. unnamed person not using the trailing hand technique) all
the devaluation of any trending or analysis that could be extracted from the process.
ng as applied to TOFS, THINK Plans, TSTPs, PTWs, isolations or safety meetings and
s was erratic and ineffective. The use of START as an observation process to understand
aVic “acts and omissions could be more effective. Examples of manual handling and PPE
Apliance were often cited, but the opportunity to monitor hazards relating to pinch points or
fials handling (for example) were often missed or not recorded.

rly planned audiits (including PMAASs)
On the DWH, as an example, there were an estimated 26 planned audits for 2010. Feedback suggested

that many of these audits had similar scopes, or were seen to offer little or no value. While there was a
clear understanding of the potential value to be gained, there was concern that the time taken to
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prepare, and process, corrective actions was reducing the time for other critical tasks such as mentoring,
coaching and supervising. While carrying out audits is a key process in driving a strong safety dimate,
the successful application of safety activities is also essential, as is striking an appropriate balance
between the two.

Issue drivers

There are several drivers which contribute to these issues:

Blame culture

Blame culture will affect performance, create silos, lower morale, reduce reporting and dist
picture, further reducing confidence in management. This has been discussed elsewherg,(see Is

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional/Rig.
Leadership plus monitoring
Monitoring processes provide leadership with opportunities to asse!

lessons learned from:

START processes.
Accident/incident investigations.
MOC initiatives.

THINK Plans.

TOFS.

Alerts and Quick Shares.
Training.

Inspections, audits and reviews.

ctivities in such a way as to extract the

Leadership must be seen to implement these f :
r to achieve credibility in the eyes of the

positive gains, together with improvel
workforce.

Driver origin: Corporate/Division.

igs focused on measuring the achievement of or compliance
with:

most entirely focused on compliance with policies or standards and gave little attention
ty, and risk levels. The key to successful and value-adding monitoring is to “measure
rather than a compliance culture of “value what you measure".

origin: Corporate/Divisional/Rig.
isational competence in human factors
A greater level of awareness of human factors is essential, and competencies in this area should be
enhanced, particularly at corporate and divisional level. Specifically, the concept of human failure and

human error (covering both active and latent failures), and the idea of performance shaping factors
(PSFs) that influence the likelihood of human error, needs greater awareness (e.g. fatigue, quality of
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procedures, quality of training and awareness of hazards, quality of the human-equipment interface
design etc). Human error is inevitable, but a systematic approach to its identification and management
will be effective in reducing the likelihood and impact of critical errors. This competence is an essential
component in a learning organisation's approach to risk management.

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional.

Rig workload

Feedback indicated that the workload of the rig-based teams is increasing. More audits, change

appropriate work schedules, a sound basis for measurement, and make priority-base

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional.
Issue 5: 2-Way communication

Description

The cascade of safety critical information from senior manage
fundamental aspect of business management. The sty
communications and the feedback from the workplace are crf
EMEA review identified a number of areas relating to commun
the attention of the Divisional leaders. The issues includi

Initiative overload

Several of the crew mentioned that the num > unications and safety initiatives can be
difficult to deal with (this issue is in a similar v 1eifldnagement of Change issue). With every

*ft\e number and frequency of these communications
of these communications forms the basis for shared
n can be as dangerous as too little, and sometimes
-al/non-critical information they must deliver. The whole
erson delivering it) can be tarnished by ineffective
hin the message (what's in it for me?).

practice. The rig-based workforce rg
were difficult to manage. The delivery:;
learning and understanding. Tg@ |
Supervisors struggle to decipher*
credibility of a safety mes

communication and the

“the majority of communications from Corporate/Division level to rig
¢ as the result of an incident or poor safety performance). Although it is
munications do occur, the feeling is that there is imbalance. This leads to

The frontline worl
level were ngd

iol .that there are great opportunities for learning and raising safety awareness but the
e are preventing the full potential.

verwhelming feeling across the rigs was that changes were imposed from above with little or no
[tation or involvement from the offshore workforce. People need to understand why changes are
sed and how this affects their work. Without consultation, there is a lack of buy-in,
nchantment, and a loss of credibility (simed at the change itself and Transocean management)
‘which cumulatively will affect safety performance. This is more fully discussed under Management of

Change.
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These issues influenced the ‘Communication’ assessor score which was 2.6 (Involving) for the NAM
Division.

Issue drivers

There are several drivers contributing to this issue.

Organisation size

The size of the organisation plays a key role in the amount of safety information generated and in the
way it is distributed or communicated. As there are a large number of rigs globally, inevitably
be a number of learning opportunities which should be distributed to the rest of the Tra
organisation via QHSE communications, as well as volumes of safety data from Corp
sources. These need to be effectively managed prior to presentation to the rigs.
Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional/Rig.

Technological advances

As technology advances, it has become easier to communicate :
Corporate, Divisions and rigs. This increased ease of communicati

related, and other, information into the organisation. Again, tl
overload at rig level, which needs to be effectively managed.

otential for information

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional/Rig.
Communications protocol

As part of this review, the LR EMEA team has n Med T cean’s communications policy, with
the exception of the requirements for safety ¢ it ined in the H&S manual. However, it
is evident from the issues stated in this section th
should be:

e  Providing a clear prioritisatio

already been mentioned that the style, coupled with the tone of communication adopted by
s, can impact how well it is received. On certain rigs, in particular, leadership styles were
bed as being autocratic, dogmatic, and not necessarily supportive. Non-supportive
‘ommunication will undermine the achievement of a strong safety culture and the promise of shared
values. See Issue 9: Leadership skills for further details.

Driver origin: see Leadership skills drivers.

Project number: ABN0991642/006 38
Date: 2™ July 2010
Prepared by: Paul Harrison Lloyd’s Register EMEA

TRN-HCEC-00090530

TDDO006-000542



Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews
North America Division Summary Report

Issue 6: H&S Policies and Procedures Manual (Strategies, policies and
procedures)

Description

Lloyd's Register EMEA has already released a report covering the findings from a review of the content
of the H&S Manual. The following list briefly summarises the key concerns perceived by the crews in the
NAM Division, and the observations of the Lloyd's Register EMEA reviewers.

Although some Supervisor and management level employees found the content of the H&S: anual .

useful, they raised concerns with respect to its usability. It was evident that crews ha
intentions and wanted to be compliant with all that is required in the H&S Manua
found this difficult to achieve and relied on additional support from the RSTC or theig St
key concerns were that the content of the document is:

e Unstructured and had no clear visual overview of the SMS, with its goafs.and a
e Hard to navigate.

e Not written with the end user in mind (language and ton
e Written in an ambiguous way which makes it hard to

e Poor distinction between ‘what' is required and *

!kfa
of date Manual.

As a result of these issues, a proporti
and some crews were unknowingly

i’rocedures' assessor score which was 2.7 (Involving)
as 2.2 for the North America division.

isit the Corporate office, therefore it would not be appropriate to speculate as to
ntent is written as it currently is.

agement of Change

nagement of change is covered separately (see Issue 7, below) as part of this issues section. Changes
to the H&S Manual were seen to be frequent and poorly communicated. See Issue 7: Management of
Change for further details.

Driver origin: see Management of Change drivers.
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Interpretation of Company Mission Statements/CMS/SMS language

The messages cascaded down through the organisation are often misinterpreted by the workforce at rig
level; these include:

e 'An incident-free workplace — all the time, everywhere’ whilst acknowledged as an admirable
goal is seen as unrealistic and unachievable with some crews. It is also interpreted as ‘'l cannot
make a mistake’ (or else | will be blamed and may lose my job).

e 'Zero tolerance’ is interpreted as ‘if | make a mistake, I'll be disciplined’.

e Lack of understanding of ‘responsibility’ and ‘accountability’. Accountability isieften a
with punishment. While people need to be held accountable, this needs t i
culture.

NB: these are also discussed under Issue 8: Blame culture and trust.

Driver origin: Corporate.
Issue 7: Management of Change

Description

Many organisations face continuous change in order to
market place. Successful change is therefore critical to
and facilitate change is paramount to safe and
ultimately reduce performance and have a detrl
during the review of NAM operations (both
has some Division-wide change managemen
improvement. The LR EMEA final report will. m.
this area.

ganisation's ability to embrace
Poorly managed change will
afety. Feedback from participants

Some examples of how different cha

software): those who are not fully familiar with
nowledge to complete an adequate THINK Plan and

gbhqes processes and systems/software): modified procedures require
ocedure and relearning the new, whlch increases the opportunlty for

the likeli ﬁghbéfate violations and introduce additional hazards and risks.

23
‘ehange (workforce and team structure): a change of a key rig role (such as the
>mporarily remove the benefits which come from knowing your people.
can suffer as a result, which can bring additional safety risks in certain

ange (e.g. team number, task objectives or environmental conditions change): a change
goal or conditions of a task being carried out that alters may not be fully accounted for by
the controls put in place.

was the lowest scoring area from the assessors’ scores and was included amongst the lowest
4toring areas within the perception survey. This finding is consistent with other divisional findings. The
M interview data revealed a number of MoC issues related to inadequate planning, overly frequent
change (including initiative overload), organisational change, procedural change, poor change
communication, and a lack of follow-up support. Interviews also revealed that offshore crews were
generally comfortable with the degree of MoC control associated with engineering change; in general,
people understood the REA process and how it related to their specific role. Information obtained from
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interviews onboard the DDII indicated that crews had attitudes that harboured greater tolerance and
acceptance towards change.

Change management should be a structured process and Figure 9 below illustrates a typical cycle that
applies to all aspects of change.

Figure 9. Change management cycle

1

= -

Change management requires structure. The ¢ d by many drivers (finance, safety,
legislation, audit findings, new technology, etc 8k assessment should determine the
need (or not) for the MoC process. If the ris e low, a formal MoC process is not
required. If health and safety, business, environ unity risk is identified, the MoC process
must be applied. This requires resourcin: ; communication and consultation process
being established at an early stage. ncreased when the plan moves into the
implementation phase. The initial p! - transition (one foot in the old/one in the new)
and this phase can be protracted, an %f confusion and frustration in the workplace. Only
when the issues and risks of tf ase are managed, can the vmplementatlon process
progress towards consolidating
benefits of the change in,
change. Communication

hiev the full cooperation and buy-in required to sustain the
is critical to successful change and to create a culture of
ote that this model is not explicitly followed by Transocean; it
is described here sirgpfy to explam issues.

I cedural and engineering changes are initiated at a Divisional or Corporate
rong feeling that many of these changes are not properly risk assessed and
hanges are not considered in an operational context, prior to implementation. It
ivn offshore that many initiatives are introduced as knee-jerk reactions, with very
by beach based personnel with a lack of (or even reported complete absence of)
the operational impacts of proposed changes. It is perceived that this lack of
s needlessly introduced additional hazards and risks. For example, there were isolated
) interviews of cases where it was perceived that commercial decisions were given a
safety. One example related to operational decisions to repeatedly defer the replacement
year old crane onboard the Marianas, which, it is believed, eventually underwent an overhaul
ad. Crews from the Marianas cited another example where repair work in the immediate vicinity of
moonpool was planned and scheduled during dry-dock modifications, but deferred for commercial
easons and completed offshore. The rig-based workforce resented this decision, because it meant they
had to erect scaffolding and carry out extended repair work over water within the moonpool. The
rationale supporting this decision had not been fully explained, therefore it did not deter from the
perception that this operational decision took precedence over the safety of the offshore crews.

Generally, of
level.
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Frequency of changes

With every change an organisation goes through, there is a natural cycle of engagement which can be
deemed a ‘change curve’. Figure 10 illustrates this transition curve, with typical emotions that a
workforce might experience. A key aim during the Management of Change is to recognise the
potential negative impacts on morale and performance, at least initially, and to take steps to identify
and manage these. These impacts should be considered when assessing the overall risks that the
change may bring.

Some Human Factors specialists believe that this model is over pessimistic about the ipdividuals'
reactions to change. However, there is strong agreement that reactions of this typ
individuals' responses to major (personally influencing) change.

Figure 10. The transition curve

Denial

Looking Back | Looking Forward
D e R

MORALE/PERFORMANCE

Resistance/

|
|
|
\
|
{
]
|
|
)
|
i
I
|
Bargaining ':
1

Adaptead from the Kubler-Rass Mo

Frontline crew members#
little time to move thi
frequency of chan
details. Prioritie
typical areas wh
succession i

that th 3y Were exposed to numerous simultaneous changes that allowed
he transition curve and adjust to previous changes. Because of the
members often struggled to keep abreast of and remember change

entified or set, and this further confused the workforce. Some of the

" process support functions (e.g. new software packages designed for reporting,
curement or document management).

not only struggled with the frequency of change, but also felt that changes often involved
ions, as opposed to upgrades or replacements.

Communication and consultation

Communication and consultation is crucial to the success of any change process; firstly, to facilitate
"buy-in" and understanding and, secondly, to verify that the proposed changes are suitable. Perception
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survey results confirmed that over half (59.1%) of rig-based participants did not feel that they were
informed of changes that affected them. Interviews confirmed the perception of a lack of change
communication, including:

e There was a lack of an effective consultation process to enable the workforce to influence
planned changes. Consultation with the rigs was rarely sought by Corporate or Divisional
change instigators regarding the adequacy or appropriateness of change (hence, some changes
were often seen as unworkable or the rigs were left to get on and deal with it). The 21/21
hitch change was often cited as an example where the rig-based crews would have appreciated
playing a part in that decision-making process, or at least being able to gai better
understanding of the change drivers. ;

e Communication regarding change was often late or absent, resulting:
preparations prior to change roll-out.

e Communications often neglected to explain the reasons for certain changes.

crews. If the workforce has insufficient information about the natd
undoubtedly, will not see the need for change. People need to
order to gain acceptance. This was evident when they wer:
coveralls, and the 21/21 hitch change.

Implementation

ing to ensure the workforce are
o their roles, with the ultimate
objeétives. Structured change roll-out
‘ogresses through the transition curve.
change, including:

Successful roll out of change requires planning, preparatipﬁg{an"
adequately prepared for the change, understand it and
goal of complying with the changes in order to achj

nity to fix apphcatlon issues prior to a complete roll out.
it is the only realistic way to implement some changes.
This method, h risk if insufficient planning is undertaken prior to launching

the change.

e Processes to address the impacts of change on other ancillary activities (e.g. emergency
response plans, maintenance and inspection schedules, training and competency assurance,
communications, supply chain management, etc.).
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e Collection of performance data to measure the degree (i.e. where change has progressed to on
the transition curve) and the effectiveness of the change. It is essential in order to put
additional control measures in place to support crews as they adjust to implemented changes.

e Consultations with the workforce to discover any residual risk, knock-on effects, or concerns
that have been created by the change.

e Further modification of any aspects of the change, as necessary.

o Identification of additional training requirements.

e Any ongoing specialist skills or experience support.

There was widespread concern amongst crews at rig level that these activities wer:
consistent basis to support the various changes that they were being subjected to.
that they were left on their own to find a way to make the changes work o, thei

RMS/GMS, and the introduction of long-sleeved FR coveralls and the
respond to these changes using their own devices. Some real concern
hitch, which was compounded by the introduction of FR coveralls u
humidity. The rigs increased their own levels of monitoring agi
concerns of fatigue and exhaustion amongst the workforce.

supervision because of

sur\;ey. Whilst 95.6% of the
s that affect them, only 59.1%

This issue was partially supported by the data from the per
workforce felt that they participated in the changes to
felt that they were informed about changes.

This issue influenced the ‘Management of Change? assessor which was 2.2 (Managing) for the

North America division, and the lowest score ov
Issue drivers

ause change is constant and manifests itself
uent changes in Rig Managers, the GSF merger, the
use of contractors, changes to H ocedures, and changes to roles and responsibilities,
are usually not understood, pI ted as effectively as engineering change. The high
frequency of change makes | th varying degrees and demands of change. The drivers
for these change managegien

Many organisations struggle with chang
in many ways. Organisational changs

o other, more complex change requirements. Transocean's existing systems create
in applied to procedural and organisational change, and people in senior positions in the
struggle to explain both policies and procedures relating to more complex change
méndgement; this is not so evident with engineering change. A new systematic approach to the
gement of Change is needed within Transocean. The LR EMEA final Recommendations Report will
detailed suggestions for improvement.

Please note that this issue has also been raised as part of the findings from the CMS and SMS review.

Driver origin: Corporate.
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Change implications on hazard awareness and decisfon-making

The hazard awareness MoC drivers emerge in two areas: task change management and the decision
making process.

Low levels of hazard awareness will clearly have implications on individuals' confidence in calling a TOFS,
ultimately impacting the effectiveness of task change management. Hazard awareness has been raised
as a separate issue, with a number of drivers, including: risk perception, competency management and
training. See Issue 1: Hazard awareness for more details.

Decision-makers, in particular, need to understand the implications of their decisions as:
change management process. A lack of this change management understanding was evi
criticised) in some of the commercial decisions that deferred essential maintenance actiyities

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisional.
Issue 8: Blame culture and trust

Description

_in the "perception survey
curred. This issue is
believed was applied
that this was the case).
ften associated with potential
ed at rig level, there was a

Worryingly, a significant proportion (43.6%) of the personnel
reported that they worked with a fear of reprisal if an incident "or né
strongly related to the investigation process, which nearly 40
to apportion blame (NB: for the same question, none of the D
Furthermore, interviews revealed that this reported fea
dropped object incidents. Although high levels of
significant level of reported mistrust between the rigs

This perceived blame culture and the asso
management. The list of items below summarisé
team associated with this issue:

sful, it affects the perceptions, decisions,
,rtantly, it can make people and organisations less
e culture do not fit well together.

e The existence of a sense q
motivations and actions of
effective; a learning org

a 5k’ assessment process, also becomes an exercise to protect
an incident. When this process is used for a dual purpose
s primary function (i.e. to control task risk) can be reduced. A
rews attemptlng to list every hazard on the THINK Plan which has been
safety meetings (even though the hazard is not related to that task).
ay from the primary risk hazards that should be addressed as part of

g’can be affected as crews are concerned that the response to honest
result in reprisal to them or their colleagues. This also reduces learning
nd can distort safety statistics.

re a number of comments relating to cliques and a ‘circle of protection” which related
ally to instances of favouritism. There were perceptions on certain rigs that, depending
relationship with the rig leadership team, individuals were treated differently. This
gely related to the outcomes of incidents and near-hit investigations. These feelings of
inequality are likely to have a negative impact on workforce motivation, in particular those who
feel sidelined or threatened. This propagates mistrust and will erode attempts to create an
inclusive safety culture.

e Distrust in beach based management may create additional barriers which have to be overcome
in the change process, due to scepticism at rig level. People may feel more unwilling to accept
change, and the champions that drive and support change at rig level could be harder to
identify and less effective, as a result.
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e In an organisation where a blame culture exists, communications are liable to become distorted
and distrusted. The two way flow of information becomes difficult, as people become guarded
about the information they receive or disclose, and the positive influence that people can
impart in their day-to-day work is degraded.

e Accountability is an essential component of a Safety Management System and a good safety
culture. People are empowered by this and gain a sense of responsibility for themselves and
others. However, many people in the Transocean organisation equate accountability with
blame and liability — if a mistake is made then you are accountable and will pay the price;
possibly by being run off.

better, as the fear of reprisals related more specifically to dropped objects only, and p
was the case on DCL and the Marianas.

Issue drivers

There are several common drivers which contribute to this issue. These
levels of the organisation and they have been listed and explained in t|

Incident Investigation Process
s seen as a systematic

rtuni;ty to apportion individual
ought to be due to:

A view expressed on a number of occasions was that, alth
process to determine the cause of accidents, many saw:
blame. The reason why the investigation process is vie

human error, the performance shapin
adequately considered (e.g. adequa
conclusion of the investigation effectlve 2

ere crew members had been disciplined without any
genuine, first time, error). The reasons for this have not

e There were reports of i
obvious just cause (i
been captured
occurring in the:

it took place, and possibly other rigs, as frontline crews discuss
e with co-workers.

e rationale behind findings and actions taken. Where discipline, or
e result of an investigation, crews are not always adequately informed of
yided to this decision. Additionally, there have been several reports that the
to rig communication during an investigation often portrays a message that
ing sought to apportion blame. This issue has close associations with Leadership

the dliscipline/improvement process

ews that have knowledge of the individual and the situation which surrounded the incident
ietimes view disciplinary actions as unjust and/or inappropriate.

Driver origin: Divisional/Rig.
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Interpretation of Company Mission Statements/CMS/SMS language

The messages cascaded down the organisation are often misinterpreted by the workforce at rig level
which exacerbates the perception of a blame culture, these include:

e 'An incident-free workplace — all the time, everywhere’ whilst acknowledged as an admirable
goal, is seen as unrealistic and unachievable with some crews. It is also interpreted as 'l cannot
make a mistake’ (or else | will be blamed and may lose my job).

e ‘Zero tolerance’ is interpreted as ‘if | make a mistake, I'll be disciplined'.
e Lack of understanding of ‘responsibility’ and ‘accountability’. Accountability is often

with punishment. While people need to be held accountable, this needs to gxist withi
culture.

Driver origin: Corporate.
Issue 9: Leadership skills

Description

Leadership competencies are currently based predominantly ¢
knowledge and skills requirements. Leadership skills are ess
culture.

s of a series of beach based
p the organisation to Supervisor level
associated with the leadership skills
non-techincal skills. Some examples of

A training matrix is maintained for each crew membe
training courses and rig based OJT modules. As per:
and above, there are no defined criteria, mea
required for people and process managemen
leadership skill categories have been listed bel

e Motivation skills.

Communication skills.

hese elements are considered in an informal manner when considering
hi#” However, this process is subjective and can be more prone to inconsistencies.
to suggest that these elements were adequately factored into the recruitment or
ning; processes, competency management processes or training and development

mportant in the implementation of safety management processes. It is important to
‘that people who are being promoted and recruited from external sources have appropriate levels
ills and/or the leadership potential for the job they are required to do. The lack, or absence, of
kills can expose an organisation to additional leadership challenges. In the NAM Division, for

ple, there were a number of comments relating to cliques and a ‘circle of protection’ which related
spécifically to instances of favouritism. This largely related to outcomes of incidents and near-hits, as
well as promotions and career advancement. These feelings of inequality have the potential to
negatively impact workforce motivation, in particular those who feel sidelined or threatened.
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Additionally, the tolerance of substandard safety behaviours erodes levels of respect for leaders. For
example, on one rig, the LR EMEA review team observed a number of the crew (including some
members of the onboard rig leadership team) displaying an apathetic attitude towards a serious defect.
On a rig with a strong safety culture, the first person to identify this would have reported it and held
themselves accountable for ensuring the situation was safe.

Issue drivers

The drivers for this issue are:

Accountabilities for SMS effectiveness

Given that the competency of crews in hazard identification and awareness ar
management on the rigs, and given the reported areas of weakness in this area, it wi
look at the pattern of responsibilities and accountabilities across the organisatio
application of the SMS. If the SMS is not delivering an effective competence assurari
would benefit the organisation to have someone who is made accountable £
effective application of the SMS generally. Currently, the SMS is mhented frof

must implement the requirements, with support from Division. Howeve I
accountable for the effectiveness of the SMS, or its application.
personal value in the Transocean CMS - “everyone is accountab
accountability principle is an effective means of ensuring specific
to the required standard. Ensuring an effective SMS, and its effecti
management objective and requirement. Its achievement requi
of authority is made accountable to make it happen and s th

the success with which this is occurring, and assessing . 5
need to be made.

Competency criteria definition

There is no leadership skills definition or
management system. A process suc
recruitment/promotion and identifyi
organisation. Leadership skills are cui
higher likelihood of poor judgement

Driver origin: Corporate/Divisiof¥

Training content
a

dfic training/mentoring programmes offered to develop non-technical

cean workforce. People have a certain amount of natural capability,
and experience. Training and mentoring can help to capitalise and

There are presently ni
leadership skills wi
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Conclusion

This assessment has identified a number of strengths and weaknesses in the NAM Division, many of
which are common across the Transocean organisation. The strengths listed in this report provide a
good foundation that can be built upon to create improvements in the way safety is managed.

The perception data and key findings have been summarised in this report. Where applicable, data
from the perception survey has been included in the ‘Issues’ section to demonstrate
contradiction. A more in depth review of the data and statistical analysis has been inc
separate Statistics Report.

There were nine issues presented in this report. Many of these issues have common
issues act as drivers for others. Figure 11 shows a diagrammatic representation
between the issues. Where an issue acts as a driver to another issue, it has been
connected arrow.

Figure 11. Issues relationship

/ Training

| Communications

N

o >
r—/

Key Processes

Management
of Change

<:: l /alame Culture

Lo\

Skills & Processes

Knowledae

ngaged to support Transocean as a result of a series of serious accidents and near hits
organisation. Without doubt, all of these events (and others) were as a result of
and many contributory factors.

165 of the North America review will reflect many of those issues and the Division will need to
with both the rigs and with Corporate if improvements are to be realised. Critical areas involving
rship Skills, Blame Culture and Trust, Management of Change, 2-Way Communication, H&S
ual, the Risk Management processes (as well as START in application) and learning organisation will
Fave to be addressed. However, underpinning all of these issues is a fundamental problem with the low
levels of hazard awareness that were evident throughout the Division.

LR EMEA will issue a Company Recommendations Report which will detail suggestions for continued
improvement that the North America Division should address.
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Appendix A - Perception survey
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Location / rig: Date:

Safety Perception Assessment Scoring form

A. Role:
B. Employed By (tick one): C. Function (tick one): _
O Transocean O Drilling O Divisional
O Contractor (hired by Transocean) O Marine O Corporate
O Client Staff (Shell, BP, Chevron .etc) O Maintenance/Subsea
O Third Party (Client Contractor) O Support Staff

D. Do you line manage other staff? O Yes [/ O

Do you supervise other staff? O Yes [/

Strongly

1 | do not get all the information | need to do my job safely and
keep myself and others safe.

2 | am encouraged to raise ideas and suggest safer ways to do
things at work.

3 Management feels operational performance (e.g. drillin
more important than my safety.

4 There are always enough people to carry out

5 Some rules and procedures are difficul

RT, TOFS, audit, near
e to prevent incidents

7 The sharing of lesso
hits and incident inv
from happenin: i

8 | participate

10 There:gte to6 many steps in place to manage risks.

11 Tasks are not always adequately planned before we start
work.

OO0O0O0O 0000
OO0O0OO0O O0O0O0OO0OO0OaoO
OO0O0O0 O0O0OoO0OoQoao Qg
OO0OO0OO0O O0O00O0Oo0aQo-é
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Location / rig: Date:

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree agree

1 2 3 4

12 Because of the training and support | have received | fully D D D D

understand the safety procedures and hazards associated with
my job.

13 There are not sufficient resources (equipment & money) for
me to carry out my job, identify and manage risks safely.

O OO0

14 | do not have enough time to do my job according to rules &
procedures.

considered to be competent.

16 Transocean rewards me when | carry out my work safely.

15 | must demonstrate that | can do my job safely before | am D

17 Not all incidents are reported, investigated and followed-up.

from height), | feel | could report this without any fear
reprisal.

19 | feel confident to take shortcuts when carrying
tasks.

20 1 do not get to hear about, or participat: A
improvement initiatives.

