
 
 

 
 
 
 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
 

 
 

SYNOPSIS 
 
We initiated this investigation in December 2012 after receiving a complaint from the legal team of a 
former BP contractor who filed a False Claims Act lawsuit against BP in 2009. The lawsuit stated that 
Atlantis, a BP deepwater production platform in the Gulf of Mexico, lacked critical engineering 
documentation that created a serious safety risk. 
 
The complaint we investigated referred to a Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and 
Enforcement (BOEMRE) structural engineer who had participated in an investigation of Atlantis 
initiated by BOEMRE after the lawsuit was filed. This engineer claimed that (1) BOEMRE’s 
investigation was flawed and incomplete. The complaint also implied that (2) , 
BOEMRE’s Houma District Manager and the lead on the BOEMRE investigation, had a conflict of 
interest because he had approved many of the Atlantis platform’s original permits. Finally, the 
complaint stated that (3) BOEMRE’s investigative report on Atlantis, issued in March 2011, failed to 
interpret or comment on a specific regulation, the 2002 version of 30 C.F.R. § 250.901(d), that applied 
to Atlantis at the time the platform was built and deployed, and that  failed to ensure that BP 
had complied with the regulation.  
 
We did not substantiate the allegation that the investigation was flawed and incomplete. Rather, we 
found that BOEMRE kept the scope of the investigation deliberately focused on the issue of the 
engineering documentation, a decision with which the structural engineers who served on the 
investigative team were vocally displeased. We also found a fundamental disagreement between the 
structural engineers and the production engineers and BOEMRE management as to the interpretation 
and application of a subpart of the pertinent regulations, 30 C.F.R. §§250.900 – 921, also known as 
Subpart I. This disagreement remained unresolved at the end of our investigation. 
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In addition to reviewing Subpart I and its administrative and legislative history,  consulted with 
BOEMRE engineers and  about whether BOEMRE had historically regulated subsea 
components under Subpart I. According to ,  and  informed her that BOEMRE 
had not historically interpreted Subpart I as applying to subsea components, only to load-bearing 
structures. As a result, BOEMRE had not historically required companies like BP to provide as-built 
drawings of subsea components. She documented her legal analysis of the issue and provided copies of 
it to Michael Bromwich, BOEMRE Director, and , Director of BOEMRE’s 
Investigations and Review Unit (Attachment 16).  
 
BOEMRE Concludes That Engineering Drawings Do Not Need “As Built” Stamp 
 
In addition to the structural engineers’ disagreement with  interpretation that Subpart I’s as-
built requirement does not apply to subsea components, they also disagreed with  and  
about what constituted an as-built engineering drawing, in particular whether the drawing should be 
labeled or stamped with the words “as built.”  
 
In an August 25, 2010 email response to BOEMRE’s July 21, 2010 document request, BP defined its 
labeling standard for as-built drawings and final handover drawings (see Attachment 4).  

, and  exchanged emails about this information on August 31, 2010, concluding that BP’s 
labeling system complied with regulations. 
 
When interviewed,  said that he remembered several email discussions about the definition of 
an as-built engineering drawing during the Atlantis investigation (see Attachment 13). He said that he 
did not contribute to these discussions but knew that the as-built label was a significant point of 
discussion.  said he learned that several companies had different ways of labeling their drawings 
to indicate that they were as-built drawings, even if the drawings did not have the actual words “as 
built” stamped on them.  believed such labels were acceptable under Federal regulations.  
 

 explained that the structural engineers looked at the as-built requirement as if it were a house 
that was being built, not an offshore production platform (see Attachment 14). He said that offshore 
operators do not create final as-built drawings. According to , the final engineering drawing 
made at the time the component or structure was put into commission is all that is necessary, not a 
drawing stamped “as built.” 
  
