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ALYESKA OIL PIPELINE OVERSIGHT
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 14, 1976

H ouse of Representatives,
* Subcommittee on E nergy and P ower,

Committee  on I nterstate and F oreign Commerce,
Washing ton, D.C.

i> The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m., pursuant to notice, in Room
2359, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John D. Dingell, chair­
man, pres iding.

Mr. D inge ll. The subcommittee will come to order.
At this morning’s hearing the subcommittee will continue  to explore 

the problems of more falsified X-rays on the trans-Alaska oil pipe ­
line. F or some time now the subcommittee has been inves tigating the 
role of the Government monitors and the ineffective way they have 
policed the p ipeline ’s construction.

Last  Friday,  the subcommittee heard sworn testimony in executive 
session from three top-ranking radiographers at one of Alyeska’s 
two double joint yards who admitted as follows:

1. They part icipa ted in a scheme to falsi fy numerous X-rays.
2. The falsification scheme was developed by the ir Bechtel Quali ty 

Control supervisor who threa tened to have them fired if  they  did not 
go along with the  scheme.

3. Falsification could have occurred at the other double jo int yard  
as easily as it had a t the ir yard , and

4. Not one X-ray hand at either of the  double joint yards has  been 
contacted or interviewed by either the Government or Alyeska con­
cerning the widespread rumors of faking of double join t X-rays.

The witnesses did no t agree on the number of films tha t were faked. 
„ The range is somewhere from about 60 to 200. The witnesses also could

not agree on the status  of the welds tha t were trucked out of  the y ard 
by mistake. Two of them testified th at they believed tha t the missing 
pipes included those which still needed repai r, were missing the re- 

4 quired X-ray or were missing an acceptable X-ray. Another witness
claimed tha t all of the pipes in question had been X-rayed and the 
welds found acceptable, but that the film had been found unacceptable, 
requi ring the fakin g of the X-rays.

Of course, the exact number of faked films and the status of those 
welds a re irrele vant  to the discussion today. An acceptable film for  
each weld on the pipeline is required  before the Federal Government 
can allow oil to flow throu gh the pipeline. Falsified films are a c lear 
violation of Federal safety  regula tions and stipulations. These dis­
closures are c ritical because thi s is a whole new area, involving 42,000 

(1)
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sections of pipe which the Government has never audited, analyzed or  reviewed.

Let me make clear at this time tha t we are not talk ing about the five sections of double-jointed pipe which, according to Alyeska, got  out of the Valdez double joint yard without being X-rayed , or the eight sections which got out of the Fa irbanks yard . The subcommittee is well aware of this problem and the action taken to correct it. The subcommittee has obtained copies of the Bechtel audits  relat ing to these joints , dated Jul y 22 and July 29, 1975. We also have copies of a letter  from Mr. R. J. Westerheid, manager of Alyeska Quality Assurance, and some of this handwritten notes re lating  to the status of those joint s as of Jun e 14,1976.
Wha t we are looking at today is the disclosure tha t in addition to those 13 pipes which got out without X-rays, there are a number which now, according to the witnesses, have faked X-rays on file.We are concerned with the faking , the easy way fakes can get past Bechtel’s Quality Control, Alyeska’s Quality Assurance and Govern­ment monitors, and the problem of how to obtain the required X-rays  at th is late  date.
Last June , the subcommittee heard testimony 1 from Peter Kelley, a former X-ray  hand on the pipeline, who admitted to his role in the falsification of field X-rays. As a result  of Mr. Kelley’s earlier  dis­closures, Alyeska had audited  and fingerprinted 100 percent of its X-rays taken  in the field. This resulted in nearly 4,000 questionable welds being discovered and repaired.  Mr. Kelly testified that 10 months afte r he told Alyeska about the faking, no one from the Federal Government had interviewed him. As a result of the original disclo­sures that Mr. Kelley had falsified five X-rays, Alyeska ultimately found that nearly 300 X-rays had been falsified.It  is important tha t there be 100-percent valid X-rays on the p ipe­line to  assure is st ructu ral integr ity. The Department of the Inte rior  recognized this when i t made 100 percent X-rays a requirement of the agreement by which Alyeska is pe rmitted to build a pipeline. When we see how easy it is to falsify X-rays and to slip them into the records of the company, we have to call into question the  entire quality  control program designed to prevent this. The last time X-ray efalsification was uncovered, i t showed tha t the entire quality  control program was ineffective. Last Fr ida y’s testimony showed again the ineffectiveness of a quality  control progarm that  could not spot  fa lsi­fication of records. 1The last time falsification was publicly disclosed, th e Government did nothing; it never interviewed Mr. Kelly or anyone else involved; and it let Alyeska conduct i ts own a udit  without any supervision or comment. Only afte r the audit  was completed did the Government make any inquiry. Now we have a repetition of the same breakdown in quality  control, an apparent repeat  of falsification of X-rays—and we have to ask again where was the Government? W hat was it doing?As a result of Mr.Kelley’s disclosures, Alyeska conducted an 8-month audit. Then the Department of the Inte rior  hired Ar thu r Andersen

1 See “Alyeska Oil Pipeline  Overs ight” hearings. Jun e 21, 1976, before the  Subcommittee on Energy and Power, Committee on In terst ate  and Foreign  Commerce—Serial No. 94-125.
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and Company to audit the Alyeska audit. Alyeska then hired Peat, 
Marwick & Mitchell to audit the Ar thu r Andersen audit. Now the 
Department of the In ter ior  is hiring another auditor to audit the audit 
of the audit  of the audit. With  respect to the disclosures th at  have 
come out concerning the double joint problem, we want to avoid a 
repetition of the same mistakes tha t were made in the first audit. 
We want to be assured tha t adequate procedures are insti tuted  and 
followed so tha t when the oil finally begins to flow along the pipe­
line, everyone will have fulfilled every condition required by law and 
regulation.

a The question of the double joint problem was raised in Apr il of this
year at a high-level meeting between Alyeska and Department of the 
Interior. The fact tha t there were problems or rumors of problems 
was discussed and it was quickly tabled. The informat ion about possi-

* ble falsification problems with double joints was recently disclosed to 
an Alyeska official, who has undertaken no action tha t we can discern.

Under these circumstances, the subcommittee is concerned about 
who is going to protect  the public interest. With the record before us 
of what happened in the first instance of falsification, we want to be 
sure that  we do not see a repetition.

I understand the Government officials have expressed a statement 
in a December 7 staff memorandum to me tha t there may have been 
conspiracy on the par t of some to cover up these problems. I found 
it incredible these officials are concerned about this suggestion, but 
apparently are not concerned about testimony under oath tha t the 
films were falsified.

These films were made available to Government inspectors who ap­
parent ly relied upon them. Such evidence should have resulted in 
Government lawyers and investigators scurry ing around to see if 18 
U.S.C. 1001 and other laws have been violated. Instead of doing that. 
Government officials are busy issuing denials and so-called forceful 
rebuttals. The best rebuttal would be an honest admission that at the 
very least the Government should investigate to prove or disprove 
the allegations rather  than to seek to blow smokescreens over this 
testimony.

I believe the  Congress and the public would rest easier i f this were 
done, or tha t we were concerned about the effects of oil spil ls resulting

* from poor welds.
The Chair now calls for our witnesses Mr. Donald Olive and Mr. 

Kenneth R. Powders.
> Gentlemen, will you jffease come forward.

Gentlemen, if  you will stand and raise your right hand.
Do you have any objection to being sworn ?
Mr. Olive. No, sir.
Mr. Powders. No, sir.
Mr. D ingell. Gentlemen, do you solemnly swear the testimony you 

are about to give is the truth, the whole truth , and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God ?

Mr. Olive. I  do.
Mr. P owders. I  do.
Mr. Dingell. You will observe a copy of the Rules of the Committee 

and the Rules of the House is there at the witness table, as required 
by the rules.
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Do eithe r of you wish to have counsel s it with you during the time you give testimony ?

TESTIMONY OF DONALD W. OLIVE AND KENNETH R. POWDERS,INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS, RADIO-GRAPHIC LOCAL NO. 2, AFL-CIO,  ST. LOUIS, MO.
Mr. Olive. No, sir.
Mr. Dingell. I assume tha t is true in each case?Mr. P owders. Yes.
Mr. Dingell. Gentlemen, you have been duly sworn. The Chair •will now recognize counsel for purpose o f asking questions.Mr. Barrett. Mr. Olive, for the record would you indicate your present address and your present employment.Mr. Olive. My address is route 1, box 5, Maramac, Okla. I am *employed by the Internatio nal Union of Operating  Engineers, local No. 2, St. Louis, Mo.
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Powders, would you state  your present address for the record, and your present employment.Mr. P owders. Route 1, box 301, Henryet ta, Okla., employed by the Internatio nal Union of Operating  Engineers, local 2, St. Louis, Mo.Mr. Barrett. Mr. Olive, what is the role of the Radiographers Union in the radiographic industry  as a whole ?Mr. Olive. In 1966 local 2 gained jurisdiction of 50 States  for non­destructive testing.
Mr. Barrett. What was the union’s role in Alaska ?Mr. Olive. Our members were included in the projec t agreement for the International.
Mr. Barrett. Were all radiog raphers employed on mainline girth weld radiography and double joint  radiog raphy members of your union ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. What is the use of radiography in the pipeline industry ?
Mr. Olive. To inspect the welds, to find if there are any flaws within the welds.
Mr. Barrett. W hat kind of defects are you looking for when you are inspecting  the welds ? ' 4
Mr. Olive. There are various types of defects. You look for slag, inadequate penetra tion, burn bruise, cracks, porosity, gas pockets, in­ternal undercut, external  undercut. .Mr. Barrett. W hat other forms of nondestructive testing are there besides X-ray?
Mr. Olive. There is ultrasonic, dye penet rant, hydros tatic testing, which is destructive if there is a flaw.
Mr. Barrett. It  is destructive if the weld is flawed, is tha t what you said ?
Mr. Olive. S ir?
Mr. Barrett. I  didn’t understand your last statement.Mr. Olive. I  said the hydros tatic testing  is destructive if the weld is faulty.
Mr. Barrett. Can hydros tatic testing  spot all the defects tha t an X-ray can?
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Mr. Olive. No, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Would you agree with that, Mr. Powders?
Mr. Powders. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Could a weld pass a hydrostatic test and still  be defec­

tive by Government and indus try s tandards?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. And, Mr. Powders, you would agree with tha t?
Mr. P owders. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Olive, were you present at an executive session

, of this subcommittee last F riday ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Did you hear testimony concerning falsification of 

X-rays of double joint  welds?
< Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.

Mr. B arrett. Are you satisfied that X-rays were, in fact, falsified ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Do you think it is possible that  some of those falsified 

X-rays were of welds which got out without an adequate X -ray  having 
been taken?

Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Brown. Could I inquire if you are asking the witness if he is 

satisfied from personal knowledge, or on the basis of  the testimony ?
Mr. B arrett. Are you satisfied on the basis of the  testimony ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. And from your personal knowledge of the individuals  

involved ?
Mr. Brown. Of the circumstances. There is a difference.
Mr. Barrett. From your personal knowledge of the individuals who 

testified ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Brown. Could I interrup t and say I think the question ought 

to be whether lie has knowledge of this from personal knowledge of the 
incidents rath er than  personalities.

Mr. Barrett. Do you have personal knowledge of any incident in­
volving X- rays  ?

Mr. Olive. No, sir.
•  Mr. Barrett. Before the subcommittee investigators contacted you

and asked you about falsification of X -rays,  did  you tell anyone from 
Alyeska tha t there might be problems with the X-rays of the double 
joints?

4 Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Who?
Mr. Olive. Joh n Waldrup, with Alyeska Labor Relations.
Mr. Barrett. What did you tell h im ?
Mr. Oltve. I told him I had reason to believe there was some falsifica­

tion in the double joint yard  back at Fairbanks.
Mr. Barrett. I s th at  all you said, or d id you tell him it was a  pret ty 

serious charge, or that there was substantial indication ?
Mr. Olive. He asked me where I got my information. I told him I 

was not at liberty to tell him where I  got my information.
Mr. Barrett. Were there any witnesses when you told Mr. aldru p 

this informat ion?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir, Mr. Barry Levine.



Mr. Barrett. Have you talked to Mr. Waldrup since?Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Has he had any comment about this?
Mr. Olive. He called me yesterday morning.
Mr. Barrett. W hat did he say ?
Mr. Olive. Excuse me. I  called him and returned his call yesterday morning.
Mr. Barrett. What did Mr. Wa ldrup say to you ?
Mr. Olive. He said I  got him run off, first.
Mr. Barrett. Why ?
Mr. Olive. Because I  gave his name in the testimony the o ther day, Friday.
Mr. Barrett. Do you know Don Thomas ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Brown. Could we get an explana tion of what being run off means ?
Mr. Olive. Fired, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Do you know Don Thomas ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Who is Don Thomas?
Mr. Olive. Don Thomas is a level 2 radiographer.
Mr. Barrett. Was Don Thomas in Alaska ?
Mr. Olive. A es, sir, Don Thomas went to Alaska in 1975 working for FxamCo. Then in 1976 he worked for Peabody Miller.
Mr. Barrett. Did Mr. Thomas ever come to you and advise you that he had been asked to fal sify X-rays?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. What did you do with that  information?
Mr. Olive. Th at information at that  time ?
Mr. Barrett. My question might better be sta ted : Did you tell any­

body with the Government about Mr. Thomas’ sta tement tha t he had been asked to falsi fy X-rays?
Mr. Olive. The Barnum committee.
Mr. Barrett. The Barnum committee, when they came to Alaska in July of this year?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Whom did you tell, Mr. Barnum and his people at a meeting?
Mr. Olive. Yes.
Mr. B arrett. W hat were you told would happen as a result of your 

ident ifying  Mr. Thomas? Were you told  that someone would contact Mr. Thomas?
Mr. Olive. Mr. Steele, af ter  the meeting, asked me i f I would con­tact Don Thomas and set up a meeting to where he could interview’ Mr. Thomas.
Mr. B arrett. Mr. Steele was going to meet with Mr. Thomas to get more informat ion ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir, if T set up the meeting.
Mr. Barrett. Did you setup  such a meeting?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Did the meeting take place?
Mr. Olive. No, sir.
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Mr. Barrett. Do you know why ?
Mr. Olive. No, sir.
Mr. B arrett. Were you ever told by Mr. Thomas tha t he had can­

celed the  meeting ?
Mr. Olive. No, sir. . 9
Mr. Barrett. Did Mr. Steele not make contact with Mr. lhomasf 

Is t hat  the  reason why the meet ing did not take place ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir. .
Mr. Barrett. Are you fami liar with an inciden t involving Lu ll 

Inte rsta te and a pipeline tha t they are put ting  in in Alaska?
• Mr. Olive. Yes, sir. .

Mr. Barrett. W hat  do you know about tha t pipeline, specifically 
with reference to  information provided to you by Mr. Roger Bell ?

Mr. Olive. Mr. Roger Bell came to me in Anchorage, Alaska, at
• the airpo rt. I happened to run into him at the termina l, and he to ld 

me he was really upset with Gulf Inter state . He was inspecting  for 
Gulf Interstate.' He had hired out to Gulf Interstate . He was not 
doing the radiography work. And he came to me and told me he was 
really upset, they wouldn' t le t him do his job. And I  asked him some 
questions about why they wouldn't let him do his job. It  seems like the 
X-ray company involved on the pipeline a t that time was taking three 
exposures and this was not up to the 1104 code.

Mr. Barrett. The code required how many exposures ?
Mr. Olive. Four exposures.
Mr. Barrett. And they were only taking  three ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. And Mr. Bell told you that?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. And did you tell anybody, or did Mr. Bell tell anybody 

besides you about this  ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir, I  advised Mr. Roger Bell to  go to our inte rna­

tional to see if there was somebody that the interna tional  knew at the 
Departmen t of Transpo rtation for him to call and report this.

Mr. Barrett. To your knowledge, did he repor t it?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Wh at action was taken as a result of this?
Mr. Olive. As far as I know, there has been no action.
Mr. Brown. Excuse me. Could I ask one clari fying question?
To whom did he repo rt it? To the international or to the Depart­

ment o f Transporta tion ?
Mr. Olive. He reported to a Mr. Paul  McBride with the Intern a­

tional Union of Operating  Engineers here in Washington, D.C.
Mr. Brown. And ?
Mr. Olive. Mr. McBride got him a name and number and reported  

back to Mr. Bell. Mr. Bell in tu rn called th at name and number.
Mr. Brown. You don’t know the name and number?
Mr. Olive. I was told by Mr. Bell it was Mr. Ceasar DeLeon.
Mr. Barrett. Do you know who Gulf Intersta te is ?
Mr. Olive. I know they are a pipeline company, or oil company.
Mr. B arrett. Are there  provisions  fo r X-ray ing offshore pipelines?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Barrett. And are you satisfied tha t the X-rays for offshore pipelines are satisfactory ?
Mr. Olive. No, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Why would you say tha t ?
Mr. Olive. All offshore work is worked off a short cutte r barge, or a real short operation. From the  time tha t pipe is welded to the time it is pu t into the water is a sho rt length of time, and no radiographer  has time to perform his duties properly  under those conditions. He has to use as fas t a film as he can get. He has to heat h is chemicals to where the film he gets that  he in terprets is not really presentable film.Mr. Barrett. You say a short length of time. Could you estimate how long? Is  it in minutes?
Mr. Olive. I have seen a pipe come through the X-ray stall on a barge every 5 minutes.
Mr. Barrett. So he has less th an 5 minutes in which to X-ra y the weld, develop the film, inte rpre t it, and hal t operations if it is defective ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir. He can catch it  in the next stall,  th at is another 5 minutes. In  the next stall down from the X-ray stall they usually put  the coating on and this sort of thin g on the pipe. You can catch it there if  it is a defective weld.
The point  is, the film is not an effective film to really interpret,  so he couldn’t see all the defects.
Mr. Barrett. What does he do with that film ?Mr. Olive. It is usually thrown away.
Mr. Barrett. There is no requirement for keeping the film and reading it later?
Mr. Olive. Some pipeline companies will require you to keep the film maybe until the job is over. They don’t care what happens to it.Mr. Barrett. The Government standards, as far  as you know, do not require retention of th at film ?
Mr. Olive. That is true.
Mr. D ingell. Can I ask about Gulf Interstate . Do they have a func­tion with regard to construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline?Mr. Olive. As far  as I know, they have none.
Mr. Barrett. I think we can establish later  on, Mr. Chairman, Gulf Inte rsta te is a Government subcontrac tor performing inspection on the pipeline for the Department of the Interior .
Mr. Dingell. I happen to be aware of that.  We will direct tha t question to the Inte rior  Department witness.
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Powders, you have experience with offshore pipe­lines and radiography. Would you agree with Mr. Olive’s s tatement with respect to the short time, and so on ?Mr. Powders. Yes, sir, very much.
Mr. Barrett. Could I ask just from the standpoint of quali fying the witnesses, have you done offshore radiography?Mr. P owders. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Is tha t your major  employment, offshore work?Mr. Powders. No, sir, but I have worked several jobs offshore.Mr. Barrett. For how long a period ?
Mr. Powders. Anywhere from 2 to 6 weeks at a time.Mr. Barrett. And, Mr. Olive, you are a radiographer .
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Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. And you have done offshore work.
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. So both of these statements come from personal 

knowledge ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir. e . . .
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Olive, how much of a problem is falsification of 

X-rays  in the indus try ?
Mr. Olive. I have been in the industry since 1957, and falsification 

is something that  is not new, because of pressures.
* Mr. Barrett. Wha t you are saying is that  there is a  problem and

there has been since you have been in the business ?
Mr. Olive. There is a big problem.
Mr. Barrett. Why is it a problem ?
Mr. Olive. I t seems if you walk onto a pipeline job and you are a 

radiographer you have got an inspector to answer to on this jot). If  
tha t inspector doesn’t like your looks or the way you dress o r the way 
you wear your hair, or whatever, he can find reasons to get r id of you, 
and so you try to get along with this inspector.

Mr. Barrett. Mr. Powders, would you agree tha t falsification is a 
problem ?

Mr. Powders. A very big problem.
Mr. Barrett. Would one o f the reasons fo r this be the tremendous 

pressures that  are put on the radiographers?
Mr. P owders. Th at is true.
Mr. Barrett. Are radiographers offered money or bribes in con­

nection with th eir work?
Mr. Powders. There have been situations.
Mr. Barrett. Are you aware  personally of any such incident?
Mr. Powders. None that I  would mention.
Mr. B arrett. But you have heard rumors, and tha t is the  general 

story ?
Mr. P owders. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Olive, would you support tha t same statement 

tha t there are rumors of payoff ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. B arrett. Have  you ever personally been offered a payoff?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. I assume you declined.
Mr. Olive. Sir ?
Mr. Barrett. Did you decline ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. One question I th ink we should make clear, Mr. Olive. 

You did not volunteer your information with respect to the double 
joint  X-ray problem to the subcommittee staff, did you? Were you not 
first contacted by the  subcommittee staff?

Mr. Olive. That is true.
Mr. Barrett. Assuming that  there is a problem with falsification of 

some X-rays involving the double joints, could these be identified in 
some way ?

Mr. Olive. Yes; I  believe so.
Mr. Barrett. Do you think you could tell us how they might lie 

identified?
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Mr. Olive. From the hearing Friday  I think the only way to identify those welds would be to  go through them, mark off all re­paired welds, measure this with a tape measure and keep records on them, and then go back and see how many identical records you have got and then overlay your film.Mr. Barrett. I t would require some form of manual overlay ult i­mately to establish whether there were falsifications?Mr. Olive. Yes, sir, or comparing them on the same viewlight together.
Mr. Barrett. If  you were requested by the Government, could you ,assist in spotting the falsified X-rays?Mr. Olive. If  my business manager agreed to it.Mr. Barrett. But you have the expertise if tha t were necessary?Mr. Olive. Yes, sir. •Mr. Barrett. Mr. Chairman, tha t concludes my questions.Mr. Dingell. The  Chai r recognizes the gentleman from Ohio, Mr.Brown, fo r questioning.
Mr. Brown. Mr. Olive, how many members are there in your union?Mr. Olive. Presently 800.
Mr. Brown. How many active radiographers are there in the United States?
Mr. Olive. I have no way of  telling.  I would say presently 2,000 to 3,000.
Mr. Brown. How does one get to be a radiographer ?Mr. Olive. By on-the-job train ing.Mr. Brown. And how does one qualify for membership in the union?
Mr. Olive. To qualify for membership he has to have a job. He can also get on referral at the hall and then when his name comes up he is dispatched out ami then he becomes a member.Mr. Brown. Apparently there are 800 members in your union, but  2,000 to  3,00 radiographers. Suppose one of those radiographers would like to join your union, how does he do that ?Mr. Olive. He gets on our refe rral list.Mr. Brown. H ow does he do that ?Mr. Olive. By sending $10 to St. Louis with his short resume up and his phone number and address. •Mr. Brown. What checking on his qualifications is done? Do you have a test ?
Mr. Olive. Xo, sir, the union has no test.Mr. Brown. So he gets on the referra l list. Is  he picked in the order •he is put on the list?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir, when his name comes up he is called.Mr. Brown. If  I send you my $10 I can ultimately get up high enough on the list that  I would be asked to take a job somewhere?Mr. Olive. Yes, sir. If  I called you because a company called me for a technician-----
Mr. Brown. That happens automatical ly? You don’t go down the list and select friends? You get on the board and move up?Mr. Olive. Right.
Mr. Brown. 1 ultimately would be high enough on the board tha t I would be referred to a job, and then what would happen?
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Mr. Olive. Y ou would be refe rred to the job. Then the company you 
were referred to would give you a test.