21 The purpose of incident investiga
to blame and should be disgigilined:

i

Rig specific que
23 | often see

OO0 O0ooO00 0O
OO0 O0ooOooO0 oo
OO0 OoO0O0 oooao

O
[
[
U, . ST
[
L]
[

25 | often safe behaviour on the rig.
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Appendix B - Transocean Marianas summary report
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Report glossary

AD Assistant Driller

BOP Blow Out Preventer

BP British Petroleum

CAKES Comply, Authority, Knowledge, Experience, Skills
CMS Company Management System
CP Competent Person

CYA Cover Your A**

DAFWC Days Away from Work Case

FAC First Aid Case

FOCUS Formulate, Organise, Communicate, Undertake, Summarise
FR Fire Retardant

GSF GlobalSantaFe

H&S Health and Safety

HSE Health, Safety and Environmental
ICS Inventory Control System

T Information Technology

JRA Job Risk Assessment

JSA Job Safety Assessment

LTl Lost Time Incident

MoC Management of Change

MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet

OIM Offshore Installation Manager
QJT On the Job Training

PA Performing Authority

PMAA Performance Monitoring, Audit &
POB Persons on Board

PPE Personal Protective Equipment
PTW Permit to Work

RMP

RMS

RSTC

RSTT

SLF

SLT

SMS

START

THINK Plans

TOFS

TOPS School

2-Way Communication (internal and external)
Employee Influence

Leadership

Planning and Risk Assessment

Rig Specific Questions

Resources, Roles and Responsibilities
Strategies, Policies and Procedures

TRA H&S Training and Competence

TRU Trust (blame — just culture)
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Executive summary

Introduction

On the 12" to the 15" of March 2010, a team from Lloyd's Register EMEA (Paul Harrison, Kathryn Melia
and Barnaby Annan) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Marianas, to conduct a review of the company
Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Purpose and scope
The purpose and scope of the assessment was to review the degree of |mplementat|on o
Management System (maturity), safety culture and safety climate on board the rig.
part of a larger review encompassing 21 Transocean rigs. As such, the data pres|
combined with the findings from other rigs and further analysed. These are
findings subject to further analysis. Conclusions and recommendations will be form
more detailed scrutiny of the data.

Summary of results
The results of the maturity assessment and perception survey are s!

1. Classification of industry recognised Safety Management S ts ag.;inst maturity

index criteria.
2. Key strengths and weaknesses identified.

3. Key findings from the perception survey.

1. Classification of Management System elementsa

Table 1 below summarises the reviewers"
reviewers' ratings are a reflection of the. inte
averaged to give the initial assess g

categories:

e safety culture on board the rig. The
sws of the organisation; these were then
/e point maturity scale has the following
1. Emerging (lowest categary).
2. Managing.
3. Involving.

4. Cooperatipg,

(highest category).

Table 1. Maturity ratings

Element Rating Classification
d responsibilities. 3.2 Involving
‘and competence. 2.4 Managing

risk assessment. 2.9 Involving
ent of change. 1.9 Managing
Strategies, policies and procedures. 2.9 Involving
2.9 Involving
Way communications (internal and external). 2.5 Involving
Employee influence. 2.6 Involving
Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning
culture). 2.9 Involving
Trust (blame — just culture). 2.4 Managing
Project number: ABN0991642/006 5
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The data is also presented in the form of a spider chart (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1. Spider chart of maturity categories

L. EMERGING
System/process absent or
sporadically ire place

2 N|ANA&!!ICG‘ 2

Resources, Rolas and Respunsnb:hty

Trus/rv( //0(»\

\,\Tralnmg and Competence

Leadershi
° Complete beliefin
system, full

imple mentation, wide
spread participation

2. Key strengths and weaknesses

The review process identified a number of weakness on the

Marianas, which are described below.

It was evident that there was a stron

Regarding roles and responsibiliti
individual/personal responsiti

here was a clear feeling and recognition of both an
d of a collectlve respon5|b|l|ty that the whole crew had

resources to mana
that, at least at a
with regard t:
personnel, cdi

eI the ‘majority of personnel did not feel resourcmg was a weakness
ere were, however, some questions around the retention of skilled
of some personnel, and of processes in place for competence

of changes in rig leadership in the past few years, there was clear evidence of
jip (the current OIM and senior Superwsors were highly praised by participants);
highly accessible and visible around the rig, and respect for senior Supervisors was also
the observations of Supervisors' meetings and pre-tour meetings, where respect and

g strategies, policies and procedures for risk management, there was a strong awareness of
e need to follow rules and procedures and of the danger in taking shortcuts. Rig management,
sponding to a feeling that the SMS was not particularly accessibleAvas difficult to read, had
omoted the “14 Key Expectations” for safety management. Senior rig management also used a
strategy of asking personnel at pre-tour meetings for their commitment to go out and "work safe”
(which was given).

There were high levels of intra and inter-team communication on the rig. Communications were
strong up to OIM level and down to shop floor, with an approachable style being shown at senior
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Supervisor level. Safety information and any safety concerns were widely discussed and there were a
number of both formal and informal mechanisms to allow this.

In relation to planning and risk management, personnel showed a good understanding of, and
valued the ideas and concepts behind, the risk management tools THINK and START. However, the
manner in which they are implemented and used is viewed as problematic. The application of
written THINK Plans to simple routine tasks is believed to be undermining the value of the plans.
This is perceived to be caused by the crews “pencil whipping” the plans because they do not
recognise them as a communication and planning tool in the context of such seemingly simple, low
risk tasks.

The one a day START card mandatory target is perceived to be undermining the value of
system. Participants recognised that START was an important safety tool, and is
the rig and Transocean to learn from behavioural observations, but the majority,

occurring from such cards is percewed to be low.
The areas that exhibited the most concern in relation to safety

management of change, and trust.

hat they were assumed
to be dunng the planning process (usmg THINK). A numbgj n the review noted the

following key challenges in the management of safety:
e Poor hazard identification skills generally.

e Uncertainty regarding when to use wri opposed to individual/verbal THINK
Plans or Prompt cards.

tasks and task conditions changed (and hence
n as part of the START process).

e The inability of some personnel t
recognise new hazards and risk:

trong evidence of a blame culture existing onboard
the Marianas. The percepticn of ant number of interviewees is that the incident
investigation teams always s individual, as opposed to trying to identify whether any
system faults contri iderit and determine the real root causes. A number of
interviewees noted { concerned for their job if they were to make a mistake.
lence that personnel are hesitant to report incidents.

tlabant perception survey data identified a number of strengths and
1e findings of the reviewers, in particular:

bf respondents (72.2%) felt that they always had enough people to carry out tasks
This'was borne out by the findings from the interviews, with very few participants
hg that they felt the Marianas was under resourced. However, it should be noted that
n of skilled personnel was raised as a concern.

4 of respondents indicated that they believed there were too many steps in place to manage
risks. To some extent, this is probably a reflection of the volume of paperwork associated with
planning tasks. This was a common theme in the interviews, although it should be noted that
77.8% felt that tasks were properly planned before they were carried out.

e 50% of respondents felt that personnel were not comfortable calling a TOFS. This reflects the
conclusions drawn from the interviews, and comments made by interviewees that there is
reluctance amongst some of the junior, less experienced crew members to call a TOFS.
Although, it should be noted that the more senior members of crew are engaging in the
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process and holding safety conversations (although not necessarily recording it via the START
card process).

e 87% of respondents believe that the training provided by Transocean helps them understand
the safety procedures and hazards associated with the tasks they are expected to carry out. It
should be noted, however, that hazard identification competency amongst new/more junior
personnel was raised as a concern by a significant number of personnel during the interview
process.

e One of the key areas of concern highlighted by the respondents to the survey is that 6 1% felt
that, if their actions led to a potentially risky situation e.g. dropped object, they do ri | that
they could report it without fear of reprisal. This was supported by the findings™{gor:
interviews which highlighted a sugmﬁcant blame culture on the rig, stemming from the T
investigation process. The perception is that the process is desxgned to identify:arkindivi

= Negative M Strongly Negative
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Introduction

On the 12" to the 15" of March 2010, a team from Lloyd's Register EMEA (Paul Harrison, Kathryn Melia
and Barnaby Annan) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Marianas, to conduct a review of the company
Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Rig background

Type: Semi-submersible.
POB: 133.

Client: ENI.

Other: the Marianas was engaged in normal drilling operations, although the day prigf
review team’s arrival, an incident occurred on a supply boat serving the Marianas
serious injury to a member of the boat crew. He was treated by the Marianas M
onboard for a period of time until the weather cleared, enabling the Coastgyard
shore.

Before being sold to Transocean, refitted for drilling operations, and of Mexico as a
MODU (where it was renamed “Marianas”), this large semi-sub use in‘tfie UK North Sea as
a fire fighting, construction, diving support, hospital and accom . “The vessel, called

Purpose and scope

The purpose and scope of the assessment was to reviey
(maturity), safety culture and safety climate on boardithe
encompassing 21 Transocean rigs. As such, the
from other rigs and further analysed. These,
analysis. Conclusions and recommendations
the data.

sport forms part of a larger review
ere will be combined with the findings
iminary findings subject to further
llowing a more detailed scrutiny of

The offshore review concluded with a g
findings without detailed scrutiny o
out meeting in Division, again witho

etitg:on board the rig which summarised the review
iced. This close-out was followed by a further close-

4sing @;series of interviews, focus groups and site/activity observations
anagement System was assessed using the Lloyd's Register maturity

where implementation
e opening meeting on board the rig where the assessment scope, criteria

index. This was exfifaine
and programme £

ining and competence.

g and risk assessment.

gement of change.

Strategies, policies and procedures.

Leadership.

2-Way communications (internal and external).

Employee influence.

e Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning culture).
e Trust (blame — just culture).
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Personnel, operational areas and processes sampled

Focus groups and interviews carried out over the assessment period are listed as follows:

Numbers assessed = 55.

Percentage of POB = 43%.

5 formal interviews of rig/regional team members.
12 focus groups involving a total of 50 people.

Operational areas and processes sampled during the review are summarised as follows:

Drilling.

Maintenance.

Electrical.

Subsea.

Marine.

Transocean contractors (catering).
Client third party.

Meetings and discussions:

Daily meetings (pre-tour and morning meeting with co
START tour (focusing in and around the sack store),
Informal observation of operational activities (e.
Observation and participation of emergency fespt
and as participants in the drill itself).

Documentation and processes:

e THINK Plans.
START cards.
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Presentation of rig specific results
Output from the assessment processes is presented in the assessment tables below:

Element reviewed: Resources, roles and responsibilities

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Overall, 72.2% of the workforce agreed they always had enough people to carry out the
88.9% also felt they had enough equipment and financial resources to manage risks,
of the workforce felt they had enough time to do their jobs safely. These results
surface level, the majority of personnel did not feel resourcing was a weakness with

Assessment output/evaluation:
All of the personnel who participated in the LR EMEA review appeared to
responsibilities with regard to safety management. It was evident th
importance of ensuring that their crews use the safety tools available

Roles and responsibilities were understood, and there was a cle
individual/personal responsibility for safety, and of a collective
together to achieve safety.

re enough people to carry out
manage risks, and that there
t a surface level, the majority

Regarding resources available, there was a strong beli
work safely, that there was enough equipment and fin
was enough time to do work safely. These results ingdj
of personnel did not feel resourcing was a weakn

Retention of experienced personnel was raised IFC number of interviewees who stated
that Transocean does not pay as well as other d
experienced personnel to competitors. This.has"
inexperienced personnel.

il to impact mentoring and supervision of

bout the selection process for new rig floor
ent in the Divisional office does not understand the
uently, are hiring inappropriate personnel. New hires
concerns were raised that it still leaves new hires

Concerns were raised by a numbe
personnel. The perception is th

are expected to go through
unprepared for ng life and acki

aintaining equipment and getting new equipment was perceived as
rviewees. A number of examples were given of equipment requiring to
f, the cranes which is 25 years old. The budget to replace the crane is

{was reported that the money has apparently been reallocated to other
crews have to work with a crane that they perceive to be inherently more

d of time, and is unnecessarily bureaucratic. On occasion, purchase requests have been
ut explanation. Once approved, it can be a lengthy process to get parts offshore. It
k one week to get critical drugs out to the Medic.

Personnel demonstrated an adequate understanding of their roles, responsibilities and
accountabilities with regard to the use of THINK and START (especially Prompt cards).

Strong feeling of personal responsibility for safety.

e Strong belief that resourcing is adequate for safety.
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Weaknesses:
e Loss of experienced personnel.
New hire selection process — inappropriate personnel being selected.
Replacement of ageing equipment.
Purchasing process.
Actual application of THINK and START was inconsistent.
START card quality and lessons learned were not strong enough to support hazard awareness
competence development.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“This rig is getting $550,000 per day, unless it’s a sink that needs fixing it isn 't getti
nowhere to be fixed. They won't send the rig to the shipyard for the major refurb
certain areas. ”

“The rig needs a new crane; it is as old as the rig. A new crane has been re
the money keeps being reassigned elsewhere because the beach sees th

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interyiel & eview category: Managing

Perception data:
Results from the perception survey suggested t
had received gave them a full understandi
tasks. Similarly, participants felt that thi
being considered competent (92.5%).:

'”nclpants felt the training and support they
ures and the hazards associated with their
rate they could do their jobs safely before

Assessment output/evaluation

el and contractors which outlines the training courses
apphcable to the vanous disti . Visitors and personnel new to the rig receive a basic

An "On-the-Job” QQJT) g programme is lmplemented on the Marianas and the modules cover
elements of the SEIS?i ) rmlt to Work, THINK, START etc.

competence development and risk management, but no formal process
nel are receiving the appropriate quality and quantity of mentoring. Where
J to be of varlable quality and very much dependent on the individuals

ng courses are available, and it is up to the individual to identify which they would
and obtain the necessary approval.

s to target technical knowledge, with little available on the softer skills side (e.g.
mmunications etc.). Also, there is evidence that competence in softer skills is not
y factored into promotions. A number of personnel felt that the promotions process was not
s enough, with promotions being obtained on the basis of completion of training as opposed to
ation of completion of training, time served in position and demonstration of competency.

¢ perception of the majority of participants was that Transocean provides a significant volume of
training, to the extent that personnel often attend a training course at the end of most of their hitches
in order to complete the requirements of their training matrix. Concerns were raised about this in
relation to the fact that Transocean no longer financially supports partners/families flying/driving to meet
the crew and staying in the hotel with them whilst they attend the training. A number commented
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that, if Transocean expects personnel to attend a significant number of training courses, often for a
week at a time on their field breaks (which reduces the time spent with their families), then the financial
support should be reinstated.

TOPS School for new starts was reported by a proportion of interviewees to have a number of
weaknesses. TOPS School is designed as an eleven day course to prepare new starts for rig life.
However, the perception on the rig is that, whilst it is useful in so far as it covers the H&S Manual and
some of the tools, it is not adequately preparing personnel for the rigours of offshore life. It is perceived
as inadequate in terms of giving new starts a basic understanding of the hazards they will face as
deckhands/floor crew.

%,

An observation made in the sack room, while on the rig, showed a lack of understanditig by the
operator performing sack duties of the use of correct PPE (see observation data); this may indi :
of training and/or supervision of such activities, as well as poor support to operators §
maintenance and cleaning.

Strengths:
e Technical competency requirements have been established for all rol
required to meet minimum requirements before proceeding to the nex

e A training matrix is in place for basic and mandatory (legally) re

e Transocean supports requests for non-mandatory tralnlng )
made for attendance.

Weaknesses:

e Individual training plans based around risk based tram
basis (the only training needs identified are thos:
e Training only considers technical knowledge
personnel in the softer skills (e.g. leadershl &
factor softer skills competence into prom
e Hazard identification, risk understandi
sufficiently emphasised or assured priok
e A formal process does not exist to

te thesé findings:

process is only as good as your mentor. ”

experience of Supervisors is not there. This affects hazard ID and passing on
(mentoring) of knowledge. ”
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Element reviewed: Planning and risk management
Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Results of the perception data showed that 77.8% of the same participants felt tasks were always
adequately planned before work was started. 63% of the workforce felt that there were too many
steps in place to manage risks, while 24.5% of the participants reported often seeing THINK Plans not
being properly carried out by others on the rig. 24.1% of those surveyed felt they ofte
unsafe behaviours on the rig.

Assessment output/evaluation:
THINK, START and TOFS were perceived as good controls in principle, although a s
of interviewees noted that aspects of how they are implemented detracts from tl
tools, e.g. the START one a day requirement, the focus on written THINK Plans-ior ro
day tasks.

Interviewees noted that there are issues with THINK Plan implementatio
e The allocation of THINK levels (when to apply each level to a gz

e High levels of paperwork associated with THINK, all of from the positive aspects
of the tool (i.e. identification of steps in the task, respan )

troduction of the Prompt cards.
ber of personnel reported that

A significant majority of interviewees indicated that the
They generally view the cards as a useful aide memoire. .
the Prompt cards were good evidence of an individual T!

completed before undertaking a task. The perg : wiorroutine tasks, a written THINK Plan
should be unnecessary, in so far as people use s. The value of the paperwork seems to
have been lost, resulting in a number of mterw ting that the purpose of the paperwork is
to enable Transocean to cover themselves:ag the event that someone has an accident.

significantly affected by the level of
The volume of paperwork requirgt

sion. A significant number of interviewees agreed that, whilst there is
forces people to review THINK Plans, identify when tasks change and
s, it is perceived as a ‘numbers game’, resulting in personnel making

"pencil whipping cards” and playing the system. The perception is
3 sociated with the START cards currently because of the trivial nature of
f the cards as “atta boy” or task monitoring exercises, which do not require
conversation.

of the “one a day”
value in the syste
identify unsafe a
cards up,
that very liti
hazards Identff‘

edthat they had not received any training on how to have effective safety
appropriate communication styles in order for everyone involved to get the most out of

ART system has been undermined, it should be noted that a significant majority of
iewees indicated that safety conversations are taking place, but they are disconnected from the
card process (i.e. they will stop a colleague who is placing himself in danger and point it out) but
onversations do not get recorded via the START cards.

‘Planning for hazard identification competency of new starts was raised as a concern by a number of
interviewees. The perception is that the TOPS School is not preparing personnel adequately enough for
working on the rig floor. Hazard competency weaknesses, less mentoring time available for senior
Supervisors to mentor and pass on their experience, combined with the loss of experienced personnel to
competitor drilling companies is potentially creating a situation where rig floor personnel are exposed to

Project number: ABN0991642/006 14

Date: 25 May 2010

Prepared by: Kathryn Melia Lloyd’s Register EMEA
Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090559

TDDO006-000571



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

unnecessarily risky situations. Heavy reliance is put on the frontline Supervisors to monitor the safety of
their crews, which was noted as problematic when some crews have a high percentage of new
starts/orange hats compared to experienced hands.

Strengths:
e Personnel believe and see the benefit of the THINK, START and TOFS processes as concepts.
e Prompt cards are viewed as a useful tool for personnel engaged in solo tasks, and as useful
evidence of having completed an individual THINK Plan.
e Safety conversations are taking place (although they are not recorded, as is the intention of the
START process).

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
“(THINK Is) good too for non-routine tasks.”

“(THINK Is a) good idea but not used effectively by everybody. ”

“We step back and talk but | don't think it's called like it's taught (.
wedoit”

Weaknesses:
e The volume of documentation required to be complet
L]

FART: “mandatory target — fajlure gets you fired.”
my 21 days, 6 START cards are preventative, the rest are ‘atta boys” "
“They took a good tool and screwed it up. "
“Most people are pencil whipping them. ”
“Quantity goes up but quality goes down. ”
“l can’t be out there 100% of the time because of the paperwork.”
oF: &

“I'm lucky if [ get 25% of my time on deck, rather than the required 50%.

“Getting more programmes thrown at us but they still want us out on deck. ”
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Element reviewed: Management of change

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Managing

Perception data:
94.4% of the workforce who took part in the perception survey felt that they participated in the
changes to working practices that affect them. A lower proportion of the workforce (57.4%) felt that
they were always informed about changes that affect them. Also, 52% of the workforce felt that the
merger had not impacted negatively on safety performance.

50% of the people surveyed felt the workforce were not uncomfortable calling a TOFS wi
situations occurred.

Assessment output/evaluation:
A significant number of interviewees indicated that change (with the exce
change) is not handled well and communication relating to the changes is po
the rationale behind changes is rarely, if ever, explained. ‘

The perception of a significant number of the interviewees was that ; ives:s the rigs from
Corporate or the beach often reflects knee-jerk reactions to incidepts drid
¢ ‘push poles). The objective
sonnel noted that they
fHe deck, stairs and body

of the push poles is to go hands free on lifting. However
introduce additional risks, depending on how they are handi

positioning.
It was also noted that training or suitable guidance assock i changes is often not specified by the
beach/Corporate and is left to the rig to determine tgdini § that is required (e.g. no support

nd, as such, felt that many changes
i’ them e.g. switch from 14/14 to hitch

Participants noted that they were rarely con
were imposed without due consideration for
patterns of 21/21.

There was a perception that the H&S |
were driven by vague content. Whe
change, and the reasoning behinghi

requently, and that inconsistencies in application
ade, the communication to inform personnel of the

It was noted that there are to0

being taken away. On occagign, t be“tinclear and lack clear priority.
g y p!

el and changes requiring beach support were viewed in comparatively
engineering changes. The perception is that a relatively clear process
s handled much better than other types of change, e.g. hitch change.

Engineering change at
positive terms, compa
exists, and engine

iinication and consultation in relation to change is perceived to be poor.
tion that change is often a knee-jerk reaction to an event.

k of support for training associated with changes/initiatives.

Too many initiatives.

ificant comments that illustrate these findings:
“There should be much more follow through before they implement the next change. ”

“Most of the things upper management do are reactive ... acts of desperation. "
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“Keep adding more and more ... but honestly is it improving the situation?”
“Job justification in the office.”

“We get flooded ... need to stop right now. We have so many tools to work with that are taking us
away from the floor. "

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involviti

Perception data:
14.8% of participants believed some rules and procedures were difficult t
complicated, so they did not always follow them. Also, 88.9% of parﬂcnpantszbellev ;
not feel confident taking shortcuts when carrying out tasks. This shows th ‘
value of following rules and procedures, and the risk involved in takin
personnel felt that they might take shortcuts and nearly 15% repor

Assessment output/evaluation:
The language of the H&S Manual is perceived to be inacc

al expectations from the CMS
and SMS, used widely in NAM, and an attempt to uirements in a more meaningful way
for rig based personnel).

Rig management promoted the 14 Key Expe
feeling that the SMS was not particularly accessib
over content and practical application of
(the Manual appears to ban the use
whether it was an outright ban or wii

sing. For example, concerns were raised
{ation to two part versus four part shackles

shatkles could still be used for single lifts).

ersonnel at the end of their pre-tour meetings for a

Senior rig management used a
i work safe”.

ghted as a concern in terms of fatigue and concentration

v,workplace all the time, everywhere, was viewed as unachievable by a
. The perception is that it is unrealistic, due to the nature of the oil
to work with and the quality of new recruits who lack good hazard

sugnlflcant numb
industry, the equt

ce of the value in following rules and procedures.

¢e of the need to follow risk management strategies and “work safe”.

ion of the Corporate objectives down into 14 Key Expectations — used on the rig to
‘a clearer set of expectations for rig personnel.

Changes to the HSE/SMS Manual are perceived to be too frequent.
H&S Manual content is inaccessible in parts.
H&S Manual is not written with the end user in mind.

e Transocean vision of an incident free workplace is perceived as unachievable.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“1) don 't know whether | am following the policy or not because they change so often. ”
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“It is designed by a load of college people who don’t know about operations. ”
“Written for the courtroom, not the oilfield. ”

“Too many variances on what you can and can't do on different rigs because of different interpretation
by OIMs. ”

“I know they like us to make that commitment but it's not achievable. ”

“Safety vision s unachievable ... you'll have accidents as it's just the nature of the j

Element reviewed: Leadership
Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews.

Perception data:
13% of the workforce who took part in the survey felt that manag
(e.g. drilling) before their safety. 50% of the workforce believes f
they carry out their work safely.

Assessment output/evaluation:
Leadership at rig level was praised. The OIMs are perceiveg:as, lear expectations, are consistent

s etc. was noted as impacting
spend out on deck. Interviewees

upon the amount of time both the OIMs and
eir computers, as opposed to being

highlighted the amount of time the leadershi
outside mentoring and supervising.

A significant number of interviewees
management teams (apart from Rig M4
appreciation of what it takes to rung
workable: they make demands on rigp
they could do themselves; are ina
occurs rather then truly get
Transocean did or had in
and communication (e.g

dnsequently initiatives that are passed down are not
me to find information/complete spreadsheets that

None of the partici
tasks by cuttifigicar

terviewees raised concerns about the manner in which the accountability
pervisors in so far as a number of examples were related whereby the
for not being at the location of an incident (i.e. were elsewhere at the time,
ith*paperwork or monitoring other tasks). The perception is that the immediate

fisible rig based leadership.
OIM's and senior Supervisors lead by example.
A number of personnel believe that Transocean’s commitment to safety is class leading.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“Transocean Is the industry leader in safety.”

“Transocean is very repetitive on safety in a good way; they send out a constant message. ”
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Weaknesses:
e Lack of trust in beach management team (above Rig Manager level).
o Paperwork involved in running the rig and planning tasks is impacting upon the amount of time
the OIMs and senior Supervisors spend out on deck.
e Thereis a perception that Supervisors are often wrongly held accountable for incidents.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“(1) have concerns whether they (the beach) really know what goes on out here. This impacts their
ability to make decisions and design systems for use out here. ”

“If you see people from the beach out here ... go in the other direction ... it's bad.
“Chances are, if | meet management, there's been an incident. ”

“On one rig visit, the opening line to the meeting was sit down and shut up. Literal
They diidn 't want to hear anything we had to say.” 1

ey Is always to blame ...
when does the accountability of the person who shouldn 't /i ce that got them hurt

come into it. !

Perception data:
Perception survey results on as
not get all the information th

 itheir jobs safely and keep themselves and others safe.
ager did not listen and act on their safety concerns.

Assessment output/ev:
Communication on, tl
reported as gool
open door policy 4k
safety informati

There was

tween crews and departments, both vertically and horizontally, was
ievident during the rig visit. The senior supervisory personnel had a very
ared to be a very tight knit community onboard that freely shared

the level of non-essential communications sent to the rig by the beach based support
lageable, and prevents the OIM and senior Supervisors being able to spend sufficient
f teams (coaching, mentoring and supervising). The perception is that many of the
d be dealt with on the beach because they have access to the same information, and
an be duplicated between departments because beach based support does not communicate
tively with one another to coordinate requests to the rig.

gths:
e Good levels of communication on the rig, both upwards and downwards.

e Open door policy at senior Supervisor level.
e Strong formal and informal mechanisms for communications.
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Weaknesses:
e Excessive non-essential requests for information made of the senior rig management team by
the beach.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“I've got equipment down out here and they (the beach) want spreadsheets.

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews.

Perception data:
94.4% of the participants surveyed felt that they were encoura
to do things at work, and 79.6% felt they got to hear aba
initiatives.

Assessment output/evaluation:
Approximately half of participants indicated that thej
supported by the OIMs and Supervisors. How:
personnel may be reluctant to engage in this
awareness.

All personnel participate in the START p
questionable.

ss and via the OIMs and Supervisors. However, it

Safety concerns can be raised via th
ss is being affected by a perceived blame culture

must be noted that the effecti
during the incident investigatio
ic el involved in the management of change process in so far

A significant number of pa ]
thout consultation, proper communication or explanation of

s primarily top down. Very few participants reported examples of
e concerns via the START card process, and there is a perception that

»100% participation in START. However, this has only been achieved via the perception
nsequences for failing to participate in the system i.e. dismissal.

munication primarily perceived as top down, reports of little feedback being given to
personnel when they raise issues or concerns.

Perception of limited opportunity for personnel (particularly frontline crews) to influence
decision making.

e Some junior crew members may be reluctant to call a TOFS on a “senior” colleague.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“I think our voices are heard but | think at rig level, but this is as far as It goes. ”
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“It’s like trying to get Congress to pass the Health Bill ... the organisation is so big that it takes so long
to get anything done that, by the time it's approved, we 've forgotten. ”

Element reviewed: Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning culture)
Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Results from the perception survey show that the majority of participants felt that START, TO
near hits and incident investigations helped them to prevent incidents from happeni am (7
There was less agreement (63%) with the idea that all incidents were reported
followed up.

Assessment output/evaluation:
There was a divide amongst the interviewees in relation to whether th
reported A number thought that every incident is reported, but a sig
in their view, this was unlikely to be the case. The lack of reporting
perception of the incident investigation process. It was various}
Transocean sought to blame people rather than try to get to the
given of outcomes being decided (in their opinion) before the

Process by which
cidents. Examples were

as a cause, to then rdentn‘ymg performance shapm
contributed to the error being made. The person is blal
are not realised. It was also noted that the level
proportionate to the seriousness of the incident ar
what actually took pface

drnings on system inadequacies
jon 15 perceived as not always being

implement lmprovements with a num| ‘ommenting that the same incidents happen
time and again.