In contrast to these beliefs,  said that in order for a structural engineering drawing to be 
classified as an as-built drawing, it needed to have an as-built stamp on it (see Attachment 6). 
According to , BOEMRE management adopted the idea that if structural engineering drawings 
represent as-built drawings, then the drawings comply with the regulations. She said that this 
interpretation is contrary to the general professional standards of structural engineering. Furthermore, 

 said, even if this interpretation could be legally justified under the regulations, she believed 
that drawings stamped “as built” should be required in order to determine whether the designs on the 
drawings complied with general professional standards.  
 

 also acknowledged that BOEMRE’s upper management decided that as-built engineering 
drawings did not need the exact words “as built” on them (see Attachment 9). He explained that he has 
never worked in private industry and therefore was not familiar with industry labeling standards, but an 
as-built drawing should ideally have the label.  
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Bromwich told us that he recalled thinking as he read the document that it confirmed his understanding 
that the structural engineers wanted him to be aware of their ongoing concerns, but at the same time 
agreed to the report being released without addressing those concerns in it (see Attachment 20). He 
said that he had given  and  permission to pursue their concerns and he did not believe 
that they needed more than that; he added that he assumed they would have informed their supervisors 
that they had the Director’s support. According to Bromwich,  had proved that she was an 
assertive person; therefore, the notion that she may have believed she needed further direction from a 
lower-level supervisor in addition to permission from him “rings a little hollow.” 
 
In contrast,  said that she never knew that Bromwich had final approval of the Atlantis 
investigation report (see Attachment 26). She said that during her meeting with Bromwich, they 
discussed unrelated issues and only briefly touched on the Atlantis investigation.  
 
We told  about Bromwich’s assertion that  had agreed that there was “nothing 
incorrect in the report” and that it was ready to be released (see Attachment 22).  replied that 
she never told Bromwich that she believed there was nothing incorrect in the final report or that she 
was “agreeable” to the report’s contents. When asked if Bromwich had given her permission during 
their conversation to pursue the structural engineers’ concerns, findings, and recommendations, 

 said that he had not. According to  it was evident to her and the other structural 
engineers that no one in BOEMRE’s chain of command welcomed their concerns and 
recommendations. 
 
When we asked  if Bromwich had given her permission to pursue the structural engineers’ 
concerns, findings, and recommendations, she said that he “absolutely did not” (see Attachment 23). 
Like   felt “there was no management buy-in” to their concerns.  
 
BOEMRE Issues Its Final Investigation Report 
 
The final BOEMRE Atlantis investigation report was released to the public on March 4, 2011 
(Attachment 28). An accompanying press release issued by BOEMRE stated: “Based on a thorough 
review of the evidence, the investigation found the majority of the allegations to be unfounded, but did 
find that there were a number of problems with the way that BP organized, stored, and labeled 
engineering drawings and documents. BOEMRE found no evidence that these documentation 
deficiencies created specific unsafe conditions on the Atlantis production platform” (Attachment 29). 
The press release quoted Bromwich as saying: “This report reflects a careful and comprehensive 
investigation of the allegations by an interdisciplinary team of lawyers, structural engineers [emphasis 
added], and other BOEMRE personnel, led by our Investigations and Review Unit.”   
 
That afternoon, Bromwich emailed the BOEMRE personnel who participated in the investigation, 
thanking them for their efforts and noting that he had discussed with the structural engineers that there 
were still “broader issues that need to be pursued” (see Attachment 4). 
 

 said that she, , and  reviewed the final report and were still dissatisfied (see 
Attachment 5). She said that they all thought that the report ignored the structural engineers’ findings, 
stating: “I skimmed through the report and did not see anything that looked familiar.”  
We asked  whether she believed the voices of the structural engineers who participated in the 
Atlantis investigation were fairly considered by BOEMRE management when it came to finalizing its 
investigation (see Attachment 26).  stated that while she initially believed that BOEMRE 
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management’s approach to the investigation was based on “ignorance” of certain engineering 
processes, she came to believe that BOEMRE management was attempting to “tailor” the investigation 
in such a way as “to not find what [they] know is there.”  
 

 said that she believed BOEMRE’s regulatory oversight had weaknesses and that the bureau 
needed to gain a better understanding of its oversight responsibilities regarding the subsea components 
of drilling and production structures in the Gulf of Mexico (see Attachment 6). She explained that 
while the BOEMRE final report referenced some of the structural engineers’ findings, the report 
represented a “legal response” to  allegations instead of a comprehensive technical response. 
She believed that BOEMRE should be concerned about the greater issue of safety instead of only being 
concerned with strict compliance with Federal regulations. She said that  followed this strict 
approach, however, and became very defensive about the structural engineers’ attempts to address the 
safety issues they found regarding Atlantis’ structural engineering drawings and subsea components. 
 

