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CAUSE NO. 2016-14927 
 
JANE DOE, 
 
 PLAINTIFF, 

V. 
 
TRANSOCEAN OFFSHORE 
DEEPWATER DRILLING INC.; BHP 
BILLITON PETROLEUM 
(DEEPWATER) LTD.; 
SCHLUMBERGER TECHNOLOGY 
CORPORATION; ARAMARK 
SERVICES, INC., 
 
 DEFENDANTS. 
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§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
 
 

     IN THE DISTRICT COURT  OF 
 
 
 
      HARRIS COUNTY, T E X A S 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
 
    151ST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

 
PLAINTIFF’S THIRD AMENDED PETITION 

 
Jane Doe1 (“Plaintiff”) complains of Transocean Offshore Deepwater Drilling 

Inc. (“Transocean”); BHP Billiton Petroleum (Deepwater) Ltd. (“BHP”); 

Schlumberger Technology Corporation (“Schlumberger”); Aramark Services, Inc. 

(“Aramark”); RPS Group, Inc. (“RPS”); and Cambrian Consultants (CC) America, Inc. 

(“Cambrian”). (collectively referred to as “Defendants”) and will show the court the 

following: 

I. 

Jurisdiction 

1. This Court has jurisdiction under the Savings to Suitors clause, 28 

                                                      
1 Plaintiff sues under the pseudonym “Jane Doe” to preserve her privacy interests and to avoid further, 
unnecessary embarrassment and humiliation. See, e.g., Doe v. Princess Cruise Lines, 657 F.3d 1204, 1208 
& n.5 (11th Cir. 2011).  Defendants are not prejudiced by Plaintiff’s use of the pseudonym “Jane Doe” 
because Plaintiff has already informed Defendants of her identity. 
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U.S.C. § 1333(1). Plaintiff is a seaman under the Jones Act (46 U.S.C. § 30104). It is 

well-settled that Jones Act cases are not removable. 28 U.S.C. § 1445(a); Lackey v. 

Atlantic Richfield Co., 990 F.2d 202, 207 (5th Cir. 1993). Plaintiff brings claims under 

the Jones Act and general maritime law.  

II. 

Venue 
 

2. Venue is proper in this County pursuant to Texas Civil Practice and 

Remedies Code Section 15.0181(c)(1) because at least one Defendants’ principal 

office is located in this County. 

III. 
 

Discovery Level 
 

3. Discovery in this matter may be conducted under Level 2 of the Texas 

Rules of Civil Procedure. 

IV. 
 

Parties 
 

4. Plaintiff is a Jones Act Seaman. Due to the nature of the events made 

the basis of this lawsuit, Plaintiff sues under the pseudonym “Jane Doe” to preserve 

her privacy interests and to avoid further, unnecessary embarrassment and humiliation. 

Defendants are aware of Plaintiff’s identity. 

5. Defendant Transocean Offshore Deepwater Drilling, Inc. 

(“Transocean”) is a foreign entity with a principal place of business located in Harris 

County. This Defendant has already made an appearance in this case. 
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6. Defendant BHP Billiton Petroleum (Deepwater) Ltd. (“BHP Billiton”) 

is a foreign entity with a principal place of business located in Harris County. This 

Defendant has already made an appearance in this case.  

7. Defendant Schlumberger Technology Corporation (“Schlumberger”) is 

a foreign entity with a principal place of business located in Harris County. This 

Defendant has already made an appearance in this case. 

8. Defendant Aramark Services, Inc. (“Aramark”) is a foreign entity with 

a principal place of business in Pennsylvania. This Defendant has already made an 

appearance in this case. 

9. Defendant RPS Group, Inc. (“RPS”) is a foreign entity with its principal 

place of business located in Harris County. This Defendant has already made an 

appearance in this case. 

10. Defendant Cambrian Consultants (CC) America, Inc. (“Cambrian”) is a 

Texas corporation with its principal place of business located in Harris County. This 

Defendant has already made an appearance in this case. 