Mr. Brown. And who makes up th at test?
Mr. Olive. The company.
Mr. Brown. What  is it based on ?
Mr. Olive. It  is based on the 1104 code usually, but radia tion and 

safety-----
Mr. Brown. Who wrote the 1104 code?
Mr. Olive. I  am not sure.
Mr. Brown. I s it  a Government code? Is it an indus try code?
Mr. Olive. I t is an indust ry code.
Mr. Brown. Set by what organization ?
Mr. Olive. The American Society of Nondestructive Testing.
Mr. Brown. I s i t a s tandard test, or do they establish a number of

questions from which th at test is put  toegther  ?
Mr. Olive. Each company has its own test, and each company’s

could differ.
Mr. Brown. The other  day we heard testimony that it occurs oc­

casionally tha t a man who is referred by the union is not tested by 
the companies, tha t occasionally he is tested with this test which you 
make reference to, and occasionally a somewhat more severe tes t, is 
tha t right?

Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Brown. So th at the companies vary in the ir determination as to 

the qualification of these members refer red to them by the union.
Do you know anything  about the 1,200 to 2,200 nonunion radiog­

raphers , or radiographers  who do not belong to your union. Are 
they similarly  tested?

Mr. Olive. Some are, some are not.
Mr. Brown. Do they belong to other unions ? Are there other unions 

involved in the indus try ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Brown. What o ther unions are they ?
Mr. Olive. The United  Association of Pipefi tters have some non­

destructive  testing organization.
Mr. Brown. The people involved in the alleged falsification of 

radiog raphs  on the Alaskan pipeline were hired by whom?
Mr. Olive. Repeat your question.
Mr. B rown. Who were they working for, who was thei r employer?
Mr. Olive. Superintendence Co.
Mr. Brown. Out of where ?
Mr. Olive. Calgary, Canada.
Mr. Brown. Does the company still exist ?
Mr. Olive. Yes, sir, as far  as I know.
Mr. Brown. Does the Superintendence Co. have a legal responsi­

bility,  to your knowledge, for the performance of thei r duty under 
contract  with  Bechtel Co. ?

Mr. Olive. I would say so, yes.
Mr. Brown. And Bechtel Co. was hired to do what ?
Mr. Olive. To construct the pipeline.
Mr. B rown. To construct i t?
Mr. Olive. Oversee the construction.
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Mr. Brown. To inspect it ?
Mr. Olive. Sure.
Mr. Brown. For whom ? Who hired them ?Mr. Olive. Alyeska.
Mr. Brown. So these are employees in terms of their company of employment in the third degree. 1 hey wore employed by Superin tend­ence, which was a subcontractor of Bechtel, which in turn was a sub­contractor of Alyeska. Is tha t correct ?Mr. Olive. Yes, sir.
Mr. Brown. H ow long have you been in the industry, again?Mr. Olive. Since 1957.
Mr. Brown. II ow long have you been a radiographer? When did you take your first test as a radiographe r ?
Mr. Olive. I was a ra diographer before I  took the first test. I think I helped a radiographer probably 3 months and I was told th at I was «a radiographer , to go to wrork.
Mr. Brown. H ow long has radiography been used to test pipelines?Mr. Olive. I am not sure, in the 1940’s sometime.Mr. Brown. And on the Alaskan pipeline are there other unions tha t provide radiographers?
Mr. Olive. Ju st at the terminal there was a construction company that had thei r own radiography.
Air. B rown. Hid you have a closed shop on the radiography opera­tion, or not ?
Mr. Olive. No, sir.
Mr. B rown. And is there an ethical oath or anything like tha t that  a radiog raphe r must take to belong to your union or to perform his function?
Air. Olive. No, sir.
Air. Brown. I  think tha t covers my questions for the moment, Air.Chairman.
Air. Barrett. I have one additional question.Air. Hingell. Air. Barret t.
Air. B arrett. Air. Olive if an X-ray is of inadequate quality, does tha t mean you could still spot every defect in the X-ray , or is it possi­ble tha t you could miss a defect because of the inadequate quality?Air. Olive. AVith the inadequate quality  you could miss several de­fects.
Air. Barrett. AArould you agree with that,  Air. Powders?Air. P owders. Yes, sir.
Air. Barrett. And you are both qualified level 3 ?Mr. Olive. Level 2. »Air. Barrett. And, Air. Powders, you are also level 2 ?Air. P owders. Yes, sir.
Air. Barrett. It  is both your testimony that  i f an X -ray  is of inade­quate quality you might very w ell not spot a defect ?Air. P owders. Yes, sir.
Air. Olive. That is true
Air Barrett. I hat would lie of sufficient seriousness to cause i t to not meet Government standards?
Air. Olive. That is true.
Air. Barrett. Air. Powders, you agree ?
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Mr. P owders. Yes.
Mr. Barrett. That concludes my questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Dingell. Gentlemen, the committee thanks you. We ask that  you 

remain with us until the conclusion of this hearing in order tha t we 
might have you available for fur the r comment on testimony as is re­
quired by the committee for  purpose of our hearing  today.

We thank you and we excuse you temporarily , gentlemen, if you will 
please remain with us.

Our next witnesses are witnesses on behalf of the depar tment of 
transportation , the Honorable John  Barnum, Mr. James T. Curtis, J r.,

. and Mr. Marshall W. Taylor. If  you gentlemen would come forward,
please.

Gentlemen, in view of the fact we are administering  the oath to all 
our witnesses today, the Chai r asks you, do you have any objection

• to being sworn at this time ?
Mr. Barnum. None whatsoever.
Mr. Dingell. Is that  true  for the others ?
Mr. Curtis. Yes.
Mr. T aylor. Yes.
Mr. Dingell. The Chai r will observe the  rules and regulations are 

available to you at the witness table.
If  you will raise your r igh t hand. Do you solemnly swear the t esti ­

mony you are about to give will be the tru th,  the whole tr uth , and 
nothing but the truth , so help you God ?

Mr. Barnum. I do.
Mr. Taylor. I  do.
Mr. Curtis. I  do.
Mr. Dingell. If  you will each ident ify yourself for purpose of the  

record and for our  reporte r, we will receive your testimony.
The C hair is advised Mr. Barnum has a prepared statement, and al ­

though the statement  was not submitted to the committee 24 hours 
previous to the time of the hearing, we will nonetheless receive your 
statement.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JOHN W. BARNUM, DEPUTY SECRETARY, DE­
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; JAMES T. CURTIS, JR. , DIREC- 

„ TOR, MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION BURE AU; AND MARSHALL
W. TAYLOR, CHIEF, CENTRAL REGION, OFFICE OF PIPE LINE
SAFETY

* Mr. Barnum. Thank you. My name is John W. Barnum. I am 
Deputy Secretary of Transportation .

Mr. Dingell. Mr. Curtis.
Mr. Curtis. James T. Curtis, Director of the  Materials Tra nsporta ­

tion Bureau, Departmen t of Transportation .
Mr. Taylor. Marshall W. Taylor. I am chief of the central region, 

Office of Pipeline Safety Operations in Kansas City, formerly  onsite 
coordina tor for the Alaskan pipeline.

Mr. Dingell. Mr. Barnum, you may consider yourself recognized 
for the purpose of reading your prepared statement, or such other

83 -958  0  - 77 - 2
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comments you wish to make. Then the Chair will recognize next the counsel, Mr. Barret t, for  purpose of questioning.
Mr. Barnum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor­tuni ty to make a brief statement at the outset.
I realize th at the C hair and the committee in the interest of expedi­

tion requested th at there not be opening statements, and I will try to be as brief as I can.
I would like to state first th at I regard the  statements in the memo­randum of the committee staff tha t there has been a conspiracy on the part  of the Department of T ransp ortat ion to cover up or to ignore allegations of falsification of welds is a very serious charge, albeit *stated as it is “on the evidence available to  the subcommittee staff.”
I should advise you, Mr. Chairman, tha t based on the evidence avail­able to me I  reject tha t charge as being ut terly  without foundation.
Mr. Dingell. Mr. Barnum, for purpose of the record, tha t is the *matte r into which we are inquir ing today. Also we are inquiring into the falsification of a large number of X-rays with regard to double joint welds in certain par ts of the yard a t Fairbanks.
The Chair  and the committee, of course, will make the prope r and I think  necessary judgments upon the conclusion of the testimony.
Mr. B arnum. T appreciate that , Mr. Chairman, but since the staff’s charge has been made available to the public, I  think  i t is incumbent upon me to reject that charge at the outset and leave i t to the com­mittee to determine whether or not  it  is, indeed, with any foundation.Mr. Dingell. The Chair  does observe there appears to be strong testimony in the record at th is p articula r moment rela ting to falsifica­tion of X-rays and inadequate quality  control in at least one of  the yards under the jurisdict ion of the pipeline, and also under inquiry by your agency and the In terior Department.
Again, the Chair reiterates  we will review the testimony this morn­ing to ascertain the facts and circumstances on conclusion of our inquiry.
With in tha t framework, the Chair will now recognize you for  your statement.
Mr. Barnum. Th ank you, sir.
Over the past  weekend two fur ther  issues regardin g the integ rity of the welds of the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline System have been raised, <and they were reiterated this morning  in the testimony of the two previous witnesses.
I would like to review and comment on these allegations very briefly. *
The first issue is, according to press accounts, the possibility of “sev­eral hundred” faul ty welds made in shops in Fairbanks  and Valdez, the so-called double joints, where sections of the pipe are connected prio r to shipment to the field.
The information tha t we have from your subcommittee’s executive session held last Friday  leads me to understand tha t the extent of the problem is as follows:
First, possibly eight double joints identified as f aulty went to the field without  being repaired. Subsequently at least two of these were repaired.
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Second, after faulty welds in another 60 double joints had been 
repaired, reradiographed, reinterpre ted and established by Alyeska’s 
contractor as being in compliance with DOT standards and the pipe 
shipped to the field, the  rad iographic records of those welds were lost 
or found to be of inadequate quality.

Since a record of that  process exists, there appear to be records 
other than  the  radiographs themselves tha t indicate tha t the welds in 
question meet DOT standards.

There are now allegations, however, t ha t some falsification of the 
, radiographic records may have been made there after , in order  to

establish complete radiograph ic records of those welds for the pur­
pose, I assume, of complying with the stipulation  with the Depart­
ment of the  Interior.

• Thus it is my understand ing tha t the  quality control contracto r has
the radiographers’ logs and other records tha t could verify tha t the 
quality of the weld repairs in the 60 double jo ints in question meets 
DOT standards. It  is my fur the r unders tanding, however, th at tha t 
contractor has not  yet been questioned in th is matter, or those records 
examined.

In  any event, Mr. Chairman, we in  the Departmen t of Tra nsporta ­
tion intend to address any possible problem of alleged additional 
faul ty welds in the same manner as we are addressing the problem of 
the 3,955 gir th welds made in the field which were questioned last 
summer and, indeed, all other field g irth welds. As outlined in our 
report to the Energy Resources Council on J uly  31, a two-phase aud it 
is necessary to provide a statistically reliable judgment concerning 
the in tegri ty of the  welds and the ir rad iographic records.

The first phase entails a stat istical sample of welds and radiograplis 
to demonstrate the correlation between actual welds and the radio- 
graphic records of those welds. Aft er this is satisfactorily  done, a 
statistical sample of those records must be made to determine whether 
those welds are in compliance with DO T standards. T hat  is phase 2.

With regard to the phase of correlating the welds and the ir radio ­
graphs , our efforts were aided by a recent Departm ent of the In terio r- 
sponsored sample of 600 welds made in the field in 1975 and 1976. 
We have just  completed our analysis of the Depar tment  of the Inte­
rior report. It  indicates to  us th at there  is li ttle probability that there 
are any substan tial numbers of welds for which inadequate radio- 
graphic records exist.

*■' With regard to the possibility of falsifications of the radiographic
records of the double joint welds made in shops in Fairbank s and 
Valdez, a fur the r analysis of the records of those welds will have 
to be made prio r to determining the appropriate course of action. 
We will investigate those records in the course of other audits  we plan 
for the winter season.

Given the acceptabi lity of the correlation phase of the audit,  it 
remains only for our experts  to verify  statistically the Alyeska 
hypothesis that  the remain ing 1975 welds and welds made in 1976 
ail comply with DOT standards.

This procedure can be applied to welds made in the shop as well as 
to welds made in the field. This statist ical audit of radiographic rec-
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ords to be made in the next few months will not impede progress of the construction program on which welding has been hal ted for the season.
The second issue raised by Mr. Olive’s testimony in your executive session on Friday  and in your staff’s memorandum concerning DOT’s actions and in Mr. Olive’s testimony this morning, concerns charges of falsification of radiographs of double joint  welds and what the Department of  Transportation  did about it.
According to the minutes of my meeting with Mr. Olive in Alaska on Ju ly 2, Mr. Olive told  us, and I would like to quote very brie fly: *
There has been one case I know of where a technician has been handed a list  to dupl icate—asked to fals ify records. This was las t yea r. He was  asked by either  a Bechtel man or an Exam supervisor , I don’t know which. If  you want to know, you’ll have to ask  him. He lef t to go home las t May or June  ra ther  tha n falsi fy. •li e s  back now working for  Peabody-Miller. He’s a good man and I respe ct him for stan ding up. His name is Don Thomas.
Tha t is the conclusion of the excerpt from our minutes. I misspoke when I said July  2. The meet ing with Mr. Olive was actually July 13.We sent a copy of the minutes of tha t meeting with Mr. Olive to Mr. Olive asking for his confirmation of their  accuracy, and we have not received any response one way or the other.
Aft er Mr. Olive made tha t statement, I asked the chief representa­tive of the Office of Pipeline Safety Operations  in Alaska, Admiral  Steele, to set up a meeting with Mr. Thomas. Admiral Steele made contact with Mr. Olive, as Mr. Olive testified this morning, but Ad­miral Steele acknowledges he did not follow through on ar rang ing a meeting with Mr. Thomas.
I should point  out, Mr. Chairman, tha t none of us who were in Alaska has any recollection th at Air. Olive or  anyone else raised the possibility tha t there was a problem with the double-jointing process.We careful ly asked every individual we interviewed, including Air.Olive, whether there was any problem other than the field gi rth  welds tha t we should know about.
Some people called to our attention the possible problem with VSAI’s, which we already knew about.
Air. Brown. What is a VSM ?
Air. Barnum. Vertical support  member. Those are the sup port posts "tha t hold the aboveground portion of the pipeline. There was a ques­tion whether those pipes tha t make up the VSAI were also faulty.There were also certain related environmental problems of settling ,and a question as to whether the ir specially designed refrigerated thermal  devices were able to keep the  heat out of the ground, but no specific problem with respect to the welding as such was ever identified, nor did we ever find one. In  any event, we know7 about concern for the VSM’s, but that , as fa r as I  can recall, is virtually the only other type of problem tha t was raised.
In any event, nothing was said with respect to the double jo inting  w7eld problem. The only references to the double join t welds, to our recollection, were made on three different occasions. Air. Jack Turn er of the Department of the Interior’s Alaska Pipeline Office said that they had made a spot check of the double join t welds. Air. Vic Osad- chuk of Perin i, one of the section construction contractors, stated
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tha t the rejection rate on double jo int welds was in the 3 to 8 percent 
range, and Mr. R. C. Schmid of Bechtel mentioned tha t the double 
joint  rejection rate ran about 5 percent.

We were advised of those rejection rates by those gentlemen in the 
context of comparison with the rejection rate for held gir th welds, 
not because the double joint  rejection rate presented any problem in 
and of itself. Indeed, those rejection rates are not troublesome. The 
Department had not received any indication prio r to those tha t came 
to light  in your subcommittee’s executive session on Friday , either 
indirectly or from interviews held in the held or elsewhere, t ha t any 

„ falsification migh t exist with regard to double joint  welds made in
the shop.

In  short, Mr. Chairman, the principal focus of the Department of 
Transpo rtation’s response to charges of falsihcation of radiographs

* has been to design a rigorous statist ical examination for the purpose 
of de termining the integrity  of the universe of T APS welds and their 
radiographic  records. We can augment this approach as necessary 
to include inform ation from individuals concerning specific welds. 
We in tend to do precisely tha t with the fur the r information that  Mr. 
Olive has supplied.

Thank  you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Dingell. Thank you, sir.
The Cha ir recognizes Mr. Ba rre tt for  questions.
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Barnum, I think you could c larify  one po int in 

the staff memorandum. The staff memorandum does not say Mr. Olive 
told the Depar tment  of Transpo rtation in July  tha t there were prob­
lems with the double joint  yard. Wh at the memo does say is th at in 
following up the staff, through inquiry  with Mr. Olive and others, 
ultimately found out about the falsification problem on the double 
joints. I think for the record we ought to c larify  tha t point.

Mr. Barnum. I think the record is quite clear tha t your memoran­
dum does not say tha t Mr. Olive told us about double join t falsifica­
tions, and I simply wanted to make i t clear tha t the record does not 
make that point.

Mr. Barrett. I  would suggest, however, it was our own contact of 
Mr. Olive, something which could have been done by the Departmen t 
but which was not done, might have led to this discovery.

• Also, I would like to ask you for the record whether anybody from 
the Department of Transpor tation has yet contacted P eter Kelley?

Mr. Barnum. Not to  my knowledge.
> Mr. B arrett. Has  anybody contacted anybody else involved or pos­

sibly involved in the original falsification scheme?
Mr. Barnum. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. Barrett. So it is your testimony tha t the falsification scheme 

which took place during July  of 1975, which came to the Depa rtment’s 
attention in September, at least, of 1975, which has been the subject of 
scrutiny by Transpor tation as well as the Depar tment  of Inte rior , 
tha t with all of this background information, nobody from the De­
partm ent of Transpor tation has yet interviewed anybody who was 
involved with the falsification ?

Mr. B arnum. I accept your statement tha t we have not interviewed 
those individuals who have been identified as having falsified the
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records. We have, of course, talked to many people that you might say 
are involved in that  they were working on the pipeline at the same time.

Mr. Barrett. No one has made any attempt to contact any of the 
alleged falsifiers, is that your testimony ?

Mr. Barnum. Tha t is my testimony, and I will tell you why. It  is 
because our problem is not tracking down individually identified welds 
tha t may have been improperly done per the testimony of a welder or 
improperly done radiographs per the testimony of the radiographer. 
Our problem is looking at the entire universe, and as the chairman 
said in his opening statement, even the testimony of Mr. Kelley led 
only to  five specific falsified X-rays, although it later  developed tha t 
there were some 300 X-rays  tha t were falsified. So rather than  ap­
proach it on a piecemeal basis by tryi ng to extract the tru th from 
each and every welder and radiographer as to which weld and radio ­
graphs  were falsified or not satisfactory, our approach has been to 
determine whether or  not, in fact, the  welds in the pipeline th at are in 
the ground are good, satisfactory welds. Tha t can be done best by 
looking at  the records to determine whether they are satisfac tory and 
completely corre lated to the welds in the ground and not by chasing 
afte r a number of individuals.

Mr. Barrett. But  do you not have to know how they did i t? If  you 
are going to determine whether or not falsification has occurred, you 
ought to have some idea of how it was done.

Mr. Barnum. We were told how it was done by Mr. Kelley when 
he testified here in June. All we needed to know-----

Mr. Barrett. That  was several months afte r the Department of 
Transportation  met with Alyeska and the Department of the Inte rior 
concerning the falsification problem.

Mr. Barnum. T hat  is correct.
Mr. Barrett. So several months aft er the audi t had been done, by 

Alyeska, the Department of Transportation  had still not contacted 
anyone to find out how it had been done.

Air. Barnum. For the same reason tha t I gave you before, because 
how it was done is not so important, as the fact that apparently  it was 
done and our problem was determining the magnitude of the falsifica­
tion. Accepting the fact that  there were falsified X-rays,  and we did 
as a result of the audit because Alyeska itself identified falsification 
or the duplication which suggested falsification, our problem was to 
determine how big the problem was, and what the answer was.

Mr. Dingell. Let me, if  I may, come back to several points.
Fir st o f all, I want to ta lk about your stati stical methodology in the 

audits, but I  want to talk about that  a little later.
Second, and more iinporant, I want to talk  to you f irst about the 

impact of the falsifications which t ranspired  here. Here it is pretty  
de ar  we had, first of all, in connection with Mr. Kelley’s testimony 
earlier  before this committee, rather clear evidence of falsification of 
X-rays  and tha t sort of thing,  am I correct ?

Air. Barnum. That is correct.
Air. D ingell. That brings  into question a number of items, the first 

of which is the X-ray  process itself, am I correct on that, sir?
Air. Barnum. Yes.
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Mr. D ingell. And it also brings  into question the prio r audits  and 
the prior quality  control, am I correct on tha t?

Mr. B arnum. As of tha t point, 1 think  i t only brings into question 
the prior quality control.

Mr. Dingell. Prior quality  control, all right . And it brings into 
question not only the activities  with  regard to Alyeska, but Alyeska’s 
contractors, Alyeska’s quality control, whether delegated to other com­
panies or not, and Alyeska’s quality assurance, am I correct ?

Mr. Barnum. That is correct.
Mr. Dingell. And it raised questions to a whole large number of 

welds which u ltimate ly came into being and which have been fixed, I  
think, generally at the level of 3,955, if  I  recall your testimony.

Mr. B arnum. Tha t is correct. A nd all those items you proper ly say 
were brought into question by the evidence of falsification were, in 
fact, examined by us.

Mr. Dingell. But your folks have not talked to Mr. Kelley. Can you 
explain to us why your folks have not ta lked to Mr. Kelley, and why 
you have gone throug h a statistical analysis which may or may not be 
good but which may not be as good as talk ing to Mr. Kelley? Ap­
paren tly there are folks up there tha t were beating the system all 
along.

