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Introduction: 
 
Offshore wind farms, gas and oil exploration generate plenty of high value and complex disputes. 
These talks from the Bar, Law Firm and Club perspectives will help guide members through some 
of the most common issues arising in practice.  
 
Issues for discussion: 
 

• Unfamiliar issues with familiar knock-for-knock provisions – e.g.:  
 

o How “total” in coverage is the common knock—for knock model? 
o Are salvage costs caught or not? 
o Is “in any circumstances” as wide as it sounds and, if not, where is the line now 

drawn? 
 

• Consequential Loss:  Where are we now? 
 

o A consideration of the effect of recent judgments on the meaning of consequential 
loss, and what such losses might be in the context of offshore E&P operations. 

 
• Insuring offshore drilling, production & decommissioning operations 

 
o Providing an overview of the insurances which respond to offshore risks, involving 

both traditional operations and also the more novel ones now encountered in an era 
of decommissioning. 
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Unfamiliar issues in familiar 
knock-for-knock clauses

Sean O’Sullivan QC

Philosophy of knock-for-knock

All understand “knock-for-knock” 
allocation of risk between shipowner and 
charterer/ tug and tow.

Logic is that each party insures own 
property and ensures that this insurance 
meets claims without recourse against 
the other party.  Avoid disputes.

In offshore context, usually combines:

▪ Exemption from any liability; and

▪ Indemnity.
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Nuts and bolts: e.g. Supplytime 2005 cl.14

Defines “Owners’ Group” and “Charterers’ 
Group” widely, so as to capture everyone 
who might have an interest on each side.  
Includes sub-contractors, employees, 
customers...

Exempts Owners and Charterers from 
liability for loss of or damage to property, 
and personal injury or death, suffered by 
the other party’s group.

Indemnifies each party against the other 
from any third party claims arising out of or 
in connection with such damage or     
injury.

Construed consistently with philosophy

Courts and Tribunals recognising that the 
intention of the knock-for-knock scheme is to 
avoid disputes.  Allocation on “no fault” basis

Construing scheme as extending to:

▪ Unseaworthiness: e.g. Smit v. Mobius [2001] 
CLC 1545.  Morison J called clause 18 of 
TOWHIRE a “crude but workable allocation of 
risk and responsibility” which operated 
despite tug being unseaworthy.

▪ Gross negligence: At least one arbitration 
award suggests caught. 
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Some express limits

E.g in Supplytime 2005: “excepting” 
dangerous cargo (clause 6(c)(iii)), 
damage to anchor handling/ towing 
wires (clause 9(e)), liability for drugs 
shipped with cargo (clause 9(f))…

Separate scheme for injury, damage 
or liability caused by carriage of 
hazardous or noxious substances as 
ordered by charterers (see clause 
14(f)).  

But note greatly reduced list of 
exceptions in Supplytime 2017. 
Clause 14(f) now deleted.

Implied limits?

The A Turtle [2009] 1 Lloyds Rep 177:

▪ Unseaworthy and ill-prepared tug ran out of 
fuel half way across the Pacific Ocean.

▪ Had to disconnect tow (a semi-sub rig) while 
waiting to be refueled.

▪ Tow floated off and was only found when it 
beached on coast of Tristan da Cunha 
(determined to be a CTL).

▪ Claim for loss of tow, which had ended up 
being uninsured. 
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Implied limits?

The A Turtle:

▪ Tow owners argued that must be some limit to 
breaches falling within knock-for-knock in the 
Towcon 2008… e.g. what if tug had just 
abandoned tow in order to do something more 
lucrative?

▪ Teare J held that scheme applied to all 
breaches, provided tug owners were actually 
performing their obligations (albeit not to the 
required standard) [116].

▪ Tug owners were performing…just about.  

Implied limits?

Teare J’s “performing” test:

▪ Said by some distinguished 
commentators to be 
unsatisfactory and difficult to 
apply.

▪ Logic for distinguishing on this 
basis obscure (taken from The 
Cap Palos [1921] P 458, which 
concerned very different words).
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Implied limits?

Problem is that you need some limit.  Hence:

▪ Kudos Catering (UK) Limited v Manchester Central Convention 

Complex Limited [2013] EWCA Civ 38, Tomlinson LJ said widely-drawn 

exclusion applied to “defective performance … not a refusal or to a 

disabling inability to perform…” [27]; and

▪ The GSF Arctic III [2016] EWCA Civ 372, Moore-Bick LJ referred to The 

A Turtle as way of avoiding reading enabling “Transocean to repudiate 

the contract with impunity for purely commercial reasons before the rig 

had even been delivered into service” [33].

