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Date: Sat, Mar 21, 2009 at 9:01 AM
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Cc: Hans Peder Bjerke <hans.peder.bjerke@ghg.no>


Just a quick summary of phonecalls I received yesterday.

For sake of record, Ola Nygaard of NT called me yesterday at 11.45 am expressing that he and NT was dead against what the bondholders were doing, i.e. issuing the default notice and demand, going after NorInvest, but that the US bondholders had threathened him/NT with a lawsuit if they did not go ahead. He said that he had tried time and time again to explain to the bondholders that this was a sure way to loose everything and it was not advisable from a legal standpoint either, i.e. Thule and its shareholders have certain rights, and there is a fiduciary duty to protect debtors interest. He questioned why the bondholders wanted to risk destroying the agreement with Royal Oyster just 10 days before the first instalement on the sale was due. Ola said they were very sorry about the hostile actions by the bondholders, and understood completely why we were frustrated about what was taking place. He said he was sitting with representsatives of some of the UK bondholders in London, and they wondered if it would be possible for Thule to enter into a triparte agreement with the Trustee and MIS, essentially agreeing to give the Trustee the final word to let TP out and into the control of Royal Oyster. I asked him if what he really was asking for was a final go-ahead for the rig to enter into the Bareboat charter with RO, and he said yes. The reason for this question was that he felt the bondholders would feel more at ease then, and it might solve the present situation. I said i would discuss this, but reminded him of the amount of money invested and paid by Royal Oyster by the time TP would be released, i.e. abt USD 100 million, and that that should be enough security in itself, especailly since title would not pass until the whole purchase amount had been paid. he agree that this was a good deal and that this number should satsify bondholders, but that this last chance for the Trustee to have the final go-ahead would help. The call lasted about 20 minutes.

For sake of record, a share- and bondholder Arne Fredly called about 7 or 8 pm yesterday, and said that he had talked severl times to Ola Nygård at NT, Richard Sjøqvist at BAHR, as well as representatives of QVT. They were about to have a bondholders conference call and he wanted to know what i wanted him to convey to the bondholders. I told him that we needed to finally see some expression of satsifaction and trust for the fact that we have saved their loans and that this meant dropping all the legal actions and concentrate on how we together could save what is left of value for them and us. I said it had become intolerable to work day and night to save bondholder loans, when all we got in return were various legal actions that was now effectively putting a stop to  our ability to operate as a company. He said that he thought a freeze on legal actions might be achievable for a short while in order to come to terms on a revised loan agreement, and I said this was not good enough, reason being that we have a duty towards Royal Oyster, MIS, others to inform them of the Notice and demand, because that meant that we were legally refrained from being able to guarantee performance in accordance with the sales contract (RO) and payment of outstanding payments to MIS, QGM creditors etc.. Surprisingly he suggested that I simply not tell Royal Oyster, MIS and other about the bondholders actions, and when asked if he wanted me to lie to them, he said yes! I told him to let the bondholders know that they needed to decide if they wanted to take over opeations in Sjarjah instead of Thule and that this was fine with us as long as they guaranteed to  protect our financial interest  under the Royal Oyster contract.  I reminded him of bondholders fiduciary duty  as creditors, but he  thought they could do whatever they wanted as lenders and if that menat lossess/damages for Thule, there was really nothing we could do about it and nothing we  would be able to claim them for.  I said I disagreed, but he said that this was not important anyway, what was important  was that  we tried to find a solution. he asked several times if the share issue had been registrered and I confirmed this. he asked me why I personally would subscribe shares knowing that the bondholders might destroy and leave me with nothing, suggesting that I should have stopped my payment in connection with the share issue. I said that it was this kind of attitude that was different between me/us and the bondholders; i.e. honesty and committment to uphold agreements entered into. I said the suggestion was preposterous.The conversation lasted about 15-20 minutes as he had to go to get on the bondholders conference call.

Hans E.