Mr. Barnum. Let’s assume we had talked to Mr. Kelley and talked 
to any other welder or radiographer whom he identified as pa rtic ipa t­
ing in or otherwise being knowledgeable concerning falsification. I 
would not have been satisfied and you would not have been satisfied 
tha t we had, in fact, exhausted the possibilities of falsification.

Mr. Dingell. We are in firm accord on that point. But we have 
two problems here. One is the problem of establishing the new stat is­
tical audits and new statistical audit base, and the other problem being 
the question of finding out what had gone on by receiving the com­
ments and testimony of people who might have knowledge of it or 
be involved in it. You did  the  first  but  did not do the second.

Mr. Barnum. You will recall, Mr. Chairman, when I  was in Alaska, 
you and I had a brief telephone conversation, and in the course of that  
conversation I said to you t ha t I may conclude it is desirable for us 
to talk  with Mr. Kelley. And I asked whether you had any objection 

> to tha t because I did not want there to be any question concerning
our tampering with a witness of the committee. You stated tha t you 
did not have any objection to our ta lking with Mr. Kelley.

Mr. D ingell. Tha t is correct.
* Mr. Barnum. I make tha t point now not to suggest you urged us

in any way not to talk  to him, but to make the point tha t we did, in­
deed, consider talk ing to Mr. Kelley. I concluded following our con­
versation tha t, indeed, the preferable way of determin ing the scope 
of the problem was not to go running around looking for radiogra­
phers or welders, but to go to the hear t of the matter , and tha t is to 
go to the records Alyeska had and determine whether they proper ly 
represented the pipe th at was in the ground.

Mr. D ingell. Mr. Bar rett .
Mr. Barrett. Last Friday  a t our executive session, Mr. Barnum, we 

requested a number of people be present from the Department of 
Transpor tation as observers. At  the conclusion of that executive testi ­
mony our witnesses remained in the room for some period of time
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and would have been available to be interviewed by the Department of Transportation  people. Nevertheless, not one of your staff remained around to ask a single question of one of our witnesses. Is th is for the same reason tha t no contact was made of Mr. Kelley?
Mr. Barnum. They came back from the hearing here to have a meet­ing with me to discuss what had transpired  and to prepare for this hearing.
Mr. Barrett. But nobody bothered to find out whether they could have fur ther  inquiry of the witnesses, nobody bothered to find out whether all of the witnesses agreed they were satisfied, to let the record stand and to leave the room immediately upon the conclusion of the hearing. We have never been asked to make those witnesses available to the Department of Transportation . I would ask why.
Mr. Barnum. I would suggest that  the answer is substantia lly the same as the one I  gave with respect to Mr. Kelley. We will investigate allegations of falsified radiographs with respect to the double join t­ing, but we will achieve that not by talking to individual radiographers, but by looking at the radiographic record, and by looking also at  the as-built surveys tha t Alyeska is producing in connection with the pipeline.
Mr. Barrett. In  your statement, Mr. Barnum, beginning a t the  last line on page 1. and continuing to the next line on page 2, you talk  abo ut:
After fau lty  welds in ano ther  60 double joints  had  been repa ired , re-r adio ­graphed, re-interprete d, estab lished by Alyeska’s con trac tor  as being in com­pliance with  DOT standard s and shiped  out  to the  field, their  radiographic records were lost or found to be of inadequate  quality .
That  is your understanding of what transpired. You did hear the testimony of two qualified radiographers just before you who said that if a film is of inadequate quali ty i t is not possible to spot every defect. Did you not hear tha t testimony?
Mf- B arnum. Yes; I did, and I don’t contest the testimony. I  think it is quite clearly accurate. If  the picture is blur red or otherwise, you could not necessarily assure compliance with DOT standards.
Mr. Barrett. So what we are saying i s ; I f the  picture were of inade­quate qual ity, we don’t know whether tha t was established as being in compliance with DOT standards, is that not correct ?
Mr. Barnum. You do not  know it i f you do not have in fron t of you at this minute the radiograph of sufficient quality to determine tha t the weld meets the standards . Tha t does not  mean that there never was a photograph or radiograph of sufficiently qua lity. I t certainly does not mean that  a repor t does not exist th at, indeed, a satisfac tory radiograph was taken and either th rough exposure or other treatment no longer retains  the  quality to determine whether or not the weld is satisfactory. I do not know what the part icular circumstances are there. I merely point out that , in addition to the radiograph  itself, radiographers keep logs and there are other records concerning the process of radiography which will tell you there has been at some point a sa tisfacto ry radiograph .
Mr. Dtngell. Let us ask this question though. What about then the fur the r instances, as we appear to have before us, where the radio-
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grap h itself was of an entirely  different section of pipe, and which 
is cataloged in the logs and records of the radiographers as being 
a radiograph  of a weid which has been redone to cure an e arlier an­
nounced defect? What is the situat ion with regard to tha t kind of 
action ?

Mr. Barnum. You are describing a situa tion where the radiog raph 
which is in the pocket or the box for radiograph  number 2 is, in fact, 
a radiograph of weld 32, is tha t correct?

Mr. D ingell. Th at’s right .
Mr. Barnum. That  1 would regard as a falsification and not an ade­

quate record for Department of the Interio r purposes of a radiographic 
record of each weld.

Mr. Dingell. The question then is how do you catch that , though?
Mr. Barnum. I  am advised tha t one way tha t can be done is the same 

method th at Alyeska used in audi ting the field girth welds, using the 
fingerpr int method. There is, I  ga ther, some question as to the ab ility 
to fingerprint  machine welds compared to th e ability to compare the 
fingerprint radiographs of gir th welds because they don’t have the 
same individua l workmanship characteristics. But there I defer to an 
expert.

Mr. Dingell. H ow do you catch tha t statistically  where the descrip­
tion of the weld as being one thin g is false?

Mr. B arnum. I think you would do just what Alyeska did with the 
initia l allegations concerning the field girt h welds. They will have to 
determine tha t they have a dis tinct radiog raph for each weld and then 
by some statistical correla tion prove tha t the radiographs tha t they 
have, in fact, relate to welds that are in the  ground.

Mr. B arrett. Ju st to refresh  my recollection on what you said, is it 
your testimony tha t falsified X-rays, put ting  a picture of No. 2 weld 
in No. 32 slot does not meet the  Depar tment  of the Inte rior  require­
ments as you unders tand them ?

Mr. B arnum. The Department of Interior  stipulation  with Alyeska 
requires tha t there be 100 percent radiography of all girt h welds in 
the Trans-Alaska  Pipeline, and that  in all other respects, they comply 
with DOT standards. We do not require 100 percent nondestructive 
testing  by radiography or  otherwise.

May I at this point clar ify the record with respect to a point made 
by one of the earlie r witnesses, and tha t is the DOT requirement  to 
maintain the record of nondestructive t esting of gir th welds. We do, 
in fact have a requirement  tha t, with respect to liquid pipelines, the 
record of nondestructive testing  must be retained by the  carri er who 
is involved, and if radiography is used the developed film, so far  as 
practicable, with the location of the weld appropria tely indicated, 
must also be retained. These records must be retained for 3 years 
afte r the line is placed in operation. And I w ould assume, therefore, 
tha t the Department of the Inte rior would regard their  stipula tion 
as not only requiring nondestructive  testing, but  also maintenance of 
the records of tha t nondestructive radiograph ic testing.

Mr. Barrett. Your regulations to w hich you have just cited I  would 
ask, Mr. Chairman, be inserted in the record at this point.

Mr. D ingell. W ithout objection, so ordered.
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[The material  referred to follows:]
Excerpts From 49 CFR Part 195 Transportation of Liquids by 

P ipeline

§ 195.2 34 WE LDS: NOND ESTRUCTIVE TES TING AND RETENTION OB' TESTING 
RECORDS

(a) A weld may be nondestructively tested by any process tha t will celarly indic ate any defects that  may affect the inte grity of the  weld.(b) Any nondest ruct ive test ing of welds must  be performed—
(1) In accordance with  a wri tten s et of procedures for nonde strudctiv e te sting ; and
(2) With  personnel that  have been trai ned  in the estab lished procedures and in the use of the equipm ent employed in the testing.
(c) Procedures for the proper int erp retation of each weld inspection must he es tabli shed  to ensu re the  acceptabi lity of the weld under § 195.228.(d)  Dur ing const ruction, at  leas t 10 percent of the gir th welds made by each welder dur ing  each welding day must he nondestruc tively  tested over the  en­tire circumference of the  weld.
(e) In the  following locations,  100 percent of the gir th welds must  he non­dest ruct ively te st ed :
(1) At any location where a loss of commodity could reasonably he expected to pollu te any stream, river,  lake, reservoir,  or othe r body of wate r.(2) With in rail road or public road  rights-of-way.
(3) At overhead  road crossings and w ithin  tunnels.(4) At pipeline  tie-ins.
(5) Within  the limits  of any incorporated subdivision of a Sta te government.(6) Within popula ted areas, including hut not limited to, residen tial  sub­divisions, shopping cente rs, schools, designated  commercial areas, ind ust ria l facil ities , public institu tions,  and places  of public assembly.
(f)  When installing used pipe, 1(M) percent of the old g irth  welds must be non­des tructively tested .
(g) A record of the  nondest ruct ive test ing must he reta ined  by the  carrier who is involved, including (if  radiography is used) the developed film with  so f ar  as practicable, the  location of the weld. T his record must be reta ined  for 3 ye ars  af te r the  line is placed in ojierat ion.

[34 F.R. 15473, Oct. 4, 1969, as amended by Arndt. 195-1, 35 F.R. 5333, 
Mar. 31, 1979]

§ 195 .2 34  WEL DS : NONDESTRUCTIVE TESTING AND RETE NTION OB' TESTIN G 
RECORDS

* * * * * * *
(e) ♦ ♦ ♦
(1) At any onshore location where a loss of commodity could reasonably be expected to pollute  any stream,  river, lake, reserv oir, or other body of water, and any offshore area  unless  impracticable, in which case only 90 percent of each day ’s welds need be tested.

* * * * * * *
(Arndt. 195-11, 41 F.R. 34035, Aug. 12, 1976)

Mr. Barrett. They apply only to liquid and not to gas pipelines, is that correct ?
Mr. Barnum. Tha t is what I was advised th is morning.
Mr. Barrett. And they apply only to those sections of offshore governing the Department of Transpor tation’s jurisdiction?
Mr. Barnum. With respect to offshore pipelines, we require 100 percent nondestructive tes ting as we do with respect to other sensitive areas such as under river crossings, roads, and in buil t-up areas.
Mr. B arrett. Returning to my question, is it your testimony that  a falsified X-ray  in this  situation, the  double joint situation, if i t is true,
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would not meet the  Department of the Interior’s requirements under 
its agreement with Alyeska ?

Mr. Barnum. I  hesitate to interpret the Departm ent of the In ter ior ’s 
agreement.

Mr. Barrett. I f you had a falsified X-ray  in the sense that  it was 
an X -ray  of weld No. 2 and was put in weld No. 32’s slot, you would 
not have an X-ray of weld No. 32 or a satisfactory one. I t is your 
understanding th at would not meet the stipulations of the Department 
of the  Interior  ?

Mr. Barnum. Th at would he my understanding, but I would defer 
to Mr. Frizzell.

Mr. Barrett. One other  point I would like to raise. You make men­
tion of the fact that there are the radiographer’s logs and other records 
besides the X-ray from which you could build. Are you aware of the 
testimony that the records th at were maintained by the contractor may 
have been obtained from the person who admits to faking the X-rays? 
In other words, they came to him and asked him for his records.

Mr. Barnum. Yes; I  am aware of tha t testimony.
Mr. Barrett. So tha t may give some additional problems in the 

way you are going to conduct an audit ?
Mr. Barnum. That's  correct. It  points up the fact that , indeed, the 

logs themselves may not be reliable.
Mr. Barrett. So you may have to, in fact, do more than a statistical 

audit?
Mr. Barnum. It  depends on what the statist ical audi t reveals. I f I 

would take a sta tistical a udit  and find 100-percent correlation between 
a valid radiograph in my hand and a weld in the ground, I would be 
reasonably satisfied, depending upon the portion of the universe I  was 
examining, that the pipeline was safe.

Mr. Barrett. Mr. Barnum, you heard the testimony concerning the 
Gulf Intersta te Pipeline th is morning?

Mr. Barnum. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barrett. Do you know who Gulf Inte rsta te is ?
Mr. Barnum. To a degree, yes.
Mr. Barrett. Do you know’ thei r role in connection with the 

Alyeska pipeline?
Mr. Barnum. I believe we interviewed some G ulf Inte rsta te people 

when we were in Alaska.
Mr. Barrett. And they are the Government’s h ired monitors for 

inspection on the line, check of quality  control and other procedures ?
Mr. B arnum. I believe th at is the ir function for the Department  of 

the Interior.
Mr. Barrett. You have also heard the testimony tha t they may 

have been requiring  less than full X-rays on their own pipeline?
Mr. Barnum. Indeed that  would be in compliance with DOT 

standards.
Mr. Barrett. It would be in compliance or not?
Mr. Barnum. It depends on where the weld is.
Mr. Barrett. At least at some point four pictures are required of 

welds, is th at not correct, under some of DOT regulations?
Wha t I  was going to get to, Air. Barnum, is at th is point wre have not 

had a chance to check out the question of whether or not the pipeline
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tha t GIE is bu ilding  at this time is or is not in compliance. Because 
of the role th at GIE is playing in connection with the Alyeska pipe­
line, I would ask tha t the Department check out the accuracy of the 
information we have and report back. I would ask, Mr. Chairman, tha t 
the record be held open at this point  to check that  out.

Mr. Dingell. Without objection, so ordered.
[The material referred to is included in the following insert.]
Mr. Barnum. May I submit for the record for inclusion at this

point the report tha t was given to me concerning the telephone con­
tact  from Mr. Roger Bell to Mr. Cesar DeLeon, Acting Director  of the 
Office of Pipeline  Safety Operations, concerning the event tha t was 
testified to th is morning?

Mr. Dingell. I think t ha t would be appropria te.
Without objection, so ordered.
[The material referred to follows:]

Com pl aint s F rom Constr uct ion  P ers on nel Workin g in  Alaska

Mr. Ro ge r Be ll te le ph on ed  Mr.  C. De Leon, Act ing D irec to r,  Office of  Pip el in e 
S af et y  O pe ra tion  (O PS O) fr om  Lou is ia na  ar ound  th e middle of  Octo be r 1976 
to  voice  a co m pl ai nt  re gar din g ir re gu la ri ti es in  th e  co nst ru ct io n of  a 10 inch  
cr ud e oil pipe lin e fo r th e N ik iski  A la sk a P ip el in e Co mp any. Mr. De Leon  ad vi se d 
Mr . Be ll to  se nd  a le tt e r se tt in g  fo rt h  th e  det ai ls  of  hi s co mpl aint . The  le tt e r 
w as  n ev er  rece ived  b y OPSO.

L at er , Mr.  Be ll co nt ac te d th e  st aff  of th e Hou se  Su bc om m itt ee  on E ne rg y an d 
Pow er  to  se t fo rt h  his  co m pl ai nt . Mr. Stoc kt on  of  th e Su bc om mitt ee  st af f co n­
ta c te d  Mr. De Leon  on Dec em be r 2 whe n Mr.  De Leon  w as  in Sea tt le  ho ld ing a 
co nf er en ce  w ith  th e OP SO  W es te rn  Reg iona l Chief  an d th e W es te rn  S ta te  re p­
re se n ta ti ves part ic ip ati ng  in  th e OP SO  pi pe lin e sa fe ty  pr og ra m. Mr.  DeLeo n, 
Mr . Ja ck  Ov erl y, OP SO  W es te rn  Reg iona l Ch ief , an d Mr . Ir w in  Mitc he l, A la sk a 
Pub lic U ti li ti es  Co mm iss ion , co nt ac te d Mr.  Stoc kt on  by te leph on e an d di sc us sed 
th e  m at te r.  The  det ai ls  of th e  co m pl ai nt  w er e un cl ea r,  bu t Mr. Stoc kt on  sa id  
th a t Mr.  Be ll had  in dic at ed  he  wou ld send  him a le tt e r se tt in g  fo rt h  th e det ai ls  
of  hi s co mpl aint .

On De cemb er 3, Mr . W il liam  W hi te m an , st aff  en gi ne er  in  th e OP SO  W es te rn  
Reg io na l Office co nt ac te d Mr . Be ll an d disc us se d th e  m a tt e r with  him. Mr . Be ll 
al le ge d th a t th e  ra dio gra phs on th is  pipe  were no t be ing ta ke n in co nf or man ce  
w ith  API  1104 an d th a t th e fu ll  ci rc um fe re nc e of  th e g ir th  weld s was  no t be ing  
ra di og ra ph ed . Mr. Gordo n Tyre e of  th e  A la sk a Pi pe in e C oor di na to r’s Office in ­
ve st ig at ed  th is  c om pl ai nt  a t OPS O’s req ue st .

Mr.  Tyr ee  re po rt ed  th a t th ere  is  ad eq uat e film  co ve ra ge  on th e g ir th  welds . 
The  g ir th  weld s are  be ing ra di ogra phed  w ith th re e o ut si de  s ho ts , ea ch  film le ng th  
be ing 17 inch es  w ith  good re ad ab le  con tr ast  ov er 14 in ch es  on ea ch  film st ri p . 
Thre e sh ot s of  14 inch es  of  re ad ab le  X -ray  film ea ch  ca n ad eq ua te ly  co ve r th e 
33.7 5-in ch ci rc um fe re nc e of  t he  p ipe .

The  re gu la tion s in  -19 CFR 195.234 re quir e th a t a w ri tt en  se t of pr oc ed ur es  
be es ta bl is he d fo r nonde st ru ct iv e te st in g  an d does no t re qu ir e  ad her en ce  to  API  
1104 in th is  re gar d. (S ec tio n S.3f of  th e  ra dio gra phic  pr oc ed ur es  in  A PI 1104 
re qu ir es  th a t ea ch  film st ri p  be 11 inch es  fo r a pi pe line  of  th is  siz e whe n ra d io ­
gra ph in g fro m th e  ou ts id e of  th e pipe , th er eb y re qu ir in g fo ur film sh ot s in st ea d 
of  th re e.  How ev er,  adeq uat e film co ve rage  is  be ing ob ta in ed  be ca us e N ik iski  is  
us in g 17-inch film s tr ip s. )
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FtCOPP OF r  ' V' lT  ; ff 't' FC ’ENC' OR 

'u r i. j' o i rr '"“ >li-. -

7LEPHONE CALL
._ 2 _ p .m .  1 2 /2 /7 6h «/•-•»» t * *’■ rr D'■'n im  cnwrirnr •i'"’- a n d  to r t io n  

__I _ r e tu r n e d _ a  . c a l l  t o  P e te  S to c k to n  o f  C ongre ss m an  D i n g e l l 's
_  _  A .

n F f i p p  .____ (Pho ne  * 2 2 5 -1 0 30) __ __ __ _

I  a d v is e d  P e te  S to c k to n  in  r e s p o n s e  t o  h i s  c a l l  t h a t  I  had  t a lk e d  
w it h  Mr. De Le on  a b o u t th e  c o m p la in t on  t h e  p i p e l i n e  in  t h e  A nch o ra g e -; 
A la s ka a r e a .  I a d v i s e d  him  t h a t  (1 ) Mr. De Leon b e l i e v e d  t h a t  t h i s  
wa s a t e le p h o n e  c o m p la in t w h ic h  he  h a d 'r e c e iv e d  fro m"  so m eo ne~ in  
L o u i s ia n a .  (2 ) He th o u g h t  t h i s  had  b e e n  r e f e r r e d  to  th e  W este rn  
R eg io n  OPSO o f f i c e  f o r  t h e i r  f o l l o w - u p .  (3 ) He wa s c h e c k in g  t h a t  
o u t  w it h  th e  C h ie f  o f  th e  W este rn  R eg io n  a s  th e y  a re  b o th  in  S e a t t l e  
now,  and  he  w ould  be  g e t t i n g  b a ck  t o  P e te  S to c k to n  a s  so on  a s  he  
ha d a m or e d e f i n i t i v e  a n sw e r.  (4 ) Mr . De Leon i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h i s
m ig h t n o t  be  to d a y  i n  v ie w  o f - “h i s - t r a v e T _ d i T f i c u l t i e s " T n - K iS _ e f f o r t -------
t o c a t c h t h e  f i r s t  f l i g h t  o u t  o f  t h e  S e a t t l e  a r e a  w hic h  wa s p r e s e n t l y  
w e a th e re d  i n .  T h is  was  a l l  "Mr. S to c k to n  n eed ed  a t  th e  mo me nt an d 
he  lo o k e d  fo rw a rd  t o  h e a r in g  fr om  Mr . DeL eo n.

Rog e r  B e l l  wa s m a n 's  nam e P e t e  S to c k to n  th o u g h t .

CONCLUSION. ACTION t a k e n . C”  RECIMRFO
c c :

~ C /D e L e o n -

; TITLF
I C h ie f ,
• I n d u s t r y  P ro g ra m s D iv is io n

FAA
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RECORD OF □  VIS IT □  CONFERENCE OR S 3  TELEPHONE CAL L

TIME

n o o n  (WST

DATE

) 1 2 / 2 / 7 6

NAMEfsJ 0?  REA SOM CONTACTE D OR IN CONFERENC E AND LOCATION ROUTING
lYMR OL In it ia l s

T O ?  P p t p  S t o o k t o n f  R t - f l f f  M p m h p r f  n i  n r p l  l ’ s

H n n s e  S n h n n in m i  t t p r  o n  E n e r g y  a n d  P f i w e r

SUBJECT

Q l> s * r y  f r o m  a  f n r m p r  p m p l n y p p  o f  a  p r n d i i r f r s  p i p # » l i n p »

in  A la sk a . . ■
DIGEST

In response to a telephone call from Mel Judah, who was Acting
Director, OPSO, in my absence (attending the Western Region/State
agency meeting in Seattle, Washington), I telephoned Pete Stockton,
in reference to a call he had received from Mr. Roger Bell, previously
employed by the Nikiski Alaska Pipeline Company. I told Pete that 
I had previously spoken to Mr. Bell over the phone and had asked him
for a letter setting forth the details of some allegations he had made
regarding welding - the letter was never received from Mr. Bell.
Mr. Stockton indicated that he thought that Mr. Bell was alleging that
the entire circumference of the girth welds was not being X-rayed._____ *

I told Mr. Stockton I would look into it and would provide him'

with the results of our investigation.
i

_________________________________________________________________________ I
i

_________________________________________________________________________ i

CONCLUSION, ACTION TAKEN . OR REQUIREO

DATE P TIT LE  J SIGNATURE

12/3/76 | Acting Director, OPSO

i
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RE CCED  O F □  VIS IT  □  CO NFERENCE OR H J  TE LE PH ONE  CA LL
TIME

1:4 0

DATE

12/3 /7 6NAMEfs? OF  PErt5ONfA> CONT AC TE D OR IN CO NF ERENCE ANO LOCA TIO N ROUTING
s y m b o l  In it ia l s

CALLER: W il li am  D. Whitem an.  S t a f f  E n e in ee r,  MTP-50-WE

CAT.LED: Roe er  B e l l.  Mo nroe, LA 31 8- 39 6- 87 44

SUBJECT

M i k i ik i - A l a i k a  P ip e l in e  Co.