Different approach in Supplytime 2017

Clause 14(a)(i) and 14(a)(ii) excludes loss:

“arising out of or in any way connected with the performance 

or non-performance of this Charter Party whatsoever and in 
any circumstances, even if such loss, damage, or personal
injury or death is caused wholly or partially by the act, 
neglect, breach of duty (whether statutory or otherwise) or 
default of the Charterers’ Group, and even if such loss, 
damage, or personal injury or death is caused wholly or 

partially by the unseaworthiness of any vessel"

Can see that aimed squarely at Teare J’s “performing” 
test.
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Any implied limit there? 

Note the words “whatsoever and in any 
circumstances”:

▪ Could Owners just dump Charterers’ property 
overboard if it no longer suited them to perform?

▪ Could Charterers deliberately smash up the Vessel 
if they felt so inclined?

Remember exclusion/ indemnity only in respect of 
damage to property.  Could still be claim in respect of 
other losses.  NB that fraud said to be “a thing apart” 
(HIH v Chase Manhattan [2003] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 61).

But still feels unrealistic to suggest deliberate    
damage would be subject of exclusion/ indemnity.

Better to have express limit? 

Problem is not that Owner or Charterer might 

still be protected after deliberately causing 

damage, but rather that the need to have some 

limit leads to disputes … as in The A Turtle.  

Answer is to draw a clear line so that knock-for-

knock achieves real aim of avoiding arguments.

E.g. in Windtime mutual exception from knock-

for-knock: if “…either party fails to perform…, or 

unequivocally indicates its intention not to 

perform it, in a way which permits the other 

party to treat the Charter Party as at an end…”
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Unintentional limits/ omissions?

What about salvage costs?  E.g. if the A Turtle had 
been floated off the beach, but there had been a 
significant sum payable to the salvage company?

That is not “Loss or damage of whatsoever nature, 
howsoever caused to or sustained by the Tow” 
(clause 25(b)(ii)(1)).  Tow might be entirely 
undamaged.

Unintentional limits/ omissions?

Best hope is clause 25(b)(ii)(4): “Any liability in respect of 
wreck removal or in respect of the expense of moving or 
lighting or buoying the Tow or in respect of preventing or 
abating pollution originating from the Tow”.

Arguable that that the costs of refloating the Tow and 
moving her to a place of safety is a liability “in respect of the 
expense of moving…the Tow”, even if not wreck removal.  
More consistent with overall scheme.

■ But no doubt that references to “lighting 

or buoying” suggest draughtsman 

thinking about wrecks.
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Intentional limit?

Supplytime 2017: note difference between:

▪ Wording applicable to Charterers: “the Charterers 
shall not be responsible for loss of or damage to any 
property of any member of the Owners’ Group, 
including the Vessel…”

▪ Wording applicable to Owners: “the Owners shall not 
be responsible for loss of, damage to, or any liability 
arising out of anything towed by the Vessel, any cargo 
laden upon or carried by the Vessel or her tow, any 
property of any member of the Charterers’ Group, 
whether owned or chartered, including their Offshore 
Units…”

Intentional limit?

Seems likely that costs of salvaging Owners’ offshore 
support vessel which became incapacitated due to 
Charterers’ breach would not be caught by Supplytime
knock-for-knock.

Perhaps that was intentional?

Would it be Consequential Loss?
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Unfamiliar issues in familiar 
knock-for-knock clauses

Sean O’Sullivan QC
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Consequential Loss:  where are we now?
Simon Hems, Partner
LSLC Seminar – 11 April 2018

Introduction

• Do we still know what con loss is?

• Have we worked out how to exclude it?

• Hadley v Baxendale

• Three recent cases

• Consideration of an offshore claim 
scenario
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Hadley v Baxendale

“Now we think the proper a rule in such a case as the 
present is this: - Where two parties have made a contract 
which one of them has broken, the damages which the other 
party ought to receive in respect of such breach of contract 
should be such as may fairly and reasonably be considered 
either arising naturally, i.e. according to the usual course of 
things, from such breach of contract itself, or such as may 
reasonably be supposed to have been in the contemplation 
of both parties, at the time they made the contract, as the 
probable result of the breach of it.  Now, if the special 
circumstances under which the contract was actually made 
were communicated by the plaintiffs to the defendants, and 
thus known to both parties, the damages resulting from the 
breach of such a contract, which they would reasonably 
contemplate, would be the amount of injury which would 
ordinary follow from a breach of contract under these special 
circumstances so known and communicated.”