V. 
Nature of Action 

 

A. Background facts. 
 

11. Plaintiff is a 26-year-old female, who grew up in a small town in 

Louisiana and dedicated her schooling, training, and work life to becoming a petroleum 

engineer working offshore. Upon graduation, she began work for Schlumberger and 

began her career in the offshore oil and gas industry. She spent months training and 

even traveled around the world to train in Siberia for an extended training mission. Her 
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career was on an upward trajectory due to her outstanding work performance and 

diligence on the job. She was promoted multiple times. She received raises. Her hard 

work in school and in the early years of gaining experience on oil and gas vessels 

internationally and offshore was paying dividends. She loved her work, and took 

immense pride in performing at a high level on the offshore vessels on which she 

worked. She gave her best to her employer and worked to achieve its goals. 

Unfortunately, Defendants did not return the favor. 

12. On or about August 10, 2015, Plaintiff was employed by Defendant 

Schlumberger as a Field Engineer I, working as a Jones Act seaman, and assigned to 

the mobile drilling vessel DEEPWATER INVICTUS. The DEEPWATER INVICTUS 

was owned and operated by Defendant Transocean on the date of the incident. 

Additionally, the DEEPWATER INVICTUS was deployed for the purposes of 

performing drilling operations for Defendant BHP Billiton. Defendant Aramark was 

contracted by Defendant Transocean to provide catering and janitorial services aboard 

the DEEPWATER INVICTUS.  These services included cleaning sleeping quarters 

aboard the DEEPWATER INVICTUS. Defendants RPS Group and Cambrian also had 

employees on the DEEPWATER INVICTUS on the date of the incident.   

13. Without question, Plaintiff was contributing to and aiding the 

DEEPWATER INVICTUS to accomplish its mission while it was deployed on 

navigable waters on the day of the incident in question. On or about August 10, 2015, 

and prior to that date, Plaintiff was subjected to an egregious invasion of her personal 

privacy so embarrassing, hurtful, and outrageous that Plaintiff must sue under the 

pseudonym “Jane Doe” to avoid further harm and embarrassment to her identify. 
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Specifically, Plaintiff was secretly video-recorded in her own room and personal 

sleeping quarters. Plaintiff shared these private sleeping quarters with no one. She did 

not have a roommate. No one was supposed to be allowed in the room but her, cleaning 

personnel, and security. It was intended to be a place where she had absolute privacy. 

It was intended to be a place where she could feel safe, protected, and completely 

invulnerable to covert monitoring, particularly monitoring that was recorded. It is no 

different than a company secretly video-recording someone in their own bedroom, or 

in a hotel bedroom and bathroom. 

14. When Plaintiff learned of this conduct, it should come as no surprise that 

she was seriously injured, scared, humiliated, embarrassed, traumatized, and 

understandably unwilling to continue working in an offshore environment. It is bad 

enough that her career in the industry in which she worked so hard to break into and 

excel in has been ruined, but the permanent effects of such a humiliating invasion of 

privacy is even worse.  Sadly, the manner in which the series of nefarious recordings 

were addressed by Defendants has only exacerbated her injuries. In sum, Plaintiff has 

been seriously injured by Defendants’ acts and the unseaworthiness of the 

DEEPWATER INVICTUS. 

B. Events surrounding the recording device and the discovery of the recording. 
 

15. Aboard the DEEPWATER INVICTUS, Plaintiff was assigned to 

sleeping quarters by the Captain and crew—employees of Defendant Transocean. Only 

a select number of high-ranking individuals aboard the vessel were supposed to have 

knowledge as to which sleeping quarters were assigned to each individual crew 

member. Plaintiff’s sleeping quarters included a bed, shower, and sink. The sleeping 
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quarters were an estimated 12 feet by 9 feet. The door is at the foot of the room, and 

from the door the entire room can be visualized. Plaintiff was the only person assigned 

to her sleeping quarters for the hitch. 