DIGEST

At th e  re q u e s t o f  th e  C h ie f , W es te rn  Reg ion OPSO, I c o n ta c te d  Mr. B e ll  and

as ked  him  to  ex p la in  th e  a ll e g e d  w el d in g  i r r e g u l a r i t i e s  th a t he  w it n e ss ed  on

th e  re fe re n c e d  p ip e l in e .  He s a id  th e  pr ob le m  was on  th e  An ch or ag e s id e o f

th e  p ip e l in e  n ea r  th e  I n te r n a ti o n a l a i r p o r t .  He s a id  th e  Xr ay  com pany, A la sk a

I n d u s t r i a l  Xray C o .,  was X ra yi ng  ea ch  we ld (a s re q u ir e d )  and th a t  acco rd in g

to  API 1104 , 4 " s h o ts "  we re  r e q u i te d  fo r  ea ch  we ld bu t th a t on ly  3 " s h o ts "  we re

b e in g  ta k en . He s ta t e d  th a t  e s s e n t i a l l y ,  th ey  were n o t X ra yi ng th e  e n t i r e

c ir cu m fe re n c e . Mr. B e ll  was adv is ed  to  su bm it  th e  s ta te m e n t in  w r it in g  to

Mr. DeLeon. A ls o , he  was to ld  th a t  OPSO wo uld  in v e s t ig a t e  th e  pr ob le m  and

c o n ta c t him when th e  m a tt e r  had be en  re vie w ed  and  s o lu ti o n  re ac h ed . .

c:---------------J*--------“Tl —. o
m —

CONCLUSIO N, AC TION TA KE N. OB REQUIRED
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1 2 /3 /7 6  S t a f f  E ng in ee r W il li am  D. Whi teman

FAX Form 1522 (2-65) use  PREVIOU S COITIONS 0052—04 5-»0 00 (1350)



28

RECORD OF □  VISIT O  CONFERENCE OR Q  TELEPHONE CALL
TIME

4 :40 p.m.
DATE

12-7-76
NANE/.J o r PERSOMra? CONT AC TED OR IN CON FER ENC E AND LOCATIONMr. Gordon Tyree, Alaska Pipeline Coordinator's Office

ROUTING
SYMBOL In i t i a l *

Phone (907) 279-1502

SUBJECT

Report on Alleged Radiographic Violations on Constructionof Nikiski Alaska Pipeline Company
OIOEST

Mr. Tyree investigated a complaint that girth welds on the Nikiski pipe­line were not being radiographed over their full circumference. Thiswas done for the State of Alaska at OPSO's request.
Mr. Tyree reported that there is adequate film coverage on the welds.The welds are beinq radioqraphed with three outside shots. The filmlength is 17 inches and there is uniform density and contrast over 14inches of each film strip. The circumference of the weld (for 10.750inch diameter pipe) is 33.75 inches. One third of this is 11.3 inchesso a 14-inch uniform density and contrast lenqth provides sufficientoverlap between successive film strips to provide adequate coverage.
Mr. Tyree reported that Section 8.3f of the radiographic proceduredetails in API 1104 is not beinq complied with bv Nikiski because themaximum length of each film strip for 10.750 inch diameter pipe is 11inches when radioqraohinq from the outside of the pipe (per Table 4of API 1104) and Nikiski is using 17 inches. However, this is not..significant since adeauate film coveraqe is beinq obtained.
. I The regulations in 49 CF R S e c t i o n  1 9 5 .2 3 4  r e g i n r e s  a w r i t t e n  r » fprocedures be established for nondestructive testing. API 1104 is notrequired. Mr. Tyree will send us a copy of Nikiski's radiographicprocedures.)

CONCLUSION. ACTION  TA KE N.  OR REQUIRED

DATE

12-8-76
t it l e

Senior Engineer
S I O N A T U R ^ / y ^  ^ > 5

Lloya if. Ulrich
FAA Form 1522 u-s si use previo u s  ed it io n s  oos2-o«s-» ooo ii m o i
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Mr. Barrett. Mr. Barnum, are you familiar with the way the  De­
partment of Inte rior  handled the Alyeska audit the last time there 
was evidence of falsification ?

Mr. Barnum. Generally,  but not specifically. If  you can narrow 
your question, perhaps I can respond.

Mr. Barrett. Well, it appeared t ha t the Depar tment  of the Inte rior 
awaited the conclusion of the Alyeska audi t before involving i tself in 
the audit, is that not correct ?

Mr. Barnum. I do not know.
Mr. B arrett. I f tha t were the case, would you th ink tha t t ha t is a 

satisfac tory method of pursuing an audit,  o r should the Government 
be involved in the audi t from the beginning?

Mr. Barnum. Th at sounds like a hypothetical question, Mr. Barrett.  
I prefer to know the facts before I comment on the priorie ty of the 
action.

Mr. D ingell. Let me then ask th is question, i f you please, sir. Can 
you inform us how your agency can be assured tha t an audit is ap- 
propor iate and proper  as to matters gone forward under the audit 
without involving yourself either in the preparation , the planning or 
the conduct of the audit as it went on ?

Mr. B arnum, llow  can I lie assured that  an audit is adequate with­
out being personally involved ?

Mr. D ingell. With out your agency being involved.
Mr. Barnum. 1 can determine tha t by looking at the instructions 

to the auditors and by studying the ir report.
Mr. Dingell. Let’s take  the specifics of the audit to which we are 

addressing ourselves now. Fir st there is the audit, am I correct, by 
Alyeska ?

Mr. Barnum. Tha t’s correct.
Mr. Dingell. Then there is an audi t by Ar thu r Andersen of the 

Alyeska audit?
Mr. Barnum. Tha t’s my understanding .
Mr. Dingell. And Ar thu r Andersen said succinctly the Alyeska 

audit was just no good.
Then there was a subsequent aud it of the Arthur Andersen au dit by 

another firm. As I understand it, tha t audit sustained the Alyeska 
audit , and there is now going to be another audi t of tha t audit.

It  strikes me we have a great number of  aud its going forward com­
ing to deverse conclusions, and we would have been better served to 
have the original Alyeska audit better planned, be tter crafted  to avoid 
this multiplici ty of audi ts which now plague us.

Does it str ike you there ought to be some rather more careful super­
vision of who audits  whom to get an audit we can have some faith  
in in the first instance instead of having no less than four audits, and 
three audits of the first audit ?

Mr. Barnum. I  am not familiar  with the chain of audits  to  which 
you refer in your statement or in th is question other than to know or 
believe on the basis of the information given to me tha t after Ar thu r 
Andersen, for the Department of the Interior,  reviewed but did not 
audit the Alyeska audit and made a record. Peat, Marwick & Mitchell 
was asked by Alyeska to respond to the Ar thu r Andersen review. I 
do not think  e ither of those constituted an audit. I believe they were 
efforts to reconcile the views of Peat, Marwick & Mitchell and Alyeska

83 -958  0  -  77 - 3



30

on the one hand and Arthur  Andersen and the Department of the 
Inter ior on the other  hand with respect to the audit. On the details of tha t, I would defer to Mr. Frizzell.

Mr. Brown. I am a lit tle confused as to how many completed audits 
there have been, Could somebody bring me up to date on th at ?

Mr. Barnum. I think the fact of the matte r is, there is only one 
audit as such and that  is Alyeska’s audi t. The work done by Arthur  
Andersen is not properly described as an audit, but I could stand cor­rected by any auditor-----

Mr. Brown. \\ hatever Ar thu r Andersen has done has been com­
pleted and it questioned the propriety of what Alyeska did, is that  correct ?

Mr. Barnum. I think it questioned the methodology.
Mr. Brown. lia s there been an audit  of the Ar thu r Andersen efforts or-----
Mr. Barnum. Not to my knowledge.
Air. Brown. Is such an audit or questioning of the A rthur Andersen criticism in process by somebody ?
Mr. Barnum. My unders tanding is that  Alyeska retained Peat, 

Marwick & Alitchell to review the report submit ted by A rthur Ande r­
sen to the Department of the Interior. I don't think that was an audit, but again-----

Mr. Brown. Is tha t in process, or has tha t been completed?
Mr. Barnum. I am under the impression tha t had been completed but to the extent they-----
Mr. Brown. Th at has not reconciled the criticisms A rthur Andersen made of the Alyeska audit?
Mr. Barnum. Xot to my knowledge.
Mr. B rown. I s there some other critique or au dit by anybody else of what has transpired?
Mr. Barnum. May I say, not by the Department of Transporta tion.
Mr. Dingell. If  the gentleman will yield, it is by Interior, is tha t correct ?
Mr. Barnum. Tha t is my understanding, because all the Alyeska 

audi t did was test the radiographic records of the pipeline. My con­
cern has always been whether the radiographic records accurately  re­
flect the welds in the ground. The Alyeska audit compared radiograph 
with radiog raph and inspected individual radiographs  for their  quali­
fication and acceptable welds in accordance with ex isting standards. It 
did not attempt to establish tha t the radiographic records maintained 
by Alyeska reflected each and every weld in the ground. Tha t was to 
be done in the normal construction process when the as-built surveys 
are submitted to the contractor . There you have the correlation be­
tween the radiographic record and the weld in the ground.

Air. Brown. Who checked to see that  the welds in the ground had an adequate radiograph ?
Mr. Barnum. Both the Department of the Inte rior  and ourselves.
Air. Brown. And out of the total welds, how many radiographs 

were found not to be extant of the welds in the ground?
Air. Barnum. AIv belief is none.
Air. Brown. In  the second checking of the welds in the ground, were 

all the welds radiographed or checked in some way?
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Mr. Barnum. Yes. Mv understanding is that Alyeska and the De­
partment of the Inte rior and its contractors did tha t in connection with 
Alyeska’s repa ir program, and what they did and, indeed, what the 
Depar tment  of Transpor tation people in Alaska did, was take the 
opportuni ty to inspect the actual weld in the ground and compare it  
with the radiog raph which Alyeska had in its vaults and ascertain 
whether th at was, in fact, a radiograph of that weld.

Mr. Brown. You can tell  whether or not it is a radiograph  of that 
weld. One weld will be 6 inches long and another weld will be 5% 
inches long, and other weld will be 7 inches long. Or if there are two 
61^-inch welds, one will be a little fatter, or have a different beading 
arrangem ent, is t ha t correct? Is tha t where you get the fingerpr int?

Mr. Barnum. Not precisely. You get the fingerprint  because each 
weld, certainly each field g irth weld, has certain  easily visible c har­
acteristics. They are the distance from the button at the top of the 
weld to the point on either side where the finishing welder uses up 
his first welding rod. So you have two measurements down either side. 
You have two additional measurements in that from the top button 
one can measure the distance to  the longitudinal weld or seam coming 
in from one side, and the dis tance from the button to the longitudinal 
weld coming in on the other side. So those are relatively easily identifi­
able visual checks that you can make to determine that  the radiog raph 
you have in hand could be or could not be a radiog raph of tha t weld.

Mr. Dingell. Would the gentleman yield ?
Is tha t true in both the cases of the field welds and the yard welds 

to which we are addressing ourselves?
Mr. Barnum. That  is a question I am not  entirely clear on.
I am advised that , so far as we know, that has not been attempted. 

It  could be possible, but I  cannot assure you, that  indeed, it is possible, 
Mr. Dingell.

Mr. Dingell. I f the gentleman would yield fur ther ?
If  I understand the yard welds where they are redone, the whole 

weld is redone as opposed to portions of segments th at are redone. I  
am refe rring  to  the double jo ints that  took place in the yard.

Mr. Barnum. I don’t know tha t to be true, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Brown. If  I could continue just a minute. If  somebody had 

given the description you have given of the weld going around the 
gir th of the pipe, i f there was a measure, a tape around the pipe and 
somebody slipped tha t tape measure around on a good weld, an ini­
tially good weld, could that be determined ?

Mr. Barnum. Could what be determined?
Mr. Brown. Tha t the tape measure had been slipped around? In 

other words, the beginning of the weld to where you ended with your 
rod-----

Mr. Barrett. I think, Mr. Brown, if I might  c larify,  when we are 
talk ing about a double joint weld with a reject or defect in it, you 
then have another reject with a repa ir that has been made. Tha t repair 
is sat isfactory . If  both repai rs are roughly 3 inches long and the sec­
ond is a good repair,  what you can do is slip a belt around with the 
lead numbers on them so the X-ray of the repa ir of the good repair 
looks like an X-ra y of the bad repa ir or the nonrepair, is tha t not 
correct, Mr. Barnum ?
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Mr. Barnum. I think tha t is right,  Mr. B arre tt. But I would sug­
gest even in tha t instance, prov ided you have a radiograph not just of the repa ir but of the entire pipe, you could locate the radiograph  of tha t repa ir based on the distance to the longitudinal weld or to the button.

Mr. Barrett. The  testimony the subcommittee received on F rida y was to the effect the repair X-rays  were in the order of 10 to 12 inches long and not a film of the entire weld.
Mr. Brown. This  is what I am try ing to get at. If  you get a good weld, then you can tell from where the weld begins, the button, is that>-—
Mr. Barnum. 1 believe so.
Mr. Brown. And where tha t weld passes the longitud inal seam, you can tell if you are looking at the same weld, can you not?
Mr. B arnum. If,  as Mr. B arre tt points out, you have a radiog raph 

of the entire weld. But if you have only a radiograph of th at pa rt of tha t weld which has been repaired and tha t radiog raph excerpt, if you will, does not include either the longitudinal seams or the but ton, or some other distinguishing characteristic, it may not be possible to determine tha t it is, indeed, not the weld on some other place.Mr. Brown. I understand that.
Now, my question is, if you were to know’ that  there were some bad welds tha t had been repaired, and you had a pic ture of  the alleged repa ir which was not, in fact, of that  repair,  and you took another picture  of the repa ir so that  you were sure you had a real picture  of the repair, could you determine t ha t those two were different pictures?I am asking you, Mr. Barnum, but I am looking at whoever it  is over here in the fancy suit.
Mr. Barnum. Let me attempt to answer the question first, if I may.
My understanding is that those four characteristics tha t I  gave you are not the only ways in which you can say this is or  is not a radio ­graph of a specific weld. Indeed, once Alyeska had pulled those for which those four character istics overlap within a half-inch , you can tell almost immediately if it is an X-ray of another weld because 

of the other characteristics that are reflected in the radiog raph differ just  the way X-rays of one individual differ from one another.
Mr. Brown. I understand that  we have two sections of pipe tha t have been welded together in the yard. These go out in the field and those two sections welded together are welded in the field wi th other two sections w’elded together. And our first problem some months 

ago was tha t some o f these w’elds made in the field, otherwise called field welds, were not adequately done, is that right?
Mr. Barnum. Yes.
Mr. Brown. Now, in this hearing, the two sections of pipe w’elded together in the yard,  otherw ise called yard welds, are the ones under 

question. PO I, DOT, and I guess Alyeska have all checked the field welds. It is my understanding that  these field welds generally were adequate but that there were some missing radiographs, is that correct?
Mr. B arnum. Th at’s correct. T ha t’s where the interest has been up until now.
Mr. Brown. There were missing radiographs, were there not?Mr. Barnum. There were.
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Mr. Brown. There  were.
Mr. Barnum. I believe there were both missing radiographs and 

duplicated radiographs.
Mr. Brown. But the welds of the missing radiographs have been 

rechecked ?
Mr. Barnum. That’s correct.
Mr. B rown. And those welds have been found by the reradiograph- 

ing to be adequate, is that correct?
Mr. Barnum. Not in all cases, but in any event, we have a radio- 

graphic record of that  weld. There remains the question whether the 
radiog raph shows a satisfactory weld or not.

Mr. Brown. I f they were not adequate, or if  there was some question 
as to whether the reradiograph showed a satisfac tory weld, have they 
been repaired or are they in the process of being repaired ?

Mr. Barnum. It  is my understand ing they are in the process of being 
repaired, but I fur ther understand tha t there are some radiographs 
which, in the judgment of  some of the people who have looked at them, 
do not reflect a satisfactory weld.

Mr. Brown. What is the process being used in that  instance?
Mr. Barnum. Can I have Mr. Taylor talk  to tha t point? That is 

what he has been charged with doing.
Mr. Taylor. In the latter pa rt of  September I was sent to Anchorage 

to represent the Department of Transportation  to coordinate work 
with the Department of the Interior. I was supplied Coast Guard 
radiographers to review X-rays and the discrepancies and so forth  
tha t we thought we had up there. We reviewed some 1,000 X-rays.

Mr. Brown, flow many?
Mr. Taylor. Around 1,000 X-rays in this area. So to answer your 

question, we do have a feel for what the X-rays are like on th at pipe 
line.

Mr. Barnum. I have a statistical compilation of jus t what we did in 
looking a t radiographs, it has many numbers in it and perhaps I can 
submit it to the committee.

Mr. Dingell. I think that  would be helpful and it will be received 
for the record.

[The following information was received for the record:]
Coast Guard E xamin ation  of Girth Weld Radiographs on the T rans- 

Alaskan Crude Oil P ipe lin e

A. R eg ar di ng  the re m ed ia l we ld  pr og ra m , fo ur  Coa st  G uar d ra dio gra pher s 
re vi ew ed  g ir th  we ld ra d io gra phs in th e he ld an d in  th e X -ray  vau lt s in  An­
ch orag e.  A t th e tim e th e Coa st G uar d  ra dio gra phers  w er e re vi ew in g th e X-ra ys , no t ai l of  th e  re m ed ia l X -ray s w er e av ai la ble  to them . Thi s co nd iti on  ob ta in ed  
be ca us e e it her th e re pair  of th e de fe ct  did no t re qu ir e an  X -ray  (s uc h as  g rind in g 
out an  a rc  b u rn ),  or th e  X -ray  of  th e re pair  w as  in  tr an s it , or  th e  re pair  of  th e 
de fe ct  h ad  no t been co mp let ed .

1. Coa st  G ua rd  ra dio gra phers  ad dre ss ed  483 of  th e 612 g ir th  we lds  pe tit io ne d 
fo r w aive r. Of  the se  483 g ir th  weld s :

Th e ra dio gra pher s re ad  an d ac ce pt ed  as  m ee tin g th e DOT  s ta n d ard s 416 ra dio ­
gra phs of  weld s in th e pet it io n a ft e r re pair s were co mplete d. Ab ou t 80 per ce nt  
of  th es e ra di ogra phs were re ad  in An ch orag e.

61 welds  were cu t out  or  ab an do ne d,  th er ef or e,  no  ra dio gra ph was  av ai la ble  
an d th e  w eld s w er e w ithdra w n f ro m  th e peti tion .

6 weld s were re pai re d an d th e re pair s were ac ce pt ed  vi su al ly , th er ef ore , no 
ra di og ra ph  w as  av ai la ble  f or  th e  C oa st  G ua rd  r ad io gra phers  to rev iew .



2. Coa st  Gua rd  ra di og ra pher s read  380 ra dio gr ap hs of  th e re m ai ni ng  3,955 de fe ct iv e g ir th  we lds , ex clud in g th e  G12 g ir th  weld s pe ti tion fo r waive r.
The  r em ed ia l ra di og ra ph s fo r 334 weld s were ac ce pt ab le .
F or 44 we lds , th ere  w er e no ra d io gra phs of  th e re pair  of  th e g ir th  we lds .
F or tw o we lds , Alyeska  de te rm in ed  th a t th e weld s were ac ce pt ab le , bu t th e Coa st  Gua rd  ra di og ra phe rs  de te rm in ed  th a t th e  in it ia l X -ray s of  th e g ir th  weld s w er e of  in su ffi cie nt  c on tr ast  t o de te rm in e th e qual it y  o f t he g ir th  we lds .
B. R eg ar di ng  th e g ir th  we lds  m ad e duri ng 1975 th a t were no t foun d de fic ien t 

by th e  Al yeska au dit , th e Co as t G uar d ra dio gra pher s revi ew ed  a nu mbe r of  t he se  ra dio gra phs in  An chorage.
1. Coa st G ua rd  ra d io gra pher s re ad  100 ra dio gra phs (20 we ld  ra d io gra phs pe r se ct io n)  pic ked a t rand om  by th e  Co as t G ua rd  ra dio gra ph er s.  All we lds were fo un d to me et API  1104.
2. Coa st  Gua rd  ra di og ra phe rs  re ad  31 ra dio gra phs of th e 54 g ir th  welds  wh ich , 

ac co rd in g to  th e G IE  repo rt , did not  m ee t A PI 1104. El ev en  of th e  31 g ir th  we ld  
ra d io gra phs ex am in ed  did no t mee t A PI 1104, ac co rd in g to  th e Coa st  G ua rd  ra di og ra ph er s.

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I would like to pursue some questions about the yard welds but I don’t want to do it until it is appropriate.
Mr. Dingell. The Chair does recognize this is a good idea.
Mr. Barrett. With  respect to the double jo ints is this an entirely new area about which DOT was not aware?
Mr. Barnum. Yes.
Mr. Dingell. If counsel would yield, that was not alluded to in your 

earlie r comments with regard to statistical analysis welds in the col­loquy between yourself and Mr. Brown.
Mr. B arnum. I don’t t hink  it was excluded from t ha t colloquy and many par ts of it were applicable to that problem.
Mr. Brown. I f I may, what was done when you were repair ing field 

welds was to check the field welds which in fact is every other weld in the pipeline, is that correct, roughly?
Mr. Barnum. Roughly, yes.
Mr. Brown. And now the questions are being raised about every 

other weld in the pipeline, the ones tha t were done in the yard, is t hat  where we are?
Mr. B arnum. Yes.
May T offer a small correction to your statement? There were about 

100,000 segments of pipe most of which are approximately 40-feet 
long. There are about 42,000 double joint welds. Not all the pipe went to the field double jointed.