Alderson J

3

Development of Consequential Loss

This presentation will not:

• Go through a complete history since 
Hadley v Baxendale

• Reflect on umpteen different clauses 
purporting to deal with con loss

4
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Scottish Power UK Plc v BP Exploration Operating 
Company Ltd [2015] EWHC 2658 (Comm)

• Long-term gas supply contracts

• Failure to supply by BP over 3.5 years 
due to work on pipelines and other 
infrastructure

• Leggatt J on consequential loss:  “Losses 
that could be expected to follow from 
the breach of contract under special 
circumstances known to the parties.”

5

Transocean Drilling UK Ltd v Providence Resources 
PLC (the Arctic III) [2016] EWCA Civ 372

• Con loss exclusion – modified version of LOGIC contract:

“…loss or deferment of production, loss of product, loss of 
use (including, without limitation, loss of use or the cost of 
use of property, equipment, materials and services including 
without limitation, those provided by contractors or 
subcontractors or every tier or by third parties), loss of 
business and business interruption, loss of revenue…, loss of 
profit or anticipated profit, loss and/or deferral of drilling 
rights and/or loss, restriction or forfeiture of licence, 
concession or field interests.”

• ‘Loss of use’ = wasted spread costs

• Wider scheme of allocating risk between two parties of 
equal bargaining power:

• Normal and natural meaning of the words

• Clause not subject to fatal rules of construct, 
namely contra proferentem or ejusdem generis

• Acknowledged this trod on the toes of prior judgments 
on consequential loss

6
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Star Polaris LLC v HHIC-Phil Inc [2016] EWHC 2941 
(Comm)

• “consequential or special losses, damages or expenses”

• Did this attract the common law meaning?

• Judgment allowed a broader interpretation:  included losses that followed as a 
consequence of initial damage

• Took into consideration the defined obligations in the contract:

“it is not therefore simply a question of determining what liability is excluded, 
but ascertaining what liability is undertaken.”

• Specific use of ‘consequential loss’ not indicative of second limb in the absence of an 
exclusionary definition

7

Where are we now?

• Generally concerned with commercial contracts that include some form of express 
reference to consequential loss

• Reference generally with the intention of excluding liability

• Body of law concerns myriad contract terms with varying levels of success in achieving 
exclusion plus numerous judgments that have paraphrased Hadley v Baxendale, not 
always accurately

• Recent decisions appear to demonstrate a refinement in the approach to commercial 
contracts:

• Focus on basic rule of contract interpretation:  what is the ordinary and natural 
meaning of the words used?

• Avoidance of ‘default reasoning’

• How does the expression fit within the wider ambit of the obligations assumed by 
the parties

• Approach provides greater scope to include losses that businessmen would expect to be 
included?

8
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Scenario

• DSV being used for saturation diving

• Equipment failure on board due to contamination of the gas in the sat system with oil

• Diving operations suspended and system requires dismantling and complete clean

• Claims for losses by charterer included:

• Replacement dive gas

• Cleaning materials

• Cleaning labour

• Use of other spread vessels to transport materials/personnel for cleaning operation

• Travel costs for personnel to source replacement materials

• Vessel fuel costs

• ROV hire costs

• Standby for sub-contractors on board during vessel downtime

• Rental of hydraulic cable reel during vessel downtime

• Hotel expenses for individuals from charterers’ in-country project management team investigating the incident

• Costs of armed security services in the field during the investigation of the incident

• Costs of riggers and divers on board the vessel during the vessel downtime

• Air fares, hotels and transfer costs of additional crew change due to extended time vessel spent in the field

• Foreign service premium for ex pat workers

9

Supplytime 2017

“14(b)

Excluded losses – Notwithstanding anything else contained in this Charter Party neither party shall be liable for:

(i) Any loss of use (including, without limitation, loss of use or the cost of use of property, equipment, materials 
and services including without limitation, those provided by contractors or subcontractors of any tier or by 
third parties), loss of profits or anticipated profits; loss of product; loss of business; business interruption; 
loss of or deferral of drilling rights; loss, restriction or forfeiture of licences, concession or field interest; loss 
of revenue, shut in, loss of production, deferral of production, increased cost of working; cost of insurance; or 
any other similar losses whether direct or indirect; and

(ii) Any consequential or indirect loss whatsoever;

arising out of or in connection with the performance or non-performance of this Charter Party even if such loss is 
caused wholly or partially by the act, neglect, breach of duty (whether statutory or otherwise) or default of the 
indemnified party, and even if such loss is caused wholly or partially by the unseaworthiness of any vessel, and the 
Owners shall indemnify, protect, defend and hold harmless the Charterers’ Group from such losses suffered by the 
Owners’ Group and the Charterers shall indemnify, protect, defend and hold harmless the Owners’ Group from such 
losses suffered by the Charterers’ Group.”

10
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Insuring offshore drilling, production & 
decommissioning operations

Ursula O’Donnell

11 April 2018

2

Contents

1 Upstream drilling & production - core insurances

2 Offshore decommissioning  

3 DAR policy & other insurances
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3

Example of offshore field layout

• Typically knock for knock contracts in respect of property/personnel

• Third party liabilities ‘at law’

• Exclusion for consequential loss e.g. loss of production etc.

• Pollution liability - source based 

BUT liability frequently pushed onto Contractor:

e.g.  - carve-out under KFK for Gross Negligence and/or Wilful Misconduct or

- legal liability capped at certain limits

4

Drilling & production  – risk allocation
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Typical insurance structure

OPERATOR 

Property      OEE          BI           TPL          EL
(well control)

H&M         P&I    Contingent

OEE

CONTRACTOR

Offshore Energy Package Policy / Corporate Liability Policy

• physical damage to field assets

• business interruption

• third party liability

• employer’s liability

• Operator Extra Expense (or EED) *

- control of well

- redrilling / extra expense

- seepage / pollution / clean-up

* Combined single limit 

6

Operator insurances
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• Drilling or production units (capable navigating)

- P&I

- H&M

- Contingent OEE?

7

Contractor insurances

Mutual P&I cover:

• Risks mainstream shipping operator whilst carrying                   carg

people or cargo

• Mechanism sharing risk

• No single member unfairly subsidises, or is subsidised                                                                       

by the other members

Offshore risks – restricted access to mutual P&I cover:

• Type of contract / type of activity / type of ship 

8

International Group P&I COVER
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Risks covered:

• Personal injury /death / illness

• Cargo

• Pollution

• Collision / contact damage

• Wreck removal

• Fines

9

IG – mutual P&I cover

10

Contractor insurances: P&I COVER

MUTUAL 

COVER

SPECIALIST 

OPERATIONS

EXTENSION

CONTRACTUAL 

EXTENSION

ROV / DIVERS

EXTENSIONS

OFFSHORE 

DRILLING UNITS

FLOATING 

PRODUCTION 

UNITS

NON-MUTUAL COVER
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All drilling units completely excluded 

from mutual P&I

Production units excluded from mutual 

P&I whilst operating

(but not whilst navigating to 500m zone)

11

P&I – floating drilling & production units 

Provided to drilling/production units: excludes cargo and ‘Field Risks’:

• Pollution from hole/subsea (and damage caused by pollution)

• Control of well costs (e.g. blow out)

• Property well side of PLEM/well control equipment & down hole

Must capable navigation – no fixed platforms

12

Non-mutual P&I: Standard Offshore Rules
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• Dismantling/removal and disposal of field property: 

- plugging & abandonment of wells, cleaning of facilities &  

removal/disposal of structures

- pipelines flushed & removed or plugged & left in situ/buried

• Methodology depends upon installation design, technical feasibility, 

environmental impact & cost

- technically complex - close proximity to producing platform?

- ageing infrastructure – designed to be removed?