START cards are monitored. They ar y by the Supervisors in each department. The START
tracking appears more targete i i
requirement than identifying opg

Strengths:
e START card mop ly managed on the rig.

Weaknesses:

e Notalli e reported

e Applicat jdént investigation process is perceived to be unfair and targeted at
blamit

e On el of incident investigation is perceived to be out of proportion with the

cident under review.

“People are scared to report (incidents). ”
You're supposed to report it but they blow the small things out of proportion. ”
That piece of paper (THINK) will take your job ... they use that piece of paper against you.”
“When something happens, the first thing they ask for is your THINK Plan. ”
“All the paperwork is geared towards protecting the company from lawsuits. ”

“Too much of your mind is concentrating on ‘what it/ do something wrong?’, rather than worrying
about the task.”

Project number: ABN0991642/006 21

Date: 25 May 2010

Prepared by: Kathryn Melia Lloyd’s Register EMEA
Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090566

TDDO006-000578



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

“Treat you like a criminal. ”

“Went five years clear on this rig but how many broken bones did we have in that time? ... Swept
under the carpet. ”

“Regardless of what / said, it was going to be wrong. ”

“They had already made their decision. They didn 't want to hear anything | had fo say.

“The process is about ‘how did you screw up and violate policy?’”

“(Incident investigation interview process) what did you do, how did you do it and wih

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews.

Perception data:

Assessment output/evaluation:

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

There is a very high level of trust and team worki
safety and the safety of their colleagues.

There is distrust between the rig and the bes
interactions appear to be tainted with suspicion’
of trust are:

Rig Mapager level). The majority of

e Dissatisfaction in the way the
e Perception of the incident
reporting an inciden
investigation process,w.

e Poor communical

the beach do not have a good working knowledge of rig
operation ropriate decisions and take appropriate actions.

finary action. This mvanably results in dismissal, causing some concern over
or hide them for fear of losing their jobs.

eld belief that Transocean is trying to cover itself from legal liability through the
pétception is that any deficiencies identified in the paperwork in the aftermath of an
as a reason to avoid liability and apply blame.

v,,perceptlon is that, whilst human error is seen as the cause of incidents, systemic failures
iman error are not acknowledged and hence the likelihood of a recurrence is high.

There is a strong level of trust within individual work teams.

e Blame culture.
e Fear of dismissal if they hurt themselves.

o Lack of trust between rig personnel and the beach.
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Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
“They are threatening to fire us for dropped fools. ”
“You don 't know hitch to hitch if you have a job. ”

“Never an immediate threat in the past of being fired, but now there is an immediate threat if you are
involved in an incident. ”

“I worry about who they will run off next.”
“Transocean has gone termination happy.”
“The first thing | think about when | get hurt is ‘am | going to have a job to
“Everyone walks around on eggshells.”
“Pitting people against one another. "
“Always watching your back.
“This blame culture takes your min

”

“Every time ! come here (to the rig) it fee
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Observation data

The purpose of this section is to summarise the LR EMEA review team'’s observations in relation to the
meetings attended and activities observed over the duration of the visit to Marianas.

The team attended a number of meetings over the four day visit. Overall, the meetings were conducted
in a professional manner and, where appropriate, followed a standard format.

Qbservation summary

Pre-tour meeting

Strengths:
e Purpose of meeting clear.

e Relevant personnel present, prepared for meeting and fully attentive (aln like

atmosphere!).
e Good levels of discussion, participation, and sense of team.
e General tone of the meeting was appropriate and received

e Safety came across as a high priority — commitment w. he end of the meeting

to the OIM, to "work safely”.

8, Senior Toolpusher and selected

e Contribution from all personnel attending facilitated
ur, outline tasks and the day’s

personnel to discuss START cards received frol
work ahead.

Weaknesses:
e START card reviews from the previous, 4
learnings and little impact e.g. no tips ¥

{ but it was felt that these had few
how to complete better START cards.

ard to hear people speak at times due to
t and straining to hear) e.g. management at

e  Acoustics in the room were pooj
ambient noise levels (despite
the back were hard to hear

Supervisors’ meeting

Strengths:

sent and fully attentive.

I3 participation, and sense of team.

'as a high priority.
om all personnel attending, facilitated by the OIM.

Member of personnel loading sacks of mud into the hopper was wearing incorrect PPE (wrong
type of mask).

e The member of personnel tried to change his PPE for a cartridge type respirator but was found
to still have the incorrect cartridges for the hazards listed on the MSDS. Also, no apron was

worn.
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e Face mask being used was very dirty.

e MSDS sheets were not easily accessed, were in an old file and were not easily visible adjacent to
the sacks.

e Poor sack storage and organisation.
e Poor PPE cabinet design and maintenance.

e One pair of new goggles had been placed in the PPE cabinet but, otherwise, the respirators and
cartridges were lying randomly, looked dirty and were hard to identify.

e The Derrickman was apparently directly responsible for the correct use of PPE for his
e The RSTC was responsible for stocking the PPE cabinet.

e The training on use, cleaning, storage and maintenance of PPE seemed p!
and layout did not support ease of use of PPE, from selection, donning, stora

Recommendations identified by the team included:
e Review PPE cabinet policy — the same cabinets are used across

ease of storage and use for multiple persons. The shelf is narr
stored; ease of identification of items is poor. The cabinet i

e Review roles and responsibilities.

o Review MSDS availability and ease of use.
e Improve Management System programme for P'
o Implement training on PPE care, storage, ¢

o Raise awareness of the importance of PP
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Appendix 1 - Perception survey results
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Table 2. Perception survey results for the Transocean Marianas

“Q# |questions B R e e 2
1 |l do not get all the information | need to do my job safely and keep myself and others safe.
2 |l'am encouraged to raise ideas and suggest safer ways to do things at work.
3 |Management feels operational performance (e.g. drilling) is more important than my safety. LEA
4 |There are always enough people to carry out work safely. RRR
5 |Some rules and procedures are difficult to understand and complicated, so | don't always follow
them. SPP
6 |My line manager listens and acts on my safety concerns. coM
7 |The sharing of lessons learnt from START, TOFS, audit, near hits and incident investigations helps
me to prevent incidents from happening again. MON
8 |l participate in the changes to working practices that affect me. MoC
9 |l am not always informed of the outcome of changes that affect me. MoC
10 [There are too many steps in place to manage risks. PRM
11 |Tasks are not always adequately planned before we start work.
12 |Because of the training and support | have received | fully understand the safety procedures and
hazards associated with my job.
13 |There are not sufficient resources (equipment & money) for me to carry out my job, identify and
manage risks safely.
14 |l do not have enough time to do my job according to rules & procedures.
15 |l must demonstrate that | can do my job safely before | am considered to be competent.
16 |Transocean rewards me when | carry out my work safely.
17 |Not all incidents are reported, investigated and followed-up.
18 |If my actions led to a potentially risky situation (e.g. forgetting to do something, damaging
equipment, dropping an object from height), | feel | could report this without any fear.of;
19 |l feel confident to take shortcuts when carrying out certain tasks.
| do not get to hear about, or participate in, safety improvement initiatives.

RRR
TRA H&S training and comp
PRM Planning and ris
MoC Management
sep :
LEA

(internal and external)

guestions

ame — just culture)
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North America Division Summary Report

Appendix C - Deepwater Horizon summary report
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Executive summary
Introduction

On the 12" to the 16" of March 2010, a team from Lloyd’s Register EMEA (Amy Annand and Garry
Moon) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Deepwater Horizon, to conduct a review of the company
Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Purpose and scope
The purpose and scope of the assessment was to review the degree of nmplementatlon

part of a larger review encompassmg 21 Transocean rigs. As such, the data pres
combined with the findings from other rigs and further analysed. These are th
findings subject to further analysis. Conclusions and recommendations will be for
more detailed scrutiny of the data.

Summary of results
The results of the maturity assessment and perception survey are sum

1. Classification of industry recognised Safety Management S
index criteria.

2. Key strengths and weaknesses identified.
3. Key findings from the perception survey.

1. Classification of Management System elements

Table 1 below summarises the reviewer:
reviewers’ ratings are a reflection of the inté
averaged to give the initial assessor.sating
categories:

e sdfety culture on board the rig. The
3vs of the organisation; these were then
point maturity scale has the following

1. Emerging (lowest categol
2. Managing.
3. Involving.

ighest category).

Table 1. Maturity ratings

Element Rating Classification
bles and responsibilities. 3.3 Involving

f and competence. 3.1 Involving

id risk assessment. 3.3 Invalving
ment of change. 2.5 Involving
rategies, policies and procedures. 3.2 Involving
adership. 3.5 Cooperating
2-Way communications (internal and external). 3.0 Involving

Employee influence. 3.4 Involving
Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning
culture). 2.9 Involving
Trust (blame — just culture). 3.4 Invalving
Project number: ABN0991642/006 5
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The data is also presented in the form of a spider chart (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1. Spider chart of maturity categories
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2. Key strengths and weaknesses

Overall, the findings of the LR EME,
in many of the core aspects of
Horizon and the levels of mutu.
deemed to be robust, Iarg

J'that Deepwater Horizon was relatively strong
ent. The strong team culture onboard Deepwater
§etween crews means that the rig safety culture was
ive, which was contributing to a ‘just culture.” In

The four main areg
levels of trust whi
operations.

as one of the strongest areas in this review. The Rig Performance
.management were seen in a very positive light. The Rig Performance
nanagement policies and procedures with a ‘Back to Basics’ approach, which
5 of respect from the crew members. The OIMs, Captains, Chief Engineers and

Rig Ieadeizslsni

relation to workforce influence, the findings from the LR EMEA review indicated that the
rwhelming majority of participants felt empowered with regard to safety on the rig. In particular,
ost everyone felt they could raise safety concerns and these issues would be acted upon if this
“Wwas within the immediate control of the rig. Supervisor support for legitimate safety concerns was
praised on a number of occasions, and it was clear that issues were elevated (when appropriate) via
line management structures. In short, individuals reported that they could confidently approach rig
management with any safety concerns they may have, knowing that, if their concern is justified, they
will receive full backing. It must be stated at this point, however, that the workforce felt that this
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level of influence was restricted to issues that could be resolved directly on the rig, and that they had
little influence at Divisional or Corporate levels.

There were high levels of mutual trust between and within teams on the rig. This included trust in
Supervisors, rig based management and the Deepwater Horizon Rig Managers at Division. As
previously mentioned in Leadership, much of the workforce appreciated policy clarity introduced by
the Performance Manager’s ‘Back to Basics' initiative. Many people felt that if procedures were
followed then management would support them, and this perception facilitates a strong safety
culture. There was no evidence of any fear of reporting injuries or near hits (however, see comments
relating to dropped objects below).

Participants had a good understanding of their roles and responsibilities with regar(}" g
Individuals understood that they were responsible for their safety and that they wi
carrying out tasks in a safe manner. This culture of responsibility was led from

sufficient resources (equment and manpower) were provided to enable safe opel ti
$ess and
operations safely.

#:Horizon. These
ices, performance
r of reprisal relating to

The LR EMEA review also identified some areas of weakness onboa
included: management of change, the application of TOFS in
monitoring, the complexity of some risk management proce
dropped objects. 3
ects of change including: task
unication; and organisational
endent upon the knowledge
d skilled crew members applied TOFS
he inconsistent use of TOFS by the
rocedural and system change, those
viewed in a less positive light. Specific
roduction of new coveralls. IT and system

ive plemented. People struggled with the rate of
%MS MS, and ICS) were introduced too frequently.

Management of change weaknesses related to a n
change; changes to policies, procedures and systeng
change. The effectiveness of task change appeage
and experience of those engaged in the task.
to task changes effectively, but many expre:
less experienced crew members. With rg
changes initiated from above rig managem
examples included changes to hitch
changes were also identified as bei
change because they felt new sys
Criticism was also voiced over t
the level of feedback on :
perception on the rig is
processes, and that chapt

ogress of the change processes. The overwhelming
they are hugely distanced from the change decision
~them and therefore there is little buy-in on the rig.

jicatedithat one third of the workforce felt that the merger
vely impacted on safety. This feedback supports a consistent view that
anaged and/or communicated well in Transocean company-wide.

organisation.

There weres
rkforce believed that this was a useful process, many resented the ‘one a
i ards in order to achieve ‘compliance’. As a result, there is a lack of belief in
isefulness of START data. False data also distorts monitoring assessments used to
safety issues and trends There was another common perception that there were

iipants felt that the risk management processes were repetitive and over-complex. This
ni’y related to duplication of information on permits, isolation certificates, TSTPs and THINK
ans.” This complexity and stated vagueness of the H&S manual documentation led to confusion
1d varied interpretation of requirements, even at OIM level.

‘Contrary to the aforementioned comments on Deepwater Horizon's strong safety culture, there was
a stated fear of reprisal related specifically to the reporting of dropped objects. Feedback suggested
that dropped object reporting equated to ‘a trip to Houston’ and a discipline case. It was clear that
fear was stronger amongst the frontline workforce and some Supervisors. This fear was seen to be
driven by decisions made in Houston, rather than those made by rig based leaders.
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3. Key findings from the perception survey

Ten of the twenty-five questions in the perception survey failed to reach 80% positive agreement.
Of these, the five weakest areas were:

e Only 46.3% of participants felt that, if their actions led to a potentially risky situation (e.g.
forgetting to do something, damaging equipment, dropping an object from height), they could
report it without any fear of reprisal (Q. 18). This may seem to contradict the reviewers’
appraisal of trust on the rig; however it must be noted that a significant proportlon of this is
likely to be associated with dropped objects incidents and near-hits, which would ali
reviewers' findings.

e 46.3% of participants felt some of the workforce is uncomfortable with calhng a
unsafe 5|tuat|ons occur (Q. 24).

affect them (Q. 9).
e The same proportion (36.6%) felt there were too many steps in place

thelr jobs because of the degree of training and su por they: ed (100%, Q. 12).
d: _ cerns (97.6%, Q. 6).

97.6% of participants were encouraged to raise ¢ fest safer ways to do things at

work (Q. 2).

e 95.1% of participants believed they part
them (Q. 8).

e 95.1% of participants would not take

inges to working practices that affect

cafrying out certain tasks (Q. 19).

Figure 2. Perception surve! epwater Horizon represented as a bar chart
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table of the questions and crew responses survey data can be found in Appendix 1 to this report.
Further analysis of the Deepwater Horizon survey data will be undertaken when it is incorporated into
the North American dataset.
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Introduction

On the 12" to the 16" of March 2010, a team from Lloyd’s Register EMEA (Amy Annand and Garry
Moon) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Deepwater Horizon, to conduct a review of the company
Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Rig background

Type: Semi-submersible, commissioned in 2001.
POB: 136.

Client: BP.

Other: During the review, there was a high degree of focus and activity relating to well con
Spedialist contractors were onboard the rig to conduct controlled sub-sea explosions to hel
these well control issues. The process was subject to constant monitoring with restricted d
access. Drilling operations did not re-commence until the fourth day the LR EMEA{
the rig.

The Deepwater Horizon (a heritage Transocean rig) had gone seven years srn
There were a number of dropped object serious near-hit events and som
of containment (but no reportable over-boards).

It is noted that the client (BP) supported the LR EMEA review by
participate, but took no part themselves in the interview process

Purpose and scope

The purpose and scope of the assessment was to revi
(maturity), safety culture and safety climate on boardtl
encompassing 21 Transocean rigs. As such, thed
from other rigs and further analysed. Thes

mplementation of the system
forms part of a larger review
will be combined with the findings
minary findings subject to further

the data.

The offshore review concluded with a
findings without detailed scrutiny of

on board the rig which summarised the review
> This close-out was followed by a further close-
 detailed data. Detailed analysis of review data will

The assessment was ¢
where |mplementatro $#Safety Management System was assessed using the Lloyd’s Register
maturity index. THi& was: ined at the opening meeting on board the rig where the assessment
scope, criteria an fwas confirmed, confidentiality assured and the reporting mechanism
explained.

ning and competence.

g and risk assessment.

‘WManagement of Change.

Strategies, policies and procedures.

Leadership.

2-Way communications (internal and external).

e Employee influence.

e  Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning culture).
e Trust (blame — just culture).
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Personnel, operational areas and processes sampled

Focus groups and interviews carried out over the assessment period are listed as follows:

Numbers assessed = 41.

Percentage of POB = 32%.

14 one-to-one interviews of rig team members.
7 focus groups involving 27 people.

Operational areas and processes sampled during the assessment are summarised as follows:

Drilling.

Deck.

Marine

Maintenance.

BP third party service hands.

Meetings and discussions:

e Meetings (daily pre-tours for drilling/deck crews, general
safety meeting, third party service hands safety meeting).

e THINK Plan observations (heavy lift of drill pipe from
No. 5).

e Informal observation of operational activities (e.qg.

e Drill observations (fire team response and bridge g

Please note that this report refers to various ¢
interviewed as part of the review process. They i

e Management (OIM, Senior Toolpusher,
e Supervisors (Electrical Superiors, Megha
Chief Mate, Deckpusher, Crang

etc.).
e Frontline crews (Roustabouts;
Seamen/Welders/Painters:gtc. ).

o Skilled support (RST! C}}aﬁt}"
e Third party service harids

seivisors, Chief Mechanics, Chief Electricians,
sher, Tourpusher, Drillers, Assistant Drillers

Derrickmen, Mechanics, Motormen, Electricians,

ymentTechnicians, Performance Co-ordinators, Sample Catchers,
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Presentation of rig specific results
Output from the assessment processes is presented in the assessment tables:

Element reviewed: Resources, roles and responsibilities

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Overall, 85.4% of the workforce agreed they always had enough people to carry out the wi
90% also felt they had enough equipment and financial resources to manage risks, 87.8%
workforce felt they had enough time to do their jobs safely. These results
overwhelming majority of staff did not feel resourcing was an issue with regard to saf

Assessment output/evaluation:
Interviews revealed that participants had a good understanding of their rol
regard to safety. Individuals understood that they were responsible f
were accountable for carrying out tasks in a safe manner. This culture,
top and there was an accepted responsibility for the safety of other

Supervisors understood that a key responsibility was ensuring
carry out work in a safe and controlled manner. Interviewe
(equipment and manpower) were provided to enable saf
Interviewees were also generally positive about the time m 20 plan, risk assess and carry out
their operations safely. However, some people h views in that planning time was not
always adequate during downtime situations. : implementation of safe operations,
people generally felt they were given plenty of; ne Supervisors and Managers commented that
administration requirements reduced the amo i
Supervisors pamcularly felt they needed i
more effective in supporting a safe wi
support positions (e.g. RSTC and Med
burden. '

&ir crews in their work areas in order to be
This view was also shared by people in key
bs had an increased amount of administrative

The majority of people also fel c

appropriateness of some PRE #Pa rences were made to coveralls, which were percewed to be

) nvironment. Some crew members expressed a concern over

A swhich they believed was as a result of drilling priorities taking

jtenance. Some participants also felt that, in some cases, certain groups

proper use and care of equipment. The LR EMEA reviewers could not
, but it is a potential issue that rig management should address.

issues relating to equi
precedence over pl

Wwas seen to be sufficient to enable safe working practices.
pants felt they had enough time to plan and execute tasks safely.
ility of PPE was generally regarded as good.

ficant comments that illustrate these findings:

Wil not, in my capacity, do any job if | don't have a safe amount of people ... and the company backs
me 100%. "

“They've always told us that we got the time to do the job, and | take them at their word.”

Project number: ABN0991642/006 11

Date: 11 May 2010

Prepared by: Garry Moon/Amy Annand Lloyd’s Register EMEA
Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090584

TDD006-000596



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

“l have enough resources ... the Rig Manager backs me 100%. He's a very strong safety leader. ”

Weaknesses:

e It was felt that there was an increase in administrative work that restricted the time that Supervisors
and other key roles could spend coaching and mentoring.

e People questioned the suitability of some PPE.

e Some participants were concerned with equipment reliability.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“Attitude is in direct relation to the amount of paperwork that's forced upon the c

“I would ensure equjpment reliability is better. At nine years old, Deepwater Horizo,

ary-dock. They replace top drives, block and crowns during rig moves. We can om
much. ”

Very negative feelings relating to the new coveralls: “foo hot ... you get heé

clothes and your arms. ”

“Run it, break it, fix it, that's how they work and the Drilling [
accountable than what they (curre

Element reviewed: Trair!'

Perception data:
Perception survey results showed that 10
received gave them a full understandiry
tasks. In addition, 95% of participants

s felt the training and support they had
ures, and the hazards assoaated W|th their

Assessment output/evaluation
The perception survey findip

C ociated with training and competency assurance. Most people
vallabre appropriate, and, in many cases, met their individual needs.
training reported that it was excellent.

n the suitability of some of the training and the way it was delivered.
atmg to SLF and SLT courses being delivered by onshore people who were
nt operational rig knowledge. A number of people felt that there was too
e trammg reqwrements changed too frequently This i issue is compounded by the

ere subject to criticism by people who had not attended them. [t would appear that
srtients were based on a perception of knowledge that had been gained by crew members
ttended. In short, Supervisors and key support crew members based their opinions on the
jetence of the attendees. An example of this was the adequacy of the TOPS course to prepare new
r life on the rig and the basic tasks required by their roles. As a result, many people felt there
competency issues with new hires and the ‘orange hats’ needed more training.

A rig wide performance metric for training is based on compliance with the training matrix (i.e.
completion of training courses). In some cases, compliance with an aspect of training can be achieved
by watching a video, whilst other aspects require the attendance at a lengthy course during a field
break. There appears to be insufficient attention paid to the complexity and time demands of the
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training. The focus appears to be on 'ticking the box' to complete the matrix, rather than an emphasis
on learning. This approach can lead to instances of poor planning, inappropriate scheduling
(sequencing), training overload, and gaps, both in training delivery and knowledge. Theoretically, this
approach means that the training metric could be achieved by providing comprehensive training for the
majority, whilst leaving some individuals with virtually no training at all. The risks associated with this
include: crew members not getting sufficient time or preparation to practice newly acquired skills,
knowledge saturation, or knowledge gaps.

Strengths:

e The amount, appropriateness, and accessibility of training were generally seen as meetin
of many of the participants.
e Technical training was seen as excellent.

A significant comment that illustrates these findings:

“We get a lot of training ... they ll give you anything you want. Transocean's
top notch as far as | am concerned.,”

Weaknesses:

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

e Shore based trainers’ experience was questioned by a number
not have sufficient operational rig knowledge to make the trai

e There were stated concerns relating to the competency of+
e A number of participants felt there was too much unsui

training requirements changed too frequently. '
e The performance measure that assesses the am

Significant comments that illustrate these findi

“We are constantly getting new guys (R, me of them haven 't even seen olf fieldls

ople onto this rig that don't belong here ... this ain't
no old folks home either.”

“The training matrix has # F ining courses that are not relevant or too much for some roles
q. SLF for everybody). ”

hard enough. Some of the guys out here shouldn't be out here, but you
gotta let HR deal with it. "

ke. It teaches you theoty, but doesn 't tell you how to move pipe or do rigging. ”

a lot out of it ... the people doing the training were RSTCs and Mediics, and they didn't
get the right questions across. ”

“SLT was boring and repetitive, and the trainers needed a reality check.”
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Element reviewed: Planning and risk management

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:

Perception survey results showed that 36.6% of the participating workforce felt that there were too
many steps in place to manage risks, while 68.3% felt tasks were always adequately planned before
work was started. Worryingly, 24.4% of the participants reported often seeing THINK Plans not being
properly carried out by others on the rig. Additionally, 14.6% of those surveyed felt they g
unsafe behaviours on the rig. These results suggest that a significant proportion of the wot
that improvements can be made with regard to risk management and planning on the rig.

Assessment output/evaluation:

In contrast to the relatively negative perception survey results, the reviewers felt o
risk management' had some key strengths.

It was clear that there was a belief that the concept of the THINK process we
safe working practices. This was further aided by the fact that the THINIE
understood by the interviewees and were seen as useful and appr
not been typically evident on other rig visits conducted as part of {
that supported this perception included:

e Supervisors monitored the understanding of via conversatlons rather than

verification of documentation.

e People understood CAKES and how it supp g processes.

e Individuals used CAKES to enable a decisi NK Plans needed to be taken to the
next level.

e People understood that all hazards cotild i ied and that constant awareness of new
and emerging hazards was essenti .

e The purpose of THINK, as a ri ! vas to understand prevention and mitigation

measures, rather than create

rocesses were repetitive and over-complex. This was
ermits, isolation certificates, TSTPs and THINK Plans.
a necessary part of the risk management process. A

Some participants felt that the r
mainly related to duplication
Overall participants saw tb"

een consistently evident on other rigs, was that hazard identification
s evidenced by well-constructed written THINK Plans, and use of Prompt
_ed weakness within this process appeared to be the recognition of changes
ds, and the application of a robust response (see Management of Change).

Another positiv
was recognised

ration was the full adherence to the risk based colour-coded rig zones. For
, to the red zone was only authorised for those who had been made fully aware of
associated permits. It was recognised that this was a major control mechanism for
risks and this rule was highly valued by the workforce.

he perception survey indicated that people would not be confident in taking shortcuts, the
y also clearly indicated that a quarter (24.4%) of the participants had observed THINK Plans which
ot carried out properly by others on the rig. This may relate to people’s observations that the
K planning process is not strictly adhered to (e.g. creating plans during or even after the task) as
“potential downtime approaches, or during downtime. Although there was a general willingness and
ability to call TOFS, feedback suggested that, at times of operational pressure and downtime, some crew
members would be less willing to stop the job for fear of slowing things down.

In addition, there were some potential human fatigue issues that were identified during interviews.

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

Project number: ABN0991642/006 14
Date: 11 May 2010
Prepared by: Garry Moon/Amy Annand Lloyd’s Register EMEA

TRN-HCEC-00090587

TDDO006-000593



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

Recently, a 21 days on, 21 days off hitch has been introduced for Transocean personnel. LR EMEA
recognises that this change is still in the transition phase. However, many crew members reported that
this change was affecting the workforce’s motivation, attention, and attitude, especially during the final
week of the hitch. LR EMEA also recognises that Transocean rigs in other divisions work 28 days on, 28
days off without any (reported) significant issues. However, reality or not, the perception is that this
change has introduced new risks due to fatigue, and close attention should be paid to this issue
throughout the transition period as the crews adjust accordingly.

Crew members also reported a high level of dissatisfaction with regard to the type of coveralls they are
required to wear during the spring and summer months in conditions of elevated heat and:humidity.
They believed that the coveralls contributed to the fatigue issue. The basic causes of tl y

unclear; it may be down to suitability of the coveralls, or a lack of consultation and miscom
of change (see Management of Change).

Concerns were raised over the lock-out/tag-out control issues within the Perm
Feedback suggested that the process is too complicated. The focus of concern was
Performing Authority (PA) and the nominated Competent Person (CP). The
lock-out key and is dependent on key holders to ensure that isolation (and de=
a timely and safe manner. Likewise, the process is very dependent upo
of the CP, leaving significant exposure to the potential for human errog

The reviewers felt that planning and risk management perfq
Horizon were stronger than the perceptlon survey result; i
good level of hazard/risk awareness exists in the crews,
safety processes are sound in concept, there are frailti

‘recognition that, although core
sfientation. In short, this can be

compensate these by their focus on safe practi fabus ication of the red zone rules). " The
reviewers felt that this reflected an approg - i i i
management, while the workforce themselv ;
weaknesses.

r perception survey feedback on the

Strengths:
e Participants believed that THI K Wi
o People generally understoad:
levels should be apphed
Hazard identification
Colour coded, risk

‘ocess for managing risk.
he THINK process, and how and when the different

elatively strong area.
around the drill floor were well established, enforced, and

frailties in the application of the core safety processes and compensated
sk management approach.

tool that the company has ever had ... good risk assessment tool and definitely
v seen as a planning tool. It helps to keep us safe.”

