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Curtis Oloff, a Louisiana resident, sued Saipem Inc.
(“Sai pem Texas”), a Texas subsidiary of an Italian corporation,
Saipem S.p. A (“Saipemltaly”) after he was injured while working
on a drilling rig in Saudi Arabi a. At the tine, Oloff was an
enpl oyee of Halliburton Energy Services, Inc. (“Halliburton”),
whi ch had been hired by another Saipem Italy subsidiary, Saudi
Arabi an Sai pem Ltd. (“Saudi Saipent), to help drill a well. The

rig in question belonged to yet another Saipem Italy subsidiary,

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Sai pem Aban Drilling Co. (“SaipemiIndia”), which had bailed it to
Saipemlitaly, which in turn had bailed it to Saudi Sai pem

Ol of f seeks to recover for his injuries beyond Saudi Arabia’s
wor kers’ conpensation provisions and Halliburton’s benefits, and
asserts that SaipemTexas is |liable for the negligent operation of
the rig. Yet Saipem Texas’ sole connection to the events
triggering this lawsuit is that it is owed by Saipemltaly, which
al so owns the conpanies that owned and operated the rig.! The
evi dence produced showed only that the people who operated the rig
were enployees of Saipem Saudi or its contractors (such as
Hal | i burton), so Oloff attenpted to col |l apse all Sai pem conpani es
into Sai pem Texas and nmake it responsible for the liabilities of
each nenber of the Sai pemfamly.

Sai pem Texas filed a notion to dismss for failure to state a
claim which the district court converted to a notion for summary
j udgment because the parties had supplenmented the record.? The
district court then granted the summary judgnent notion, finding
t hat Sai pem Texas was neither liable to Oloff directly (because it
had no connection to the accident) nor indirectly (because a

subsidiary is not normally liable for the acts of its parent, much

There are actually two nore corporate internedi ari es between
Saipem Italy and Saipem Texas; Saipem Italy owns Saipem
International B.V. (“Saipem Int’'l”), which owns Sonsub Inc.
(“Sonsub”), which hol ds Sai pemTexas. As the district court noted,
this is not an unusual corporate biography.

‘Ol of f was pernitted five nonths of discovery, and he appended
200 pages of exhibits to his opposition to Sai pem Texas’ noti on.
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less its sister).® Ol off appeals the conversion of Sai pem Texas’
nmotion and the grant of summary judgnent.

W find that Oloff had anple opportunity to develop the
record but failed to produce any evidence -- or even articul ate any
basi s upon which the district court could find -- that Sai pem Texas
was sonmehow responsible for Saipem Saudi’s (or Halliburton’s)
al l eged negligence. W thus hold that the district court did not
abuse its discretionin converting the notion to dismss into one
for summary judgnment, and that, for the reasons expressed by the
district court, Saipem Texas is not liable for Oloff’s injuries.

Accordi ngly, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.

The district court also concluded that if personal
jurisdiction attached to Saipem Italy through Sai pem Texas, the
Sout hern District of Texas woul d be an i nconveni ent forum Because
Oloff did not sue Sai pemltaly, however, this question is noot and
we do not review the district court’s ruling in this respect.
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