 also stated that she did not believe the final BOEMRE report was issued as a result of any 
“inappropriate conduct,” and the structural engineers did ultimately have the opportunity to review the 
necessary drawings. She said, however, that the final report did not incorporate most of the findings, 
concerns, and recommendations in the structural engineers’ report. She stated that the structural 
engineers’ recommendations included areas that BOEMRE should follow up on, and it would be 
inappropriate not to do so.  
 

 also said that he reviewed the final report (see Attachment 9). He noted that several of its 
findings and conclusions differed from the structural engineers’ February 7, 2011 report, but he did not 
feel he needed to say anything to anyone about this fact. He said that in the end, BOEMRE had the 
authority to issue a report as it saw fit, regardless of the structural engineers’ findings. He said, 
however, that he fully stands behind their report, stating that unlike the final BOEMRE report, the 
structural engineers simply documented what they found without being manipulated by management’s 
interpretations. 
 

Comparison of the Final Report by the Structural Engineers and the Final BOEMRE 
Atlantis Report 

 
OIG compared the findings of the structural engineers’ final Atlantis report and the final BOEMRE 
Atlantis report and found several discrepancies (Attachment 30, and see Attachment 19). For 
example, we compared the two reports’ findings on ROV inspections of subsea structures:  
 
BOEMRE’s 
Findings 

The inspection report on the 2010 ROV footage was prepared by 2H Offshore Inc. in January 
2011. . . . The report concluded that the Atlantis subsea equipment is in good condition, with 
the exception of jumper insulation, which was shown to have a number of cracks.* 

Structural 
Engineers’ 
Findings 

The gas leak at the wellhead at GC 699 is an indication of well integrity problems [emphasis in 
original]. This leak was identified during an earlier inspection. The formations of hydrates at 
wellheads as well as fluid leaks at wellheads are indicative of well integrity problems. As well, 
the source of the burn marks on the wellheads should be identified. 

 
*Note: This section in the BOEMRE report included the footnote, quoted on page 16 of this report, which 
stated that BOEMRE was continuing its review of Atlantis’ subsea components. 
 
After reviewing our comparison,  said that the structural engineers’ conclusion that there were 
“well integrity problems” caught his attention and he exchanged several emails with  and 

 
OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

18 

Unless otherwise noted all redactions are persuant to B(6) and B(7)(c)



  Case Number:   OI-OG-13-0103-I  
 

others inquiring about it. He said that the response he ultimately received from the structural engineers 
did not support changing the BOEMRE report’s conclusion.  
 
According to , he learned about the subsea ROV footage during the investigation, and he asked 
for the footage and associated reports for BOEMRE’s review. After receiving the footage and reports, 
however, he believed that they were outside the scope of the investigation’s original task of analyzing 

 allegations related to the lack of as-built engineering drawings. He believed the structural 
engineers’ findings and conclusions that went beyond this focus or that did not directly identify an 
ongoing safety concern or violation should remain separate from the BOEMRE report, to be followed 
up in BOEMRE’s continuing “regulatory review.” This is why, according to , he included the 
footnote in the BOEMRE report; he expected the structural engineers to follow up on their 
observations after the final BOEMRE report was released. 
 
We also compared the section in the BOEMRE report concerning problems with the labeling of 
engineering drawings with the language in the structural engineers’ report:  
 

BOEMRE’s 
Findings 

We found that BP’s engineering drawings relating to the Atlantis facility, which were 
prepared by a number of different contactors, were inconsistently labeled. . . . [and] that 
some drawings had inconsistent, undated, or missing engineer stamps. Other drawings had 
missing drawing numbers. We found that at least one of the subsea field architecture 
drawings was inconsistent with a subsea start‐up chronology provided by BP. . . . These 
labeling and documentation problems alone do not constitute a violation of BOEMRE’s 
regulations. Current BOEMRE regulations do not address how engineering drawings are to 
be stamped, organized and labeled. We find that BP complied with the requirements of 30 
C.F.R. § 250.903(a)(1) and 30 C.F.R. § 250.905(d). 

Structural 
Engineers’ 
Findings  

• BP did not have a complete set of “approved for construction” engineering documents 
for all subsea components of the Atlantis platform and related facilities when it began 
production in October 2007. 