Mr. Brown. In other words, not all of i t went in 80-foot segments.
Mr. Barnum. That is correct. I think there are also some 60-foot 

segments but I could be incorrect. The point is ha lf the pipeline was not double jointed.
Mr. Brown. I  unders tand.
Mr. Dingell. The Chair thanks the gentlemen.
The Chai r recognizes again Mr. Barrett.
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Barnum, if the Department of Transpor tation 

were asked by the subcommittee to conduct an audit or to be involved in an audit of the double joint weld X-ray problem, would you be able 
to present the subcommittee with a proposed course of action ?Mr. Barnum. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrett. Are you prepared to do tha t today or will it  take more time?
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Mr. Barnum. This is something tha t 1 would want to first discuss 
with the Department of the Inte rior  which has primary responsi­
bility in this area but I am sure tha t between us we could make a 
recommendation to you as to the appropria te action.

Mr. Barrett. Does the Departmen t of Transpor tation have quali­
fied people who could read X-rays?

Mr. B arnum. Yes.
Air. Barrett. Do you have any idea how many people or-----
Mr. B arnum. Let me say first they are not in the Office of Pipeline 

Safety  Operation. The department is fortunate to have the Coast 
Guard , which does have rad iographers, and we have been using them 
to perform our radiography work in Alaska.

Mr. Barrett. If  necessary, the Department could use the Coast 
Guard  services again ?

Mr. Barnum. Well, if we get into a major undertaking, I would 
want to consider doing it in some fashion other than  by taking Coast 
Guardsmen who have other primary responsibilities. We used the 
Coast G uard in July  because they were on the Depar tment  of Tran s­
portation  payroll and able to go to Alaska immediately.

Mr. Barrett. Tha t concludes my questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Dinoell. The Chair  recognizes the gentleman from Ohio.
Air. Brown. Thank you very much.
I think first, Air. Barnum, in view of the Coast Guard  radiog­

raphers having just been brought into this discussion it would be 
helpful if you would supply us the qualifications of a Coast Guard 
radiographer and relate them to the radiographic qualifications for 
the pipeline. We have already had some discussion about the qualifi­
cations of the union radiog raphe rs and how one qualifies to be a union 
radiographer, so if you could p ut those two things together to assure 
tha t the Coast Guard radiographers are competent to do this job or 
perhaps establish tha t they are not.

Air. Barnum. I of course will be pleased to do t ha t but may I be 
clear on this, Air. Brown. If  our recommendation to the committee 
involves using an entity other than  the Coast Guard  for conducting 
the audi t or radiographic inspection, would you still want this 
information?

Mr. B rown. I would still want it with reference to the  Coast Guard  
radiographers because I  understand they have been used on the other 
portions  of the pipeline, the initial “every other” problem, but who­
ever you intend to use in this process I would want us to have a 
description  of their  qualification to do this job.

Air. Barnum. Yes, sir.
[The following information  was received for the  record :]

Qu a lif ic a tio n s  for  a U.S. Coa st  G uard M a rin e  I ns pe ct or

Commissioned officers in the grades of lieutena nt and lieute nant (junio r grade) 
and chie f warrant  officers are  selected for assignments to commercial vessel 
safe ty duty to become mar ine inspec tors. These officers have  shipboard expe ri­
ence either in the  Coast Guard or merchant marine , or have marine-associated  
backgrounds.

Officers entering their  ini tial  tou r of duty in commercial  vessel safe ty do so 
upon completion of an eleven week course in marine  safety. Welding and  the
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inspect ion of weldments is a ma jor  subject witli inst ruc tion  given on the  fo llow­ing top ics : introduct ion to welding, welding joints  and symbols, welding elec- trodes,  performance and procedure qualifications,  welding stresses and sequences, welding imperfections, and  eight hours of actu al welding in a laboratory. The weld inspection study includes introduction to nondestruc tive  inspection,  dye penetra nt, ultra sonic inspection, magnetic part icle testing, radiographic contro l of welds, X-ray reading lab, and a practic al exercise in nondestruc tive  testing .Following the form al eleven week tra ining course, the officer is assigned to a mar ine safe ty or mar ine inspec tion office for a three yea r on-the-job-train ing period. During this tou r he is employed in all phases of s afe ty act ivit ies gaining the  necessary  experience to become qualified  in each phase of commercial vessel safety . Normally lie spends 24 months as field inspecto r which includes shipyard  work, fac tory  inspect ion of approved equipment, and general  vessel safe ty inspections. w
Various short term func tiona l tra ini ng  courses are  used to fu rth er  ou r officer’s knowledge of many face ts of commercial vessel safety. Since welding plays such an impor tan t role in vessel construction and repair,  pa rti cu lar emphasis is placed on th e proper inspection of welds. The U.S. Army Mater ials and Mechanics Research Cente r at  Watertown, Mass., is used extensively  to tra in  our  officers in weld inspection.
The courses utilized include such methods of nond estructive inspection of materials a s : magnetic par ticle and  liquid penet ran t inspection, rad iographic insiiection, ultrasonic inspection, and weld inspection. In addition to these  form al tra ining  courses, our officers att end various conferences and seminars sponsored  by industry, classi fication societies, and standard s organ izatio ns.
Mr. Brown. Now is the issue here, to your knowledge or from your impression, one concerning the quality of radiog raphs  or the quality of the welds or both ?
Mr. Barnum. At this point I can’t exclude either.
Mr. Brown. Well, if I may address tha t with a littl e reading out of the testimony we got the other day—Mr. Chairman, I trust you will be patient for me to establish this. I think i t gets us down to the point.
I would like to read this. Thi s is as it is transcribed.
Mr. Brown. Could I ask a question  a t this point. The lis t we are  t alk ing  about was what Dirks asked  you to get radiographs for to replace the  radiograph of the  r epair  on that  pipe  that, they co uldn’t find ; isn ’t that  r igh t?First W itness. Evidently, th at  is what it  was for.
Mr. Brown. You were asked to get a radiograph and put  it  in ther e for that  number?
F irst Witness. Yes.
Mr. Brown. Because they couldn’t find the pipe where  a radiograph of the rep air  had  been done?
F irst Witness . Yes.
Mr. Brown. This then was all of the repa ired  pipe, isn ’t th at  correct?Second Witness. Yes.
Mr. Brown. So i f I could pursue  this  j us t for a minute, you have so many pipe th at  had  been welded, and  you got a first  picture of what was OK, b ut some of athose were not OK, and they had to be rep aired;  isn ’t that  righ t? What was the percentage of those that  had to be repa ired  of the first  weld not being ade­qua te ; do you know?
Second Witness. Over the enti re job, about  12 percent.
Mr. Brown. Now then wha t was the  percen tage of  the second welds that  were not p roper ly done; do you know tha t?
Second Witness . P robably about 1 percent .
Mr. Brown. So we are  talk ing abou t 1 percent of 12 percent, so that  about 1 percent of these second welds th at  you were asked to put  some oth er pic ture  in because they couldn’t find where the pipe had been welded the  second time—it  would be the norma l frequency of having one of those welds show up to be a bad weld ; is th at  correct?  Do you un der stand what I am ask ing?Second Witness. I unders tand what you are asking, but  most of these  films were Bechtel’s. There had  been film and for some reason the  film was kicked
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out by Bechtel and we knew, I would say, 90 percent of those that  were  re-X- 
rayed already  had tilin on them and probably more tha n tha t, and  they kicked 
the film out for  some litt le reason of not being able to clear ly see a “two” on 
them, or the  pentrom eter  or some minor  thing. The pipes had alre ady  gone, 
you know.

Mr. Brown. But  my ques tion is th is : Are you suggesting tha t, say, all 60 of 
those welds where  they  couldn’t find the weld, or couldn’t find the pipe, and 
didn’t have a pic ture  of that  second weld, that  repa ired spot, are  you saying 
th at  those were all  bad welds or  all inad equate radiographs?

Second Witness . All bad radiographs?
Mr. Brown. You don’t know wh ethe r th e weld was good or bad?
Second Witness. According to what the  radiograph  showed they were all 

good, but the re was some minor  thing w ith the film.
Mr. Brown. Now, but do you know that  weld was good?
Second Witness. We had al ready read it.
Mr. Brown. And you decided it  was  good?
Second W itness. Yes.
Mr. Brown. And the second re pai r weld was good?
Second W itness . Yes.
Mr. Brown. Wait a minute. Are you telling me now you were ju st  replacing 

radiograph s of welds th at  had previously been estab lished as being good welds?
F irst Witne ss. Most of these  had. They lost some of the film, also you see, 

on this. And people would take film and this  guy would take a box with  him to 
his motel and he would drag up or someth ing that  nigh t and they would find it.

Mr. Brown. W hat is tha t?
F irst Witness. He would quit.
Mr. Brown. There is a litt le bit of semantics  here  that  I am not  up with. I 

thought maybe “drag up” was someth ing else, but  I don’t wan t to get into th at  
too far .

So tha t is the  way they lost it,  you a re telling me?
F irst Witne ss. They lost a  lot of the film.
Mr. Brown. But you are  telling me th at  the  film had been read  and it had 

been establis hed as an adequa te repair  weld?
Second Witne ss. I would say bet ter  th an 5)0 percent.
Mr. Brown. Let us say 10 percent of them were bad. We are  talk ing  abou t 10 

percent of 60 films th at  had disap peared, and so you are  talk ing abou t six welds 
that, were bad, that  is what we are  saying here, or are  we talk ing abou t the 
estimated 1 percent th at  might be bad, or are  we saying that  you knew th at  all 
60 of  those were originally good welds that  had  ju st  been lost and so you were 
replac ing them with a fake weld th at  the re is some question about? Could you 
answer t ha t for me?

Second Witne ss. Wh at we are saying is Bechtel kicked the film out for some 
reason, or they lost the film, or something, that  we originally  had the  film on, 
and the ir qua lity  control  decided not to take,  or didn’t take action  for some time 
af te r it was sta rted, th at  i t was too la te to do any thing with these.

Now I  want to skip over to a l ittle bit late r discussion where we got 
into the same question again, this time with Mr. Dingell asking.

Mr. Dingell. If  you please, Second Witness, can you tell us whethe r the re was 
a sat isfactory X-ray  ta ken ?

Second Witne ss. Evid ently  it  wasn’t a sat isfactory  X-ray  because some of 
those they kicked the film out.

Mr. Dingell. When you say “kicked the film ou t,” what  is th at?
Second Witne ss. They ju st  gave it  back and said this isn ’t any good.
Mr. Dingell. They gave those 60 back then to you and said tha t the weld is 

no good or the  film?
Second Witne ss. They didn’t actually give us the film back, they gave us the  

numbers.
Mr. Brown. Numbers on tha t yellow pa d list .
Second Witne ss. Y es ; as fa r as we were concerned we had radiographed th at  

are a and we knew some of the radiographs weren't  up to their  standa rds , but  
the re was th at  weld, and the re was where  you could read it, and see th at  it  h ad 
been repaired , and i t was in code, c-o-d-e.

Mr. Brown. An adequately repa ired weld?
Second Witness. Yes.
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Mr. Brown. Could you say that  is tru e of a ll 60 or on some o f those would the radiograph  be so bad th at  you couldn’t tell about whether  that  repaire d weld meant code?
Second Witne ss. I believe a ll of them you could have read. The only thing th at  was any diffe rent  was some of these  welds were l^s wide and you couldn’t get all  of the  identifica tion on them th at  they wanted .
Mr. Brown. You haven't  answered my question , quite. Do you think those  orig inal radiographs,  that  some of those welds were bad welds the  second time—in othe r words, they had n’t been adequately  repaired—or do you feel they were all adequate ly repa ired and wha t was lost here was a radiograph of good welds?
Second Witne ss. As fa r as my records reflects from what I remember  of it, every one of them had  been—every one of them had been repa ired  and  reradio­graphed  and was an acceptable weld. The re were none unacceptable through quality  control.
Mr. Brown. It  was the radiograph  that  was  unacceptable  and  not the  weld, is th at  correct?
Second Witness . As fa r as  I know.
Mr. B rown. And you thin k all of the welds, based on the radiographs th at  you looked at, the  ones you remember, they didn’t find acceptable  to the  sta ndard  of the radiograph, th at  those were good welds?
Second Witness . As fa r as  I know.
Mr. Brown. Up to code standa rd.
Second Witne ss. Yes.
Mr. B rown. Then we were replacing the  radiographs with something th at  you are  saying were good welds?
Second Witne ss. As f ar  as I know.
It  was la ter developed th at perhaps  there was a small percentage 

of welds that might have gotten into the field th at were bad welds. However, the testmony at tha t point seemed to be fairly  clear t ha t the witness didn’t think  there was a possibility t ha t some of these may still have been bad welds. If it can be established that  there are bad welds, is it possible to go through  the pipe as you did on the field welds and 
determine whether or not we have acceptable radiographs of yard  welds that  are good welds? That would be the first step, I assume.Mr. Barnum. Do you mean litera lly through  the pipe?

Mr. Brown. Phrough the pipe tha t has been put in the ground  or through the radiographs th at exist to assure which radiographs mav be bad radiographs.
Mr. B arnum. My question, Mr. Brown, is do you mean can you by going through the  pipeline-----
Mr. Brown. Let me ask the question again so as not to confuse you and ju st strike out the first question.
I assume the first step would be to determine whether or not the radiographs tha t exist of the yard  welds include stone bad radio­

graphs, some t ha t are duplicates, some th at are not radiographs tha t correspond to actual numbers, is that right?
Mr. Barnum. Yes ; I th ink i f I  unde rstand your question that is cor­rect and tha t is indeed what Alveska did with respect to  the radio- graphic  record of the  field welds. They cross-checked the radiographs against each other and against the numbers of the welds to make sure tha t they had a different radiog raph for each weld and one that they believed applied to the weld in the ground.  They did not actually look in the g round to determine whether that weld No. 2 was reflected by radiograph No. 2.
Mr. Brown. It. was described in some specific detail how if  quality control did not have an adequate radiog raph tha t met radiographic
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standards then if they could find the  pipe, they reradiographed it but 
in other instances where they could not find the pipe, they would say, 
“Get us a radiograph  of a good weld and we can insert it in this spo t.” 

Mr. Barnum. That  is the a llegation.
Mr. B rown. Now my question is, i f you find duplicate  radiographs, 

is it possible fo r you to go to  those numbered weld spots and radio­
graph both welds and find out which is the weld fo r which you had 
the ri ght  radiogra ph and which is the weld fo r which you did not have 
a radiograph  in the fir st instance?

Mr. Barnum. If  either .
Mr. Brown. I am sorry.
Mr. Barnum. If  either. You could have two radiographs that  are 

in fact identical with different numbers on them and neithe r of the 
welds with those numbers is the weld that was radiographed.

Mr. Brown. Bu t my question is then, is it possible to go to those 
spots in the pipeline, get a radiograph of those welds and establish 
whether tha t weld is okay and whether it in fact is or is not the repa ir 
weld for which you have the radiograph ?

Mr. Barnum. That is literally possible. It  would, of course, be a 
monumental task.

Mr. Brown. Was it done in the fir«t instance? I understand that  
some of the bad radiographs of the field welds-----

Mr. Barnum. Tha t is precisely what was done with respect to the 
395,5, is my unders tanding.

Mr. Brown. So here we are deal ing-----
Mr. Barnum. Not necessarily by tak ing a second radiograph.
Mr. Brown. How is it done ?
Mr. B arnum. It  could have been done by the identification process.
Mr. Brown. All right .
Air. Barnum. They did it by the identification process in many 

instances.
Air. Brown. But we have a somewhat more difficult problem again 

with the repaired weld. There we have only a section of the 
weld tha t was originally inadequate tha t had been repaired. So 
you only have tha t repai red section that  has been radiographed.  
We have been told tha t the tape that was put on the origina l 
radiograph showed where the weld came on the pipe but tha t 
then when the radiograph is falsified the tape is put  on another 
pipe, slipped around to where the repaired weld on tha t pipe 
was, and then a radiograph is taken as if it were on the tape  in 
the righ t spot for the weld tha t they did not have a radiograph for. 
Do you understand what I  am saying?

Air. Barnum. I gather tha t is the allegation, yes.
Air. Brown. Now, therefore, it would be difficult, I assume, because 

the tape was moved around on the pipe, to know that you have a good 
picture on any par ticu lar weld. How do you ident ify those welds tha t 
are duplicates i f the tape  has been jiggered  with ?

Air. Barnum. I f you have nothing but that very short segment of 
film, I am not sure that  you could o ther than by comparing  it with 
the actual weld, or perhaps records exist which would otherwise re­
flect it is a picture of the repai red well.

Mr. D ingell. I f  the gentleman would yield, you are in difficulty at 
this point?
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Air. Barnum. What was tha t ?
Mr. Dingell. You are in difficulty at this  point ?
Air. Barnum. That  is not clear to me yet.
Air. Dingell. Well, I said at this point you are in difficulty. You are in sort of a mess at  this point. At  th is point  you a re in kind of a bad way, aren’t you ?
Mr. Barnum. I am not sure tha t we are.
Mr. D ingell. I mean with regard to checking the weld against the X-ray or knowing whether it is a valid X-ray for the weld tha t it purports to be for.
Air. B arnum. Well, we are not fa r enough into our analysis of what wo have been told, let alone the records of Alyeska concerning the double joint welds or  any efforts on thei r par t or on the Department of the  Inte rior to correlate them with the actual welds in the ground. 

I believe Mr. Frizzel l is prepared to ta lk on tha t point and I defer to  him.
Air. Brown. If  I could continue just for a moment. There seems to me to be two ways to  check here. Firs t, one of the  allegations  that was made the other day has not been brough t up in this hearing but 

with reference to the 60 duplicated  or falsified radiographs, some of which may have been bad welds and some of which may have been good welds, we will be able to establish which of those welds based on the reading  of an inadequate radiograph were good welds and which may have been bad welds, if any, if the records of the person who I referred  to here as the Second Witness can be found in the Bechtel or the Alyeska files, is that  correct?
AI. Barnum. T think tha t is correct. W hat I think you are saying is that indeed that witness said the only problem he was aware of was the falsification of radiographs but that the welds themselves so f ar  as he knew were in compliance with the DOT standards aft er they had been repaired.
Air. Brown. lie  testified—I did  not read t hat  testimony—that it was his responsibility to do the reading  of the radiograph and determine whether or not that was a good weld. He apparently did that  in most instances and made some notes of it and those notes, it is hoped, are 

extant—they were at least sent to Bechtel later  on and we also ap­paren tly have the list of the  60 radiographs by number tha t the  ra di­ographers were asked to falsify and so those ought to be fair ly easy to check out if  that  is the only falsification.
Now there is apparently  one other problem which has not been referred to and that is for the first 3,000 field welds, there is the prospect of inadequate records having been kept of the radiographs  taken of those welds so the correlation with those welds and whether or not they were adequately recorded and proper ly matched up is also a question that is raised. Tha t is a somewhat different problem and it seems to me that has to be addressed by whatever system you would come up with to check these welds. But based on what  we have dis­cussed, is it possible to make a determination that  those welds are adequate?
Air. B arnum. Not vet.
Air. B rown. Would you say that again?
Mr. B arnum. On the basis of what we have discussed, is i t possible to make a determination that those welds are adequate?
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Mr. B rown. Could you a t some future  date make a determination ? 
Mr. Barnum. Not solely on the basis of what we have discussed. 
Mr. Brown. Would you suggest how it might be done ?
Mr. Barnum. I think we have to know a good deal more about the 

state of the records, not ju st the radiographs  but also any other records 
that  were maintained by the radiographers or quality  control or 
quality  assurance personnel with respect to the radiography process.

Mr. B rown. And you have not yet examined those records?
Mr. Barnum. No, we have not.
Air. Brown. Are  you satisfied that those records exist?

* Mr. Barnum. I am to ld that they exist, I am not yet satisfied that
they exist.

Air. Brown. Ju st a couple of specific questions to clean up a couple 
of points. Who has quality  control responsibility for the Alyeska 
pipeline welding?

Air. Barnum. Qual ity control?
Mr. Brown. Let’s go down the line. W hat Government departments 

are involved?
Air. Barnum. The Alyeska pipeline is the responsibility of the  De­

partm ent of the Inter ior. It is the Department of the Inte rior  tha t 
entered into the grant of right-of-way agreement and other agree­
ments with Alyeska for the construction of the pipeline over Govern­
ment land.

Air. Brown. And Alyeska has responsibility for thei r own pipeline 
which they subcontracted to Bechtel ?

Mr. Barnum. Quality control to Bechtel.
Air. Brown. Quality  control.
Air. Barnum. Tha t is correct.
Air. B rown. Do they subcontract to others? I low many quality con­

trol subcontractors  are there in the Alyeska pipeline?
Air. Barnum. I am not aware of the precise number and I don’t 

know who in addition to Bechtel is performing the quality  control 
function.

Air. Dingell. Maybe that  is a question that should be directed to the 
Inte rior  Department. The Chair observes that a lot of these questions 
are questions that  should be addressed more clearly  to Inte rior  than  

< to the Department of Transporta tion.
Mr. B rown. One final question relat ing to standards on pipelines. I 

asked Air. Olive how those are set and who provides the tests. Are 
you aware of who sets the standards or where they originally come 

» from in terms of pipelines and the radiographic qualifications of the
radiographers ?

Air. Barnum. I believe that  the standards to which Air. Olive was 
refe rring  are the American Petroleum Ins titu te standards for pipe­
line welds, not the American Society of Non-Destructive Testing.

Air. Brown. Does the Department of Transportation  have any 
responsibility for qualifications of radiographers?

Air. Barnum. I think only in the sense tha t we require as part of 
the process of building  a pipeline a procedure for nondestructive  test ­
ing which could in the option of the pipeline builder  include 
radiographer.

Air. Brown. Than k you, Air. Chairman.
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Mr. Barnum. But we do not require  radiography in our regulations. 
Mr. Brown. Or the qualification of radiographers?
Mr. Barnum. It is my unders tanding tha t we do not.
I stand corrected on the  comment-on the 1104 s tandard;  it is in fact 

a joint  committee of the AP I and the American Gas Association in 
which the Society for Non-Destructive Testing participates.

Mr. Brown. Thank you.
Mr. Dingell. Gentlemen, the Chair thanks you. We will excuse you 

and we would ask tha t you remain briefly. I t may be necessary to have 
you back for some furth er questions afte r we have concluded with the 
Inte rior  Department  witnesses.

The Chair  will now call the witnesses from the Departmen t of the 
Interio r.

Mr. Barnum. Do you want us to stay ?
Mr. Dingell. I f you would remain in the room, not a t the table.
Mr. Barnum. Could I remain on 10-minute call? I have a  number 

of things at the Department that  I really ought to be pursuing.
Mr. Dingell. Certainly. I think that is appropriate . I think that 

we can probably safely excuse you because you have left us your ex­
perts. We can probably excuse you completely but if you would re­
main on call why we would appreciate it. I think  if you leave your  
experts behind, we will probably all be well served.