JINK hierarchy: “it's been more clear in the last six to eight months. We've been getting
ic procedures and going ‘Back to the Basics' (Rig Performance Manager clarification) ...
his had growing pains to change our mindset, but it's looking up and up.”

el safe because | don't think there's any job on this rig that is unsafe, because you can plan it
right. "

Prompt cards: "l like them ... they keep you out of trouble. ”

Rig floor has a drops object hazards zones: “anywhere in the red zone, you need Prompt card with
THINK and TSTP, and that makes me more comfortable when | see that.”
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THINK: "I think it’s a good tool. You have to do it together ... it's hard to identify all the hazards that's
up there.”

THINK: “it's good if used properly and not pencil whipped. These guys are taking it more serfous now. ”

Weaknesses:

e Feedback that the risk management processes were repetitive and over-complex. This was mainly
related to duplication of information on permits, isolation certificates, TSTPs and THINK Plans.

e A minority of individuals who perceived that written THINK Plans and Prompt cards were created to
‘cover their backs'. 2

e The recognition of changes in task conditions and hazards, and the application
response.

e A perception that risks were increasing in relation to human fatigue, mainly relatifi

e People expressed concern over complications and the consistent application of tl
processes within the Permit to Work system.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“Lock-out tag system is an accident waiting to happen ... If ] (i.e. th

21-off blanket policy: “you can see it wearing down
reasing the risk of an incident. ”
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Element reviewed: Management of change

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
The perception survey indicates that 95.1% of the participants felt that they participated in the changes
to working practices that affect them. However, a lower proportion (63.4%) felt that they were always
informed of changes that affect them. Also, a third of the workforce felt that the merger had impacted
negatively on safety performance. :

Assessment output/evaluation:
Management of Change (MoC) was rated as the lowest performing area. Howeve
MoC on the rig were viewed positively; these included engineering change/modificat
to Basics' approach to clarify core safety processes. Feedback relating to the ef
changes was very mixed, and appeared to be highly dependent upon the knoyledge a
those engaged in the task. Experienced and skilled crew members appligd TOFS
effectively, but, given the high number of new hires (i.e. orange hats)
concerns over the inconsistent use of TOFS.

update the way
ze the rig from a situation

The Rig Manager led a successful change initiative referred to a
THINK was implemented on the rig. A structured approach was a
of confusion and frustration to a more participative, communig;
shared understanding. The Rig Manager personally conducted®
individual ‘buy-in‘ by the delivery of a consistent and pr.
by the crews.

ps with the crews and achieved
e. This was hugely appreciated

Changes initiated from above rig managemen d in a less positive light. Specific
examples included changes to hitch patterns, a v of new coveralls. People did not feel
they had been consulted, and perceived that e, or no influence at Divisional and/or
Corporate level. Criticism was also voiced : ation of the reasons and drivers for these
changes, and the level of feedback € f
overwhelming perception on the rig !
decision processes and that change is. em and therefore there is little buy-in on the rig.

ing ineffectively implemented. People struggled with
ms (i.e. GMS, RMS, and ICS) were introduced too

IT and system changes were a
the rate of change because, t!
frequently. The percepti i
been properly transiti
technical capability, w
sufficient support pgovi

t typically available throughout a rig, and it was felt there was not
nage these changes.

afety. This feedback supports a consistent view that organisational change
municated well in Transocean company-wide. At rig level, however, local
i.e. the change in Rig Manager) were seen to have brought about significant
e people stated that the merger had in fact resulted in enhanced manning levels

level was positively viewed. People felt it included involvement, open communications,
back.

he Rig Manager's ‘Back to Basics’ approach to THINK was very well received on the rig.

me people felt the Transocean/GSF merger introduced positive changes (e.g. new Rig Manager
nd enhanced manning levels).

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“Paul Johnson is the one who got us back to basics. ”
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“The best thing they did was bring the RMP out and say that it's ‘By the Book’ ... the new RMP is a lot

tougher, but he's clear and he's fair. "

Weaknesses:

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

With regards to implementation of new systems (e.g. GMS, RMS, and /C
one and boom! Here's another one ... if they would just leave everythin

The participants did not feel they were adequately consulted about change issues.
The participants felt that, even if they were consulted, they would have little influence at Divisional
and/or Corporate levels; basically they felt they are not listened to above rig management level.
There is a lack of clarification on change drivers or the reasons for change.
System and process changes were seen to be ineffectively implemented.

Orgamsattonal change (company-wide) was seen to be poorly managed, potentially affe(s!:ng safety |

in a negative way.

GSFHTransocean merger: “the merger was poorly handled and there was mass con
diirection they wanted to go in ... mainly due to lots of people eaving.

alust settle z‘hen we could figure out what

“All of these mandates come from Corporate ... Trans
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Element reviewed: Strategies, policies and procedures

Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:

Survey results showed that 12.2% of participants believed some rules and procedures were difficult to
understand and complicated, so they did not always follow them; only 4.9% of participants believed
that they would feel confident taking shortcuts when carrying out tasks.

Assessment output/evaluation: ‘
This workforce showed a good understanding of the H&S Manual which was evndenced by tf
was used and referenced. Overall, the manual was considered to be useful as it pro
for consistent implementation. The main driving force behind the use and unders
Manual was that the workforce knew, if they followed procedures, management w:
their actions. It was clear that, even if people did not agree with what was, sai
policies), they would comply with them. This behaviour seemed to be driverz by
was cascaded to the frontline workforce. If the workforce adhered to
because they actually believed in its value and usefulness, this would d
culture.

The manuals were readily accessible to crews via paper or e[ ts. Paper copies were
20 by the reviewers were

control is an issue.

anual, and the procedures and

However, there were a number of consistent critici H&S*
2 that it is vague or ambiguous and, in

expectations contained within it. The identified w
many areas, requires interpretation or clarificatiq

How to fill out START cards.
Use of the THINK process including
Permit to Work for isolations (lock+£
Fuelling the crane (cease or not &
Permit to Work: 12 or 24 houts e

A large number of people
to OIM (see the Leadershig s ¢ itional details). It was also readily accepted that Supervisors
or the RSTC would proyide ¢ i he frontline workforce, which meant they d|d a good job of
relaying mformatxon [¢
competency and upervisors.

Finally, although t ity‘af the workforce felt the START process supported safety, nearly everyone
believed th i i

Qt everyone used the document directly, supervisory knowledge and attitudes meant
rted their workforces' understanding of the manual and associated procedures.
manuals was seen as good.

ant comments that illustrate these findings:
SMS: “it’s pretty easy to understand.”

SMS: “do they understand it? No. Do they know it? Yes, because the Supervisors do a good job of
relaying the information. ”

SMS: “a lot of good information ... it helps you go further in your career because you can see other
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aspects.”

Weaknesses:
e The H&S Manual was perceived as vague and ambiguous in areas, and interpretation was
often required.
e The interpretation and application of some H&S procedures varied from OIM to OIM.
e  There were some document control issues identified.
e 'One aday’ START card policy was seen as counter productive.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

No consistency with the lock-out tag-out system. “there is a lack of clarity from Houston wit
set-in-stone rules relating to Permit to Work, lock-out tag-out, and rig floor pre
overkill. 1t gets foggy from hitch to hitch ... so the best thing to do i

“The H&S Manual is written in legalese. It is generic

“H&S Manual leaves the door open for so many differ,

HES Manual: I think it's kind of hard to understand ... it
understand it because of the way

START: “now that it's forced, | don 't think ality anymore. "

“The START process Is a good idea b,

Review category: Cooperating

identified as one of the strongest areas of this review. The Rig Performance Manager
anagement were seen in a very positive light. As previously mentioned, the Rig
nager clarified risk management policies and procedures with a ‘Back to Basics’
ch gained high levels of respect from the crew members. The OIMs, Captains, Chief
d Senior Toolpushers were also all held in high regard amongst the workforce. The Rig
srmance Manager’s expectations were supported by them, and the impression this gives to the
rce is a united leadership who put safety first, and do this by providing the resources and time to
uct the job safely.

Individuals reported that they could confidently approach rig management with any safety concerns
they may have, knowing that, if their concern is justified, they will receive full backing.

It is important to note that lines of responsibility for safety have been made relatively clear by the
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management team and this drives a number of positive behaviours around risk assessment, and the
implementation of core safety policies. The standard rule is that policies will be complied with at all
times, however compliance with this expectation is threatened by two key issues:

1 Feedback suggests that the OIMs have interpreted and administered some policies differently,
which means that there is confusion amongst the workforce (e.g. lock-out tag-out, energy
isolations, 12/24 hour permits etc.) and standards change with the OIM change-out.

2. The culture on the rig indicates that compliance with procedures will minimise the potential for
disciplinary action in the case of an incident or near-hit. However, there is a level i
mainly directed towards Corporate and hlgher Divisional management levels, witl
the disciplinary process and associated blame in relation to an incident or a near-hi
dropped objects. This is discussed in more detail in the Trust section.

People’s feelings about leadership were also affected by a perceived lack of recog
relanng to Deepwater Horizon's achievement of seven years without any LTI

Strengths:
e The Rig Performance Manager's efforts to go ‘Bac
processes, and this was appreciated by the workf

important.

Significant comments that illustrate these:

ram-rod performance. ”
they think you are giving 100%, they will go out of their way to help you. ”
Very positive about the Rig Manager: “he’s straight up. ”

io was held in very positive regard: “visible, approachable, and safety orientated. "

ipervisors with trust, saying “we have to be there to protect the workforce ... we're like
the kidneys!”

‘eaknesses:

e OIMs taking different approaches to some H&S procedures created unnecessary confusion amongst
the workforce.

e Corporate and Divisional leadership was not perceived in a particularly positive light, particularly in

relation to disciplinary action and blame.
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e There was a perceived lack of recognition from Division on the rig's safety performance
achievements.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
“PTW rules vary from OIM to OIM and sometimes you don't know what's what. People aren't as clear
on procedures as they used to be. It's fine one day, but not OK the next and nothing's changed (i.e. the
Jjob), but they don't understand. ”

“Every time you have an incident, they come up with knee-jerk reactions. ”

“People think that an investigation means a trip to Houston. ”

“It's not so much us who will see the repercussions, it's our Supervisors ... and you
the Supervisors now. ”

“We feel like there's a burn culture (from Corporate). We wiill have to go t
grilled (if there is an incident). ”

“They (Division) know your name when you do something bad, but n
ot of disconnect ... they

Corporate leadership disconnect batween the top boys and the 1
think they understand, but they don't because r:y

“Seven years without an LTI, with very little recognition W)
that?! We went seven years without an LTI not beca
together as a team. It feels like they only pay attei
brings m

Wbut because we work good
& things and not the good ... and it

was a slap in the face. ”

5

ay communication
rviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Perception survey result

nmunication were relatively positive, although 12.2% believed
n théy needed to do their jobs safely. By comparison, only 2.4% of
anager did not listen and act on their safety concerns.

15, including objectives and goals, have been clearly defined by the rig
d to key personnel on the rig. The RSTC and Supervisors were the focal

perceive_ o focus more on statistics than safety. Although some of the rig management dld participate
iese meetings, crew members felt they got little value from it. The workforce (and the LR EMEA
ers) felt this was an area where the rig could make highly visible improvements in a relatively
amount of time.

Further communication concerns were expressed in relation to MoC and the application of discipline
procedures. People felt that the reasons for, and the decisions made, relating to changes that affect
them are not fully explained, and there is no effective consultation or feedback process. ~ Similarly,
when disciplinary action is deemed necessary, there is little (appropriate and high level) explanation
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provided to the rig workforce; this leaves the situation wide open to interpretation, distortion and
rumour.

Strengths:

o Safety performance expectations, including objectives and goals, have been clearly defined by rig
leadership and communicated to key personnel on the rig.

e The RSTC and Supervisors were the focal points for providing clarification and access to specific
safety and procedural information.

o Safety Alerts were seen as useful, relevant and timely.

e Pre-tour, Toolbox Talks, and departmental safety meetings were all seen as usef
disseminate information in a timely manner, as well as a good communications forum.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“Communication from Division is clear ... | may not always agree with them but

Weaknesses:

e The general safety meeting was seen to be less effective
perceived to focus more on statistics than safety.

o Change management communication and consultati e communication of reasons for
change, and obtaining feedback from the workforce)y e ineffective.

e An appropriate level of communication relating & pliné’ cases is lacking, leading to the
potential for distortion and rumours. : :

e of the graphs they show ... don't understand what
to do with safety.”

peting Is a waste of time ... it's just a bunch of numbers that you
" don’t understand.”

Element reviewed: Employee influence
us‘groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

grticipants surveyed felt that they were encouraged to raise ideas and suggest safer ways
work and 90.2% felt they got to hear about, or participate in, safety improvement
orryingly, 46.3% of the people surveyed felt that some of the workforce were
ble calling a TOFS when unsafe situations occurred.

Asséssment output/evaluation:

sensus was evident between the perception results and the reviewers’ assessment, which indicates
at that the overwhelming majority of participants felt empowered with regard to safety on the rig. In
particular, almost everyone felt they could raise safety concerns and these issues would be acted upon if
this was within the immediate control of the rig. Supervisor support for legitimate safety concerns was
praised on a number of occasions, and it was clear that issues were elevated (when appropriate) via line
management structures.
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Beyond the rig management, however, participants felt that safety concerns that they raised were not
always fully considered and addressed. A significant number of the workforce were frustrated and
dissatisfied with regard to some recent safety related decisions made at Divisional level. They felt that
the introduction of the 21-on 2 1-off hitch, and the long sleeved FR coveralls both contributed to fatigue
problems for the crews. Deepwater Horizon personnel provided feedback to the Division and the
perception was that this was not fully considered or addressed. The crews had a recent experience
where their concerns had been listened to and acted upon by Division (i.e. optional use of lron Clad
gloves). However, the workforce now perceived no one was listening to their current safety concerns,
and they did not understand why they were being ignored. :

Most crew members indicated that they feel comfortable calling a TOFS and that managemes
back them. However, many Supervisors had a different perspective. They did not fegl confld
junior crew members would always intervene and stop a job on safety grounds. Re
appear to be linked with a lack of hazard awareness (especially under changing t.
reluctance to call a TOFS on other, more experienced, colleagues. .

without an LTI), but they received little or no recognition. This led
whatever they did or achieved had no influence at all at Corporate

e The overwhelming majority of participants felt th
would be listened to by their Supervisors and rig

They felt you could raise safety concerns; L (5}5 would back them: “if you're right ... and
they' QK. th 11 they're behind you 100%. ”
“The diifference on this rig is that.ma given everyone the right to stop the job, and it reall

K the approach “let's plan it together and then get it done when we're
ready. ”

d Corporate levels.

ents that illustrate these findings:

want to question a direct superior (because they control their future).”

even years without an LTI with very little recognition. Why do people in the office want to fight

= that?! We went seven years without an LT] not because we got lucky, but because we work good
together as a team. It feels like they only pay attention to the bad things and not the good ... and it

brings morale down. ”

“Six years without an LT/ and no recognition was a slap in the face.”
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Element reviewed: Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning culture)
Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Results from the perception survey show that the majority of participants felt that START, TOES,
near-hits and incident investigations helped them to prevent incidents from happening ag
There was less agreement (73.2%) with the idea that all incidents were reported, investi
followed up.

Assessment output/evaluation:
The reviews identified a number of differing perceptions in relation to th
processes. Many people identified that the core purpose of the investigatic
causes and find safer ways of working. However, there was also another perc
are conducted to attribute blame. This view appeared to relate mainly
equated any dropped objects event with a “trip to Houston’ and a d
inevitably result in under reporting, which will mean that learnin
well as opportunities to create further prevention and mitigation m

5 perception will
s will be lost, as

as a measure of safety
terms of LTIs rather than TRIR.
e to understand and measure
y performance was a key driver
lthough commendable could distract

It was clear that the LTI metric was important to the crews on |
performance. People tended to refer to the rig safety pegf
This was seen as a realistic and tangible parameter to er
their safety performance. Most importantly, the rig’se:

in raising awareness and promoting safe behaviou i

heduled to enable the crews to review
task progress, changes and hazards e participants recognised the value of the

planned TOFS when used as a momtorg

of START as a monitoring and improvement tool.
$'was a useful process, many resented the ‘one a day’
pliance’. Many participants also stated that they would
conditions (i.e. they did not record negative behaviours). As
racy and usefulness of START data. False data also distorts
specific safety issues and trends.

only record positive behavi
a result, there is a lack

Safety meetings rig tended to focus on the quantity of cards rather than the quality of
the content. '
- perception that there were too many audits (including PMAAs), with an
its for 2010. No one doubted that these could potentially help the rig
;formance However, people felt that the time spent preparing for the audits, and
ive actions, greatly reduced the time available for mentoring, coaching and
was also felt that some action points were 'nit picking’ and could be resolved
er than by applying the report action process. Furthermore, participants found it

There was %

"Many people identified that the core purpose of the investigation was to identify the root causes
and find safer ways of working.

LTI metric was important to the crews on Deepwater Horizon as a measure of safety performance.
The concepts behind START were seen as positive.

People recognised the potential value of audits.
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Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

cases): “the TRIR is accurate. ”
not nit-pick. ”

START: “keeps people s focus on safety and being safe. ”

e The workforce liked using planned TOFS to monitor protracted or unfamiliar tasks.

There was no pressure on him to lower the TRIR rate or severity rating (relating to mediical treatment

PMAAs: “useful but dependent on the quality of assessors ... they need to look at the big picture and

Weaknesses:

e People felt that dropped objects investigations were conducted to attribute blal
any dropped objects event with a “trip to Houston’ and a discipline case.
e Many of the participants felt that the time spent preparing for the audits,
corrective actions, greatly reduced the time available for mentoring, coaching an

similar scope and nature.
e There was a lack of buy-in to the ‘one a day’ START card ru}
invented cards, resulting in false data, inaccurate monitoring

valuable time and resources ...

it's got goocf

START cards: “sometimes th
don't always

The participant felt tha r of reporting regarding dropped objects.
what's gonna comé,

“PMAA monitoring, evaluation and audits:are yrade you, not help you. "

“People will report near-hits because they aré Fse people find out (they haven't reported

“Some people do worty about reportiy ¢, e ... getting pounded on by Houston, not the

ftant because they don't like to tattle-tail ... people
s highlighting their bad behaviours. "

: epor d a dropped object that | could do nothing about during my

“You ask yourself:

four?”
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Element reviewed: Trust (blame — just culture)
Method of review: Focus groups and individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Results from the perception survey indicated that there were differing perceptions in relation to blame
(just culture) on the rig. A number of the participants (46.3%) felt that, if their actions led to a
potentially risky situation (e.g. forgetting to do something, damaging equipment, dropping an object
from height), they could report this without any fear of reprisal. However, 24.4% of those interviewed
felt that the purpose of incident investigations was to determine who is to blame an
disciplined.

Assessment output/evaluation:
These rather negative perception results related to the reporting of dropped object:
of reprisal. As previously mentioned under Employee Influence, people felt t
reporting equated to ‘a trip to Houston' and a discipline case. It was clea
amongst the frontline workforce and some supervisors. This fear was seer

incident.

Apart from the dropped obijects issue, trust was very good ol as no evidence of any
fear of reporting injuries or near-hits (non-dropped objects thin teams and between
departments was generally very good. This included trust.jn S sors, rig based management and
the Rig Managers at Division. As previously ment
1 £'s/Back to Basics' initiative. Many
people felt that if procedures were followed { ould support them, and this
perception facilitates a strong safety culture.

The strong team culture onboard Deepwater Ho i levels of mutual trust evident between
crews means that the rig safety culture was: i robust, largely fair, and inclusive, and was
contributing to a ‘just culture.’ )

Strengths:

e  Excellent team trust and tr

e People indicated a willingn ents, injuries and near-hit reporting (excluding dropped
objects).

e It was clear to partit
backing, providing;

Significant commeht$ that'ilfiistate these findings:

t think Division wifl run anyone off for following policy.

ar-hits for fear of potential repercussions. This is not just a fear, it is an

Rig Manager made it clear that, if you felt you were doing the right thing ... doin
9 ie ] g g g

U could and something happens, then you wifl not lose your job.

al if crews are meeting policies: “if it’s a genuine mistake, and not against poficy then
yes, they're treated fairly. ”

People set aside their differences and look out for each other ... we're doing it for each other.”

“We take care of the rig ... and each other.”
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Weaknesses:
e There was a clear fear of repercussions for dropped object incidents.
e Dropped object investigations were often equated with apportion of blame and a ‘trip to Houston'.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“I'm petrified of dropping anything from heights, not because I'm afraid of hurting anyone (the area is
barriered off), but because I'm afraid of getting fired. ”

“You drop an object and you re going to Houston. ”

If they could change one thing to improve safety: “lay off on us ... everyone’s so stressgq and so°
up.”

THE job. "

Investigations: blame versus learning? “They say they don't, bu
Investigations. "
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Observation data

The purpose of this section is to summarise the review teams’ observations in relation to the meetings
attended and activities observed over the duration of the visit to Deepwater Horizon.

The team attended a number of meetings and conducted abservations over the five day visit.

QObservation summary:

General platform alarm drill and abandon platform (Observation No 1 - dfill)

The weekly drill scenario changes from week to week. This week's drill was based o
pontoon. One assessor observed the fire drill team in the No. 6 pontoon an
observed incident command operations from the bridge. Bridge based observatj

e Mustered roll-call were confirmed via radio communlcatlons- 5 ifeboat Muster
Captains to the Radio Operator on the Bridge.
Calm and controlled operations throughout the drill.
Muster for both the GPA and Abandon Platform was
There were some problems with understanding Coxswad the radios because of the wind
and the microphone position, and the Radio , required to re-confirm roll-call
numbers.

e There were four BP third party contractors t
why they were excused). The excused
specialist.

rticipate in the drill (and it was unclear
jed ROV operators and a well control

Fire team observation (drill)
The reviewer observed the fire team

e The fire crew first Ha ie"location of the fire, which they did in an orderly and
controlled fashlo :

aroupith
swould disperse from the fire, what alternative extinguishers and access
fires.

o|pusher and Captam The OIM was not present due to well control issues but it was
ined to the reviewers that he normally participates at these meetings. Client representatives were
 attendance. The main observations noted during the meeting were:

Two recent crane incidents (non-recordable, operational) were briefly discussed.

e The safety material presented was heavily biased towards statistics (TRIR, FACs, incidents).

e START card feedback focused on quantity of cards rather than the quality of the content. There
were no START statistics or trends presented, to enable crews to understand what their cards
were telling them.
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e There was a session that clarified the Self Retracting Line procedure within the H&S Manual.

e A significant proportion of the meeting was taken up by subject matter deemed by the
reviewers to be inappropriate for safety meetings (e.g. hotel reservations, flights, and travel
issues associated with training courses). The reviewers felt this undermined the importance and
usefulness of the meeting.

e There was a low degree of participation from the crews, potentially due to a lack of interest in
statistics.

As an observation, much more value could be gained from this meeting if more attention was paid to
engaging attendees in discussions that related directly to their safety and their interests.

Weekly safety meeting — third party service hands
This meeting was led and attended by BP’s third party contractors. Observations incli

e ASafety Alert relating to an incident involving another Operator was dij ussecf"

e There was a discussion surroundmg any new safety concerns th
outstanding issues from previous meetings (including close-outs). .

e START cards were discussed, however the focus of the discussi
of cards raised rather than the content within the cards.
more than 10% of the POB; however, the number of
contractors did not reflect this

, and any

d the numbers
actors number

the rig.

OIM's daily Supervisors’ meeting

1 Supervisors/Department Heads of

This meeting is used to discuss the day’s
e Supervisors, RSTC, Captain, Warehouse

operational matters. Attendees included the O
man, Chief Mate and Senior Toolpusher.

operational matters, and the OIM and other
anding, where appropriate. The OIM interjected to
unications relating to policies and control measures

The participants took turns to updat
participants sought clarification and
confirm understanding and che:
had been sent and received.

d on a number of submitted START cards, and the content of
few cards were discus ded that 105 START cards, 78 PROMPT cards and 21 TOFS

had been submitted or
s

.the content of which was clear and detailed and, when necessary, all
OIM did dominate, not in an aggressive manner, but asked some
understandmg, in particular of safety related matters.

— Maintenance Department

meeting for the Maintenance Department was well attended and led by the
es discussed included:

nt crushed foot incident on Marianas' supply boat.

Work and safety expectations.

Format of future departmental safety meetings (it is the intention for each weekly meeting to
be led by a different member of the team).

Rig condition assessment in preparation for the upcoming shipyard modifications. They had a
very positive perspective on the modifications, eager to carry out evasive PM routines that they
normally could not do.
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As a group, they had an excellent discussion about rigging up a trolley or a winch system to enable
them to lift pumps and agitators to specific areas and levels within the rig.

Overall it was an excellent meeting. It is clear that this team is accustomed to open and frank
discussion. Their inclusive communication approach meant that the meeting was never dominated by
individuals and even junior crew members were empowered to openly express their opinions. From the
discussions, it was also clear that planning is very much at the core of their approach to safety.

THINK plan development and pre-job safety meeting: engine de-isolation

The THINK Plan for this job was written by the Mechanic and the Chief Mechanic. Because
is considered a critical system, de-isolation requires a PTW (as completed by the Mechan
identified on both the THINK Plan and the PTW included:

Pinch points from valves.

High pressure air release from compression chambers.
High noise levels.

Lubricant leaks.

Controls were adequately defined and the bridge was fully aware
both prior to operations when the PTW was delivered to the brid
team called the bridge from the engine room. Communicatio
Mechanic were excellent and it was clear that the Chief Me
this as a coaching and learning opportunity. Engine pressure
when the engine was re-started and found to be accepta

pre-job safety meeting took place in the Dogh :
on the THINK Plan but, more importantly, i
pre-job safety meeting. The pre-job sa

itasks, highlighting hazards and controls and making it
tasks.

e uses session where each person taking part in the task highlighted
nd their understanding of the hazards and required controls.
our time” so that they can get it right and keep it safe.

¢k to the floor to commence start-up operations. The Driller did a dummy run of
st to check that equipment was operating smoothly, and that Floor Hands
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Appendix 1 - Perception survey results

Q# Questions

1 |l do not get all the information | need to do my job salely and keep

myself and others safe.

Table 2. Perception survey results for Deepwater Horizon

Stranghy

S
Disagree oo o€

COM

2 {lam encouraged to raise ideas and suggest safer ways to do things at

siork.

EMP

3 [Management feels operational peformance ie.g. drilling) is more
important than ny safety. LEA

4 |There are akyays enough people to carmy out viork safely. RRR

5 |Some rules and procedures are difficult to understand and complicated.

so | don't akways followvs them. SPP

6 |My line manager listens and acts on my safety concerns. COM

7 |The sharing of lessons leamt from START. TOFS. audit. near hits and
incident investigations helps me to prevent incidents from happening
again.

g |l participate in the changes to warking practices that affect me.
9 |l am not akvays informed of the autcome of changes that affect me.
10 |There are too many steps in place to manage risks.

11 |Tasks are not akvays adequately planned hefore vie star work.
12 |Because of the training and support | have received | fully und
the safety procedures and hazards associated with my job. |
13 |There are not sufficient resources iequipment & money) for i
out my job. identify and manage risks safely.

14 |l do not have enough time to do my job according to
procedures.

15 |l must demonstrate that | can do my job safely
to he compstent.

16 |Transocean rewards me wshen | carry out n
17 |Met all incidents are reported. investiga

18 |If my actions led to a potentially risk

20 |l do not get to hear ab
initiatives.

The purpose of incid
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RRR
TRA
PRM
MoC
SPP
LEA
coM
EMP
TRU
RIG

Resources, roles and responsibilities

H&S training and competence

Planning and risk assessment

Management of change

Strategies, policies and procedures
Leadership

2-Way communication (internal and external)
Employee influence

Trust (blame - just culture)

Rig specific questions
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North America Division Summary Report

Appendix D - Discoverer Clear Leader summary report

Project number: ABN0991642/006 53

Date: 2™ July 2010

Prepared by: Paul Harrison Lloyd’s Register EMEA
Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090607

TDD006-000619



AN

CONSULTING SERVICES
LLOYD'S REGISTER EME
ABERDEEN ENERGY.