13

What is decommissioning

• UK committed removing all offshore installations & pipelines at end of  

field’s economic life, unless specific derogations are granted                     
(OSPAR Decision 98/3)

• Infrastructure forecast to be decommissioned in next 40 years: 

- 5,000 wells

- 10,000 km pipeline 

- 450 platforms

• Reflects number mature assets coming to end of production

• £17 billion to be spent on UKCS from 2017 until 2025 (Source: Oil & Gas UK)

14

Decommissioning in North Sea 
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Insurance structure for decommissioning

OPERATOR CONTRACTOR

Property     Well      Liability       EL

Control
Decommissioning          

All Risks  (DAR)

H&M         P&I   Special Operations

• Designed by marine market 

• Responds to legal liability & liabilities assumed under contract 

• Operator (“Principal”) & Contractors access to policy

• Typical risks covered:
- pollution from asset during dismantling/removal

- damage to asset (if has residual value)

- dropped object damage (to pre-existing property)

- failure to remove asset (additional wreck removal expenses) following                                          

a fortuity

• Bespoke cover - tailored to specific project

16

Operator - DAR policy
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17

Decommissioning Contractor – P&I

SPECIALIST 

OPERATIONS 

EXTENSION

• Whilst navigating

• During specialist operations:

- injury to persons on board 

- wreck removal of ship

- oil pollution from ship

3rd party liabilities: 

• During course of 

performing specialist 

operations AND

• as consequence of 

specialist nature of 

operation 

EXCLUDED:
• Loss/damage to contract work –

covered under DAR policy 

• Failure to perform –

operational risk

MUTUAL 

P&I

1.  Single lift: removing in one piece

2. Reverse installation: topsides module lifted onto transportation barge or crane 
vessel & transported to shore

3. Piece-small: dismantling & cutting up into small pieces to be transported 
ashore

18

Installations – key removal methods
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19

Removal by single lift – Allseas Pioneering Spirit

Removing topsides of Shell Brent Delta platform in North Sea (April 2017)

20

Allseas Pioneering Spirit heavylift vesse
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Reverse installation & Piece small 

• The Standard Club Ltd is regulated by the Bermuda Monetary Authority. The 
Standard Club Ltd is the holding company of the Standard Club Europe Ltd and 
the Standard Club Asia Ltd. The Standard Club Europe Ltd is authorised by the 
Prudential Regulation Authority and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority 
and the Prudential Regulation Authority. The Standard Club Asia Ltd is regulated 
by the Monetary Authority of Singapore.

• Charles Taylor Services Limited (CTS) is authorised and regulated by the Financial 
Conduct Authority to carry out general insurance mediation activities for 
commercial clients. For more details please see www.fsa.gov.uk/register/home.do
or call the FCA on 0845 606 1234. CTS is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Charles 
Taylor Holdings Limited. The ultimate parent and controlling company is Charles 
Taylor plc.

22

Regulatory status

http://www.fsa.gov.uk/register/home.do
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@StandardPandI

The Standard P&I Club 

www.standard-club.com

@ctaylorplc

Charles Taylor plc

www.ctplc.com
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Quadrant House, 10 Fleet Street, London EC4Y 1AU  Tel: +44 (0)20 7583 4444   Fax +44 (0)20 7583 4455 
www.quadrantchambers.com clerks@quadrantchambers.com

Simon Rainey QC 
Called: 1982  Silk: 2000

simon.rainey@quadrantchambers.com

“...One of the best shipping silks around. He thinks very 

quickly on his feet, has fantastic analytical skills and is 

capable of communicating complex issues with ease. 

Furthermore, he is lovely to work with....” 

“He has strong credentials in the oil trading field, 

combined with an agile mind, and is not afraid to push 

the boundaries of the law. Exceptional for really complex 

energy cases, his particular skill lies in reducing the 

complicated to the elegantly simple.”  

 (Chambers UK, 2018) 

Practice Overview
Simon is one of the best-known practitioners at the Commercial Bar with a broad 
commercial advisory and advocacy practice spanning substantial commercial 
contractual disputes, international trade and commodities, shipping and maritime 
law in all its aspects, energy and natural resources and insurance and reinsurance 

and has extensive experience of international arbitration. Simon regularly acts in ground-breaking cases including NYK Bulkship 
(Atlantic) NV v Cargill International SA (The Global Santosh) [2016] UKSC 20 where Simon was brought in to argue the case in the 
Supreme Court and represented the successful appellants, Cargill. The decision is a landmark one in relation to a contracting party’s 
responsibility for the vicarious or delegated performance by a third party of its contractual obligations, both in the common 
charterparty and international sale of goods contexts and more generally. In Bunge SA v Nidera SA [2015] UKSC 43 Simon 
successfully represented Bunge in a landmark decision by the Supreme Court on GAFTA Default Clause and sale of goods damages 
after The Golden Victory on points which had been lost at every stage below. He is next in the Supreme Court in November 2018 on 
the issues as to the burden of proof under the Hague / Hague-Visby Rules raised on the appeal in Volcafe Ltd v Compania Sud 
Americana de Vapores SA [2016] EWCA Civ 1103