We do thank you, Mr. Barnum, for your appearance this morning.
Mr. Barnum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Dingell. We excuse you. Your experts will remain.
We will then proceed with our witnesses from Interior.
At this time the committee calls the Honorable D. Kent  Frizzell, 

Under  Secretary of Inter ior, who is accompanied by Mr. John  E. 
Latz, Technical Assistant to the Under Secretary, and Maj. Gen. 
Andrew P. Rollins, Jr. , retired, authorized officer, Alaska pipeline office.

Gentlemen, if you will come forward , please.
Gentlemen, in view of the fact that  we have been receiving testi­

mony under oath, do any of you have any objection to being sworn at th is time?
Mr. Frizzell. None.
Mr. D ingell. Do any of you desire to have counsel at the table  with you?
Mr. Frizzell. Not I.
Mr. Dingell. Copies of  the rules of the committee and copies of 

the House are available there at the witness table for your assistance if you so desire.
At this time would you raise your right hand, please.
Do each of you swear that the testimony you will give will be the 

truth, the whole trut h and nothing but the thru th, so he lp you God?Mr. Frizzell. I do.
Mr. Latz. I do.
General Rollins. I do.
Mr. D ingell. Gentlemen, you may consider yourself sworn.
If  you will each identify yourself for the record and then the Chair has some preliminary questions.
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TESTIMONY OF HON. D. KENT FRIZZELL, UNDER SECRETARY, DE­
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN E. LATZ,
TECHNICAL ASSISTANT TO THE UNDER SECRETARY; MA J. GEN.
ANDREW P. ROLLINS, JR., RETIRED, AUTHORIZED OFFICER,
ALASKA PIPELINE OFFICE; AND HUGH C. GARNER, DEPUTY
SOLICITOR, OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR

Mr. F rizzell . Mr.  Ch air man , my  nam e is Ke nt  Fr izz ell . I am 
pre sentl y Und er  S ec retary  wi th  t he  Dep ar tm en t of  In te rior . The gen­
tlema n on my righ t is M r. La tz  who is te chnic al ass ist an t t o t he  U nd er  
Secre tar y and a mem ber  of  my immedia te office. The gentl em an on my 
left is M ajo r Gener al Ro llin s who is t he au tho riz ed  officer in  o ur  p ipe ­
line  office in Anchora ge,  Ala ska .

Mr. Ch airm an , I also hav e an op en ing  sta tem ent th at  I wou ld like 
to make to th is  comm ittee . If  you would b ea r wi th me, I 'believe I can 
cle ar up about 98 perce nt of  the issues and quest ion s th at  hav e been 
raised  ea rli er  her e toda y and  then  I am fa ir  game fo r the committ ee. 
I would like  to mak e an open ing  sta tem ent if  I might, sir.

Mr. D ixgell. W e will  give  you th at  op po rtun ity  and you may con­
sid er  yourse lf recogn ized f or  that  p urpose .

Mr.  F rizzell . M r. Ch airm an , mem bers  of  the  com mit tee,  I th in k it 
is necessary to  brie fly recap ce rta in  events an d alle gat ion s.

On Octob er 18, of  th is year,  I respon ded  to the ch ai rm an ’s le tte r 
and to the. subcom mit tee  sta ff ’s prel im inary repo rt re la tin g to  the 
Tra ns  Al aska  Pipeline. On page 1 of  th at  le tte r 1 sta ted as fol low s:

In  ge ne ra l. I find  th e  re p o rt  to he bia sed,  to ta ll y  la ck in g in obj ec tivity  and 
re ple te  w ith  in ac cu ra ci es . My la rg er  co nc ern , ho wev er , is  w ith  th e ov er al l te no r 
of th e  st af f re port  * * * it s gen er al  ac cu sa to ry  la ng ua ge  w ith no spec ifi ci ty , it s 
ne ga tive  in nu en do  w ithout af fi rm at iv e re co m m en da tion s in dic at in g  w he re  im ­
pr ov em en t m ig ht he ac hi ev ed . I ts  m ajo r goal appears  on ly an  a tt em p t to 
di sc re di t.

Mr. D ixgell. The Cha ir  at th is  p oin t would  inq uir e, are  you  re fe r­
rin g to the  mat te r un de r conside rat ion  by the  subcom mit tee at  th is 
tim e or  to the  ea rli er  corr espond ence between yoursel f and the  
chair ma n?

Mr. F rizzell. Mr. Ch air man , I deem th at  it is neces sary  t o address- 
those mat ters  under conside rat ion  by the subcom mit tee today to make 
th is br ief review of  even ts lea din g up  to to da y’s he aring .

Mr. D ixgell. I don't  th in k th at  those have to do with the ma tte r. 
I will insert  the cor respondenc e in the record  and we will let it  s peak 
fo r it sel f.

[Test imony resumes  on p. 74.]
[The corre spo nde nce  r efer red to fol low s:]
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ROOM 3204
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING ANNEX NO. t  

PHONE (202) 225-1030

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

CO MM ITTEE ON INTERSTATE A ND FOR EIGN COMMERCE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER 

WASHING TON. D.C. 205,5

August 9, 1976

The Honorable Kent Frizzell
Order Secretary of the Interior
Department of the Interior
Office of the Secretary
Washington, D. C. 20440

Dear Mr. Frizzell:

I have reviewed the recent exchange of correspondence you initiated with officials of Alyeska Pipeline Service Company on July 20, 1976. Thia exchange 
relates to the new x-ray and audit requirements you have imposed upon tha 
pipeline now in its final stages of completion.

At the DoqaeSfc I want to correct the representation you made in your 
letter of July 20, to Mr. E. L. Patton, that "aacopy of thi3 (Arthur Andersen 
& Co.) report has been delivered to the appropriate Congressional committees 
and to your connsel, Mr. Quinn O ’Connell." That report had not in fact been fumiahed to the Subcommittee on Energy and Power. We later received a copy b 
by mail on August 4, only because we had requested it. I would hope that 
in the future we can expect your Department to keep us better advised of pipe­
line developments. You will recall I raiidd this precise point with you at the Subcommittee hearing on June 21, 1976.

On the substantive issue of redundant markings and radiographs, I can 
certainly agree with Alyeska that your directives are unnecessary. They arel also too late.

As I read the correspondence, you are requiring Alyeska to make a 
duplicate copy of each new radiograph and to submit that copy to the Alaska 
Pipeline Office. There, that duplicate will be enshiined in a storage 
facility yet to be created. You will not have a complete set of x-rays 
becasae more than eighty percent of the welding and radiography is finished 
Already. Since no one presently with the Alaska Pipeline Office is capable 
oE interpreting these x-ray3, your order will have the effect of turning 
that office into a bureaucratic repository —  historically interesting per­haps, but serving little purpose.

In looking at this new requitement for duplicate x-rays, I find it most 
interesting that this requirement was imposed without oven the slightest 
consultation with the Authorized Officer in Alaska. General Rollins is sup­
posed to be your on-site expert. When members of the Subcommittee staff 
net with him following your letcer of July 20, he expressed to them general 
dismay and utter unfamiliarity with this burdensome and useless requirement.

«
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The Honorable Kent Frizzell August 9, 1976

This highlights the lack of coordination between the Washington and Anchorage 
offices.

It surpe±3es me that so much attention is being placed on the 1975 welding 
program and the problems associated with that year but so little attention is 
being paid to the current year. If you had reviewed the materials in the files 
of the Alaska Pipeline Office in Anchorage, as members of the Subcommittee staff 
have done, it would certainly have become clear that the company's performance 
in 1976 must be examined as carefully as in 1975. While there ha3 been an 
improvement, nevertheless, some problems which existed in 1975 are still being 
found in 1976. Radiographers were observed more than two days behind. Quality 
control inspectors were not always present when welding was being done. But 
the problems go well beyond welding and radiography. They have been confirmed 
by a number of people within the Alaska Pipeline Office and within the company 
and its contractors. The detection and reporting of these problems by the 
Department's representatives in the field and their support staff reflect the 
good fiedd work presently being performed by them. I encourage greater scrutiny 
of their reports.

Your decision now to move on the Arthur Andersen a Co. report underscores 
the Department's mistake in failing to move swiftly once the x-ray problem 
had surfaced. Alyeska was allowed to investigate ihtielf for nearly eight 
months without and Federal controls, monitors, input or coordination.
During thia entire period, Alyeska continued to weld, x-ray (occasionally) 
and bury pipel Interior's inertia encouraged the problems to multiply.

Imposition of additional paperwork burdens on Alyeska at this time is, 
in my judgment, probably too late. The Department had inspectors on site at 
all times during the development of the pipeline and had the right of unlimited 
access to the records of the company. The scramble for additional paper at 
this time indicates to me that you nay be more interested in paper for its own 
sake than in the substance of the pipeline and its problems. The fact remains 
that the Department's role in failing to approve a quality control and assurance 
program on a timely basis and in failing to nova on the falsified radiographs 
has contributed to Alyeska's problems.

I believe that serious consideration should be given to the value of or 
the need for the duplicate radiographs. You should also review the files in 
the Anchorage Office and determine whether the 1976 program deserves core 
scrutiny. You should consider the fact that the additional paperwork 
encourages the signing of blank pages wlich are only later filled in (a 
fact confirmed by Subcommittee staff). Consideration should be given to 
seeing how much of this additional paperwork should be eliminated.

I will welcome any comments you may have to offer on the points I have 
raided.

Sincerely,

John D. Dlngell 
Chairman

JDD:Bcs

83 -95 8 0 - 7 7 - 4
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UNITED STATES
DE PA RT ME NT  OF TH E INTERIOR

WASHINGTON

AUG 2 - 1375

D ear  Mr . D in g e l l :

Tha nk yo u f o r  y o u r  l e t t e r  o f  A ugust  9 , 1976, c o n c e rn in g  th e  w e ld in g  p ro gra m
on th e  T ra n s  A la sk a  P i p e l i n e .  «

A t th e  o u t s e t ,  I  w an t t o  c o r r e c t  y o u r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t h a t  a co py  o f  t h e
A r th u r  A n d e rs e n  R ep o rt  was  n o t ma de a v a i l a b l e  t o  y o u r  su b c o m m it te e . My
s t a f f  a d v i s e s  me t h a t  on  t h e  day  fo ll o w in g  o u r  r e c e i p t  o f  t h e  r e p o r t  t h e
same was  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  me mb ers o f  y o u r  s t a f f .  You may be a s s u r e d  *
t h a t  w hat a p p e a rs  t o  be  a n  a p p a r e n t  b re akdow n in  s t a f f  com m unic at io n  w i l l
n o t a f f e c t  my c o n ti n u e d  co m m itm en t t o  k e e p  yo u a p p r o p r i a t e ly  a d v is e d  o f
c u r r e n t  p i p e l i n e  e v e n t s .

Y ou r s u p p o r t o f  A ly e sk a  P i p e l i n e  S e rv ic e  Company in  v o ic in g  y o u r  a p p r e ­
h e n s io n  w it h  r e s p e c t  t o  my r e c e n t  s t i f f  re q u ir e m e n ts  on  x - r a y  m ark in g  an d 
c o n t r o l  i s  p e rh a p s  u n d e r s ta n d a b le .  How ev er , I  r e s p e c t f u l l y  d i s a g r e e  w it h  
you  t h a t  th e s e  new re q u ir e m e n ts  a r e  to o  l a t e .  T ru e , o n ly  a b o u t 20  p e r c e n t  
o f  th e  w e ld in g  re m a in s  t o  be  d o n e , b u t h a v in g  know le dge  o f  th e  p ro b le m s 
e x p e r ie n c e d  by  A ly e sk a  i n  c o n t r o l  o f  x - r a y  f i l m ,  I  c o u ld  s c a r c e ly  n e g le c t  
t h e  re m a in in g  20  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  w e ld in g . T h e re  h a s  b e e n , a s  yo u p o in t  
o u t ,  an  a d d i t i o n a l  pap erw o rk  b u rd e n  on  A ly e sk a  P ip e l i n e  S e rv ic e  Company  
a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  new c o n t r o l  r e q u i r e m e n ts .  I  c o u l d n 't  a g r e e  mor e w it h  yo u 
t h a t  govern m ent r e g u l a t i o n s  and  c o n t r o l  o f  p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  i s  s t i f l i n g  
o u r  econ om y and  i n  so  man y in s t a n c e s  a r e  c o u n te r  p r o d u c t iv e .  How ev er , i n  
t h i s  c a s e ,  I  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  pap erw o rk  re q u ir e m e n t i s  
j u s t i f i e d  i n  l i g h t  o f  t h e  d e f i c i e n c i e s  in  A ly e s k a 's  p a s t  re c o rd -k e e p in g  
p ro c e d u re s .

Y our l e t t e r  a l s o  s t a t e s  t h a t  "No one p r e s e n t l y  w i th  t h e  A la sk a  P ip e l in e  
O f f i c e  i s  c a p a b le  o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  th e s e  x - r a y s . "  T h is  com pete nce i s  
c o n ta in e d  a t  a  h ig h  l e v e l  i n  t h e  p e r s o n n e l o f  o u r  p r i n c i p a l  c o n t r a c t o r ,
M ac han ic s R e s e a rc h , I n c .  You w i l l  r e c a l l  M ac han ic s R ese a rc h  a s  b e in g  
r e p r e s e n te d  on  t h e  govern m en t p a n e l  a t  th e  h e a r in g  b e f o r e  y o u r  su b ­
c o m m it te e .

A g a in , I  m ust  c o r r e c t  y o u r  s ta te m e n t  t h a t  my J u ly  2 0 th  d i r e c t i v e s  w ere  
ma de " w it h o u t t h e  s l i g h t e s t  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i th  t h e  A u th o r iz e d  O f f i c e r  in  
A la s k a ."  In d e e d , he  was  c o n s u l t e d ,  and  w hat i s  a p p a r e n t ly  a  c h a r a c t e r i z a ­
t i o n  by  y o u r  s t a f f  o f  G e n e ra l R o l l i n s ' k n o w le d g e , f a m i l i a r i t y ,  and  *
c o n c u r re n c e  in  my d i r e c t i v e s  i s  b o th  g r o s s l y  i n a c c u r a t e  and  u n f o r tu n a t e .
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You indicate that you feel that the Department is paying more attention 
to the 1975 welding problems than to the current welding program. Let 
me assure you that this is not the case. As you know, much public and 
congressional attention has been focused on the 1975 welding program, 
and, for this reason, it may appear that our attention has been unequally 
divided. I appreciate very much your recognition that there has been 
improvement in the welding procedures and that the Department's 
representatives are doing good field work. We will continue to do the 
best possible job in the oversight of the Trans Alaska Pipeline.

Finally, you have suggested that perhaps the Department should have 
acted sooner concerning the welding problems. Hindsight, as you know, is 
much clearer than foresight. The truth is that there was no reason to 
consider the welding problems as being widespread when the first indica­
tions surfaced. As Alyeska's investigations continued (with government 
knowledge, cooperation, and input, notwithstanding opinions to the 
contrary), the desire then and always has been to determine facts so 
that appropriate action could be taken. Much of the time period during 
which the investigations were ongoing was covered by the cold season 
during which no welding was being done. Furthermore, indications are 
that the vast majority of the problems had already occurred before any 
knowledge of them was available. As you know, investigations are 
continuing today to determine the exact magnitude of the problem and 
remedial work is being accomplished at the fastest possible rate.

I have given considerable thought to the specific suggestions you make 
concerning our oversight responsibilities. Please be advised that I 
find my requirement for duplicate radiographs to have sufficient value to 
continue this requirement. Mr. John Iatz of my staff has advised me 
that he is continually assessing the Anchorage office and that the 1976 
welding program is, in fact, receiving close scrutiny. As I stated 
earlier, the additional paperwork required of Alyeska Pipeline Service 
Company by our control directives is unfortunate, but in our judgement 
necessary.

Please contact me anytime as your comments and suggestions are always 
welcome.

Yours sincerely.

Kent Frizzell 
Under Secretary

Honorable John D. Dingell 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515
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United States Department  of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

OCT 1 8  1976
Dear Congressman Dinge ll:

This is  in  response to your  le tt e r  o f September 8, 1976 concerning the 
"P re lim inary Report"  o f September 8,  1976 prepared by your s ta f f  re la ting  
to the  Trans Alaska P ipel ine.

In ge ne ral, I fi n d  the  re por t to  be biased, to ta ll y  lack ing  in  o b je c ti v it y  
and re plet e with  inaccu racie s. My la rg e r concern, however, is  w ith  the 
ov era ll teno r o f the s ta f f  re p o r t . . . it s  genera l accusatory language w ith no 
s p e c if ic it y ,  it s  negat ive innuendo with ou t a ff irm ative  recommendations in d i­
ca tin g where improvement might be ach ieved. It s  major goal appears on ly an 
attempt to  d is c re d it . I have assumed from the  beg inning th a t the  goal shared 
by you and the  subcommittee was id en tica l to  th at o f the  Secre tary o f the  
In te r io r  and my self, i . e . ,  bu ild  the best p ip elin e po ss ib le, apply ing  the  
most advanced engineering standards and technology ava ila ble , and above a l l,  
pro te ct the  environment to the maximum ex tent  po ss ib le. Our hope was th at 
we cou ld embark on th is  undertaking coop erat ive ly toge ther , and with  mutual 
respec t. Unf or tuna te ly , the  s ta f f  re por t "misses the  mark" in  he lping  you r 
subcommittee and the  Department o f the In te r io r  to  achieve our  common goal.

However, I appre cia te your  gi ving  me the  op po rtu ni ty  to  make co rre ct ions  
in  the  re port . I w i ll  no t attempt to  comment on each o f the many unsupported 
accu sations and innuendos con tain ed in  the  re por t.  I w il l po in t out  a few spe c if ic  shortcomings.

1. The re por t concludes th a t with  respect to  the Alyeska we ldin g program, 
"every  one o f the major 1975 problems has been repeated in  1976." This 
sta tem ent  is  so misleading as to  be absurd. Anyone with  an ounce of 
o b je c ti v it y  knows th a t vast improvements have been made in  the program 
sin ce 1975. We are co nf iden t th a t new QC procedures and Government 
requi rements in s ti tu te d  since May 1976, have precluded any fa ls if ic a ti o n  
of x- ra ys  in  1976 and th at radiographs do e x is t fo r  100% o f a ll  f ie ld  g ir th  welds performed in  1976.

2. The re por t concludes th a t "Q ua lit y Contro l is  not  always pre sent"  dur ing 
we ldin g and th a t in  such instances cutouts are req uired  and weldin g has 
to  be redone in  the  presence of QC inspec tors . Th is, o f course, has 
occurred in  some instances and the  requ irement to  reweld is  a sound QC 
pra ctice. Our own au ditors have rep orted th at by Ju ly 1976 we no longer  observed any instances o f the  absence o f QC on new work.



3. The repo rt als o fin ds  th a t radiographers continue to  " fa ll  fa r behind 
welding crew s;" and th a t "p roduction  and QC personnel do not have the  
x- ray analy sis  by 7:00 am the  nex t day ."

My ov era ll observation concern ing the  above three fin ding s is  th a t beyond the 
fa c t th at the  same are unsupported in  any way and give  the impression th at 
such occurrences are wide-spread,  these  fin ding s are fo r the most pa rt  mis­
lead ing . Although i t  is  poss ible the re may e x is t in  a pro je ct  o f th is  magnitude 
iso la te d instances where QC personnel are not present during  we lding , the 
Authorize d O ff ic e r has not detected th is  since June of 1976. One fa c t you r 
" fa c t fin der s"  missed is  th a t the re are twice as many QC personnel in  the 
f ie ld  in  1976 than the re were in  1975. That a few s ta ffe rs  can v is i t  Alaska 
fo r  two weeks and observe an 800-mile p ip elin e fo r a few days and conclude 
th at the number o f x- ray crews is  inadequate is  presumptuous to  say the  
le ast.  The proo f o f the  pudding w i ll  be whether the  1976 welds have each 
been x-rayed and I can assure you th is  w i ll  be the case. There have also 
been isola te d instances where x- ray crews have fa llen  behind the  ide al 
dis tan ce fo r  a temporary pe rio d.  This,  I am to ld , was p rim ari ly  due to  
th e ir  being held up by visu al  QC insp ec tors . These insta nces as we ll as 
those  when the  7:00 am deadl ine was not  met are except ions  th at can and 
do occur in  any large co ns tru ct ion pr o je ct and are not  in d ic a tive  of wide­
spread inadequacies. We are cons tant ly  working to keep the QC at  the hig hest 
le ve l.  The impress ion th at the  re po rt  gives th at the  1976 welding season is  
re a lly  no be tte r than 1975 is  both un fa ir  and fa ls e .

4. The re po rt  states  (w ith ou t in d ic a ting  how the  w r it e r  came to  know) 
th a t paperwork requirements are "be ing signed in  bl an k. " We have
no evidence o f th is  and do not  be lieve  such prac tic es  are oc cu rring .
You may be assured th at i f  the  w r it e r  o f the  repo rt  can po in t to  
spe c if ic  places people or  tim es , the  Author ized O ff ic e r w i ll  in v e s ti ­
gate imm edia tely .

5. The re po rt  discusses ( in  one o f the  few instances where sp eci fic s 
are found) the  Tsina  River crossin g.  The w rit e r  concludes several  
things among which are th a t Federal inspecto rs were not presen t during  
co ns tru ct ion o f the  cro ssing  and were "not  even aware that  the Tsina 
River cro ssing  was being  made."

The AOFR was indeed informed th a t work was in  progress on the 
crossing  on Sta te land. The Execution Contracto r was exp erie ncing 
problems w ith  dewa tering  the  d itch , br inging  the  pipe laying  to  a 
h a lt . The AOFR was fu ll y  cognizant  o f th is  problem, and w ith  the 
knowledge th a t the Sta te Pipel ine Co ordin ator 's represen tative was 
presen t at  the  s it e  th a t day, he perso na lly  attended to othe r c r it ic a l 
ongoing work. The fo llo w in g morning, Ju ly 17, 1976, one o f his 
represen tatives  observed the  work at  th at crossin g.  These facts  
were av ai lable i f  your s ta f f  had but made a simple in qu iry o f the 
Au tho rize d O ff ic e r.
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6. The re por t on pages 13 through 22 discusses var ious topics  
under the heading "Environmental Problems." At the ou tse t 
the re por t concludes th a t "Alyeska has done a be tte r environ ­
mental job than was in i t ia l ly  an tic ip a te d ."  I t  is  unc lear 
who's "a n tic ip a tion" has been exceeded, but th is  admission 
is  appre cia ted . Inasmuch as the repo rt  does not conta in a 
s in gle specif ic  refe ren ce to the actual  environmental pro ­
te ction s tipu la tions imposed upon the bu ild ers of  the 
p ip e line , perhaps a review o f the  protec tio n measures taken 
is  in  orde r. The pr ot ec tio n of  the  environment consumed 
the overwhelming m ajo ri ty  o f time and e ff o r t o f the Depart­
ment p ri o r to  the sig nin g o f the permit agreement. The 
Environmental Impact Statement took two years to complete 
and cost $9 m il lio n  which was reimbursed to the Government 
by Alyeska. A ll  o f the S tipu la tions of our Permit Agree­
ment ex is t to  pr ot ec t the environment. I t  has been sa id 
th a t th is  pr o je ct has received more in tens ive environmental 
pro te ct ion sc ru tin y than any othe r priva te  cons tru ct ion  
pro je ct in  the wo rld .