Client: Transocear

Project: _ d Safety Culture/Climate

Location:

Project number: ABN0991642/006 1
Date: 26 May 2010
Prepared by: Barnaby Annan Lloyd’s Register EMEA

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090608

TDD006-000620



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

Technical Report Document Page

Report No. Report Date

ABN0991642/006.003 | 26 May 2010

Revision Date Type of Report

Issue

Title & Subtitle

Transocean Safety Management and Safety
Culture/Climate Review - Discoverer Clear Leader

Security classification of this report
Restricted to client and Lloyd’s Register EMEA

Nick Jackson

Prepared Checked
Barnaby Annan Paul Harrison
Signature Signature
Authorised

Reporting Organisation Name & address

Lloyd's Register EMEA
Consulting Services Department
Denburn House

25 Union Terrace

Aberdeen, AB10 1NN

Reporting organisaie ference{s)

Sponsoring organisation name & address

Transocean

Summary

Individual rig report relating to
Transocean operations.

rganisation reference(s)

{ vManagement, Safety Culture, Safety Climate Reviews of

Key words

Distribution

Divisional Managing Directors
General Managers
Adrian Rose (Houston)

Project number: ABN0991642/006
Date: 26 May 2010
Prepared by: Barnaby Annan

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

Lloyd's Register EMEA

TRN-HCEC-00090609

TDD006-000621



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

Report glossary

AD Assistant Driller

BOP Blow Out Preventer

BP British Petroleum

CAKES Comply, Authority, Knowledge, Experience, Skills
CMS Company Management System
P Competent Person

CYA Cover Your A**

DAFWC Days Away from Work Case

FAC First Aid Case

FOCUS Formulate, Organise, Communicate, Undertake, Summarise
FR Fire Retardant

GSF GlobalSantaFe

H&S Health and Safety

HSE Health, Safety and Environmental
ICS Inventory Control System

IT Information Technology

JSA Job Safety Analysis

LTl Lost Time Incident

MoC Management of Change

MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet

OIM Offshore Installation Manager
oJT On the Job Training

PA Performing Authority

PMAA Performance Monitoring, Audit &
POB Persons on Board

PPE Personal Protective Equipment :
PTW Permit to Work

RMP Rig Manager Performanc

RMS Rig Maintenance Syste

RSTC

RSTT

SLF

SLT

SMS

START

THINK Plans

TOFS

TOPS School

TRA

TRIR Fdable Incident Rate

TSTP 4sk'Speeific THINK Procedure

2-Way Communication (internal and external)

Employee Influence

Leadership

Planning and Risk Assessment

Rig Specific Questions

Resources, Roles and Responsibilities

Strategies, Policies and Procedures

H&S Training and Competence

Trust (blame — just culture)
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Executive summary
Introduction

On the 16" to the 22™ of March 2010, a team from Lloyd's Register EMEA (Barnaby Annan, Paul
Harrison and Kathryn Melia) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Discoverer Clear Leader, to conduct a
review of the company Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Purpose and scope

The purpose and scope of the assessment was to review the degree of implementation o
Management System (maturity), safety culture and safety climate on board the rig. This
part of a larger review encompassing 21 Transocean rigs. As such, the data presented he
combined with the findings from other rigs and further analysed. These are the
findings subject to further analysis. Conclusions and recommendations will be form

more detailed scrutiny of the data.

Summary of results

index criteria.
2. Key strengths and weaknesses identified.

3. Key findings from the perception survey.

1. Classification of Management System elements agd index criteria

Table 1 below summarises the LR EMEA
The LR EMEA reviewers’ ratings are a reflect
were then averaged to give the initial assess
categories:

1. Emerging (lowest category,
2. Managing.

3. Involving.

Cooperating. -

ighest category).

Table 1. Maturity ratings

the safety culture on board the rig.
rviewees’ views of the organisation; these
je five point maturity scale has the following

Element Rating Classification
les"and responsibilities. 2.9 Involving
and competence. 2.3 Managing
risk assessment. 2.5 Involving

ent of change. 19 Managing

rategies, policies and procedures. 2.6 Involving

2.9 Involving

-Way communications (internal and external). 2.3 Managing

Employee influence. 2.6 Involving
Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning

culture). 2.4 Managing

Trust (blame - just culture). 2.5 Involving
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The data is also presented in the form of a spider chart (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1. Spider chart of maturity categories

sl LEMERGING :
Resolizees, ROICS e System/process bsent or
Responsibility sporadically in place
5.0C —
Trust Training and 2MIAHAGING
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’ : implemantation
Procassasis; st
300 . =
Moritoring, Evaluation AN Planning & Risk | 3-1HvOLuING: :
(54 \ System monly dewalop®
& Improvement : J?TOO . Management |y ] &
4 s i
Jui
{100 ¥
EmployeeInfiuence e . : .
nfiu . ’ ey
N

Strategy,

Communication
Pro

Complete beliefin
system. fudl
implementation, wide

Leadership
spread participation

2. Key strengths and weaknesses

Overall, the Discoverer Clear Leader had
culture on the rig.

The areas that the LR EMEA r
responsibilities’ and ‘leadership
workforce had a good understal
management. The majoritysafiempl
that the support offered by
the safety vision. Th
for the majority of

y the first of these, it was clear that the majority of
roles and responsibilities when it came to safety

ave available to them are generally believed to be adequate
ances and very few personnel felt under time pressure that
relationship between Transocean and Chevron was also

rship from rig management had had a significant impact on the
nthis rig. Leadership on the rig by the OIM and supervisory team was
nel. They are seen to send out a consistent safety message and are
get outside on the rig whenever they can. This applied to rig leadership from
d Chevron.

ffort that Transocean puts into the management of safety was seen as positive and a
n of the organisation’s commitment to safety. Some personnel highlighted the recent
operations on the rig were stopped and shut down as a result of dropped objects in
‘derrick (mast). Operations were suspended in order to conduct a full review of the design and
ild of the derrick. This was seen by some as good leadership from Transocean, demonstrating
t they prioritise safety over operational performance.

he areas that exhibited the most concern in relation to safety were ‘management of change’,
‘training and competence’ and ‘2-Way communication’.

One of the most significant risks faced by the Discoverer Clear Leader is the ability of some personnel
to adequately identify hazards. The Discoverer Clear Leader is an advanced drilling ship, utilising
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some more advanced technology, particularly in the more automated drilling functionality. The
hazards that personnel are in contact with on a daily basis have become more complicated, and
sometimes more difficult to identify and understand.

Essentially, competence in hazard identification, risk assessment and control was the area of
concern. This concern was primarily identified by personnel at Supervisor level and above. Personnel
on the front line generally felt competent, which can be explained by the fact that they “don’t know
what they don‘t know"” and Supervisors and senior rig management recognised this. It is essential
that the levels of hazard awareness in frontline crew members are enhanced to enable Discoverer
Clear Leader to achieve its safety goals.

The general perception on the rig was that Transocean is not effective when managin
The changes being referred to relate to equipment, processes and organisation ch
nUMerous concerns:

keep up with the number of changes being demanded of them.

e Communication — very rarely do personnel feel like they rec
behind any change from the people making the chang
Divisional and Corporate offices). There is a perceived lai
personnel on the new requirements that will be expected fi

hanges introduced at rig
were several examples where
s than they had eliminated.

° Suitability of change - it is widely believed that the |m
level is not fully appreciated by onshore leader:
personnel believed that some changes had intro

Competency assessment was noted as an are
Competency is measured against the “On-thi

mentoring or leadership. Several personnel be
communication skills to fully facilita 1

seness of certain aspects of the training content, and the
preparation it provided to personnet: y apply the safety management system processes.

A significant number of per: at communications seemed to be predominantly top
down (with a few exce, t that they had limited opportunity to comment on proposed
changes and raise saft a higher level (e.g. at Divisional or Corporate level). Most
rs between rig and beach are perceived to be in a negative
dent, to address poor safety performance etc.). Many personnel felt that
itive and negative communication would facilitate the relationship.

V" at rig management level) stated that the number of communications
s (particularly email communications), which was creating a significant
was noted that some of these communications are duplicated by different
9na|/Corporate office.

50 a significant perception of a blame culture which resided at all levels, and within all
e rig. This perception of blame mainly relates to accident/incident reporting and the
ear of discipline. This was influencing many behaviours associated with the safety
nt processes, many of them with negative connotations.

findings from the perception survey

Seven of the twenty-five questions in the perception questionnaire failed to reach 80% positive
agreement. Of these, the three weakest areas were:

o 46.7% feel that Transocean rewards them for carrying out their work safely (Q. 16).
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e 53.3% feel that the purpose of incident investigations is to determine who is to blame (Q. 21).

e 57.4% report that some of the workforce is uncomfortable with calling a TOFS when an unsafe
situation occurs (Q. 24).

Nine of the twenty-five questions in the perception questionnaire exceeded 90% positive
agreement, with five of the twenty-five questions exceeding 95% positive agreement. These five
related to:

e 100% of the participants surveyed felt that they were encouraged to raise ideas angks
safer ways to do things at work (Q. 2).

e 98.4% felt like they participated in changes that affect them (Q. 8*).

e 983% reported that they think management considers safety is mol
operational performance (Q. 3).

e 96.7% stated that they think their line manager acts on their saf

e 95.1% stated that the training and support they have receive
the safety procedures and hazards associated with my job (€

* The results of Q. 8 have to be treated with caution as sever
if they were being asked if they experienced changes in the \

** The results of Q.12 also have to be treated with cat
measure hazard awareness (i.e. "you don’t know:shat

Figure 2. Perception survey results for "Clga't‘g,eader represented as a bar chart
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Introduction

On the 16" to the 22" of March 2010, a team from Lloyd's Register EMEA (Barnaby Annan, Paul
Harrison and Kathryn Melia) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Discoverer Clear Leader, to conduct a
review of the company Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Rig background

Type: drill ship.
POB: 200.
Client: Chevron.
Other: the ship was completed in 2009 and had been in operation for approximatel
the time of the visit, operations were centred around a well completion. There ha
safety related incidents on the rig during its relatively short operational period.

e A fire broke out which disabled the thrusters that kept the rig in
restored in time, which prevented the rig becoming disconnected from

e Four people were involved in an incident involving the lifel
released prior to being in the water. This caused it to fall sej

o There were dropped object incidents in the derrick (
design/build issues. Operations were suspended in
out.

a full ﬁvestigation to be carried

Purpose and scope

The purpose and scope of the assessment was:
(maturity), safety culture and safety climate ol
encompassing 21 Transocean rigs. As such,
from other rigs and further analysed.
analysis. Conclusions and recommengi
the data.

gree of implementation of the system
This report forms part of a larger review
'd here will be combined with the findings
ore preliminary findings subject to further
ulated following a more detailed scrutiny of

eeting on board the rig which summarised the review

The offshore review concluded.
i uced. This close-out was followed by a further close-

findings without detailed scrutin
out meeting in Division
be developed and inclu

Methodology.and

The assessment w. sing a series of interviews, focus groups and site/activity observations

afety Management System was assessed using the Lloyd’s Register
plained at the opening meeting on board the rig where the assessment
me was confirmed, confidentiality assured and the reporting mechanism

‘are listed below:

“Resources, roles and responsibilities.
H&S training and competence.
Planning and risk assessment.
Management of Change.
e Strategies, policies and procedures.
e Leadership.
e 2-Way communications (internal and external).
e Employee influence.
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e Monitoring, evaluation and improvement {learning culture).
e Trust (blame — just culture).

Personnel, operational areas and processes sampled
Focus groups and interviews carried out over the assessment period are listed as follows:

Numbers assessed = 59.

Percentage of POB = 34%.

19 formal interviews of rig/regional team members.
8 focus groups involving a total of 40 people.

Operational areas and processes sampled during the assessment are summarised as fo

Drilling and support functions.
Maintenance.

Electrical.

Transocean contractors (catering).
Client contractor (Schlumberger).
Client third party.

Meetings and discussions:

START observations (START tour with company
THINK Plan observations (days 30-60 sample fram
Emergency Response Drill (observed from conts

Informal observation of operational activi
supply boat and around deck).

Please note that this report refers to v;
part of the review process. They inchi
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Presentation of rig specific results
Output from the assessment processes is presented in the assessment tables:

Element reviewed: Resources, roles and responsibilities

Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:

Overall, 83.6% of the workforce agreed they always had enough people to carry out the
93.4% also felt they had enough equipment and financial resources to manage risks
of the workforce felt they had enough time to do their jobs safely. These result;
majority of personnel felt that resourcing was sufficient with regard to safety.

Assessment output/evaluation:

processes. This perception related to both personnel in an HSE capadi
based), and personnel undertaking operations on the rig. Howe
resourcing in the Maintenance Department. This was thought to be;

o provided by the equipment
has not been allowed for.

e There is a lack of TSTPs for certain r nd they are still being developed.
Therefore, written THINK Plans are r

The majority of Supervisors, especiall
high. A significant proportion of ti
with e-mail correspondence. They beli
with their teams, coaching the )
as frontline personnel were
It was often reported th
many of which could hay

n the office performing paper exercises and dealing
lis was preventing them from being op_tside on deck

L responsible for their own safety. This applied to all personnel the LR
ficluding Chevron personnel, and third party contractors to Transocean

: cern expressed by Supervisors and above regarding the quality of personnel
"gjunior positions. They felt that there were a number of people that did not have
ar ability to work in an offshore environment. Therefore, they felt no amount of
verience would completely solve the issue. It was noted that, whilst they could have
nt in the selection of personnel for positions of Supervisor and above, they had very little
ence regarding personnel being selected for more junior positions. They felt frustrated
ss of removing personnel that fell into this category as, in their minds, they already knew
theyfwould not ever be considered competent, but would have to follow a lengthy HR training/discipline
s. This exposed the workforce to a higher risk during the period they were still on the rig.

was concern over the level of personnel experience within some frontline teams on the rig. It was
noted that this will always be an issue on new rigs; nevertheless, the risks were still present. This
situation had improved over the last few months but senior Supervisors were now worried about
personnel with experience leaving the rig. They put this down to a number of factors:
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e Personnel being involved in the shipyard during the build period. They liked this style of work
and were seeking further opportunity to do this again.

e High workload for some personnel in senior positions causing low morale.

Strengths:

e Resources reported to be generally available for the majority of operational circumstances (at
least in terms of quantity).

e Support provided by HSE personnel perceived to be adequate for implementation of the safety
vision. .
Majority of employees accept responsibility for their own safety.
Complimentary relationship between Transocean and Chevron.

Significant comment that illustrates these findings:

Client relationship: “Chevron system doesn ‘t add to much extra ... sometimesithere
do but it is manageable. ”

Weaknesses:

e Supervisor workload perceived to be extremely high, result

beach on top of the day-to-day job responsibilities. :

e Perception of inappropriate personnel being sent to theifigfrom each and perceived lack

of involvement/communication with the HR Departm:

Concern over personnel experience levels in some

Concern over loss of experienced personnel. :

The relatively poor state of readiness f
workload.

e Maintenance TSTPs are still work in pro

squests from the

... if we see a problem with a guy, we cannot control it
ourselves.”

Element reviewed: Training and competence
us groups, individual interviews. Review category: Managing

e perception survey suggested that 95.1% of participants felt the training and support

hey he ived gave them a full understanding of safety procedures and the hazards associated with
theifitasks. Similarly, 88.5% of participants felt that they had to demonstrate they could do their jobs
efore being considered competent.

sessment output/evaluation:

There was positive feedback on the level of attention that Transocean places on their training
programmes. Generally, personnel perceived Transocean's approach and emphasis on training as class
leading. There were positive responses to the fact that many people perceive that Transocean is
prepared to provide any relevant training required, if it is identified as a need.
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Competency assessment was noted as an area which was perceived to be lacking in some aspects.
Competency is measured against the “On-the-Job Training” (OJT) matrix, however, this is limited to
technical capability and does not address the softer skills such as communication, mentoring or
leadership. These are left up to the judgement of the line manager and it is felt that they can receive
(wrongly or prematurely) promotion due simply to time served. Therefore, the promotion process is
perceived to be subject to variation and poor judgement.

Several personnel believed that some Supervisors lacked the leadership and communication skills to
really facilitate their teams to ‘buy in’ and believe in the safety system.

Competence in hazard identification, risk assessment and control was an area of concern. Thits
was primarily identified by personnel at Supervisor level and above. Personnel on the ine gt

goals.

sorted to using
was forced to do
uipment. However, he
nto the task, which was

In one example, a member of personnel in the Maintenance Depart
the equipment manuals for the equipment in an attempt to identi
this as he had not had training with regard to any relevant hazards
mentioned other people (who are not as conscientious) who just;
perceived to be a high risk approach.

Several concerns were noted on the effectiveness of cé
following points were captured:
e The effectiveness of the TOPS trainin rse @hichyis provided to new starters in preparation

for an offshore environment) is perceiv

that the course used to offer

opposed to a classroom based;

;rig equipment and operating/maintenance processes
el reported felt bombarded with training at the start

dto perform. This applied equally to crew members joining
w hires.

ourses on the beach do not offer real value as large parts of the

nt to the tasks being performed on this rig.

rovide sufficient content on how to carry out that plan in an effective way
s, how to observe as a team lead, how to delegate tasks appropriately, spot

bers. However, the system was only as effective as the selected mentor. With a
rienced crew, it was sometimes necessary to select a less than suitable candidate to fill

5 generally felt that there was a low average experience level in frontline crew members on the rig
exception of the senior supervisory level). One quoted figure was that the average experience

total experience in the industry or rig specific experience, however it was clear that personnel felt the
‘experience factor’ exposed them to a higher risk than other rigs.
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Strengths:

e Transocean is good at allowing personnel to attend the various training courses.
e Positive feedback on the buddy system overall.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
Training provision. “Any training we want, we can ask to go on.”
“I've never been turned down for training. ”

“Once It's on your matrix, you are on it (the course).

Weaknesses:

e Lack of Supervisor leadership skills can reduce the effectiveness of safety man.

e Competency assessment is, in part, subjective (based on personnel opinion),
clearly defined and assessed competency criteria.

e Hazard identification noted to be an issue.

e Concern over the effectiveness of the training received by ne
the rig via the TOPS Training School.

e THINK training content lacks focus on carrying out an effe

e Training delivery for new rig equipment and processes inefi

e Onshore training not always matched to the tasks personm

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
Hazard identification. “Biggest thing the
Supervisor leadlership: “They are not experiencgdl

Training delivery: "So much training at t ig all at once ... lucky if | remembered 30%

training courses that are not refevant. ”
petfect THINK Plan, not how fo use it properly. ”

to do my job ... no. | think 90% of people on this rig would
agree with me.”

“Learning under fire.”

ere élways adequately planned before work was started.

ssment output/evaluation:

e majority of participants demonstrated a strong belief in Transocean’s risk management processes.
T'The THINK planning process was recognised as a highly beneficial tool for certain jobs, primarily on
account of the communications that it encouraged between team members and different work teams.
The jobs that personnel felt it offered the most benefit were non-routine, complex, or tasks involving

more than one team.
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Personnel generally had a good grasp of what level of THINK Plan was required for the tasks they
performed. Credit was given to rig management for ensuring a consistent message reached frontline
personnel.

Personnel also felt well informed of the risks they are exposed to in their jobs. This primarily related to
the HSE communications that were distributed to the rig. Although many personnel felt that only a
select few were relevant to their job roles, the ones that were relevant proved very useful. However,
this feedback should be considered alongside the frequently quoted view by senior rig crew members
that hazard awareness levels amongst frontline crews are low.

However, a significant proportion of personnel believed that the risk management processes
being applied to very low risk tasks and were devaluing the process as a result. An ex:
a written THINK Plan being required for a routine sweeping job. In addition, the
was increasingly being seen as an exercise to protect the workers and the compan
occur. This is influencing the effectiveness of the plan because it is affecting:
e The quality of the plan (e.g. the crews sometimes try to list all o
particular task).

o Time to complete the plan (e.g. trying to list all the hazard
take more time than listing the specific hazards that pg

e Time to communicate to the team (e.g. a long
the communication phase and time spent doing

Problems were reported with the supply chain whis
parts offshore. Some reported concerns on the

e Purchasing is a lengthy process.

e Orders can be cancelled withog

There was a feeling that,
comparable spare parts wg

here was still some duplication between risk management processes.
icated hot work system with Chevron. This has led to additional
e identical functions.

On occasion, it was n¢
Examples were gi)

hat fatigue (both mental and physical) is an issue on the rigs. The short
“week hitch length were areas particularly highlighted in these discussions.
id not have any systematic way to address this risk. It was noted that some
and managed these risks informally by task selection, break periods and job

 belief in the concept and use of Transocean safety processes.

THINK planning recognised as a highly beneficial communication tool for certain jobs.

Levels of the THINK planning process generally understood and applied in a consistent manner
on the rig.

Employees generally feel well informed of the risks related to their job roles.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

THINK: “The concept is good. ”
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“Good as far as making you think about the job you are going to do. "

Weaknesses:

e Application of the risk management processes to tasks is perceived to be over the top
(routine/low risk tasks).

e THINK seen as an exercise to provide cover in the event of an incident in addition to a tool to
prevent incidents.
Reported issues with getting spare equipment parts.
Isolated duplications with third party and client risk management processes.
Physical and mental fatigue risk factor perceived to not be adequately addressed.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
Risk management processes: " Transocean have replaced experience with a

Spare parts for equjpment: “t's hard to get compatible parts in the

“Time is the biggest factor ... time taken to order the part and g

Rig build process: “Confidence in the ship is now lower than when /i :

THINK Plans: "There are three or four hazards that will always be
them in there.”

“People photocopy THINK Plans for the ne

Element reviewed: ¥

Method of review: Focus groups, individual inte Review category: Managing

Perception data:
98.4% of the workforce who too

efception survey felt that they participated in the
ever, a lower proportion of the workforce (60.7%)
that affect them. Also, 83.3% of the workforce felt

felt that they were always inforry 3
' 'safety performance.

that the merger had not impacte

Assessment output/eval
The general perceptior g wasithat Transocean does not do an effective job when managing
changes. The changes

tior; change e.g. move from a 14 day hitch to a 21 day hitch.

elates to the number of changes being made. There is a general feeling that the

ére is a general feeling that there are a high number of changes which introduce additional
requirements. This was reported to be a concern for some personnel as they are experiencing problems
with remembering all the additions. This additional workload is felt to be hampering the need to focus
on the key day-to-day tasks and the management of risk.
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personnel.

of this.

There is a perceived lack of communication regarding changes to
requirements that will be expected from them. Additionally, th
ongoing changes is not forthcoming and that they are often left
implement the changes.

Very rarely do personnel feel like they receive all the relevant reasoning for a change from the people
making the changes (i.e. personnel in the Divisional and Corporate offices). This creates problems of
acceptance and often leaves the Supervisors with a difficult job to ‘sell’ the change to frontline

It is widely believed that the impact of these changes at rig level is not fully appreciated. There were
several examples where personnel believed that some changes had introduced more hazards than they
had eliminated (e.g. push poles have created additional risk when ascending and descending stairs, and
while being used if they are not held correctly). Several of these changes are perceived to be 'knee-jerk’
reactions to address issues which occur elsewhere in the Transocean fleet. Rig based personnekhave the
perception that shore based personnel either do not possess the working knowledge or hav
date working knowledge of the rig, and are therefore not best placed to make these changes.

Personnel feel like they are not consulted when considering and shaping chang
them. They feel like change is something that is done to them rather than a pi
involved in. This hinders a positive attitude developing towards the change and i
personnel believed that the relationship between the rig and the beach has

Strengths:
e General belief that Transocean has the righ
(however, it is the execution which causes the:p!

Weaknesses:

Widespread perception of:

Constant change driven by the
Always additions, nothing gets
Reasoning for changes rare
Poor consideration of th
Lack of consultation.
Lack of communicati

to happen. ”

to why. "

practice doesn 't work so well.”

i for us is managing change because it never happens like you expect it

re the last people to know of changes that affect us.”

ade we don't hear any explanation as to why. 1 feel we deserve an explanation as

“No questions, no discussions. We are told to suck it up and do it. ”

Really easy to sit in an office and come up with something that looks good on paper but in
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Element reviewed: Strategies, policies and procedures

Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
18% of participants believed some rules and procedures were difficult to understand/complicated, so
they did not always follow them. However, 91.8% of participants believed that they would not feel
confident taking shortcuts when carrying out tasks. This shows that the majority of personnel are
reporting to be compliant with the rules and procedures set out by Transocean. However,:
who have reported that they do not always follow the rules and procedures, and those
confident to take shortcuts, are still an unquantifiable risk to safe operations.

Assessment output/evaluation:
It was evident that there was a strong belief in the concept of safety managem
implements within the organisation. Coupled with this, there was eviden
percentage of personnel made every effort to be compliant with the various
that they were required to follow.

Particular credit was given to the TSTPs, Prompt cards and checklists
Personnel felt that these acted as a good aide memoire and often,

. . This results in certain jobs
itten THINK Plan every time. The
fe there (in part) to aid hazard

However, several of the TSTPs are still not in place for some
taking longer to carry out as personnel have to perform

identification.

ive communications exercise. This is
> culture that exists on the rig. The initial
i¥'now believed to have diminished. It has
Jevel of bogus cards. This is in stark contrast
occurring in the workplace but do not get

egative) values and respect the crews give to this process.
performance as, in their eyes, someone could comply
Bty was poor.

The majority of personnel perceive the START
because it is being driven in part by the perce|
benefit to be gained by the ‘one START card p
now turned into a ‘pencil whipping’ exerciéé; i
to the reports of ‘real’ safety conv

el feel that having their safety points taken away for other crew members’ mistakes is
For example, this can happen if there is an incident on a rig and all attached personnel
alised; some personnel report losing points despite not being on the rig at the time of

several members of the workforce commented that the content of the H&S Manual was good in
most people felt that it was not user friendly and had been written in an ambiguous manner. In
ral cases, people felt that the H&S Manual was written to cover the backside of the organisation,
er than to provide a useful document to support safety. It was generally acknowledged that, given
its size and complexity, the only way to navigate it is via an online version with the ‘search’ function.
However, not all have access to a computer.

The online document management system ‘E-docs’ was reported to be very difficult to use by several
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people. The lack of a ‘user friendly” interface was reported.

Most personnel felt that there was too much paperwork required to manage safety. This was especially
relevant when considering low risk jobs. Most had a good understanding of why paperwork was
required but the levels at which it is now required are putting a strain on personnel workload, reducing
the value of some of the key processes and sometimes reducing learning opportunities.

When asked their opinion on the safety vision (zero incidents etc.), most people agreed that it was a
good vision to have but in reality it was unachievable.

Strengths:

e Strong belief in the concept and use of Transocean safety processes.

e A high percentage of personnel report total compliance with Transo
procedures.

e Procedures seen as very beneficial for younger, more inexperienced people.

e TSTPs, Prompt cards and checklist on the back of a written THINK Plan yiewed

Significant comment that illustrates these findings:

Prompt cards: “Prompt cards work well ...

Weaknesses:

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

e  TSTPs are still work in progress.
Intent of START process is not being realised.

Safety points system seen as unclear and unfair
H&S Manual not user friendly and not written, with
High level of paperwork required to mana
Safety vision seen as unachievable.

s) in mind.

e @ o o o

rey in areas so they can interpret it and blame people. ”
S Manual is written for a lawyer’s office.”
“Using the physical copy is a nightmare.”

ART: “The only reason we fill them out is because we have to. ”
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Element reviewed: Leadership
Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:

1.7% of the workforce who took part in the survey felt that management put operational performance
(e.g. drilling) before their safety. However, only 46.7% of the workforce believed that Transocean
rewards them when they carry out their work safely.

Assessment output/evaluation:
Leadership on the rig by the OIM and Supervisor team was praised by many personnel. They a
send out a consistent safety message and are perceived to try and get outside on the rig when
can. This applied to rig leadership from both Transocean and Chevron.

The general effort that Transocean puts into the management of safety was seen
h

derrick (mast). Operations were suspended to conduct a full review of the
derrick. This was seen by some as good leadership from Transocean, d
safety over operational performance.