His practice specialises in high value complex energy and offshore disputes, for example: drilling and exploration projects, both in 
terms of construction and infrastructure issues and in relation to casualties due to failures of equipment or negligent operation 
involving the allocation of responsibility in complex factual and technical situations; offshore and onshore construction projects 
covering virtually every species of oil and gas platform, rig, FPSO, offshore vessel and wind farm. Regularly instructed in matters 
concerning BIMCO forms, particularly Supplytime, with a number of large arbitrations recently completed or pending, he is the author of 
the leading text on BIMCO and other marine offshore contracts including Supplytime 2005, Supplytime 2017 and Windtime: “The Law 
of Tug and Tow and Offshore Contracts” (Informa, 4th Edn, 2018); co-author of “Offshore Contracts and Liabilities” (Informa, 2015: 
chapter on offshore project mutual indemnities) and co-author of “Offshore Structures: Law and Liability” (Sweet & Maxwell, in 
preparation: chapters on LOGIC and IADC forms).

Ranked as the “Star Individual” for shipping by Chambers UK in 2015, 2016 ,2017 and again in 2018, Simon: ‘impresses with his 
mastery of the brief... exceptionally gifted, he has the strong confidence of his clients, and is an excellent presenter of complex 

material....’ and ‘….is one of those super silk guys who has judges eating out of his hands.” “He has the gift of going straight to 
the problem.’ He was ranked as Shipping Silk of the year 2017 by both Chambers and Partners UK and Legal 500 UK Awards and 
one of the Top Ten Maritime Lawyers 2017 and again in 2018 by Lloyd’s List. He has also been cited for many years as a leading Silk in the 
areas of Commodities, Commercial Litigation and Dispute Resolution, International Arbitration, Energy and Natural Resources, and 
Insurance and Reinsurance by Chambers UK and/or Legal 500. 

He is a Deputy High Court Judge (Commercial Court and Queen’s Bench Division), sits as arbitrator and has performed numerous 
offshore industry expert determinations.
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Sean O’Sullivan QC, 4 Pump Court

Sean’s practice covers the whole range of shipping, commodities, energy and

reinsurance disputes. Sean also acts in the full range of “dry” shipping disputes

concerning charterparties, bills of lading contracts and commodities/sale of goods

disputes more generally, from damaged cargos to ship sale and purchase and

newbuidlings. In the energy sphere, Sean deals with disputes involving oil

companies, contractors and traders, with a special interest in hedging arrangements.

The vast majority of Sean’s work is now dealt with by way of arbitration with seats

in many of the major international arbitration centres. In addition to acting as

Counsel, he takes arbitration appointments and has been appointed by the ICC in

shipping/ energy arbitrations as well as in a number of LMAA arbitrations. Sean was

recently admitted as arbitrator on to the EMAC Panel.
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SIMON HEMS

Simon is a specialist disputes lawyer and partner with responsibility for
leading Ince & Co’s Energy & Infrastructure Group. He handles matters
that involve advising and representing major international contractors and
service companies in the oil and gas industry in all forms of dispute
resolution.

The subject matter of the disputes Simon handles typically ranges from
engineering and construction, offshore installation projects, charter -
parties/operational contracts for the provision of offshore services,
offshore casualties, and London market and P&I insurance matters. In
that context, Simon has handled a wide range of claims within the oil and
gas sphere and other infrastructure projects, including general contract,
tort, maritime law, corporate law, banking law, fraud, personal injury and
death claims, insurance and pollution issues.

********

URSULA O’DONNELL

Ursula O’Donnell is the Divisional Claims Director of the Offshore Division
at the Standard P&I Club, which is managed by Charles Taylor & Co
Ltd. The club’s offshore members are shipowners and
operators/contractors engaged in offshore construction, oil/gas
exploration and production, decommissioning and the provision of marine
supply/support services. Ursula manages a team responsible for
reviewing the club’s offshore members’ contracts and handling their P&I
claims. She joined Charles Taylor & Co in 2007, having previously
worked as a solicitor at RPC (formerly Reynolds Porter Chamberlain).
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