I have the fo llo w in g spec if ic  comments concerning the environmental items discussed in  the re por t.

River Training  Devices
Alyeska is  bu ild in g r iv e r tr a in in g  st ructures  to pr ot ec t both above­
ground and belowground pip e.  As w ri tt e n , one could conclude from the 
re por t th a t r iv e r tr a in in g  st ru ctur es  are being b u il t  to  pr ote ct  above­
ground pipe on ly. The purpose of the  ri v e r tr a in in g  st ructures  is  not 
to keep the pipe  from being inunda ted, but ra ther  to preven t channels 
from form ing or  flo wing across the pip e lin e and scouring out the  pipe  or 
the VSM's (see S tip . 3 .6 .1 .1 ).  The th ir d  sentence in  th is  se ct ion of  
the re por t is  comple tely  in  e rr o r.  The cons tru ct ion mode, aboveground 
or belowground, is  determined by the  type of  so il  encountered and not 
whether or not  r iv e r tr a in in g  st ructures  are being proposed (see 
S tip . 3 .3 .1 ).  River tr a in in g  st ructures  are commonly used to  pr ote ct  
f a c il it ie s  such as highways and ra il ro ads, and popu lat ion  centers .

The purpose of a r iv e r tr a in in g  st ru ct ure  is  to  have a shor t-term ( l i f e  o f pro je ct)  e ff e c t on the r iv e r ,  i . e . ,  to  preven t s h if ts  o f 
the main r iv e r  channel where i t  cou ld cause scour and expose the bur ied 
pipe  or  VSM's (see S tip . 3 .6 .1 .1 .1 .4  and 3.6 .1 .1 .1 .5 ).

Pipe Not Buried Below Scour Depth
The statement th a t some r iv e r crossings  "may not be bur ied below the 
scour dep th" is  in corr ect.  The APO has approved Alyesk a's  bu ria l
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depths based on independent evalua tion in  compliance wi th S tipu la tion 
3.6 .1 .1 .1 .3  and /or  pro te ct ive struc tu re  to  cont ro l scour.

There are many formulas and ways to  ca lculat e scour depth. App lic at ion 
o f the various methods va rie s with  the s it e  cond itio ns  and the judgment 
of  the designer. There is  no sing le  "c orrect"  method. Also , contrary 
to  the re port , the re is  no "Corps of Engineers method" since the Corps, 
too,  u ti li z e s  many methods in  it s  work.

At le ast two d if fe re n t scour calc ula tio n methods were used to  check 
Alyeska's scour estim ates . Generall y, APO's analyses resu lted in  less 

> buria l depth than Alyeska 's propos als . The w ri te r o f th is  sect ion of
the re por t appears to lack  the necessary tech nic al  ex pe rti se  and 
understanding of th is  area.

Glac iers
* The comments pe rta in ing to  the po te ntia l hazards associa ted with  the

prox im ity  o f Cas tner , Black  Rapids and Worthington glac ie rs  are reason­
ably accu rate, except th a t the p ro bab il it y  o f an untoward in cide nt  is  
gre atly over-emphasized. These concerns were addressed in  the en vir on ­
mental impact statement . There would be ample time to  shut down the 
pip e lin e and take othe r ap prop ria te ac tio n before any g la cie r could  
pose an immediate th re at to  the p ip e lin e. I need not remind you th at 
the Congress approved the  Environmental Impact Statement as being 
adequate and it s  discussion  of gl ac ie rs  and th e ir  minimal probable impact 
on the pi pe lin e has not changed since th at statement was w ri tten  several 
years  ago.

Erosion and Subsidence
Erosion has taken place in  some instances because erosion co nt ro l work 
was not  always done in  a tim ely manner. We do not know how the number 
of  workpad washouts was determined by the w ri te rs  o f the re po rt  since 
we have not  compiled a l i s t  or  know o f the ex iste nce  of such in fo rm at ion.

The in fo rm at ion in  the re por t concerning the Lost Creek cu t is  not 
e n ti re ly  correct.  F ir s t ,  the cracks are prim ari ly  in  the fl o o r and 
not in  the face of  the cu t. Second ly, no movement in  the forma tion 
has been de tec ted . The cu rre nt  hypothesis is  th at the cracks were 
formed when in  s it u  ice melted and the permafros t sur face regressed.
The cu t is  considered st ab le .

Fuel Gas Line
The inform at ion presented in  th is  section  of  the re por t is  grossly  
incomp lete. I t  does not cover a ll  comments and cons ide rat ion s th at 
went in to  the in i t ia l  de cis ion regard ing the loca tio n of  the li n e  
and in  subsequent re so lu tio n of problems th at developed. There were
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numerous in te rd is c ip lin a ry  discussions among APO, JFUAT, MRI, GIE and 
EEI s ta ff s  and between APO, BLM and the  Sta te of  Alaska regard ing the 
lo cation o f the  fuel  gas li n e . The f i r s t  route proposed by Alyeska 
tra versed  con siderably  more area ou tside  e ith e r the o il  p ip e lin e or  
the State  Highway Right-of-Way than the route subsequently approved 
by APO. Alyeska was requested to  resubmit  it s  ap pl icat ion keeping i t  
w it h in  the pip elin e or highway rig ht -o f-way as much as po ss ib le. The 
State  of Alaska Department o f Highways would not  permit  the  fuel  gas 
lin e  in  the  toe o f the highway enbankment where APO fe l t  i t  should 
be placed.  Alyeska opposed plac ing i t  in  the workpad fo r sa fe ty  reasons, 
and because o f co ns tru ct ion problems asso ciated wi th  digging through 
the insu la te d workpad inm ed iately  adjacent to  the o il  p ip e lin e. I t  
was f in a ll y  agreed to  place the  fu el gas line  15 feet  from the  toe o f 
the  highway with  Alaska Department o f Highways' concurrence. Tests were 
run in  the  northern  part  o f Sectio n 5/6 which subs tan tia ted th at th is  
work cou ld be accomplished in  an environme nta lly acceptable manner.
I t  was not  u n ti l Alyeska ente red th a t p a rt ic u la r section  noted in  the 
re po rt  th a t some o f the  problems alluded  to  appeared. We were concerned 
about th is  pa rt ic u la r area, bu t Alyeska assured us th at they could 
accomplish the  work w ith the Roc-Saw and the  Barber Green di tcher s.  
However, as indica ted in  Mr. Tu rner 's memo, the  Execution Co ntractor  
was no t responsive nor was the co ns tru ct ion element o f Alyeska.  Changes 
subsequent ly were made in  Alyeska's  cons tru ct ion  management as we ll 
as the  Execution Contractors  at  APO's d irec tion .

Although no t noted  in  the re por t,  the  use o f exp los ives was stopped by 
APO. No twithsta nd ing  th a t th is  se ct ion of the repo rt is  merely an in ­
complete re it e ra ti o n  of h is to ri c a l fa c ts , the pipe  in  place meets a ll  
codes, welds have been radiographed and meet Code requirements, and 
the su bjec t po rti on  o f the li n e  has been s a ti s fa c to r il y  hyd rotested 
and is  in  compliance w ith  S tipu la tion  3.2 .1 .1 , and a ll  othe r s ti pu la tions . 

Oil S p il ls
I agree w ith  the  re por t th a t fuel  s p il ls  during co ns tru ct ion  are to  be 
expected. With the benefi t o f h in dsight,  i t  is  now possible fo r  the 
w ri te rs  o f the  re po rt  to argue th a t some o f the  s p il ls  might have been 
prevented through be tte r management o f the  fuel  handling personnel 
and fuel  handling  procedures. You should be advised th at the APO has 
requ ire d and Alyeska has implemented: (1) tra ck ing system o f fuel  usage 
at a ll  camps (me tering and record keeping) and (2) pe rio dic pressure 
te s ting  o f camp fue l li nes . I t  als o shou ld be noted th at Alyeska is  
immedia tely repo rt ing a ll  s p il ls  o f 50 ga llon s and la rg er in  accordance 
w ith  re por tin g procedures approved by Federal and Sta te agencies.  They 
are to  re por t a ll  s p il ls  weekly by li s t in g  to  a ll  appro priate  agencies 
(a lso see S tipu la tion  2.13)7  We know o f no instances where th is  is  now 
not being done nor  have any o f the  agencies expressed knowledge o f non- 
compliance to  th is  o ff ic e  on th is  su bjec t.
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In accordance w ith  EPA guidance to  APO on fuel  s p il l cleanup,  APO monitors 
have taken the lead  in  some cases during s p il l cleanup a c ti v it ie s  u n ti l 
Alyeska management cou ld tak e over crew d ir ec tion . Fuel s p il l cleanup 
equipment was provided by Alyeska to  a ll  pipe lin e se ct ions .

With regard to  the  remarks al lege dl y made by Mr. Max Brewer, former 
Commissioner o f the Alaska Department o f Environmental Conservation 
(DEC), i t  is  appro priate  th a t Mr. Brewer respond as I am not aware of 
any such statement . I t  is  the re spons ib il it y  o f the Permittee to repo rt  
s p i ll s ,  and not APO (see S tipu la tion  2. 13. 2) .

The paragraph pe rtai ni ng  to  the o il  s p il l observed by your s ta f f  is
* no t accura te.  A s p il l was observed, the  s ta tion  attendant had spread 

mater ia ls  to  soak up the o il  bu t, cont rary to  the  s ta f f  re po rt , the 
valve had been shu t o ff . Alyeska o il  s p il l repo rt  indica ted that  103 
ga llons  had been s p il le d  and the cause was a mal func tionin g automatic 
shu to ff  va lve .

Leak Detection  (Main P ipel ine)
Our review o f Aly eska's leak de tect ion  system had determined th at they 
are u t il iz in g  the best s ta te -o f- th e  -a r t  systems av aila ble . While many 
methods o f leak de tect ion have been stud ied,  the  planned in s ta lla ti o n  
represents the  most p ra c ti c a l,  re liab le  and accurate system av ai lable 
fo r lon g-term  op erat ions .

Alyeska's Operations and Maintenance plan w il l inc lude pe rio dic mo nitor­
ing along the  bu ried pi pe lin e rou te which w il l de tec t hot  o il  flow  
through any in i t ia l l y  frozen  ground. With th is  use o f present technology 
fo r leak de te ct ion,  the p ro ba b il it y  o f a small underground leak going 
undetected ove r an extended period o f time is  minimized to  the hig hest 
degree po ss ib le. We know o f no de tect ion system be tte r than the one 
proposed to  be used. However, i f ,  as your  s ta f f  seems to suggest , a 
be tte r system ex is ts , we would, o f course, be happy to  examine i t .

Feeding the  Animals
Alyeska has complied w ith  S tipu la tion  1.14; however, as rep orted , feeding  
of  w il d li fe  by in div id ual workers has been and continues to be a problem.
In such instances auth ori ty  fo r  enforcement o f s tipu la tions again st in d iv id ual 
workers li e s  w ith  Alyeska as the  employer or  the Sta te of Alaska fish  and 
game enforcement o ff ic e rs . APO has contin ually  stressed the importance of  
proper  enforcement,  and suggested th a t v io la to rs  be de al t w ith  ha rshly.

The Alaska State  Department o f Fish and Game has rece nt ly  issued in structions 
making i t  unlawful to feed animals w ith in  the pipe lin e corr id or.

Mater ia ls  Si tes
*  Alyeska performed ex plor at ion work on every mater ia l s it e  on Federal 

lands p r io r  to  opening the s it e .  The ex plor at ion work consis ted  gene rally
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(pre -1974) o f a d r il li n g  program, whereas a ft e r permit issuance oth er 
techniques were als o used. This work was ca rr ied out under the su rvei lla nc e of  the BLM (pre-1974) and APO th ere after.  In a few cases, the mater ia l in  the s it e  was not represen tative o f the data obta ined in  the ex plor at ion 
program in  accu rately determ ining the  qu a li ty  o f mineral mater ia l in  the s it e . Most li k e ly  the on ly way to  overcome th is  would be to  al low  more 
extens ive  ex plor at ions , which would invo lve  more environmental dis turbance  than the methods used.

Only in  a very few cases was a small area cleared and no gravel removed from the s it e ;  however, these site s were subsequently used as disp osa l 
s it e s , which el im ina ted the need to d is tu rb  another area fo r  disp osa l o f waste m at er ia l. We are not  aware o f any case where mater ia l s ites  are mined deeper than au tho rized by the approved mining plan  or  the AOFR. In some cases,  deeper mining was subsequently au tho rized to  pre ­
clude the need to  d is tu rb  ad di tio na l areas. A separate environmental 
assessment was made fo r  a ll  proposed mater ia l s it e s , disposal s ites 
and access roads and, i f  acceptable , was the basis  fo r  au thor iz ing use o f the s it e  (see S tipu la tion 2.6 ).

Big Game Crossings
Alyeska has pro vid ed, or  is  in  the process of pr ov id ing,  elevated  cro ss­ings fo r a ll  loca tio ns  req uired  by the  Federal (APO) and Sta te (SPCO) 
o ff ic e s . Contrary  to  what is  sta ted in  the re port , the re are no d is ­
agreements between governmental e n ti ti e s  on re so lu tio n o f animal cross­ing require ments.

Low Water Crossings
Alyeska's  Low Water Cross ing (LWC) design concept was approved. I t  was in i t ia l l y  recommended by s ta f f  elements th at LWC be used to  the maximum 
ex tent  pra cticab le . The LWC concept is  sound and w il l become mandatory during the op erat ion al  phase of the pro je ct  in  most lo ca tio ns . However, not a ll  LWC's were prop er ly  con structed  (we ll-g rad ed gr ave l, rock , e tc .)  and /or  u ti li z e d  (p ip e lin e spread co ns tru ct ion t r a f f ic  on ly , not designed 
to be used as an access road by heavy equipment). These discrepancies have been or  are being co rre cte d.

App lic at ion o f approved designs was made in  the f ie ld  on a case-by-case 
basis . This sect ion of  the repo rt  leaves one with  the impression th at a ll  APO decis ion s in  regard to the pro je ct must have unanimous con­
currence by a ll  pa rt ie s invo lve d in  ord er to  be proper and va lid . The AOFR has the  auth ori ty  and re sp on s ib il it y  to  make decis ions on Aly eska's requests  fo r  f ie ld  approval a ft e r cons ide ring a ll  fa cto rs . There are times when the AOFR's decis ion  is  not in  complete agreement with  each s ta ff  member's recommendations.
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The APO has not  igno red the adv ice of JFWAT (p art  o f APO, not a separate 
e n ti ty )  or  o f it s  Technica l Suppor t Contractor in  reaching dec isions 
on subje cts  where di ffe re nc es  of op inion ex is t.

7. In tim id atio n of QC Inspecto rs
Your s ta f f  repo rte rs  st at e th at they were "rega led " with  st orie s 
o f th reats to QC insp ec to rs , th a t QC people are "r ou tine ly " 
threatened by subc on tra cto rs , and th a t on an "i nord in ate ly  large 
number" o f occas ions QC represen tatives  have had to  ask Federal 
inspec tors fo r  he lp.  Ye t, the re por t con tains only a sketchy 
de sc rip tio n o f two events,  both of which are based on pure hearsay 

„  and both o f which you r s ta ff e rs  adm itted  could not be subs tant iated.

Contrary  to  the re port , the re have been no instances where Alyeska 
Qua lity Contro l personnel have approached the AOFRs to  use th e ir  
au th ori ty  s p e c if ic a lly  because of a th re at o f poss ible in ju ry .

*■ Furthermore,  w ith in  the APO our turnover o f su rvei lla nc e people
has been almost no n-ex istent .

The Department is  very  in te re sted  in  knowing i f  th reats are in  
fa c t takin g plac e and you may be assured th a t the Department 
w il l in ve st ig at e any repo rts  and w il l do every thing  in  it s  
power to  preven t vio lenc e.  Your s ta ff  re port , however, sheds 
very l i t t l e  li g h t  on th is  su bjec t.

8. Out o f Round
Gauging pigs  are used in  conju nction with  hydrotes ting p ri o r 
to  opera tion to assure th a t the pipe ova li ty  does not exceed 
the desig n/operat ion  li m it s . This is  standard pr ac tic e in  
the pip elin e in du st ry . We have no reason to  be lieve  th at 
the frequency  o f ou t-o f-rou nd  occurances on the trans  Alaska 
pip e lin e is  unusual or s ig n if ic a n t to  the in te g r it y  o f the 
li n e .

9. Sag River Cross ing
Your s ta f f  re por t comments are obvio us ly based upon a pre­
lim inary  re por t o f the Sag River in cid ent.  A more comprehen­
sive  study now concludes th a t the exact cause of the incide nt  
cannot be determined with  ce rt a in ty  from among var ious 
p o s s ib il it ie s .

The statement th a t no Government o f f ic ia l had seen the pipe 
th a t had been pu lle d ou t of  the Sag River is  inaccu ra te . The 
AOFR and a GIE represen tativ e were among the f i r s t  ( i f  not 
the f i r s t )  people to observe the pipe on June 8, 1976 wh ile  

#  on a he lic opte r o v e rf li g h t o f the p ip elin e in  th at se ct ion.
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High water  preven ted immediate access to the pipe to determine 
probable cause o f fa il u re . APO represen tatives  also observed 
the damaged pipe  a ft e r i t  was removed from the d itch .

Based on the circumstances regard ing  the reco ns tru ct ion of  
the A.S. 123 crossing  as compared to  the o ri g in a l cro ss ing ,
1t  is  Aly eska 's b e lie f th at the same problems with  pipe 
ova lli ng  are not  li k e ly  to  occur.  At th is  time we have 
no reason not to  concur with  th a t view. Aga in, cont rary to 
the s ta f f  re port , about the on ly s im il a r it y  between the 
o ri g in a l crossing  and the rec onstructed  crossing design
and procedures is  the cro ssing  lo ca tio n and buria l depth. <The o ri g in a l crossing was done in  w in te r - the new crossing
was done in  summer. The o ri g in a l cro ssing  was pu lle d in to  a
d itch f i l le d  with  wate r and ice - the new cro ssing  is  being
placed in  a dry  d itch . The o ri g in a l crossing  was welded up
in to  one section  and pu lle d in to  plac e on ro ll e rs  - the new *cro ssing  is  being welded up in  about 500 fo o t sec tion s and
lowered in  the  conventional way. The o ri g in a l crossing had
concrete coating -  concrete we igh ting is  not being used
on the new crossin g since i t  is  being immedia tely backfi lle d .
I t  is  p la in  from the above th a t Alyeska did  no t, as sta ted  
in  the  re p o rt , in s ta ll  the new crossing  by "b asic a lly  fo llow ­
ing  the  same procedures i t  had es tabli shed  la s t ye ar. "

Alyeska's  in fo rm at ion indica tes th a t on othe r r iv e r  crossings 
(A.S. 125 and A.S. 126) which were made during the w in te r and 
where fro zen so ils  and ice are pa rt  o f b a c k f il l,  were not 
crushed ou t o f round. Fu rth er , we know of  no Government 
eng inee r who made a statement about ice apparen tly crushing 
the pipe .

The la s t paragraph in  th is  sect ion o f the re po rt  is  in co rrect .
APO is  checking the he llh oles  fo r ice len sin g and the pipe fo r 
any kind o f damage when i t  is  exposed fo r remedia l we ld/ 
rad iograp h work.  The tape , bedding and padd ing, and zin c 
anodes are als o checked at  th a t tim e.

10. Completion Date
Your s ta f f  re por t suggests th at the complet ion date of  the 
p ip e lin e may be delayed. This  conc lusio n,  the w ri te rs  say, 
is  based upon statements by "persons fa m il ia r"  with  the 
problem and from observat ions made from a he lic opte r.  I 
submit  th a t completion date pr ojec tio ns  are d i f f ic u l t  at  
best but  ce rt a in ly  th e ir  r e l ia b il it y  must be based upon 
bette r in fo rm at ion than th at enumerated in  the s ta f f  re por t.
Our presen t in form at ion indica tes th a t no su bs tant ia l delay 
in  comple tion  is  antic ip ate d.
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11. A lle ga tio ns  o f Subcommittee Ob struction
Many o f the comments in  the fi n a l sect ion o f the s ta f f  repo rt are pure 
nonsense. I fr ankly  have tro ub le  even commenting on many o f the  sub­
je c ti v e  and d is tr u s ting  sta tem ents,  such as a general suggestion th at 
Federal employees de lib era te ly  w ith he ld  in fo rm at ion,  th at Federal 
interv iew ees "appeared extremely tense" or  th at a request by some to  
have a lawyer presen t during qu es tionin g demonstrates any thing bu t good 
sense. I am to ld  th a t your  s ta ff e rs  refused to ta lk  to Federal employees 
w ith  a lawyer presen t and th a t access to  such employees was then allowed 
in  private  and w ith ou t th e ir  being represented .

As you are qu ite  aware, I have di rected  the  Department s ta f f  to  
cooperate to  the  fu ll e s t  w ith your  Subcommittee and I know o f r.o 
inform at ion or  document th a t has not been made av ai lable to you r 
s ta f f  upon req uest. In fa c t,  I have allowed members of your s ta f f  
complete and unre str ic te d access to  a ll  Department pipe lin e re la ted 
f il e s  and they have even come in to  my o ff ic e  and perused my personal 
f il e s  on the  su bjec t.

Your "i nvestiga to rs " inc lud e in  th e ir  re por t instance a ft e r instance o f to ta ll y  
unsubstan tia ted  hearsay as a basis  fo r  conclus ions  drawn. The repo rt  shows not 
even a ha lf- he ar te d atte mpt at  im p a rti a li ty  or  o b je c ti v it y . Although Alaska 
Pipel ine O ffi ce  personnel were interview ed  and in  many insta nces cont radicte d 
statements th a t are con tain ed in  the re port , those co nt radict ions  were om itte d.
I have po inte d ou t no less  than 17 spe c if ic  and mater ial  inaccu rac ies  contained 
in  the  re port , a ll  o f which cou ld have been avoided i f  the s ta f f  had simply 
inqu ire d o f the  APO. The un fa ir  impact o f the  re por t,  given to  the press and 
pub lic ly  disseminated p r io r  to  our having been furnis hed a copy or  the  oppor­
tu n it y  to  comment thereon, and co rrect mis leading and erroneous statements 
con tained th ere in  has come and gone. The rec ord , however, stands corre cte d.