The application of time pressure on frontline personnel was r
times. However, there were still isolated reports of frontlin
Some of this pressure was self induced; however there wel
in subtle ways via their behaviour. An example would.|
maintenance teams and looking at watches, asking h

nel feeling under time pressure.
visors who would exert pressure

Frontline personnel feel tha
Manager). On the occasion

e these individuals, it is always perceived to be in a
an incident).

Hanagement send out a strong safety message and often attend their meetings (both
evron and Transocean).

General level of attention given to safety by Transocean is seen as class leading.

Time pressure on jobs is rarely an issue.

ficant comment that illustrates these findings:

Leadership: “Leaders are actually walking the walk now.”
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Weaknesses:

Isolated cases of time pressure being exerted via subtle behaviour.
Relationship between beach and rig perceived as very bad.

Perceived large disconnect between the rig and the HSEQ Department.
Some Supervisors are perceived to not deliver START tours appropriately.

e o o

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“Shore is controlling rather than it being first line Supervisors. ”

“Some Supervisors on this rig haven't submitted a START card for three years.”

“Beach say they are there to support us but then promptly tell us what

Element reviewed: 2-Way communicatio
Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews.

Perception data:
Perception survey results on aspects of communication wei
believing they did not get all the information they needed to

and others safe. Also, only 3.3% of those interviewed fe i
their safety concerns.

jobs safe y., and keep themselves
ager did not listen and act on

Assessment output/evaluation:
Generally, it was reported that communicati
communications that occur within teams and b
high levels of mutual respect, which i
communications.

ere very positive. This refers to

Safety meetings are held regularly at:
on safety related information. Sgm
meetings and contribute to safg
they could provide feedback:on i his mostly referred to their immediate Supervisor or line
manager). L ¥

el and weekly with teams to facilitate communication
[t that they were encouraged to take part in these

ary of'the relationships they shared with the Rig Managers. They felt
d balance between positive and negative communication and there was

Many personnel were
listened to, that th

ber of personnel noted that communications seemed to be predominantly
tions). They felt that they had limited opportunity to comment on proposed
ncerns at a higher level (e.g. at Divisional or Corporate level). They can feed
isors but have no confidence in the ability to talk to the 'decision makers’ who
s They feel their opinion is not listened to or given full consideration. Most
5 communication occurs between rig and beach is perceived to be in a negative context
‘incident, to address poor safety performance etc.). Many personnel felt that a better
n positive and negative communication would facilitate the relationship.

top down (Wi
changes and

nel also noted that many of the safety communications are reactive to events. These often lead
jee-jerk’ changes which are made to alleviate the immediate issue but can have significant knock-
effects which are detrimental to operations. They do not feel that they have the opportunity to
mment or discuss these changes. The style of communication regarding change was seen as
dictatorial by most personnel which often did not produce the optimum response from those on the
receiving end. Many personnel believed this had damaged the relationship between the rig and the
beach, and suggested that more face-to-face contact would be highly beneficial.
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Several personnel (predominantly at rig management level) stated that the level of communications
were very high at times, which was creating significant workload for them. It was noted that some of
these communications are duplicated by different parties in the Divisional/Corporate office. Their
opinion is that there is a lack of appreciation of the burden because individuals on the beach think they
are the only ones communicating with the rig.

A few personnel mentioned that there was limited feedback on START cards that they had submitted
which highlighted an issue they thought required action. An example was used where an unsafe
situation with pressure washers on deck had been identified regarding their positioning and use. This
issue was not addressed or even acknowledged.

Strengths:

e High levels of inter-team communication on the rig.

e A number of personnel felt well informed on safety issues.

o Safety meetings are held regularly and personnel generally feel encouraged
discuss issues.

e Personnel feel like there is the opportunity to provide feedback on
safety management processes.

e Good relationship with the Rig Manager.

¢ and

i the use of

Significant comment that illustrates these findings:

Team trust: “There is a good level of support from personne/ openly and are listened

fo.”

Weaknesses:

e Several personnel noted that communicatior
Promotional campaigns are reactive to e

s becatise the beach personnel go home and we don't get as
many emails. ”

“Three people il e d me the same questions — there was no coordination of the request. ”

(on the beach) and they all work separately ... small thing to them to
isend an emall but they are all calling the OIM.”

“Twenty-fi
ymaﬂs from my Manager for stuff that he could get himself from GMS. "
1s on change: “You'll do it or yout won't work hete ... they are mandatory. ”

“| used to feel like a person at Transocean, now / feel like a number. ”
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Element reviewed: Employee influence
Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:

100% of the participants surveyed felt that they were encouraged to raise ideas and suggest safer ways
to do things at work and 83.6% felt they got to hear about, or participate in, safety improvement
initiatives.

Assessment output/evaluation:
The majority of personnel demonstrated that they believed in the intervention system (TO
quoted specific examples where they built it into their THINK Plans and recalled situatigns whe
been called as a result of an emerging hazard during a task.

Personnel appeared to be able to accept constructive intervention in a positive mann
personnel reported that they felt their Supervisors, line managers and rig
their safety concerns, should they raise them. Additionally, many personn
encouraged to raise safety concerns and have safety discussions, which

uld"act on
they were

personnel find it difficult when:

o Senior personnel are observed doing something wrof
them.

e Senior personnel are present at the worksite
have more knowledge than them.

o Some crew members display inapprop
and accept constructive intervention in

related discussion. However, this |
management.

Strengths:

TOFS: "Different personalities out here; some guys quiet, don't like confrontation. ”

ome reluctance amongst young quys, particularly when it comes to stopping guys further up the
chain of command. ”
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Element reviewed: Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning culture)
Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. Review category: Managing

Perception data:

Results from the perception survey show that the majority of participants felt that START, TOFS, audits,
near hits and incident investigations helped them to prevent incidents from happening again (91.7%).
There was less agreement (73.3%) with the idea that all incidents were reported, investigated and
followed up, meaning that around a quarter of the rig crew felt that some incidents went unreported.

Assessment output/evaluation:
Many personnel mentioned that Supervisors were conducting safety tours as a natural part o
out on deck. It was noted that some of these would not be classified as ‘START t
intent was the same. This was seen as positive feedback, as the figures and statisti
tours would, in reality, likely be higher than is recorded.

A significant proportion of personnel also claimed that they reported evi
believed rig management took steps to ensure a positive and supportive

allow them to report with confidence. However, there was a flip sideitc:
personnel admitted that they did not feel they could report every
perception data. Reasons for feeling unable to report everything

certain incidents. They will put this consid
possible.

When asked for examples of why personnel felt
people have been fired unfairly. This led to:
peoples’ perception towards this process.

The incident investigation process wa
value in certain situations. Whilst
investigation due to their severity,.the
incidents which they felt did nog:tegui

ent investigation process was that they believed that the

The second issue personn
i tified. Personnel felt that often the investigation process

root causes of the in
stopped when they h
was a contributory fac
at the systematic i
personnel feel tha
feel it is morg
felt like pék
investigation

ncident but personnel feel that the incident investigation does not look
failures which caused a lower level of human reliability. Additionally,

‘was no process evident which would allow new starts to learn the benefits of all the
essons learnt prior to them joining the company.

HSE Alerts were an enemy of time and they needed at least six weeks to ensure the entire crew
had been notified. This sometimes resulted in the message never reaching some members of
the crew.

Project number: ABN0991642/006 24

Date: 26 May 2010

Prepared by: Barnaby Annan Lloyd’s Register EMEA
Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090631

TDD006-000643



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

Strengths:
e Many safety tours are being conducted by senior Supervisors but not necessarily written up on
START cards.

e Asignificant proportion of personnel report everything.
e Rig management striving to create a positive reporting experience.

Significant comment that illustrates these findings:

Incident reporting: “Culture on the rig is open and honest ... when people report, they doiat get
ragged about it. "

Weaknesses:

e Admission that personnel do not always report things as the whole process ¢
work and hassle, and they are afraid of the outcomes.

A proportion of personnel feel unable to report all incidents.
Incident investigation perceived to be applied unnecessarily to minor
Incident investigation perceived to not always find the root cause:
Bringing Safety Alerts to the attention of all personnel is diffic
Lessons learned from incidents can be lost over time.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
Incident reporting: “If you report, it's wrong, if) n't, it's wrong. "

“I've been guilty of walking past sti

“People just aren 't

“No one wants to be t/

incidlent investigation. "If somethii ave my butt covered by the paperwork.”

“It ticks me off when someone fail nt; they focus on the paper rather than the process

s gone through. ”

wed: Trust (blame — just culture)

s, individual interviews. Review category: Involving

“hat; if their actions led to a potentially risky situation (e.g. forgetting to do

equipment, dropping an object from height), they felt they could report this
teprisal.  Similarly, 46.7% of those interviewed felt the purpose of incident
etermine who is to blame and should be disciplined.

gers bThIS translated into generally high levels of trust between the rig and the Rig Managers.
were also high levels of trust and communication within and between teams on the rig.

ever, general trust levels between the rig and the Divisional and Corporate office (apart from the
g Managers) were very low. This section provides a series of reasons for this lack of trust.

Firstly, the incident investigation process was highlighted as an area of concern by many. Whilst some
personnel (normally rig management) expressed a renewed faith in the incident investigation process in
recent times, these sentiments were not shared by the majority of personnel. The majority saw the
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incident investigation as a vehicle to attribute blame and not to learn. It was occasionally noted that lots
of good outcomes do come from some investigations, however, in the first instance, it is perceived that

the investigation teams always try to look for blame in the person (e.g. did you have your PPE on, let me

see your THINK Plan). Additionally, there were perceived occasions where two similar incidents had led

to significantly different outcomes (one member of personnel lost his job and the other one did not).

It is thought that Transocean does not have a good appreciation of, or an appropriate tolerance level
for, human error. For example, incident investigations are reported to stop when they have found a
person responsible and do not go further and look at the systematic inadequacies or failures which
caused a lower level of human reliability. s

from the ability to concentrate on the task in hand and, in some instances
increase error rate. This fear was widespread throughout all levels and, teag

© Most personnel
believed that good safety figures are a product of a lack of reporti “massaging” through

misclassification of incidents.

Strengths:
e Good relationship with the Rig Manager.

o High levels of inter-team communication a

e Some personnel (usually rig management

process.

jdent investigation process based on my previous
ience.”

Weaknesses:
e  Majority see in

f¥as a vehicle to attribute blame and not to learn.
dman error.
¢ment processes as a CYA exercise.

¥ Blame culture: “Always look to put the blame on someone. ”

“Nine out of ten incidents end with someone getting blamead.”

ear of dismissal: “Not everything gets reported as | am worried about getting fired.”
“t am worried about my job every day. "

“People just lose their jobs and no one knows why. ”

“I have never been in a company where so many people are frightened for their jobs if they make a

mistake.”
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Fear of making an error: “Walking on eggshells.”

Risk assessment processes. “If something unforeseen happens, the first thing I think about is ‘did | cover
it on my THINK Plan?”
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Observation data

The purpose of this section is to summarise the LR EMEA review teams' observations in relation to the
meetings attended and activities observed over the duration of the visit to Discoverer Clear Leader.

The team attended a number of meetings over the five day visit. Overall, the meetings were conducted
in a professional manner; where applicable they followed a standard format (e.g. pre-tours; Supervisors’
meetings; company man calls to the beach); all attendees either participated or had the opportunity to
participate.

Observation summary

Supervisors’ meetings (2 mornings)

Positives
e Purpose of meeting was clear.

Relevant personnel present and prepared for meeting.
Good levels of discussion and participation from the team.
General tone of the meeting was appropriate and received hi
Safety came across as a high priority. :
Contribution from all people, facilitated by the OIM,
cards received the previous tour. :

Weaknesses
e START card reviews from the previous day: the
state (e.g. equipment in the walkways etc.) t titis, was‘good on one level, there were no

cards or discussions around behavioural cog

THINK Plan observations
A sample of THINK Plans was reviewed f [days 30-60). General observations were:

Positives
e  All sections of the THIN

Weaknesses
e Limited space
e Some generic

location.

de entries untidy and hard to read.
. slips and trips, pinch points) without being specific to their

served from control point on the bridge)

communication between response teams using set protocols to reduce error.
allocation of roles and responsibilities.

use of work space in the control room to facilitate communication and allow situation
Jareness to be maintained between teams.

Tracking of drill KPI's for performance measurement purposes.

Project number: ABN0991642/006 28

Date: 26 May 2010

Prepared by: Barnaby Annan Lloyd’s Register EMEA
Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090635

TDD006-000647



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

Appendix 1 - Perception survey results
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1 |l do not gat all the information | need to do my job safely and keep

Table 2 - Perception survey results for Discoverer Clear Leader

myself and others safe. COM 39.3%
2 |l am encouraged to raise ideas and suggest safer viay's to do things at

viork. EMP 0.0%
3 [|lManagement feels operational performance ie.g. drilling) is more

important than my safety. LEA 53.3%

There are ahvays enough people to carny out work safely. RRR 13.1%
5 |Some rules and procedures are difficult to understand and complicated.

s0 | don't always follovs them. SPP 50.8%
6 |y line manager listens and acts on my safety concems. COM 2.2%)

The sharing of lessons learnt from START. TOFS. audit. near hits and
incident investigations helps me to prevent incidents from happening

again. NMON
g |l participate in the changes to working practices that affect me. MoC
9 |l am not ahksays informed of the outcome of changes that affect me. MoC
10 |There are too many steps in place to manage risks. PRM
11 |Tasks are noj akvays adequately planned before e start work. PRM
12 |Because of the training and support | have received | fully understand

the safety procedures and hazards associated with niy joh. TRA

13 |[There are not sufficient resources iequipment & money) for me to carny
out my job. identifir and manage risks safely.

14 |l do pot have enough time to do my job according to rules &

procedures.

15 |l must demonstrate that | can do my job safely hefore | am considered

to he competent. 8.2%
16 |Transocean reviards me when | carry out my viork safely. 43.3%!
17 |Met all incidents are reported. inestigated and follovied-up. 36.7%)|
18 |Ifmy actions led to a potentially risky situation ie.g. forgett]

something. damaging eguipment. dropping an object fron

| could report this yithout any fear of reprisal. 19.7%
19 |l feel confident to take shortcuts when carrying out centain 13$| 52.5%)
20 |l do not get to hear ahout. or padicipate in. saft

initiatives. EMP 55.7%|
21 |The purpose of incident investigations is to dek

and should be disciplined. TRU 41.7%|
22 |Allthe changes in the company i.e. me¥gers h

our safely performance. : MaC 60.0%

Rig specific questions

23 |l often see THIMK plan not bej

fig.

ut by others on the

24 |Some of the s7orkforce a
unsafe situations occur.

25

icies and procedures

iy communication (internal and external)

fling a TOFS when
RIG

9.8%

47.5%

16.4%
43.3%

60.7%
43.3%
21.7%

50.8%

8.2%
16.4%
43.3%

15.0%

13.1%

mployee influence
Trust (blame - just culture)

Rig specific questions
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North America Division Summary Report

Appendix E — Development Driller Il summary report
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Report glossary
AD Assistant Driller
BOP Blow Out Preventer
BP British Petroleum
CAKES Comply, Authority, Knowledge, Experience, Skills
CMS Company Management System
CP Competent Person
CYA Cover Your A**
DAFWC Days Away from Work Case
FAC First Aid Case
FOCUS Formulate, Organise, Communicate, Undertake, Summarise
FR Fire Retardant
GSF GlobalSantaFe
H&S Health and Safety
HSE Health, Safety and Environmental
ICS Inventory Control System
IT Information Technology
JSA Job Safety Analysis
LTI Lost Time Incident
MoC Management of Change
MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet
oM Offshore Installation Manager
oJT On the Job Training
PA Performing Authority
PMAA Performance Monitoring, Audit
POB Persons on Board
PPE Personal Protective Equipmg
PTW Permit to Work
RMP Rig Manager Perform
RMS Rig Maintenance Syster
RSTC ini
RSTT
SLF
SLT
SMS
START
THINK Plans
TOFS
TOPS School
2-Way Communication (internal and external)
Employee Influence
Leadership
Planning and Risk Assessment
Rig Specific Questions
Resources, Roles and Responsibilities

Strategies, Policies and Procedures

H&S Training and Competence

| TRU

Trust (blame — just culture)
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Executive summary

Introduction

On the 17" to the 22 of March 2010, a team from Lloyd's Register EMEA (Amy Annand and Garry
Moon) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Development Driller Il (DD If), to conduct a review of the
company Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Purpose and scope

findings subject to further analysis. Conclusions and recommendations will be formuil
more detailed scrutiny of the data.

Summary of results
The results of the maturity assessment and perception survey are summ

1. Classification of industry recognised Safety Management S
index criteria.

2. Key strengths and weaknesses identified.

3. Key findings from the perception survey.

1. Classification of Management System elements a

, of the safety culture on board the rig.
ewees' views of the organisation; these
ive point maturity scale has the following

Table 1 below summarises the LR EMEA
The LR EMEA reviewers’ ratings are a refle
were then averaged to give the initial a
categories:
1. Emerging (lowest category).*
2. Managing.

3. Involving.

highest category).

Table 1. Maturity ratings

Element Rating Classification
responsibilities. 3.2 Involving
and competence. 2.9 Involving
risk assessment. 2.8 Involving
t of change. 3.1 Involving
Strategtes, policies and procedures. 2.4 Managing
2.6 Involving
“Way communications (internal and external). 2.5 Involving
Employee influence. 3.2 Involving
Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning
cu|ture)' 2.8 InVOlVing
Trust (blame - just culture). 3.0 Involving
Project number: ABN0991642/006 S,
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The data is also presented in the form of a spider chart (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1. Spider chart of maturity categories

1. EMERGING
) System/pracessabsent or
Resources, Roles and sparadically in place
Responsibility
5.30 e 7 NAKAGING
Training and Partial or ad-h3¢
Trust
4.30 Comipetence
3.00 ) )
Monitoring, Evalustion Planning & Risk
& Improverment 2.0 Managerrent
1.30
Management o°
Employee nfluence
ploy “ Change
G Strategy, Policy and
Corrmurication Procedure NUGUSLY
VING:
Leadershis Complete belizfin
system, full
implementatian wide
spread particiption
2. Key strengths and weaknesses
The LR EMEA review of the DD Il identified a g Fk as of strength, and these included:

employee influence; roles, responsibilities
and some aspects of trust.

e was one of the stronger areas of safety
tat virtually all participants felt they could raise
scussions throughout the rig. Most people were
th promptly, but the degree of follow-up was said
members of the rig leadership team.

culture onboard the DD Il. It w.
safety concerns and participate

ources, the LR EMEA reviewers felt that manpower and
feflt’to present a significant risk to safe operations under normal
Il workforce understood their roles and responsibilities pertaining to
Il as their responsibilities for others (i.e. their co-workers) on the rig.
ey were there to keep their men safe, to help them understand

rust was a contentious safety culture issue on board the rig, there was clearly a sense of
d ownership, and people referred to crews on the rig as their “family”. This indicates high
els of trust within teams. In addition, there were some pockets of participants who viewed the
estigation process as a learning mechanism that was fair and just.

The LR EMEA review team also identified some areas of weakness onboard the DD Il and these
included: strategies, policies, and procedures; 2-Way communication; some aspects of leadership;
and some aspects of trust.
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In relation to strategies, policies and procedures, a cause for concern on the rig was the ambiguity
and clarity of content of the H&S Manual; this included core risk management tools and PTW
procedures. Many found the Manual to be confusing and vague, and this has led to inconsistency in
interpretation and application, leading to key safety procedures not being correctly followed. People
are seeking a set of clearly defined expectations which are unambiguous, easy to follow, and
interpreted consistently by rig leadership. In general, people felt that the H&S Manual and related
procedures were complicated and vague, and involved too much paperwork. Changes to the
documents were seen to be too frequent and not managed effectively, which led to communication
and document control issues.

Despite some positive feedback, there were elements of 2-Way communication that w
concerns.  People were generally frustrated with the lack of communication ¢
organisational change. Some people voiced concerns about the lack of clear
between hitches, in particular for Supervisors or specialised frontline workfor
Medic or the RSTC). There were also some concerns raised about the clari
communications surrounding the outcomes or findings from incident mvestlgatl
reported that a common form of communication was the ‘grapevine’ or 'r

motivational. There was also some criticism about the Perfect
tool. Some concerns were also raised about the focus on
than operational specific hazard awareness: too much time

In contrast to other rigs included in this safety cultur
LR EMEA review team to be an area of concer
EMEA reviewers that the leadership from Corp
safe working practices and would not intenti

asons. It was clear to the LR
gh to frontline Supervisors supported
g to negatively impact the safety of

Although ambiguity within the H&S
failed to clarify, and deliver, a
People felt that leadership often ¢
the H&S Manual, not so mug 5 :
seen to be ‘better’. This le i nd frustratlon amongst the workforce. People openly
stated that there was a approach to safety between the OlMs and that this approach

pretation of various H&S policies and procedures.
bove and beyond the requirements outlined within

number of occasions. Leadership was seen by a minority of
cratic, dogmatic, and not necessarily supportive, and this could undermine
g safety culture and the premise of shared values. There were also a
relating to cliques and a ‘circle of protection’ which related specifically to
itism. There was a perception that, depending on the individual’s relationships
¢ ship team, people were treated differently. Feelings of inequality are likely to

pact workforce motivation, in particular those who feel sidelined or at threat. This will
ts to create an inclusive safety culture.

y a minority highlighted inconsistencies and autocracy in communication and leadership

Overall, it is irrelevant whether this feedback on leadership is fact, fiction, or
The root causes of these issues must be defined and addressed or the rig will

ntinue to experience ill feelings, confusion and frustration ... and the problem will get worse.

The issues described above also influence trust levels on board the rig. Although there was a
widespread belief in the need to report accidents, incidents and near-hits, there was an undercurrent
of a non-reporting culture on board the rig. Fear of reporting mostly referred to a fear of reporting
dropped objects. In addition to this, there was also a frequently described fear of 'not’ reporting,
with (perceived) subsequent reprisals. The consequence of these types of behaviours would be

Project number: ABN0991642/006 7

Date: 8 June 2010

Prepared by: Garry Moon/Amy Annand Lloyd’s Register EMEA
Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC TRN-HCEC-00090645

TDD006-000657



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

development of a blame culture i.e. a safety culture that is not eq

uitable, unified and proactive. Fear

of this type leads to an adherence culture, where people comply with requirements because of a fear
of reprisal; from here, the potential exists for the descent into a blame culture onboard the DD I,
which would be further compounded by the aforementioned cliques and ‘circles of protection’. A
true ‘just culture’ leads to individual ownership and responsibility for safety.

3. Key findings from the perception survey

Nine of the twenty-five questions in the perception survey failed
Of these, the five weakest areas were:

e 41.2% of the crews that took part in the survey felt that they were not always infor

outcomes of changes that affected them (Q. 9).

o Similarly, 38% of the same group of participants felt that the purpose of ing

determine blame and a basis for discipline (Q. 21).

e 35.3% felt that some of the workforce was uncomfortable calling

situations (Q. 24).

e Over one third (33.8%) of participants believed they could not re

dropped objects) without any fear of reprisal (Q. 18).
e A similar proportion (31.3%) felt that there were too m

Q. 10).

Lessons learned form START, TOFS, nea

reoccurrence (94.1%, Q. 7).

e The same percentage (94.1%) of th
information they needed to do their.jo
Q1)

e  Asimilar percentage (94%) a

to reach 80% positive agreement.

understand procedures and ated with their jobs (Q. 12).

[Talu Y]
C

H &

=
o

=0}

o

Qa9

Q20 I
Q21
Q22

Q23 .

Q24 NN
Q25 I

Positive Negative B Strangly Negative

A table of the questions and crew responses survey data can be found in Appendix 1 to this report.
Further analysis of the DD Il survey data will be undertaken when it is incorporated into the North

American dataset.
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Introduction

On the 17" to the 22 of March 2010, a team from Lloyd's Register EMEA (Amy Annand and Garry
Moon) visited the Transocean drilling rig, Development Driller It (DD II), to conduct a review of the
company Safety Management System, safety culture and safety climate.

Rig background

Type: semi-submersible, operational in 2005 (legacy GSF rig).
POB: 162.
Client: BP.
Other: operations on the rig during the LR EMEA reviewers' visit were limited as this was &
maintenance period. This included important maintenance work on the BOP which meant t
was disconnected from the well.

Significant recent events included the change in offshore management struct
establishment of a separate Captain role), a (relatively) new OIM and new Rig, Perfort
Managers. Recent incidents that may have impacted onboard rig perceptions
Deckpusher and Roustabout for an incident where the Roustabout |ost the hi r when an
800 Ib hatch cover slammed shut. 5 ¢

Purpose and scope

The purpose and scope of the assessment was to review the
(maturity), safety culture and safety climate on board the rig.
encompassing 21 Transocean rigs. As such, the data presepted
from other rigs and further analysed. These are th
analysis. Conclusions and recommendations will b
the data.

ort forms part of a larger review
ill be combined with the findings

The offshore review concluded with a close-out
findings without detailed scrutiny of the data proz
out meeting in Division again without refetéic

close-out was followed by a further close-
¥ data. Detailed analysis of review data will

interviews, focus groups and site/activity observations
anagement System was assessed using the Lloyd’s Register
opening meeting on board the rig where the assessment
med, confidentiality assured and the reporting mechanism

The assessment was carried out
where implementation of i
maturity index. This w
scope, criteria and pr
explained.

Areas selected fort

2gies, policies and procedures.

ﬁzgrship.

2-Way communications (internal and external).

Employee influence.

Monitoring, evaluation and improvement (learning culture).
Trust (blame — just culture).
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Personnel, operational areas and processes sampled

Focus groups and interviews carried out over the assessment period are listed as follows:

Numbers assessed = 51.
Percentage of POB = 31%.
12 formal interviews of rig/regional team members.

L ]
L]
L]
e 10 focus groups involving 39 people.

Operational areas and processes sampled during the assessment are summarised as follows:

Drilling.

Maintenance.

Marine.

Utilities contractors.

Client third party service hands.

Meetings and observations:

Daily meetings (pre-tours).
Weekly safety meetings (rig-wide general and Marine Depar
Fire drill walk through in the Switch Room.

Informal observation of operational maintenance jol
hydraulic ram.

e  Fire door fault in accommodation block.

Please note that this report refers to various categorie

interviewed as part of the review process. They i .
e Management (OIM, Senior Toolpusher, Ga Engineer).

e Supervisors (Chief Mechanics, Chi
Tourpusher, Drillers, Assistant D,

e Skilled support (RSTC anx
e Third party service h
Mud Loggers etc.).

aulic pressure on riser

he rig based workforce who were

¢hief Mate, Deckpusher, Crane Operators,
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Presentation of rig specific results
Output from the assessment processes is presented in the assessment tables:

Element reviewed: Resources, roles and responsibilities

Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
84% of the workforce surveyed agreed they always had enough people to carry out the woi
92.2% also felt they had enough equipment and financial resources to manage risks,, 86.3%:
workforce felt they had enough time to do their jobs safely. These results indicate |
the workforce that was surveyed did not feel resourcing (related to safety) was a wea

Assessment output/evaluation:
Overall, the LR EMEA reviewers felt that information provided by the inter
perception survey results in that manpower and time pressures were i
significant risk to safe operations under normal working conditions
their roles and responsibilities pertaining to safety and operation
others (i.e. their co-workers) on the rig. Supervisors understood t

“family".

Although this is very positive, some exceptions to thi
number of participants that operational pressures \
It was during that “grey area" before downtir ported a lack of adherence to risk

l' Iplanning’ section for details.

y had to borrow and share tools from other crews,
crew also gave examples of resorting to use over-

: jtable slings. There were widespread concerns related
to the availability of safety harr cent recall. Interestingly, the safety culture was such
that no one contemplated 3¢ he riost minor task above the 2 metre height limit without a

ility, some concerns were also voiced about the equipment suitability,
tles and long sleeved FR coveralls. The deck crews felt the push poles
were unsuitable fi ble loads (e.g. partially filled carboys) and actually introduced additional

risks during

temperature and high humidity) during the summer months. Although
“these perceptions were rig-wide and may be more representative of how the
9 rather than the changes themselves.

as seen to be an integral aspect of the effective and safe operation of the DD Il. The
ce understood the safety responsibilities that they held for themselves and their crews.
upervisors understood that their key responsibility was the communication of safety, to enable
crews to understand the hazards, risks and controls associated with their work.