16. It was essentially Defendants Transocean’s and BHP’s policy aboard the 

DEEPWATER INVICTUS that sleeping quarters were not to be locked when a crew 

member departed his/her room. The effect of this indefensible policy was that any 

person aboard the DEEPWATER INVICTUS had access to Plaintiff’s sleeping 

quarters. However, only select individuals were supposed to have knowledge as to the 

sleeping quarter assignments. 

17. On the day Plaintiff arrived on the DEEPWATER INVICTUS to begin 

her new hitch, she noticed there was a “coat hook” placed on the door of her sleeping 

quarters. This coat hook did not raise any red flags to Plaintiff since she was assigned 

to different sleeping quarters for each hitch, making this specific sleeping quarters new 

to her. 

18. Plaintiff proceeded with her duties for several days. During this time 

period, Plaintiff would use her sleeping quarters to bathe, change clothes, sleep and 

otherwise enjoy her personal (and supposedly private) space. At some point, several 

days into her hitch, Plaintiff returned to her sleeping quarters and noticed that the coat 

hook was missing.   

19. Soon thereafter, it was discovered that the coat hook, which was 

previously located in the sleeping quarters of Plaintiff, had been moved and was now 
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present in the sleeping quarters of her female coworker2—the only other female aboard 

the DEEPWATER INVICTUS. Upon further inspection, it was discovered that the 

coat hook was in fact a covert video recording system, which was motion activated.  It 

did not transmit pictures and videos on its own, but instead stored them on a memory 

card.  Plaintiff’s co-worker notified Defendant Transocean’s Captain, Defendant BHP 

Billiton’s company man, and their employer, Defendant Schlumberger that the spy 

camera had been in their rooms. Obviously, devastated and scared by the covert 

recording, Plaintiff expected swift, decisive, and effective action to be taken by 

Defendants. Unfortunately, she was wrong. 

C. Events following the discovery of the recording device. 
 

 20.  Once Defendants were notified of the discovery, Plaintiff and her co-

worker requested that Defendants allow them to replace the coat hook in order to: (1) 

obtain footage of the perpetrator or perpetrators retrieving the device; or, (2) catch the 

perpetrator(s) in the act of retrieving the device. Despite Plaintiff’s and her co-worker’s 

request, Defendants’ representatives refused to follow through with their plan to 

identify the perpetrator(s), incredibly citing privacy concerns for recording of 

employees. 

 21.  In addition to refusing to work to catch the perpetrator(s) in the act, or to 

take steps to otherwise identify them, Defendants refused Plaintiff’s request that 

Defendants put the vessel into a full state of lock down to perform a search in order to 

                                                      
2 Due to the nature of the events surrounding the basis of this lawsuit, Plaintiff will not expressly name 
her co- worker, in order to protect her privacy, identity, and rights 
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obtain digital data of any and all photographs and/or video obtained by the 

perpetrator(s) of the Plaintiff. With the threat of images spreading on the internet, 

social media, and the like, Plaintiff was understandably determined that the footage be 

confiscated immediately. This request was made due to the fact that when the device 

was recovered, it was apparent that the device’s memory card was one with limited 

recording capacity and only included recent video footage of Plaintiff’s co-worker. In 

all reasonable probability, the perpetrator(s) had retrieved and/or downloaded all of the 

videos of the Plaintiff when the perpetrator(s) retrieved the recording device from 

Plaintiff’s sleeping quarters and prior to changing the location of the recording device 

to the new sleeping quarters of her co-worker. Apparently not sharing her sense of 

urgency or concern, Defendants’ representatives refused to perform the requested 

searches, wasting valuable time and opportunities to limit the damage. 

 22.  Further, Plaintiff requested that the Defendants begin the process of 

interviewing all members of the crew aboard the DEEPWATER INVICTUS and to 

search their rooms to try and catch the perpetrator(s) and retrieve this footage. 

Defendants refused Plaintiff’s requests to perform appropriate investigative steps. 