• BP does not have a complete set of “as built” engineering documents for the Atlantis 
facilities that are currently in operation; and therefore BP is not currently in compliance 
with 30 CFR 250.903(a)(1).  

• BP did not demonstrate that they can produce drawings on the spot given their current 
documentation system. Even when providing drawings to us back in August, there were 
some that were out of order or scattered. [A BP employee] stated that they, BP, had 
only two weeks to provide a smattering of drawings which proved to be a difficult task. 
This doesn’t bode well for BP’s capability of responding to an emergent situation. 

 
 explained that if he had believed that BP was not complying with the regulations regarding the 

as-built engineering drawings, he would have taken action against the company. He explained that 
ultimately he found BP’s explanation of why all of the applicable engineering drawings were as-built 
drawings, even though not all of them had the specific words “as built” on them, was more persuasive 
than  claim that the drawings could not be considered as-built unless labeled exactly in that 
manner. He also noted the difference of opinion between the structural engineers and the production 
engineers as to whether or not Subpart I applied to subsea structures and cited SOL’s  
research determining that the subpart did not require as-built drawings of subsea components as it did 
for other weight-bearing components attached to the platform.  
 
During the investigation,  said, he received a live demonstration of BP’s document control 
system, in which BP employees demonstrated how they could access any as-built drawing of the 
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platform that was required by regulations.  told us that after viewing this demonstration, he 
became comfortable with BP’s ability to access these documents and drawings, and he believed BP did 
comply with Subpart I. 
 
We also compared the section in the BOEMRE report on alleged false or incomplete submissions of 
structural drawings with the language in the structural engineers’ report:  
 

BOEMRE’s 
Findings 

The “as built” requirements . . . apply only to structures associated with the platform. 
BOEMRE defines structures “associated with the platform” as those structures that are 
weight bearing on the platform. The following structures fall within the scope of 30 C.F.R. 
250.901(a) [sic] and 30 C.F.R. 250.905(d): drilling, production, and pipeline risers and riser 
tensioning systems; turrets and turret‐and‐hull interfaces; foundations, foundation pilings 
and templates, and anchoring systems; and mooring or tethering systems. See 30 C.F.R. 
250.910(b) [emphasis added]. BOEMRE’s regulations currently do not specifically require 
the submission and approval of “as built” drawings for subsea components. 

Structural 
Engineers’ 
Findings 

[From a review of 135 mooring and foundation drawings for Atlantis]  
 

Drawings lacking a PE [professional engineer’s] stamp, signed and dated  100% 
Drawings not noted as having been issued for construction     48% 
Drawings not noted as “as-built”      100% 
 
[From a review of 43 flowline/riser drawings] 
 
Drawings lacking a PE stamp, signed and dated    100% 
Drawings not noted as having been issued for construction      2% 
Drawings not noted as “as-built”     100% 

 
We showed the above comparison to  to show the way BOEMRE’s final report differentiates 
between how its regulations apply to subsea components as opposed to risers and moorings or 
foundations. The BOEMRE final report acknowledges that the as-built requirement in the Subpart I 
regulations applies to risers and moorings or foundations, yet the structural engineers’ findings 
indicated that 100 percent of both the risers and moorings or foundations drawings were not labeled 
“as built.”  replied that the structural engineers’ finding was probably a result of their view that 
the drawings needed the exact words “as built” on them. He still believed, however, that the 
regulations do not require the exact label or wording on the drawings as long as the drawings 
accurately represent the structures attached to the platform. 
 

 said that he had felt that the structural engineers had taken an “undisciplined” approach to 
applying Federal regulations to the Atlantis platform. According to , if any facts had supported a 
violation or an ongoing safety concern, he would not have hesitated to identify those facts in the 
BOEMRE report and take action to correct the violations.  
 

r also stated that he believed the current regulations may not be as “robust” as he would like them 
to be. He believed the regulations should include specific requirements for engineering drawings for all 
components attached to a platform, subsea or otherwise, but he had to consider the regulations that 
applied at the time of Atlantis’ construction and deployment in pursuing the Atlantis investigation. He 
reiterated that he had been fully prepared to hold BP accountable if the Atlantis investigation had 
found solid evidence that BP had violated BOEMRE’s regulations. 
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