The majority of people felt there was adequate provision of manpower, equipment and budget
support to manage H&S risks.

Most participants felt they had enough time to plan and carry out tasks safely.
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Significant comments that illustrate these findings:
“It's @ dangerous environment but it's a professional environment. ”

“We 're lucky enough that we have enough redundancy in the equipment to prevent us from rushing
the job. "

Weaknesses:
o People believed there was a "grey area” just before downtime when there was a reported lack
of adherence to risk management procedures.
e There was widespread concern over equipment availability, mainly hand tools
harnesses.
e People questioned the suitability of some PPE and the push poles.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

were Jeft without ... we had one harness for 6 people. We were not aj
couldn 't do certain jobs and wasted a lot of 1

w when you're in the
s not too bad. "

Time pressure: “Sometimes yes, sometimes no ... but safety ¢
grey area between day rate and downtime. Once you gt

“”

Perception data:
The vast majority (94% ’
understanding of saf res and the hazards associated with their tasks. To a lesser extent,
88.2% of partici

/ Host part, were complimentary about the training they had received, in
rammes. However, some issues were raised surrounding the suitability of some
as well as a lack of experience exposure for junior crew members.

the SLT programme were both singled out for criticism, with people reporting that
ere not always suitable for their needs or aligned with the operational requirements
DD II. Individuals challenged the adequacy and effectiveness of the TOPS School in
w hires for operations on the rig. People questioned if Transocean truly understood the
that some of these programmes offered (or did not), as there was some variation in feedback
ed from course participants and their Supervisors. There was also a reported lack of appropriate
g in leadership skills, including: communication, leadership styles, resource management, and
nflict resolution.

Feedback also reported levels of concern due to experience and competency gaps. The long drilling
programmes inhibit overall experience exposure to various operations. This means that some crews will
infrequently see certain operations. As a result, individuals do not have the opportunity to cross-train in
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other tasks and progression opportunities are limited. This lack of cross training, in particular, will result
in competency silos and leave certain operations vulnerable to an increased level of risk if crew members
move on. People also felt that opportunities for progression are limited due to the use of contracted or
pool resources, as well as the extended nature of well programmes. This relates mainly to the junior
crews and was definitely leading to motivational issues with the Roustabouts. A further concern was
that some employees are being promoted without experiencing the same level of task variety and skills
development that would be gained on other rigs, essentially leading to a less proficient workforce.

Strengths:
e People felt the training and support they had received gave them a full understandm Jof safety

procedures and the hazards associated with their tasks. 4 :

e People were generally satisfied with the OJT programme and associated modules.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“We would not be as effective as we are now without having two RSTCS.
percentage is higher because of that.”

“There's no better training than on the job traj

Weaknesses:
e Issues were raised surrounding the suitability of some
they provided.

e TOPS School and the SLT programme were both smgled sfor criticism, with people reporting
that these courses were not always suitable fo '
requirements.

e There was also a reported lack of appfopriate n leadership skills, including:

i i nent.and conflict resolution.

ince ard competency gaps.

mited due to the use of contracted or pool

grammes.

5 being promoted without experiencing the

at would be gained on other rigs.

Feedback reported levels of concern d
People felt that opportunities for prog
resources, as well as the extended pat

motion: “Peaple are here as an extra and they re already paying for them ... so
 ttaining companies are more about selling themselves than teaching us ... Transocean (i.e.
ymanagement) should sit through these courses to understand if they are really useful.”

hould weight compliance percentage on the training matrix — tight now a training video on
marine debris s the same weight (i.e. compliance rating) as a one week well control course. ”
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Element reviewed: Planning and risk management

Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. Review category: Involving

Perception data:
Results of the survey showed that almost one third (31.4%) of the workforce sampled felt that there
were too many steps in place to manage risks. 70.6% of the same participants felt tasks were always
adequately planned before work was started. Worryingly, nearly one in five (17.6%) of the participants
reported often seeing THINK Plans not being properly carried out by others on the rig. In addition, over
a quarter (27.5%) of those surveyed felt they often saw unsafe behaviours on the rig. These results
clearly suggest that participants felt that there was obviously room for improvement relating t&; i
and risk management.

Assessment output/evaluation:
First, it should be noted that the workforce routinely carry out THINK planning.and
an important step in managing risk. Discussions that took place during inter
widespread understanding of risk assessment and hazard awareness throug
value in the use of Prompt cards and appreciated the information co
for jobs that are rarely performed.

Notably, the rig had adopted a systematic and formal approach t
established, splitting the rig up into areas or departments to
hunts and are expected to include junior crew members.

Although THINK Plans are ritually created, they are oft&
case something goes wrong. People believe tha § arevover-complex and inconsistently
applied, particularly when TSTPs and Prompt cards,

‘the SMS. Many people felt there was an
inconsistent approach to Permit to Wor r for hot work and isolations. There was a

widely held perception that the OIM

resulted in a huge number of TSTPs (circa 1,000 to 2,500).
sk procedures’ (as there were no alternative SOPs), therefore
er of TSTPs. Any efforts by leadership (Divisional and rig) to
ould be perceived by the workforce as a loss of critical information.
TSTPs is recognised as being unmanageable Supervisors recognise

been transferred into TS
People valued the con
there was resistance t

when to use a plan. The potential therefore exists for the implementation of
erence to an existing (and appropriate) TSTP.

rd a areness levels of the less experienced crew members. This relates specifically to
ire rarely exposed to due to the protracted natured of drilling programmes.

ned Transocean’s and DD II's commitment to safety. However, a significant risk exposure
adby crew members in relation to the adherence to that commitment at all times. A number of
‘s feedback was that there are periods ('grey areas’) between day-rate and downtime when some
y procedures lapse, and operational priorities reportedly take precedence.

e THINK planning is seen as an important risk management tool.
e There was a widespread understanding of risk assessment and hazard awareness throughout

the rig.
e People saw value in the use of Prompt cards.
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e Crew members appreciated the information contained within TSTPs, in particular for jobs that
are rarely performed.

e The rig had adopted a systematic and formal approach to hazards hunts.
Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

THINK planning. “The more we work with it, (the more) it's becoming second nature. ”

“We use Prompt cardss for everything. It's doing its job. it's good to get you in the mindset ...
prompt you to think.”

Prompt cards: “They ve got a lot of information that opens your eyes ... even though it can
old job, it can wake you up.”

Prompt cards: “It covers quite a bit and gives you a good idea of what to
TSTPs: “If I've never done a job before, theyre gre.

“It's good to be able to search for TSTPs in the global library ... it ing

process.”
“Know your next move. Know what's coming up, then you are of the hazards.”
“We're pretty good about not having too many people on the'rig Hlaor ... well get somebody going on
the next job. fne,.

Weaknesses:
e THINK Plans are perceived to be CYA p ve in place in case something goes
wrong.

e People believe that the risk managemefj;

e A strong perception exists that TSTPs arie
risk tasks and that there are t

e Feedback highlighted concer
they were applied.

e  Supervisors recognised
as part of task planning

e Thereis alack of clar

 over-complex and inconsistently applied.
dns are too comprehensive for simple, low
;process.

Ps had been created from JRAs and the way

ber of TSTPs meant that they were not always applied
ent.
1en‘sgme risk management processes should be applied.

e Many people feltdhiere wa: consistent approach to Permit to Work policies, in particular
for hot work a J

e There was a Wi perception that the OIM and members of the rig management team
believed go above and beyond stated procedures.

i Iustra{e these findings:

sessment ... you're doing it so you don't get into trouble. ”

"Even simple jobs: no Prompt card and you re out of here. ”

ion (on the rig) that upper management feel that if it's written down, it must be safe.

approaches: “Paperwork done to CYA. Crews are not clear on THINK Plan hierarchy ...
ifferent crews do it differently, some crews think you need a THINK Plan for every lift.”

THINK: “Everybody's got their own way. ”
THINK: “I think there are too many layers ... and it’s all opinionated. ”

THINK: “A good process, but they made it too big and there are too many tools in the THINK processes
.. they could have simplified it. ”
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THINK process: “Jt’s too much for the guys to deal with and they question if they are a’omg the right
thing or the wrong thing ... (there should be) one system instead of 3 diifferent. ”

“The use of TSTPs varies with each Rig Manager ... and they change a lot.”
When asked which jobs require a TSTP: “/'d say they haven 't been very clear with that.”
“Everyone has their own idea about rig policy. People are not clear on rig specific policies. They tend to

go above and beyond H&S Manual policies ... not necessarily because they are safer but because
someone z‘h/nks it's better.”

“There're a lot of new polictes changing with every shift, like Permit policies for hot work,
web slings. ”

Element reviewed: Management of change

Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews.

Perception data:
94.1% of the workforce who took part in the perception
changes to working practices that affect them. However,
workforce (58.8%) felt that they were always informed abou
72.5% of the workforce felt that the merger had not im

Assessment output/evaluation:
Throughout the LR EMEA review process, man
within Transocean. The LR EMEA reviewers fg
Crew members were comfortable with the levi
major concerns were voiced relating to th

; a lesser degree on board the DD Ii.
sociated with engineering change, and no
to the GSF merger. In short, the general
acceptance.

People felt that change
change drivers. These
the H&S Manual cont
leadership, which

J onflicting interpretation of the associated expectations by rig
eption that documentation and policies changed more frequently than

uggested that it was difficult for some of the younger, less experienced
ng changes and call aTOFs. As Supervisors, they therefore played a critical

eneral attitude towards change onboard the DD Il appeared to be one of tolerance and
acceptance.

icant comments that illustrate these findings:
GSF merger: “ft was painful, but | think they did a good job. ”

“Managing change has become a team effort ... working hand in hand with Transocean. ”
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Weaknesses:

e People voiced concerns about the frequency of change, in particular relating to rig based

organisational change (especially the Rig Managers and the onboard rig leadership team) and
changes to the H&S Manual.

e People felt that change communication was unclear, especially the communication of
expectations and change drivers.

e Communication issues were reported to be further perpetuated by the perceived vagueness of
the H&S Manual content, coupled with conflicting interpretation of the associated expectations
by rig leadership.

e Feedback from Supervisors suggested that it was difficult for some of the y
experienced crew members to see emerging changes and call a TOFS.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

Beach leadership. “So many changes and they 're so frequent that it's impactiy
they ask me ‘who's your boss today?’ Every time | come back to work it see
sendiing me emails and I'm thinking ‘who's this

“We ‘ve been through a lot of Rig Managers ... it throws us off beca P wants to do it
their own way. ”

ourse/ves be individuals, now it's standardised .. they re fi
allowed to think

s, policies and procedures

WS, Review category: Managing

Perception data:
Worryingly, almost one.i

d so they did not always follow them. However, 84.3% of participants
confident taking shortcuts when carrying out tasks.

H&S"Manual; this included core risk management tools and PTW procedures. Many
al to be confusing and vague, and this has led to inconsistency in interpretation and
ing to key safety procedures not being correctly followed. People are seeking a set of
expectations which are unambiguous, easy to follow, and interpreted consistently by rig

aried interpretation of the electrical isolations process is an example of this issue. The stated
irement is to have a Permit to Work for all electrical isolations. This was enforced to the letter by
ne OIM (which participants explained theoretically means work on any electrical item, even a fridge,
needs an isolation certificate), while there were apparent discretionary applications of isolation permits
for some related tasks; for example one electrician said he would only get permits for mains isolations
over 440 volts.
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Generally people felt that the H&S Manual and related procedures were complicated and vague, and
involved too much paperwork. Changes to the documents were seen to be too frequent and not
managed effectively, which led to communication and document control issues.

Furthermore, people reported frustration with the implementation of the inventory control policy.
People recognised the value of and requirement for the policy, and readily identified reduction
opportunities. However it was perceived that Corporate and Divisional management would not provide
a mechanism to facilitate this reduction and the rig was left to deal with the residual issues.

Strengths:
o The rig used the Supervisors and RSTC to interpret and reinforce policy expectation:
H&S Manual.

e Procedures were clarified and reinforced during departmental safety meeting
Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“| used to follow policy because | wanted to keep my job, now it’s about p '
protect us.

“The company's putting the effort forward ... that's why | think it's i nd my crews to
use these tools. ”

THINK process: “It's a basic process, not too difficult or
approach compared to thedRA

Weaknesses:
e Many crew members criticised the ambigt

e Many found the H&S Manual to be,cont
interpretation and application, leg

o People felt that the H&S M
involved too much paperw:

not managed effectively,.4

e People are seeking a
easy to follow, and ifiterp

e Participants reports

wvague, and this has led to inconsistency in
ty procedures not being correctly followed.
“procedures were complicated and vague, and
the documents were seen to be too frequent and
fified rig specific expectations which are unambiguous,
ntly by rig leadership.
te these findings:

(i.e. push poles) come in hanay for tubulars and narrow boxes. But
hazards for some lift situations, like small partially filled fote tanks.”

Jiclear policies full of mumbo-jumbo, college educated summaries,

H&S Manual: “It looks like lawyers wrote it.”
I've looked at a lot of Manuals and | found Transocean's to be vague with a lot of grey
to 4 people to interpret the confined space entry rescue proceduwre ... they should make
it easier for offshore people to understand it. ”

“Manuals? We've got plenty of Manuals ... | wish they could be combined.”

'S Manual: “I read it, but some of it is kinda vague. And sometimes it's hard fo get it and find it ...
they make so many changes.”

CMS: "Just another layer in the onion ... nothing’s clearly defined. ”

“Policies are unclear ... like: at the dliscretion of the OIM. "
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Inconsistent application of Transocean policy: “Everyone's making up their own little rufes. ”

“Too many people trying to tell each other what to do ... it winds up that nobody knows what's going
on.”

“Guys wiiting these policies should make it clear: either you will or you won't. ”

With regard to inconsistent application of Transocean policies: “This rig does its own thing ... are we
gonna follow policy, are we not gonna follow policy? It's different with every hitch.

“If they could just clear the air and say ‘we'll do it this way." It would be nice if they actuall
Transocean policy, because then we would know what's expected of u;

Inventory reduction: “We spent a lot of time to identify reduction items ($1.7 1
inventory) and now we can't move it and we are not given the tools (i.e. a place i
reallocation) to move it. Corporate control inventory reduction, but there's
what are we supposed to do?!”

Element reviewed: Leade
Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews.

Perception data:
Almost one in ten (9.8%) of the workforce who
operational performance (e.g. drilling) before
Transocean rewards them when they carry out:

sstirvey felt that management put
% of the workforce believed that
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jated the safety related resources provided by rig
‘ognised and praised the safety leadership qualities of

their Supervisors.

his safety culture review, DD Il leadership was considered
: a of concern for a number of reasons. It was clear to the LR
rship from Corporate right through to frontline Supervisors supported
juld not |ntent|onally do anything to negatively impact the safety of their

However, in contrast to of|

EMEA reviewers that
safe working practiges 4

ple found policies and procedures described within the H&S Manual to be
This has led to inconsistencies with interpretation and operational application.
y is commonly acknowledged, the leadership team has failed to clanfy and
ent interpretation of various H&S policies and procedures. The LR EMEA reviewers
examples to support this, including two completely different interpretations by two
e rig leadership team regarding when to use a TSTP. Crew members also reported that
nterp ion of the isolations permitting process varied from OIM to OIM. People felt that there were
'ons to go above and beyond the requirements outlined within the H&S Manual, not so much
Use it was safer, but because a ‘belts and braces’ approach was seen to be ‘better’. This led to
confusion and frustration amongst the workforce. People openly stated that there was an
onsistent approach to safety between the OIMs and that this approach to safety also changed with
ach new Rig Manager. Frequent changes (perceived or real) in rig management and members of the
rig leadership team have further exacerbated this issue.

Comments were made about the leadership styles of rig management, including some members of the
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rig leadership team, on a number of occasions. Leadership was seen by a minority of participants as
being autocratic, dogmatic, and not necessarily supportive, with a number of comments that suggested
some rig leaders (including Supervisors and management) have the philosophy “do as | say, not as | do”.
This will clearly undermine the achievement of strong safety culture and the premise of shared values.

There were a number of comments relating to cliques and a ‘circle of protection’ which related
specifically to instances of favouritism. There was a perception that, depending on individual's
relationships with the rig leadership team, people were treated differently. This related to outcomes of
incidents and near-hits, as well as promotions and career advancement. These feelings of inequality are
likely to negatively impact workforce motivation, in particular those who feel sidelined or at
will erode attempts to create an inclusive safety culture.

Feedback also suggested that some crew members would not call a TOFS for fear of
by their Supervisor. Although this issue raises concerns, this was not a widely held p

Feedback by a minority highlighted inconsistencies and autocracy in com
behaviour. Overall, it is irrelevant whether this feedback on leadership is fact: ficti geration.
The root causes of these issues must be defined and addressed or the rig wi i i
feelings, confusion and frustration ... and the problem will get worse.

Strengths:
e People had a positive perception of the dedication to
team. :
e The vast majority of participants appreciated the saf
leadership.

e There were some crews that openly recogniset
their Supervisors.

Significant comments that illustrate these findin

“The Captain

r everybody works together out here and if somebody needs a
ana, they get a hand.”

Words used to e legadership included: “Sincerfty; communication, providing resources; out there
on deck; respect.”

good, as well as the Chief Engineer ... he'll ‘what-if the sh*t out of it! "

< felt"there was an inconsistent approach to safety between the OIMs, particularly relating

nterpretation and operational application of key H&S policies and procedures (e.g.

rocess, use of TSTPs, Permit to Work processes, including isolations).

back suggested that the leadership team has failed to clarify, and deliver, a consistent

erpretation of various H&S policies and procedures.

People felt that the approach to safety also changed with each new Rig Manager and frequent

changes in Rig Managers have further exacerbated this issue.

The leadership styles of the Rig Manager and some members of the rig leadership team were

also commented on, on a number of occasions, and described by a minority of participants as

being autocratic, dogmatic, and not necessarily supportive.

e There were a number of comments relating to cliques and a ‘circle of protection” which related
specifically to instances of favouritism, and will erode attempts to create an inclusive safety

culture.
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e There was some, albeit limited, feedback which suggested that some crew members would not
call a TOFS for fear of a negative reaction by their Supervisor.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“Everyone has their own idea about rig policy. People are not clear on rig specific policies. They tend to
go above and beyond H&S Manual policies ... not necessarily becatise they are safer but because
someone thinks it's better. ”

“They left it up to the OIM:s to decide how they're going to do it on their rigs. For this rig, t
11g specific procedures and the OIMs are not aligned. ”

Supervisors: “All four Supervisors have different approaches ... they folfow rules a’/ffe
poor communication between them.”

“The use of TSTPs varies with each Rig Manager ... and th

“Some don 't lead by example. rather ‘do as [ say, not as | do’ ..
abrasive, taking crediit for things they didn 't do and push blame

"

“We lost a lot of good leaders ... the XXX leads by threats, ni
leadler by instilling fear,

When asked if someone made an honest mistake,

if: "It depends on who they are
and whao they know ... they migh,

a slap on the wrist.”
‘can'drop anything you want. ”

haven't: it's all about your pull ... if you are

fident that, if they raised safety concerns with their Supervisors, they would back them
’suggested that people were encouraged to voice their ideas on how to work safer, which
s meant working better. This appears to contradict some of the findings on leadership
5 (see the ‘leadership’ section); however, it must be stressed that the negative feedback was
ed from a minority of the participants. The same levels of frustration were not apparent when
g more generally about communication.

There was good feedback about departmental safety meetings; this was backed up by observations
during the Marine Department’s weekly meeting that had some excellent examples of how to engage,
raise awareness, clarify policy and develop rig specific initiatives to improve safety.
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As a final positive note, Alerts and the Quickshare system were generally seen to be good.

Despite all the positive feedback, there were a few communication issues that were evident. People
were generally frustrated with the lack of information concerning organisational change, not only
throughout the GSF/Transocean transition process, but also with personnel changes on the rig and
within Division. People found this particularly frustrating because of the perceived high rate of
(organisational) change. Some people voiced concerns about the lack of clear communication between
hitches, in particular for Supervisors or specialised frontline workforce members (i.e. the Medic or the
RSTC). There were also some concerns raised about the clarity and timeliness of communications
surrounding the outcomes or findings from incident investigations. People often repo
common form of communication was the ‘grapevine’ or ‘rumour mills’.

There was a widespread perception that the general safety meeting offered little
these meetings concentrated too much on the numbers and not what was actual
rig. The practice of safety scoring between departments was not always looked up
There was also some criticism about the Perfect Day as a motivational communication

Strengths:

e People were confident that they could raise s
these would be acted upon accordingly.
People were encouraged to voice their ideas.gn
People valued the communication of opeta
meetings. .
o  Alerts and the Quickshare system weré? to be good.

éafety.
formation during departmental safety

Significant comments that illustrate the.

Safety meetings: "Ifit's going to & inutes out of your own time, you shouldn't gripe,
b our own safety. "
we can make it better, they want to hear about it.”

: “He's also always thinking of ways to make it better, safer,
faster.”

so some concerns raised about communications surrounding the outcomes or
from incident investigations.

Was a widespread perception that the general safety meeting offered little value.

48 concerns were also raised about the focus on safety numbers during pre-tours, rather
than operational specific hazard awareness: too much time spent looking backwards, not
forward.

Although Alerts and the Quickshare system were generally seen to be good, there was some
criticism that the rate of dissemination often created extra work for the rig with Focus actions.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

Pre-tours: “Too much looking backwards at the number of START cards, rather than looking at the

upcoming hazarads of the day. ”

Project number: ABN0991642/006 22
Date: 8 June 2010
Prepared by: Garry Moon/Amy Annand Lloyd’s Register EMEA

TRN-HCEC-00090660

TDDO006-000672



Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

Weekly safety meeting: “They present a bunch of information that's useless: number of TSTPs, number
of STARTS, number of Prompts, number of TOFS, number of environmental ... they could take that time
and talk about stuff that's more important (i.e. like making Safety Alerts relevant fo current
operations). ”

The general safety meeting. “Every now and again they will come up with something useful, but for the
most part, it's time to take a nap. "

General safety meeting: “It ain't nothing but numbers ... it’s all about comparing departmenis.against
each other! ”

“Don’t often find out what happened the weeks we weren't here ... it's mostly done, through;
grapevine.” ; :

Element reviewed: Employee influe
Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews. :

Perception data:
92.2% of the participants surveyed felt that they were enc
to do things at work and 86.3% felt they got to he

initiatives. Over a third (35.3%) of the people surveyed
calling a TOFS when unsafe situations occurred.

ise ideas and suggest safer ways
icipate in, safety improvement
& workforce were uncomfortable

Assessment output/evaluation:
The LR EMEA review team felt that employee irifii
onboard the DD Il. It was highly evidentithat
concerns and participate in key safety
these concemns would be dealt with

fie of the stronger areas of safety culture
Il participants felt they could raise safety
t the rig. Most people were confident that
he degree of follow-up was said to vary, depending

Although people were confider
used to deal with these copge
case for straight forward,
additional fall protecti
One participant claime

stioned by the LR EMEA reviewers. This was not so much the
% |f, however, solutions were more complicated (i.e. providing
r heli-fuel tank operations) the process was subject to delays.
‘had to resort to utilising a BP process to get his concern dealt with.

As previously men
members to_
clear that

all barticipants felt they could raise safety concerns.
ople were confident that these concerns would be dealt with promptly.

sy
’Sign_q fcant comments that illustrate these findings:

Pointed out his crew called a TOFS on him: “They get me sometimes ... | get complacent.”
”| feel safe on this rig, because | control what [ do.”

“They always address our concerns ... ifit’s a safety concern.”

TOFS: “A Painter stopped the Captain when he was about to go under a red tape ... and people react
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good to it. It's like ‘man, | know you're right!"”

Safety concerns: “All concerns are legit untif proven otherwise.”

Weaknesses:

o The degree of follow-up for safety concerns that were raised was said to vary, depending on
individual Supervisors or members of the rig leadership team.

o Although people were confident that their concerns would be dealt with, the effectiveness of
processes used to deal with these concerns (in particular those concerns with more complex
corrective actions) was questioned by the LR EMEA reviewers. '

e Concern was raised over the ability of some younger, less experienced crew membej
TOFS.

o Worryingly, there is a perception that some of the younger crew m
empowered to stop a job because of potential negative reactions from Super)

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

Safety concerns: “Some listen more than others. The degree of follow-ti
was the XXX at the time.”

“It's done because they said so, not because it
TOFS: “You think you're doing right by saying something, b

“Sometimes | feel that some people don't alwa)

provement (learning culture)
Review category: Involving

Element reviewed: Monitoring, eval
Method of review: Focus groups, individual inte

Perception data:
Results from the perception survey sk
TOFS, audits, near-hits and incident irs
again. There was slightly less:
investigated and followed up,

ast majority (94.1%) of participants felt that START,
helped them to prevent incidents from happening

Assessment output/evalu
The perception survey:
prevention is wo
a valuable process

.about the START process, they were equally negative about how the process

oard the rig. Feedback suggested that START, as a mechanism to help
“behaviours, is currently not delivering against its stated objectives, and this is
y in which it has been implemented. People often resented the requirement to
ard.a day, and there were mixed feelings about linkages of the ‘one a day’ START card
the BP well bonus, as well as the communication that this is a "condition of
As a result, there are a large number of cards that are made up or simply record routine
in order to comply with the ‘one a day’ rule. People openly recognised that the data
“emel om the cards portrays a false picture of safety performance and potential areas for

improvement. The end result is a complete devaluation of a process that was previously highly regarded
b workforce.

re was additional feedback on the START process that further supported people’s depreciated
perception of the process, including:

e Alack of feedback on cards that have been submitted.
e A lack of involvement at a Supervisory level to monitor the quality of cards, address concerns
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Transocean Safety Management and Safety Culture/Climate Reviews

and provide motivation for participation.

e  Over-emphasis on the number of cards submitted, rather than the quality of cards.

e  START tours are used mainly as a monitoring mechanism, rather than as a conversational tool,
and a majority of junior crew members reported that they were rarely asked to join their
Supervisors on tours.

Similar to START, people recognised the value of audit and inspection programmes as improvement
tools, but they also felt overwhelmed by the number and frequency of audits and inspections (a
reported 32 are scheduled for this year). Concerns were raised about the repetitive nature of audit
scopes and the value of actual findings, which was often associated with the competency o i
of the audit team. Feedback suggested that crews often concentrated on preparing fol
dealing with subsequent corrective actions, when they should be (and genuinely want to be
on the job at hand.

Key members of the workforce also voiced concerns over the amount of time devot
Whlle the LR EMEA reviewers were on board there was a team of four people cond

This was another example where crew members questioned the d
realistically reflected the (potential) risk profile of the actual inciden;

Although there was a widespread belief in the need to repol
was an undercurrent of a non-reporting culture on board t
existence of a blame culture on board the rig (see details in:the.
a fear of reprisals, and people were also reluctant to+
because they felt the reporting and follow-up proces:

Strengths:
e The vast majority of crew members bé}
monitor, learn, and improve as a means

e People recognised the potentlal
tool.

rlsk management tools could be used to
injuries and incidents.
“process as a monitoring and communication

Start cards: "It definitely has its en if someone sits down and makes up a START card,
ve'been thinking about safety. ”

s

“Yes ... we're not gol “things'from the office, we're not going to hide things from the client.

e're not going to hide things from each other. ”
“If the stats iake us look bad because | needed a Band Aid, then I don 't care. ”

’ better reporting. If another crew got hurt doing the same job the next day
then I'd feel bad. "

Near-hit ref

ack suggested that START is currently not delivering against its stated objectives, and this
fainly down to the way in which it has been implemented.

People often resented the requirement to document one card a day.

There are a large number of cards that are made up or simply record routine conversations in
order to comply with the ‘one a day’ rule.

People openly recognised that the data emerging from the cards portrays a false picture of
safety performance and potential areas for improvement.