There is no excuse for this refusal. Indeed, it amounts to gross negligence at the very 

least. Defendants acted more concerned with the rights of the perpetrator(s) than 

Plaintiff. 

 23. Plaintiff also requested that any video footage from the DEEPWATER 

INVICTUS security cameras be pulled and analyzed to better determine who had 

access to her room on the days in question. Plaintiff was informed by Defendants that 
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no such security cameras existed or were operating at the time near the employee 

sleeping quarter access points or hallways.  Indeed, these security cameras were 

discussed when the DEEPWATER INVICUTS was built, but were not included in the 

$750 million vessel due to budgetary concerns. 

 24.  On August 11, 2015, Plaintiff and her co-worker were removed from the 

DEEPWATER INVICTUS and transported back to Houston. Plaintiff left the 

DEEPWATER INVICTUS knowing that intimate, personal videos of herself were in 

all probability in the hands of a worker or workers who stalked her at her job, snuck 

into her room, recorded her, and had watched her for days or even longer. Due to the 

lack of investigation by Defendants, Plaintiff did not know for sure who the 

perpetrators were, what they would do with these videos, or if they will ever be caught. 

The possibilities of what can be done with these covert recordings are endless. That 

thought haunts Plaintiff every day, as does the fact that her privacy was so outrageously 

violated. It is beyond comprehension that Defendants’ policies enabled this terrible 

invasion of privacy, and that they have now refused to take reasonable steps to identify 

the perpetrator and recover any footage. 

 25.  During the period aboard the DEEPWATER INVICTUS, as well as 

shortly after removal, Plaintiff made requests to Defendants that this incident be 

reported to the appropriate authorities for an investigation to ensure that this perverted 

assailant(s) are caught. Plaintiff’s requests were refused. Further, none of the 

Defendants provided Plaintiff with the appropriate agency name in order for her to 

begin this process on her own. Defendants did not file reports of the events to the FBI 
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or any other law enforcement agency based on the documents produced, and instead 

acted to cover up the conduct.  Defendants breached their duty of care to present this 

conduct from occurring in the first place and to report this conduct after it occurred. 

This breach of the duty of care shows that Defendants had little regard for the 

protection of their female employees’ safety, privacy, and/or other rights. 

 26.  For nearly a year after the recording device was found, none of the 

Defendants had identified the perpetrator(s)—or at least none of the Defendants had 

informed Plaintiff that they had identified any suspects. 

 27.  Additionally, Defendants have actually worked to conceal the events 

made the basis of this lawsuit from other employees in their respective companies and, 

for months after the incident, took no actions to protect employees from such terrible 

invasions like this or worse in the future. 

 28.  The video footage of Plaintiff has not been recovered, and after allowing 

the perpetrator(s) to depart the DEEPWATER INVICTUS without identifying them or 

recovering the video, it will likely never be recovered. Plaintiff will have to live with 

the daily thought that she will wake up one day to private video of her on the internet 

for the world to see. As a result of events that Plaintiff was subjected to, coupled with 

the absolute disregard of her requests to identify the perpetrator and the daily fear that 

intimate, personal video footage exists and may be mass distributed at any moment, 

Plaintiff has suffered severe emotional and physical injuries. These emotional injuries 

have manifested into physical injuries, for which Plaintiff has been required to seek 

medical treatment. And even if the footage is recovered, it will not change the fact that 
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this horrific privacy invasion occurred and one or more people have seen the footage 

of Plaintiff’s most personal moments. 

 29.  Despite Defendants’ repeated claims in the months after the incident that 

they did not know the identity of the perpetrator(s), Plaintiff recently became aware 

that Defendants have been aware of the identity of at least one perpetrator, who was a 

joint-employee of BHP Billiton, RPS Group, and Cambrian.  In the alternative to being 

an employee of BHP Billiton, RPS Group, and Cambrian, the perpetrator was acting 

as an agent of BHP with actual and apparent authority.  BHP intentionally conferred 

authority on the perpetrator, intentionally allowed the perpetrator to believe he had 

authority, or through lack of due care, allowed the perpetrator to believe he had 

authority.  Moreover, the perpetrator was acting within the scope of his agency when 

he committed the terrible acts described herein.  BHP affirmatively held the perpetrator 

out as having authority to act on its behalf.  He was provided BHP clothes and 

protective gear, and was presented to the crew as a BHP employee.  At the very least, 

BHP acted with such a lack of ordinary care as to clothe the perpetrator with the indicia 

of authority.  As such, Plaintiff believed he was an employee or agent of BHP and had 

the authority to act on its behalf, and she justifiably relied on such authority. 