There is a perceived lack of feedback on cards that have been submitted.

People described a lack of involvement at a Supervisory level to monitor the quality of cards,
address concerns and provide motivation for participation.
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e Concern was raised about an over-concentration on the number of cards submitted, rather
than the quality of cards.

e People felt START tours are used mainly as a monitoring mechanism, rather than as a
conversational tool, and a majority of junior crew members reported that they rarely were asked
to join their Supervisors on tours.

o The end result is a complete devaluation of a process that was previously highly regarded by the
workforce.

Audit, inspection and incident investigation related:

o People felt overwhelmed by the number and frequency of audits and inspections (a reparted 32
are scheduled for this year).

e Concerns were raised about the repetitive nature of audit scopes and the value
findings, which was often associated with the competency or experience of thefaudit tear

e Crew members felt too much time and effort was depleted in preparing for
with subsequent corrective actions.

o Key members of the workforce also voiced concerns over the amo
investigations.

e People questioned the value of the incident investigation proces:
with key safety roles away for extended periods of time.

e The LR EMEA reviewers questioned if the depth(s) of investi
(potential) risk profile of the actual incident.

e Although there was a widespread belief in the need to
there was an undercurrent of a non-reporting culture ¢

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

START: “One a day ... what does it tell you? It le it everyone wrote one card per day. ”

taken too far. /am a fan of START, but
a card, not for the quality of the card. The

”

ear anything more about it, unless we don't do it. ”
make them up to ensure they get thefr bonus ... they've
hdition of emp/oymenf and I'm gonna write the same card every day, if
that means I'm gonna save my job. "

rds and the TRIR, but we don't know if the two are related or if there's
been an impact. "

and all the trending useful and ! don't feel it's useful to trend departments
against each other. "

ther, one /nspecr/on to another, ana’ it feels like we are focusmg more on audiits than our
3 work. "

Too many audits ... when somebody says the word ‘audit’ it's like ‘'oh God, not another one!” It
15 like when one is done, here comes another one ... we do get good informatfon, it’s just we get
too many of them. ”

Audiits: “Too damn many of them. ”

“When it comes down to If, were only one screw-up away from the door. ”
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“Not reporting for fear of repercussion? No. Not reporting for fear of looking like a dumb ass? Yes. "
“With a lot of stuff you report, you've golta go through the ringer. ”
Not all incidents are reported, because. “a little bit of fear and the investigation process is painful. ”

Reporting near-hits: “Won't report them if we're alone ... the investigation will last 3 to 4 days.”

Element reviewed: Trust (blame — just culture)
Method of review: Focus groups, individual interviews.

Perception data:

Assessment output/evaluation:
There was a sense of pride and ownership on board the rig,
their “family”. This indicates high levels of trust within teams."

participants who viewed the investigation process as a Iear v

number of participants had contrasting views tha
when incidents occurred. Although there was
incidents and near-hits, there was an undercuggé
reporting mostly referred to a fear of reporting®d
frequently described fear of ‘not’ reporting:wit d) subsequent reprisals. This was by no
means a universal view. [t was, ho nough to warrant concerns that behaviours
induced by this fear would be negatj 3 forting or covering up an incident). The consequence
of these types of behaviours would i i

Yas used to apportion individual blame
ief in the need to report accidents,
porting culture onboard the rig. Fear of
¢ts. In addition to this, there was also a

e of the behaviour described above. In one example, a member of the
a broken fire exit door for approximately 30 minutes to allow people to
smeeting. The broken door was on a defined 'lifeboat’ route. If the

n exit route blocked. This malfunctioning door is one issue. However,
n was that crew members knew it was defective as it had broken before.
t number of the workforce (who walked past the door as it was held open)
tely apathetic to the problem, or the application of any robust solution. It is
d that Transocean has an expectation that all individuals will take accountability for

and the safety of others. This incident questioned whether this expectation has been

tion that, depending on people’s relationships with the rig leadership team, individuals were
ated differently. This related to outcomes of incidents and near-hits, as well as promotions and
“career advancement. These feelings of inequality are likely to negatively impact workforce motivation,
in particular those who feel sidelined or at threat. This will erode levels of trust and any attempts to
create an inclusive safety culture.
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Strengths:
e There was a sense of pride and ownership onboard the rig, and people referred to crews on the
rig as their "family”.
There were indications of high levels of trust within teams.
There were some pockets of participants who viewed the investigation process as a learning
mechanism that was fair and just.

Significant comments that illustrate these findings:

“I used to follow policy because | wanted to keep my job, now it's about policy being for i
protect us.”

“A lot of people are scared that if something goes wrong then they will be fired. If th
and risk assessed the job, then they wouldn't be fired.”

“This is a good rig and none of us want to go. ”

“The rig is compartmentalised because of departments, but it's not us agas
day this is our rig, our family. ”

“Peaple who have been working in the industy for a long timé.
investigation is all about blame.

Weaknesses:
e A number of participants expressed views that thig::
apportion individual blame when incidents occu

o  Although there was a widespread belief in thé:n

cidents, incidents and near-hits,
ard the rig.
ing dtpped objects.
e In addition to this, there was also a freg ibed fear of ‘not’ reporting, with (perceived)
subsequent reprisals.
e There was evidence of a fea
descend into a blame culture
e There were a number of cor : 1y to cliques and a ‘circle of protection’ which related
specifically to instances gfs B
an inclusive safety cul

Eam comes on board, they always bring somebody back with them fo
ot us a saying ‘they come with 4 and leave with 5" °

1y, all you can think of on the way back down is “have | covered my bases?"”

eyes ... too many cameras on this rig not to report a dropped object. ”
Are injuries reported?: “Yes ... because you'll get fired.”

Thers's too much concentrating on paperwork and not enough on the job ... they're warrying that
they 'l get fired If they don 't do their paperwork.”

“Our bosses are scared of the XXX bosses on the rig ... It's that cligue thing again.”

“If you're In tight with upper management, you can drop anything you want. ”
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Observation data

The purpose of this section is to summarise the LR EMEA review team'’s observations in relation to the
meetings attended and activities observed over the duration of the visit to Development Driller Il

The team attended a number of meetings over the 5 day visit. Where applicable, the meetings followed
what appeared to be a standard format. All attendees either participated or had the opportunity to
participate.

Pre-Tour Meetings (both morning and evening meetings)

The reviewers attended a number of pre-tour meetings over the course of the vi
represents a summary of the team'’s observations:

e Pre-tour meetings were well attended by crew members and third
e Management visibility and participation was generally good

input from rig leadership team and RSTC. The Company Ma
e During one session, visiting Divisional Leadership had a brj
and was delivered with relevant and meaningful exam
using TOFS and was a good display of leadership.
The number of START cards and TOFS submitted in thei
Participation was sought from the leads, and th
Recognition was given to individuals for positiv
Operations were covered, but the links to hazard:
also a white board that had a list of cur
did not appear to be updated by some
e The reviewers felt that there was a lac|

hazards and too much time on what

number of START cards (not abog

e not fully explored. There was
ing conducted by all teams, but this

ing time spent on upcoming operational
previous tour, including a focus on the
sations were).

Fire escape door failure

Confidential Treatment Requested by Transocean Holdings LLC

The LR EMEA Review team ob
roken. At the time of this observation, the pre-tour

ne a. One of the LR EMEA reviewers held open the door for

meeting was about to cor
it safe access to the lifeboats was maintained. Feedback

approximately 30 mi
confirmed that: a)
conclusion of this obse

incidents (including dropped object incident involving mast- mounted communication eqmpment)
heir relevance to DD II operations, and clarified Transocean’s responsibility of ensuring their
dards, even with third party operations. There was a review of the previous minutes to ensure that
‘open discussion points had been clarified.

The Captain then introduced a marine stability video of the Ocean Ranger tragedy that occurred in 1982

with the loss of 84 lives. They stopped the video at pertinent points and relayed similarities to DD Il
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operations, and included several reinforcement messages relatmg to Transocean H&S policies, including
THINK. The ensuing discussion centred on plans to create a series of damage control drills that focussed
on marine integrity risks. This was an excellent meeting with good levels of interaction between all
participants. It clearly demonstrated that the Marine department adopted a team approach to
communicating and improving safety performance.

Weekly safety meeting — General Rig

The weekly meeting was held in the cinema room and was well attended by all crews, including third
party service hands. All members of the rig leadership team were present and the meeting led by
the RSTC, with input from the OIM and Captain. The meeting started out with a re-cap-
that had occurred on board the rig, including uncontrolled release of a water-tight door
“chain-of-custody” (i.e. loss of containment) event, and flash belch-out of the No. 5;
There was a “Safety Item” session that focussed on SCBA (including SCBA specificat
operational procedures). The next session highlighted the number of START car
specified number of days (it was all about the numbers and nothing about the quallty
contained within the cards). There was also a claim that they had complets
cards, with no details on the “audit” findings. The BP Company Man the

a brief reminder of hands and finger injury hazards and control
current statistical trends or impacts from the Safe Way Forward ca

: ,§upportrng mformatlon on
» meeting closed out with
ff a healthier lifestyle
campaign on board the rig.

Overall there was a limited amount of participation, w
interviews. The Wellness Programme did create someg

back obtained during review
encouraging to see.

Job planning and execution — Checking hydrauli¢:pressute ser tray

Roughneck as they carried out hydraulic
ders. As a team, they went through their
proceeded to job-site and checked pressure
to check pressure readings on the backside of
sses, tie-off tools and a radio. The Chief Mechanic
the Roughneck and ensured understanding. The
schanic checked the pressure, ensuring harnesses were in
ings were normal, which likely meant that reduced lift
= nroblems. The task commenced without incident, although there
' probléms with the radio, but they sorted this with little trouble. Once
eturned equipment and reported back findings to the other Chief
teported pressure readings to the Driller and Tour Push in the Drill Shack.

#straight-forward job, the planning still enabled the job-team to plan
nunicate risks and carry out the task without incident.

Prompt cards, repeated tasks, hazard:
readings on one side of the cylinde!
the cylinder, which required a 10

performance was not d
were some minor com
they completed thg t
Mechanic, and th
Even though this

rough, because the actual scheduled drill that was due to take place on the main
led due to bad weather. The drill was led by the Chief Mate and appeared to be well-
tline workforce and supervisors alike. As a group, they entered the Switch Room and
d obvious fire hazards, room hazards (including escape routes), redundancy spray
d communication systems. Everyone did an individual walk-around for 5-10 minutes, in
o enable the Fire team to become familiar with the room lay-out, but also to identify other
tial hazards and risks. A number of questions and comments arose to support and clarify what
hief Mate highlighted during the walk-through. People raised issues about the location of the
yater mist valves and the call buttons, the voltage hazards and the hazards associated with electrical
res (including combustion of plastics). Overall, the Chief Mate did a good job with message delivery
and getting people to think beyond the obvious hazards and control measures. There was a good
degree of participation and knowledge sharing about the hazards, risks and use of response and rescue

equipment.
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Q# Ouestions

1

Appendix 1 - Perception survey results

Table 2. Perception survey results for the Development Driller II

| do ot get all the information | need to do my job safely and keep
myself and others safe.

Strongly
Agree

Stronghy

Dizagree agree

Dizagree

CoM

2

| am encouraged to raise ideas and suggest safer vay's to do things at
viork.

EMP

[Aanagement feels oparational performance (e.g. drilling) is more
important than my safety.

LEA

There are ahsays enough people to carmy out viork safely.

RRR

Some ules and procedures are difficult to understand and complicated.
so | don't akiays follovs them.

spp

[4y line manager listens and acts on my safety concems.

CoM

The sharing of lessons leamt from START. TOFS. audit. near hits and
incident investigations helps me to prevent incidents from happening
again.

| participate in the changes to working practices that affect me.

| am pot alvays informed of the outcome of changes that affect me.

10

There are too many steps in place to manage risks.

11

Tasks are not alviays adequately planned before /e start work.

12

Because of the training and support | have received | fully undegstaii
the safety procedures and hazards associated with my jo

13

There are not sufficient resources ieguipment & money
out my job. identify and manage risks safaly.

14

| do pot have enough time to do my job according to i
procedures. "

15

| must demonstrate that | can do my joh safel:
to he competent.

16

Transocean resiards me vihen | carry o

iy g

Mot all incidents are reported. investig

18

19

20

| do not get to hear abol

initiatives.

afe hehaviour on the rig.
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RRR
TRA
PRM
MoC
SPP
LEA
coMm
EMP
TRU
RIG

Resources, roles and responsibilities

H&S training and competence

Planning and risk assessment

Management of change

Strategies, policies and procedures
Leadership

2-Way communication (internal and external)
Employee influence

Trust (blame - just culture)

Rig specific questions
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North America Division Summary Report

Appendix F - Annex C North America Statistical Report
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Statistical Report — Annex C
North America
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NAM review results

Figure 1 below shows a spider diagram of the average scores for each of the ten domains when the
interviews were conducted in the NAM Division, at the Division office, on the Deepwater Horizon, the
Development Driller I, the Discoverer Clear Leader and the Marianas.

Figure 1. NAM review data

1 EBvMERGING

System/precess absant o
moradically In place
Resources, Roles

and Responsibility
5.00

2LALIIAGING
Paitial op wl-

Trust Training and
399 - Corpetence
Monitoring, 3.900 .
iont ctrmg £ ‘3/ \ Planning & Risk
Evaluation & | ¥y 8 Sk
2499 ° . : Managerrent
livproverrent o i "
p138 - ,-/
Emrplovee, - "\ o f © . Managereif o
Influence S Chal

progesses
Corrrrunication S. CONTINUOUSLY
IMPROVING:

Complete beliefin

Fystem. full

implementstion, wide

spreadparticvaion
As the graph shows, whilst there were sligh 16 scores, the LR EMEA reviewers scored all ten
domains as either Level 2 (Managing) ing) in the maturity matrix. ‘Resources, roles and
responsibilities’ scored highest (3.1) out of ¢ mains, with ‘Leadership’ and 'Employee Influence’
close behind (both domains scored nt of Change’ (MoC) scored the lowest out of the

ten domains (2.2).

There were a number of co
Organisational change wasi

pe managed well; consultation processes in particular were
cited example of inadequate MoC processes was the hitch rotation
change from two we
the monitoring of res

also concerns su i
Some Supervisot;

ive application of START and TOFS as task change management tools.
wvoiced concerns over the ability of some crew members to properly apply
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Onshore and offshore workforce comparisons

This section provides a summary of all the LR EMEA review data captured at the Divisional office in
Houston and on the four rigs in the NAM Division. Figure 2 shows the LR EMEA reviewer scores from the
Divisional office interviews and from the interviews on the four rigs as two separate lines.

Figure 2. Divisional/offshore comparisons

Reviewer Results by Rig/Divisional Employees

Resources, Roles
and Responsibility

5.9 .
Training and
Trust
49 Corrpetence
Monitoring, 3
) Planning & R,
Evaluation &
hrprovervent ivisonzl Workforcz
shora Workforza
Errployee
Influence
Conrrrunication

Leaderzhip

woffice workforce and the offshore workforce are

that the most prevalent differences within any of
mpetence’, ‘"Management of Change’ and '2-Way
oth the Divisional personnel and rig personnel have
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Individual rig results

This section provides a summary of the scores for the four individual rigs that took part in the NAM
Division review. This information is illustrated in the spider diagram (Figure 3) and in the table (Table 1)
below.

Figure 3. NAM Division all locations review data

Resources, Roles and
Responsibility

a3 Training and

Trust 4.9 Coirpetence

Monitoring, Evaluation &
lirproverrent

Eirployee Influence

Caorrrrunication

Leadership

Table 1. Reviewt

Reviewer results by
location &

33 25 3.2 3.5 3.0 34 29 34

25 | 19 | 26 | 29 | 23 | 26 | 24 | 25

2.9 1.9 2.9 2.9 2.5 2.6 2.9 2.4

Ieariy show, there are substantial variations in the LR EMEA review scores for the
d for the Divisional office within all but one of the review domains. The most

‘Was within the ‘Management of Change’ domain (1.2 variation). Development Driller Il
ve a more tolerant and accepting attitude towards change, including organisational
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Primary issues

The following primary issues were seen as being the key areas for attention in the NAM Division. These
are discussed in detail in the NAM Division Report.

e Issue 1: Hazard awareness.

e Issue 2: Risk management processes.

e Issue 3: START in application.

e Issue 4: Learning culture.

e Issue 5: Top down communications.

e Issue 6: H&S Manual.

e Issue 7: Management of Change (MoC).

e Issue 8: Leadership measurement and development.

6 Lloyd's Register EMEA
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North America (NAM) perception survey results

Figure 4 shows the results for all NAM data which combines the perception survey data for all participants,
including offshore and Divisional employees of Transocean, their clients, and any third party workers.
There were 225 NAM participants who took part in the perception survey.

Figure 4. NAM perception survey results
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Strengths

Of the twenty-five questions, eight were seen as pé:
of the participants. Three of these exceeded 95% p
only one in twenty of the participants respong

ivezor strongly positive) by more than 90%
ses (Q. 2, Q. 8 and Q. 6) meaning that
of the questions where there was more

perceptions in the NAM Division

% positive

Questions

nstrate that | can do my job safely befare
considered to be competent.

e are not sufficient resources (equipment and RRR
ey) for me to carry out my job, identify and
manage risks safely.

| feel confident to take shortcuts when carrying out SPP
certain tasks.

Key: EMP = Employee influence, MoC = Management of Change, COM = 2-Way communications, TRA = H&S training and
competence, LEA = Leadership, RRR = Resources, roles and responsibilities, SPP = Strategies, policies and procedures.
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These results suggest that the majority of the workforce felt they are supported in a number of key areas.
For example, only a few participants felt barriers existed in raising safety concerns. There also appears to
be a level of trust in line managers resolving the safety concerns. Individuals also felt they participated in
the changes to working practices that affected them. Also, nine in ten of the participants did not feel
comfortable taking shortcuts in some circumstances.

Results to questions about training and competence indicated that more than 90% of responses were
positive. The majority of participants felt they needed to demonstrate their competence. They believed
that the training and support they have received has helped them fully understand the safety procedures
and hazards associated with their tasks. The latter result is positive in that it showed a level of ¢
of participants in procedural knowledge and hazard identification. However, weaknesses in th
over confidence may exist with only 7.1% of the participants admitting to not fully understan
hazards associated with their jobs. This issue is discussed in more detail in the Statistics R

Questions on leadership and resources were also seen as positive by over 90% of partici
important finding with regard to safety culture is that 91.5% of participants disa
statement that management feels operational performance (e.g. drilling) is more 4
notably 45.1% of the total 91.5% strongly disagreed with this. Similarly, only
they did not have the resources to manage the risks and carry out their jobs
are important as they are more reflective of rig management and Transo
relating to issues within the control of Supervisors.

Weaknesses

Overall there were seven questions in the perception survey for whie a third*of the participants did
not report positive answers. These are show in Table 3.

The main finding from the results is that both questions relati it re answered negatively by

Hici d issues with reporting their
¢ r isal, whilst 37.7% felt the purpose
of investigations was to determine who was to blaj Id be“disciplined. This is a worrying result
as it will undermine reporting and Transocean'’s a arn, mistakes. It is also important to note
that Q. 18 relates to rig based reporting whilg eréeption of Q. 21 is likely to relate to shore
based actions (Divisional or Corporate), ther { ate trust issues at all levels (in relation to
incidents).

Table 3. ]

L‘cable with calling

i Ily nsky situation (e.g.
maging equipment,
ht), | feel | could report

forgetting
droppmg an

many steps in place to manage risks.
of incident investigations is to

§ 623%

‘the changes in the company i.e. mergers have
negatively impacted our safety performance.

Key: RIG = Rig specific questions, TRU = Trust (blame - just culture), MoC = Management of Change, LEA = Leadership, PRM =
Planning and risk management.
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Over a third of the participants reported negative responses to two of the three MoC questions (Q. 9 and
Q. 22). Both of these questions were used to assess if participants felt Transocean handled change well.
The results suggest that a substantial number of participants felt Transocean did not keep them informed
of the outcome of changes. Although over a third felt that safety performance was impacted as a result
of changes within the organisation, notably over half felt that these changes did not.

The strongest negative perception was that 45.9% of participants believed some personnel were
uncomfortable calling a TOFS. From this question, it cannot be deduced that 45.9% of participants feel
uncomfortable calling a TOFS, as all participants could be referring to a small number of individuals.
However, due to the volume of participants’ responses and the fact that this is one of the last defefices in
preventing both minor and major incidents, these results indicate the ability of the workforce to #;
could be a significant barrier to the safe rig based operations.

A substantial proportion (39.1%) of participants felt that there were too many steps in [
risk. One factor affecting general negativity towards the risk management processes wa
of information and documentation related to Permits, isolation certificates, Prompt ¢
Plans. The issue is further complicated by varying expectations and inte
management processes, including the level of risk assessment for various tasks.’
cited by participants was development of THINK Plans for simple low risk dec

Offshore (rig) and onshore (Divisional) personnel comparison

Figure 5 shows the perception results for onshore and offshore pe
were 207 participants classified as offshore personnel and 18 parti
personnel.

As there was a significantly higher number of offshore
participants, the overall NAM survey resuits (discussed in the'|

stl@ns (Q. 9, Q. 10, and Q. 24) where
recorded negative responses. The

ults by onshore/offshore

nal Workforce Perception Results
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Due to the disproportionate sample size of the offshore and onshore groups, statistical tests were not
used to assess significance of any difference. Therefore, any differences of greater than 33.3% between
offshore and onshore staff are highlighted in Table 4 and discussed below.

Table 4. Offshore and onshore personnel differences

The purpose of incident investigations is to determine who is to
blame and should be disciplined. (% disagree)

11 | Tasks are not always adequately planned before we start work. PRM 33%
(% disagree)

24 | Some of the workforce is uncomfortable with calling a TOFS RIG
when unsafe situations occur. (% disagree)

Key: TRU = Trust (blame - just culture), PRM = Planning and risk management, RIG = Rig s|

The greatest difference between the perceptions of onshore and offsho
the purpose of incident investigations is to determine who is to bfar
None of the onshore workforce felt the purpose of incidents was t
offshore workforce felt this was the case.

tbe disciplined (Q. 21).
ibute blame whilst 41% of the

4
Communication may be a significant contributor to thesednega
decline in positive perceptions the closer a participant i he fri
also evidence that suggests offshore participants fel
of changes that affect them (Q. 9 - discuss
communication, an explanation for the results to
justifications for disciplinary action) are not:
frontline crew members. A contributing
having the same level of involvement an

always informed of the outcome
nesses’ section). With regard to
e‘that investigation outcomes (including
ated to the workforce, in particular to

*H Posilive
o~ 0
orou

w
W

ke cisciglirec. (3¢ Jisazgrea)

M35 _zs-e'zoer W Cifr~zes W's~zza~act M Se'r’zes Iz owaar

fed to the offshore workforce. The most notable was 80% of the onshore
ime of the rig workforce was uncomfortable calling a TOFS compared to 43% of
nts (Q. 24). These results indicate that the onshore workforce clearly has little

not show the same level of negativity overall. However there was a greater difference (39.6%)
the offshore and onshore perceptions, with 73% of rig based participants believing that tasks
ways adequately planned before starting work, compared to 33% of the onshore participants.
This finding is supported by data collected during interviews where some onshore personnel had higher
task planning expectations compared to offshore participants.
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Location similarities and differences

To illustrate perceptual trends across locations (the rigs and Divisional office), the perception data was
compared for similarities (consistencies) and differences (inconsistencies).

Consistent perceptions between locations

Consistent perceptions were classed as a 10% or less variation between the lowest and highest scoring
locations. Results are shown in Figure 7 and suggest there are shared perceptions for Q. 8, Q. 6, Q. 15,
and Q. 2, all of which show average positive agreement of over 90%. These are discussedgin the
‘Strengths’ section above.

Figure 7. Consistent perceptions across locations

i arcourazacto raise
sarc svggest safer vays
to co thirzs st veork. (7
Azrae)

8. participatair thacharges 5.k lirerarsger listers 13, rrust cg
to vrorkirg practicas that arcacts or my safet, €& Co Iy
affectira. (2 Agree) corcerrs. (i Agree)

[YRT B3szzvatzrdoins MIzez zzeast I 272 oW [YE S L L P

Inconsistent perceptions between locations

ér than 33.3% difference between the

Inconsistent perceptions were classed as res!
: is criterion are shown in Figure 8 and

lowest and highest scoring locations. Q
Figure 9.

ol

¢aufircicert 24.Sorre of the veaorkforcaare 11.Tasks are rot alvays acaclatah,
eterrirevdoisto  crcorrfortsble vith callirz a TOSS plarrec before vee start veork. (e
fa cisciplirae. (3 vehar vrsafe situatiors occur. (7 Jisagraa)

2a) izazraa)

[ RAELLHH o 4zsdg.stan-2

[ TR o il 18
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Figure 9. Inconsistent perceptions across locations continued

133
93
8
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Z 59
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T a0
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22 Allthe charges ir the corrpary i.a. 18, frry actiors lec to & potertialb, 130.Thereare too rrary, staps i
rrerzersbave regativel, impactec our  ricky situatior (e.3. forgettirz to co to rraraze risks.
safet, perforirarce. (% Disagrea) soirathirg, carazirz eclipmranrt,
croppirzar object from beizht), feal
cotle reportthis viitlout am, faar of
raprisal. (3¢ Agraa)
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The main patterns in the above graphs are that:

e With the exception of Q. 10, the greatest difference between ighest or the lowest

positive perception is with Divisional participants. :
o If divisional data is excluded, each rig was the most positive on . one queéstion.

Jlear Leader results for Q. 22,

‘incansistent perceptions between
e in five participants recorded a

ting to inconsistent perceptions.

e  With the exception of Divisional perceptions for Q. 21
all results were below 80%. This indicates that whil
locations, in nearly all groups for nearly all quest
negative response. Please refer to Figure 11 for

e  With the exception of Q. 11, if Divisional daf articipants on the Marianas were the

least positive on all questions.

Organisational level differences

To investigate d:fferences in perceptlon s in the organisation, each participant assigned

entries were validated by the LR EMEA review

e Management: i.e. offs| ' emerit'which includes the OIM, Nightpusher, Senior Toolpusher (or
Toolpusher if no senio i i

pervisors, Crane Operators, Tourpushers, Drillers, Assistant Drillers,

illed e.g. Mechanics, Electricians, RSTCs, Medics etc. and unskilled e.g.
uts, Floorhands, Roughnecks, Painters, Welders, Seamen etc. (n=136).

) ¥ means the data can be analysed by the hierarchical level of personnel in the

ecause clients and third party staff may have different hierarchical structures in their
re not comparable with Transocean's hierarchy, all client and third party data was
is"analysis. The following section outlines the main findings for the NAM personnel

re eight questions that showed less than 10% variation between the organisational groups
" indicating a relatively consistent view (see Figure 10 and Figure 11). Six of these questions were
among the most positive questions in the NAM Division, with only two of these not having a score of
above 90% (Q. 14 and Q. 10).
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Q. 14 failed to reach 90% positive agreement (88.8%). This indicates weaknesses with regard to the
time they felt they had to do their jobs safely. This result adds to concerns raised from Q. 10 where
participants consistently agreed on the complexity of risk management processes (Figure 12), as discussed
in the previous section.

Figure 10. The most consistent perceptions between organisational levels
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Figure 12. Th sistent perceptions between organisational levels continued
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Inconsistent perceptions between levels

Figure 13. The most inconsistent perceptions between organisational levels
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were between a rig and Divisional participants. However o

suggest:
e Of all the rig based participants, the frontline work

e Senior rig based personnel appear to be mai
subordinates. The fact that the most positive
disconnect from the participant groups th
and Supervisors. Results from Q. 244
confidence with the ability of the ri

job task planning (Q. 11
when compared to Di

(Divisional) personnel above.

e The proportion o
blame increases t

inment on this question in the perceptions of rig personnel
» This is discussed in the ‘Offshore (rig) and onshore

11. Tasks are
acectateh plarr

e survéy. As illustrated
> Jowest and highest
und in the ‘Offshore

14
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