 30.  This potential perpetrator appears to have received multiple packages on 

the hitch in question, including a package from SkyRC2015 (an eBay electronics seller) 

on August 1, 2015, four packages from amazon on August 4, 2015, five additional 

packages from amazon on August 5, 2015, and one package from Wonderpark on 

August 7, 2015. 
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 31.  Wonderpark is an Amazon seller, and the top item listed on 

Wonderpark’s Amazon storefront is a coat-hanger camera—just like the one used to 

record Plaintiff. See Ex. 1. 

 32.  The BHP Billiton/RPS Group/Cambrian employee received the package 

from Wonderpark on August 7, 2015. Plaintiff and her coworker removed the coat-

hanger camera on August 10, 2015.  

VI. 

Causes of Action 
 

 33.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the facts and allegations of the 

preceding paragraphs and the facts set forth herein. 

 34.  Defendants are negligent and grossly negligent for the following reasons: 

a. failure to maintain, inspect, and/or repair the vessel’s equipment; 
 

b. failing to maintain and/or provide a safe work environment; 
 

c. failing to provide a secure room for Plaintiff; 
 

d. failing to maintain and/or provide a safe sleeping environment; 
 

e. failing to provide adequate training to its employees; 
 

f. failing to conduct adequate background checks into the crew of 
the DEEPWATER INVICTUS; 

 
g. failing to conduct an adequate investigation after the spy camera 

was discovered, which was a gross and willful violation of 
Defendants’ maintenance-and-cure obligations to Plaintiff;  

 
h. failure to honor maintenance-and-cure obligation; 

 
i. violating their own safety rules, policies and regulations; 

 
j. failing to maintain safe mechanisms for work on the vessel; 
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k. failing to warn Plaintiff of dangers hidden aboard the vessel; 

 
l. operating the vessel in an unsafe and improper manner; 

 
m. failing to institute reasonable safety and security policies, 

procedures, and equipment to protect the privacy of crew 
members in their sleeping quarters; 

 
n. negligently failing to supervise and/or train its employees; 

 
o. negligently hiring unfit workers; 

 
p. failing to properly report the incident to authorities and seek 

guidance in locking down the scene of the privacy invasion; 
 

q. vicariously liable for the negligent acts and/or criminal acts 
of their employee(s); and 

 
r. other acts deemed negligent and grossly negligent. 

 

 35.  At all relevant times, the DEEPWATER INVICTUS was unseaworthy. 

 36.  As a result of said occurrence, Plaintiff suffered severe injury to her body 

and mind. Her earning capacity has been severely diminished because she can likely 

never work offshore again following these terrible events. 

 37.  Plaintiff sustained severe injuries to her body and mind, which resulted 

in physical pain, mental anguish, and other medical problems. Plaintiff has sustained 

severe pain, discomfort, mental anguish, and distress. In all reasonable probability, 

Plaintiff injuries will continue indefinitely. Plaintiff has also suffered a loss of earnings 

in the past, as well as a loss of future earning capacity. Plaintiff has been damaged in a 

sum far in excess of the minimum jurisdictional limits of this Honorable Court, for 

which she now sues. 

 38.  Plaintiff is also entitled to punitive damages because the aforementioned 
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actions of Defendants were grossly negligent as set forth in detail above. Defendants 

acted with flagrant and malicious disregard of Plaintiff’s health and safety. Defendants 

were subjectively aware of the extreme risk posed by the conditions that caused 

Plaintiff’s injury, but did nothing to rectify them. Instead, Defendants allowed this 

gross invasion of privacy to occur, and since the discovery of illegal video recording 

devices, Defendants’ conduct has been equally deplorable. Defendants did so knowing 

that the conditions posed dangerous and grave safety and criminal concerns. 

Defendants’ acts and omissions involved an extreme degree of risk considering the 

probability and magnitude of potential harm to Plaintiff. Defendants had actual, 

subjective awareness of the risk, and consciously disregarded such risk by allowing 

Plaintiff to work under such dangerous conditions and failing to prevent the spread or 

dissemination of the illegally obtained video. Plaintiff is likewise entitled to punitive 

damages for Schlumberger’s gross violations of its maintenance-and-cure obligations 

to Plaintiff, specifically Schlumberger’s utter failure to conduct an adequate 

investigation, including but not limited to failing to identify the perpetrator(s) onboard 

the INVICTUS after the spy camera was discovered. Under maritime law, 

Schlumberger’s failed investigation of the underlying incident was a breach of its 

general maritime law duty of maintenance and cure.   

VII. 
 

Jury Trial 
 

 39.  Plaintiff hereby requests a trial by jury on all claims and submit their 

jury fee herewith. 
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VIII. 
 

Prayer 
 

Plaintiff prays that this citation issue and be served upon Defendants in a form 

and manner prescribed by law, requiring that the Defendants appear and answer, and 

that upon final hearing, Plaintiff have judgment against Defendants in a total sum in 

excess of the minimum jurisdictional limits of this Court, plus pre-judgment and post-

judgment interests, all costs of Court, and all such other and further relief, to which 

Plaintiff shows himself justly entitled. As required by Rule 47 of the Texas Rules of 

Civil Procedure, Plaintiff affirmatively states that she seeks damages in excess of 

$1,000,000 consisting of, but not limited to: 

 Past and future medical damages; 
 

 Past and future loss of earning capacity; 
 

 Past and future pain and suffering and mental anguish; 
 

 Past and future impairment; 
 

 Exemplary damages for gross negligence; 
 

 Exemplary damages for failure to honor maintenance and cure obligations; 
 
 Past and future maintenance and cure obligations; 

 
 Pre-judgment interest; 

 
 Post-judgment interest; 
 
 Costs of Court;  
 
 Attorney fees; and 
 
 All other relief to which Plaintiff is justly entitled, either at law or in equity. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

ARNOLD & ITKIN LLP 

/s/ Kurt Arnold 

 
Kurt Arnold 
State Bar No. 24036150 
karnold@arnolditkin.com 
Caj Boatright 
State Bar No. 24036237 
cboatright@arnolditkin.com  
Roland Christensen 
State Bar No. 24101222 
rchristensen@arnolditkin.com 
6009 Memorial Drive 
Houston, Texas 77007 
Telephone: (713) 222-3800 
Facsimile:  (713) 222-3850 
e-service@arnolditkin.com 
 
and 
 
Professor David W. Robertson 
State Bar No. 17053500 
drobertson@law.utexas.edu 
P.O. Box 699 
Dripping Springs, Texas 78620 
Telephone: (512) 858-4158 

 

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served upon all counsel 
of record herein in accordance with the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure on the 22nd day of 
September, 2017. 

 
Michael Varner 
Thear Lemoine 
Brown Sims 
1177 West Loop South, 10th Floor 
Houston, TX  77027 
Counsel for Defendant Aramark Services, Inc. 

 
Nancy Patterson 
Morgan Lewis 
1000 Louisiana St., Suite 4000 
Houston, Texas  77002 
Counsel for Defendants Schlumberger Technology Corporation, Transocean Offshore 
Deepwater Drilling, Inc., BHP Billiton Petroleum (Deepwater) Ltd., and Cambrian 
Consultants (CC) America, Inc. 
 

 

/s/ Kurt Arnold 

 
Kurt Arnold 