In conc lus ion , i t  is  my hope and expecta tion th at your  Subcomittee w il l re je c t 
the s ta f f  repo rt  in  it s  e n ti re ty . In the fu tu re  may we work toge ther in  a 
s p i r it  o f cooperation which w i ll  enhance both our  performance and your  oversigh t 

Si nce re ly,

Under Secre tary

The Honorable John D. Ding el l 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy & Power 
Committee on In te rs ta te  & Foreign Commerce 
House o f Representat ives
Washington, D. C. 20515
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The Honorable D. Rent Frizzell 
Under Secretary of the Interior 
U. S. Department of the Interior 
1801 C Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20240

Dear Mr. Frizzell:

Your letter of October 18, 1976, responding to the preliminary report 
of the Subcommittee staff relating to the Alyeska Pipeline is, to use your 
own words, "replete with inaccuracies". I suggest that if you had referred 
to the materials in your own files and those of Mr. John Latz, your techni­
cal advisor, you would have found that the assertions you are making in 
your letter of "no less than 17 specific and material inaccuracies" are 
simply not true.

To set the record straight, I am attaching to this letter the following 
items:

1. an extract of spot check reports from the Alaska Pipeline Office 
files which were obtained from Mr. Latz' office in Washington and were intro­
duced at the Subcommittee hearing on June 21, 1976;

2. a copy of page 21 of a September 10, 1976 report to you by Mr. A1 
Reynolds, your Director of Audit and Investigation;

3. a table disclosing a startling 66% increase in welding and radio- 
graphic nonconformance in 1976 over 1975; and

4. a true copy, with names deleted, of a September 23, 1976 memorandum, 
prepared on Government stationery, reporting criminal implications from 
falsified certifications.

These items were all available to you on October 18 but it appears you chose 
to ignore them.

The Subcommittee staff reported that weld certification forms were being 
signed in blank and without documentation necessary to support the certification. 
Alyeska has pointed out that this is a Federal crime. One Government agent (a 
GIE inspector) refused to file a formal report when he learned of a false
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certification because he realized there were "criminal implications". Attachment 
number 4 to my letter details an instance of a weld having to be cut out after 
it had been certified for burial. The cut-out was ordered because the weld con­
tained a double repair. The problem was caught during a Quality Assurance audit. 
The GIE field representative refused to write a spot check report on the incident 
because he recognized that the certification had been improperly made by the 
various parties, including, possibly, the Government agent, and this might have 
"criminal implications". There are a number of instances of 1976 welds, already 
buried, which had to be dug up because they were never radiographed or P-30'ed.

The Subcommittee staff report makes the point that "Every one of the major 
1975 problems has been repeated in 1976. They have been observed and reported 
by the Federal and State inspectors in the field." These problems include:

1. welds buried without radiographs;

2. unreadable radiographs;

3. double repairs;

4 . cut outs not ordered although required by established procedures;

5. cut out orders overriden;

6. quality control inspectors absent during critical construction stages, 
such as welding;

7. absence of Government inspectors during critical construction stages;

8. an inadequate number of radiographic crews and radiographic analysis;

9. excessive distances between mainline welding and radiographic crews;

10. distances between welding crews in excess of those required by the 
Authorized Officer;

11. construction continuing without final approval by the Alaska Pipeline 
Office of the basic design, such as vertical support members;

12. Government failure to conduct independent testing;

13. duplication of radiographs or their numbers.

These problems, if the records in the Department of the Interior are to be 
believed, are as bad, if not worse, this year than they were last.
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For example, attachment number 1 to my letter discloses that in 1976

1. double repair is still occurring;

2. the 75% daily radiographic requirement is not being observed;

3 . welding reject rates are excessive; 4

4 . welders who should have been disqualified were not;

5. the quality control inspectors on-site were unaware of certain
welding requirements; . 4

6. quality control is overruled when it orders cut-outs.

In his September 10 report to you, Mr. Reynolds refers to the Government's 
spot check reports for 1975 and the first half of 1976. His analysis of some 
2,355 spot check reports on welding and radiographic work shows that nearly 
one-third (32%) of the checks made by the Government inspectors in 1976 showed 
that work was not meeting requirements. This represents a startling 66% increase 
over last year’s nonconformance. This means either that your inspectors missed 
a lot of nonconformance'last year or that this year’s work is being performed 
even less well than the unsatisfactory work completed last year. Furthermore,
Mr. Reynolds' data shows that the number of spot check reports still unresolved 
has increased 57.5% this year. Of the number of all unresolved spot checks 
where nonconformance existed, more than half (52%) were either critical (51%) 
or urgent (1%).

Your representation that the AOFR was fully aware of the Tsina River 
crossing and the absence of a Federal monitor was not serious simply is not 
accurate. You will note that the staff report pointed out: "According to 
the State official with us, Mr. Tyree, Federal monitors should have been at 
the site throughout the operation." Whether or not a State inspector should 
have been present (Mr. Tyree could not find one), the simple fact is a Federal 
inspector was needed. Contrary to your suggestion that the staff did not talk 
to the AOFR about the absence of a Federal monitor, the Subcommittee staff met 
with Mr. Donald Knight, the AOFR for that Section on the particular day in 
question. As the staff report shows, the Subcommittee personnel even reviewed 
the spot checks for that day. (I must point out that the staff found Mr. Knight 
to be a highly dedicated, hard working Federal employee who deserves credit for 
his valuable service.) Mr. Knight advised the Subcommittee staff that he would 
have had someone present at the site at the time if he had known about the 
particular operation. He also indicated, as your letter points out, that the
next day he had someone present to observe the operations. Thus, your statement, . *
"These facts were available if your staff had but made a simple inquiry of the 
Authorized Officer" is meaningless. Certainly he could not have given a better 
answer than the man in the field.
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In his report to you, Mr. Reynolds, your Department's Director of Audit 
and Investigation, notes at page 14, "We also noted that 22 of the 68 critical 
NCRs (nonconformance reports) written in April, May and June of 1976 still 
question matters such as lack of preheating welds (7) and QC personnel not 
being present during welding (15). These are the type problems strongly 
objected to during 1975, yet no stop work orders were issued for these type 
welding or quality control problems." At page 17, Mr. Reynolds cites two 
welds which were marked for cut out by Quality Control but the cut out order 
was overriden. Although apparently the APO permitted corrective action to be 
taken (according to the Reynolds report at pages 19 and 20), the APO is not 
certain what that corrective action was. In a footnote to his report, Mr. 
Reynolds objects to this situation because, "We believe this is a critical 
omission since information in the daily logs of the AOFR indicates he was 
not satisfied with this resolution."

When the Subcommittee staff learned about the discharge of one radio- 
graphic crew in Section 1, they questioned the Alyeska Project Manager in 
Section 1, Mr. Ron Schmidt, and his deputy, Mr. Fred Hayes, about the reason. 
They, like the AOFR, were unaware of the discharge although it had occurred 
three days earlier. In fact, while the staff was there, the deputy made a 
telephone inquiry and reported back to the staff that no crew had been laid 
off. Subsequently, the staff information was confirmed by other sources.
The episode does, however, indicate that the correct answers are not always 
available simply by asking supervisory personnel.

In addition to points made in the Subcommittee staff report, I am concerned 
by a point made in the report to the Energy Resources Council by Mr. John W. 
Barnum, Deputy Secretary of Transportation. According to that report, the APO 
is permitting Alyeska to continue installation of the vertical support members 
without having approved the final design. As of July of this year, with most 
of these members in place, the APO explained that continued installation was 
no problem since if the design was not finally approved as installed, retrofit 
would not be a major problem. Such a blasfe attitude hardly characterizes a 
vigorous Government monitor.

Meanwhile, the APO is allowing Alyeska to hydrotest the pipe itself but 
to crib up the pipe so that no weight will fall on the VSM’s. The justification 
for this is that the VSM’s had not been in place for a full winter season and, 
therefore, had not yet settled. The implication is that next year when the 
line is operational the VSM’s will be satisfactory. But the fact is that their 
ability to support the pipe will not have been tested. We know of a number of 
instances in which the VSM’s during hydrotesting actually did settle ■—  in some 
cases more than seven inches. Since VSM’s are a novel procedure in a construc­
tion project of this sort, I find it troubling that Alyeska is allowed to proceed 
without the APO approving the final design. This is exactly the situation we 
saw previously when the APO permitted Alyeska to proceed without finally approv­
ing the quality control, quality assurance programs. Ultimately, the programs 
as initially implemented did not disclose the radiograph problem and they have 
been substantially revised in 1976 to compensate for this failure.
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The Honorable D. Kent Frizzell 
October 26, 1976 
Page Five

One remaining fact concerns me greatly. 1 asked in my letter that you review the preliminary staff report and comment thereon, which you have now done. I also stated, "If there are inaccuracies in the report, and if these are called to our attention, we will be in a position to correct them. We will assume, for these purposes, that those items in the report which are not 
commented upon, by your Department or by other parties in this matter, are accurate and need not be changed." The report of the staff detailed instances of Federal employees not being backed up by their management, that the ability to transfer people to different Sections of the pipeline was used to discipline individuals, that Washington had given specific instructions on the manner of cooperating in interviews with the Subcommittee staff to include writing down the questions and answers, that the Authorized Officer’s Representative had not been candid on specific items when questioned by the staff. In view of your failure to respond to these points in your letter, I am forced to assume that these particular points are admitted to be accurate. Accordingly, the Subcommittee will have to consider whether or not the matter should be referred to the Department of Justice

(

JDD:Bvp

Enclosures
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REVIEW OF GOVERNMENT (MRI -  GIE)  SPOT CHECK REPORTS FROM ALASKAN PIPELINE  OFFICE FIL ES

—  In  bo xe s In  J o h n L a tz ' 'o f f i c e  a t  I n t e r io r  —  none we re xe ro xe d \

—  q u ic k  re v ie w  o f  sp o t check r e p o r ts  f o r  1975 th ro ugh  May, 1976

—  many o f  th e  re p o r ts  p o in t  o u t non-c on fo rm ance w it h  go ve rnm en t w e ld in g  re g u la ti o n s  
mark ed  " u r g e n t "  o r  " c r i t i c a l "  —  ho w eve r,  th e re  is  no re q u ir e d  re m edia l a c t io n  re p o r t  
a tt a c h e d  to  a numb er o f  th e se  sh ow ing th a t  th e  pr ob le m  was so lv ed  —  An MRI re p re ­
s e n ta t iv e  co u ld  n o t e x p la in  th e  m is s in g  shee ts  —  so is  i t  n o t c le a r  from  t h e i r  re co rd s  
th a t  A ly e ska  e v e r f ix e d  th e  u rg e n t pro b le m  w e ld s — HRI was somewhat em ba rra ss ed  and  
conce rn e d .
- -  MRI fs a id  th e y  d id  n o t check o u t tr e n d s  in  pr ob le m s check in g  o u t no nc on fo rm an ce  

r e p o r ts

- -  An ex am ple o f  a m is s in g  re m e d ia l s h e e t,  re m ed ia l a c t io n  shee t —  a ttach m en t t k  
number 093

06 0 —  *1 /2 3/7 6 . . .
No q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l p e o p le  p re s e n t on U ri e  
Noncomp1 ia n ce  *
C r i t i c a l
D ouble  r e p a ir  s t i l l  g o in g  on 
Note d v io la t io n  o f  APO te le x  
No re m e d ia l a c t io n  re p o rte d
No q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l peo p le  on  th e  jo b  in  A p r i l ,  '7 6
"p o o r  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l w o rk  is  o c c u r r in g "  and  th e re  is  no QC cove ra ge "

066 —  O n ly  on e x - r a y  o u t o f  57 w e ld s  —  re qu irem en t 75%

5 /5 /7 6  —  x - r a y s ' s t i l l  way b e h in d , no w e ld s on  th a t  d a te  were  x -r aye d
MRI nonco nfo rm ance r e p o r ts  in d ic a te  30% r e p a ir  r a te  w h ic h  is  e x tr e m e ly  
h ig h

5 /5 /7 6  —  lo n g it u d in a l seams a re  n o t o f f s e t  —  APO d is a p p o in te d  

5 /6 /7 6  — No x - ra y s
MRI —  p o in t  o u t i t s  c r i t i c a l  to  s ta y  up — he lp s  w e ld de rs

5 /7 /7 6  —  w e ld in g  ro ds  s ta n d -  in  bucke t in  r a in
MRI r e p re s e n ta t iv e  s a id  t h a t  th e  q u a l i t y  c o n tro l guy on th e  l i n e  wo uld 
ha ve  to  go  and b i t c h  to  h is  boss , t e l l i n g  him  th a t  he was go in g  to  have 
to  sh u t down th e  o p e ra t io n  i f  th e y  c o n tin u e d  to  scre w  up — he sa ys  t h is  
is  n o t e x a c t ly  an e f f e c t iv e  sy stem

056 —  5 /8 /7 6
re p o r t  e xce ss iv e  w e ld in g  r e je c t  ra te s  
s e v e ra l w e ld e rs  in v o lv e d
a cc o rd in g  to  th e  ma nual th e y  shou ld  be d is q u a l if ie d  
no  a c t io n  ta ken
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037 -  5 /1 1 /7 6  j
30-4 0 w e ld s  on  Hay 9 th  none  x -ra y e d  on Hay 10
t h is  is  a re p ea te d  p ro b le m  w i th  th e  x - ra y  cre w  f a r  beh in d
AO m e re ly  n o t i f ie d  A ly eska
why a r e n 't  th e y  shu t down when t h is  happened?
T h is  v e ry  pro b le m  ca us ed  th e  f a ls i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  re c o rd s  and a number 
o f  th e  w e ld in g  pro b le m s Id e n t if ie d  in  th e  w e ld in g  pro gra m  

0 5 7 -3 /3 1 /7 6
x - ra y  cr ew  th re e  da ys  beh in d  /
on e o f  th e  re p o r ts  p o in ts  o u t  th a t  B e c h te l 's ,q u a li t y  c o n t r o l man on 
th e  w e ld in g  cre w  was n o t  aw are o f  c e r ta in  w e ld in g  re q u ir e m e n ts  a number 
o f  th e se  re p o r ts  id e n t i f y  pro bl em s c o n s ta n t ly  re p e a te d , why  was th e re  
no  th r e a t  by  th e  go ve rn m ent to  shu t th e  w e ld in g  down u n t i l  th e y  gOf  s tr a ig h te n e d  
o u t7  . - -------

0 2 0 -8 /2 8 /7 5
no nco nfo rm ance  —  c r i t i c a l
x - r a y  c re w  3 -5  m il e s  b e h in d ; a t  le a s t  a week b e h in d , A ly e ska  pr om is ed to  
g e t  them  w i th in  on e ml
N ix  —  GIE —  p o in te d  o u t  in  th e  re p o r t  t h is  pr oble m  o f  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  
th e  h ig h  r e je c t io n  r a te  o f  15 to  50 p e rc e n t - -  w h ic h  i s  eno rmo us 

0 1 4 -8 /2 8 /7 5
nonco nfo rm ance —  c r i t i c a l
B e ch te l QC —  mark ed  f o r  c u t o u t be ca us e o f  o f f s e t  p ro b le m  
c u to u t  in s t r u c t io n  was marke d o u t 
re q u e s te d  by  th e  GIE
AP0 s a id  p r a c t ic e  sh o u ld  s to p  b u t d id  n o t make them c u t  i t  o u t

012 - w i n s
same p ro b le m  
no  a c t io n

82-0 56 8 /1 7 /7 5
GIE want ed w e ld  c u t  o u t  

, AOFR d is a g re e d , re fu se d
no  QC on  jo b  f o r  hou rs  a t  a tim e  
MRI r e p o r t



65

ATTACHMENT 3 -----  APO F ie ld  Memoranda

Qi>3 6 /2 5 /7 ?

Non con fo rm ance—  u rg e n t
Sto p w o rk  o rd e r  by B e ch te l ig nore d
work  co n ti n u e d
n o t c le a r  AO fo rc e d  a s to p

S e r ia l Number 33 25 —  11 /3 /7 5

Non confo rm ance
s to p  o rd e r  a g a in  ig n o re d
"A ly e s k a  in  d i r e c t  f la g r a n t  v io la t io n  o f  th e  c o n d it io n s  o f  th e  go ve rnm en t 
c o n t r a c t "

AO a c t io n  —  a sk  A ly e ska  f o r  an e x p la n a ti o n  —  wh at  k in d  o f  a d e te r re n t  is  t h is  

Sp ot  Ch eck r e p o r t  062 4 /1 9 /7 6

Non confo rm ance  -  c r i t i c a l
tw o w e ld s  were  made w i th  no q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l pers on  p re se n t 
how c o u ld  t h is  p o s s ib ly  be c e r t i f i e d  
e rg o , QC o rd e re d  th e  w e ld s be c u t  o u t 
o v e r r u le d ,  by  some one
x -ra y e d

re p o r t  s ta te  " in d ic a t e s  th a t  someone Is  o v e r ru li n g  QC"
IS INTERESTING t o  n o te  t h is  was as  la te  as A p r i l 1976, th ese a re  no t o ld  1975 pr ob le m s 
I t h in k  w hat we ca n  conc lu de  from  t h is  is  th a t  th ey  s t i l l  d o n 't  hav e a re sp o n s ib le  
q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l syste m  in  p la ce  and  b a s ic  pr oble m s in  th e  w e ld in g  prog ra m  are  o c c u r r in g  
w it h  some r e g u l a r i t y



NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS PERCENTAGES

19 75 19 76 19 76  ( In c r e a s e  o v e r  
197 5)

N o n c o n fo rm a n c e  a s  p e r c e n t
o f  t o t a l  SCR’ s 21 32 66

P e r c e n t  NCR’ s  u n r e s o lv e d 23 40 5 7 .5

1 /
UNRESOLVED N C R 's  FOR 19 75  AND 19 76

c r i t i c a l

$ o f  T o t a 1

51

u r g e n t 1

r o u t  1ne 48

£ /
B a se d  on  d a ta  c o m p il e d  b y  t h e  D e p a r tm e n t o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r
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MEMORANDUM 9/23/76

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT: POSSIBLE PIPELINE INTEGRITY PROBLEMS IN SECTION 3

1. A P-30'ed weld was reported to have been cutout in PS #6. 

This was reported to me by GIE (Name) who observed the incident. 
(Name) stated that he did not write a GIE Spot Check on this 

activity —  due to the criminal implications of a weld having

to be cut out after it was supposed to have been fully certified 

with signed approvals.
Also 1976 welds have been dug up on AS 68 —  I saw the 

dig out at the transition south of Slate Creek —  because they 

were never x rayed or P- 30’ed.
In both of these cases, the problems were discovered and 

corrective action taken, but they open the question of how 
accurate/effective is APSC 1976 weld audit program.
2. On As 54, 55 & 56, GIE (Name) told me that APSC is cutting 

out sections of a already hydrostatic pipeline and removing 

excess pipe in the A/G mode. That is to say the G/G alignment 
is incorrect —  too much pipe between anchors —  and APSC is 

removing the extra 48". APSC makes a cutout and then welds in 
a smaller pup of pretested. GIE (Name) stated that APSC told him 
that they do not plan to rehydrotest these sections of the main 

line.
I have observed two of these cutouts on AS 55-56.
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United States Department of the Interior
O FF IC E OF  T H E  SE CR ET AR Y 
W A SH IN G TO N , D .C . 2O2T4O

December 6, 1976

Hon. John D. Dinge ll
Chairman, Committee on In te rs ta te  

and Foreign Commerce
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
House o f Represen tatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Chairman D in ge ll:

Your le t te r  to  me o f October  26, 1976, is  essen tia lly  a restatem ent o f 
your  s ta f f 's  co nc lusio ns , and fa il s  to  recognize ny e a rl ie r  responses 
to  such a lle ga tions.

No tw ithstanding , I  w il l once again  address each o f you r po ints below:

1. Blank c e rt if ic a ti o n s  and your Attachment  #4.

Our Au tho rized O ff ic e r has no evidence o f weld ce rt if ic a ti o n s  being 
signed in  blan k.  Your re it e ra ti o n  concerning th is  subjec t sheds no 
new li g h t .  I f  you or your s ta f f  have spec if ic  in fo rm at ion,  why don 't 
you giv e i t  to  us? Also,  be assured th a t we have searched our f il e s  
and they co ntain no such inemo even s im ila r to  the one you have enclosed. 
Your sugges tion  th a t the  ma tte r be turned ove r to  the Ju st ice Department 
is a good one. Maybe th e ir  in vestigation w il l tu rn up something besides 
unsigned pieces o f paper w ith  names de leted.  I f  the re are “ cr im inal  
Im pl ic at io ns"  and your s ta f f  knows the names o f the people who pur ­
por te dly have in fo rm at ion,  the  lav/ requ ire s th a t such in form at ion be 
provided to  the  approp ria te law enforcement agency.

In c id e n ta lly , Paragraph One o f your Attachment #4 sta tes  th at a P-30'ed 
weld was repo rte d to  have been cu t ou t 1n PS $5 and th at GIE observed 
the  in c id en t,  bu t sta ted th a t he did no t w ri te  a GIE spo t check on the 
a c t iv it y .  Our records show th a t a GIE represen tative did Indeed observe 
two P-30 welds being cu t ou t in  PS ?6 on September 2, 1976. Tie GIE 
re pr es en ta tiv e then wro te Hon-Conformance Report Ho. 031-342 dated 
September 2,  1976 (copy atta ched) on th is  observa tion and precessed the 
NCR through normal channels. QA has subsequently  submitted a repo rt  
ex plaining  the In cident.  I t  shou ld be noted th a t the cu t ou t resu lte d 
from a double  re pa ir  which was detected and corrected by the tJA/QC system.

<4
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Paragraph Two o f Attachment  44 states  th a t 1976 welds were dug up because 
they were never x-rayed  or P-30'ed  bu t the  problems were discovered and 
co rrect ive ac tion taken. The fa c t 1s th at the s itua tion  was Invest iga ted 
by the AGFR and GIE repres en tative because an Id e n ti fi ca ti o n  problem arose 
from the A s-E u ilt  Survey.  This is  a ty p ic a l example o f the QA and our 
Su rvei lla nc e system working  to resolve problems.

F in a ll y , your  Attachment  £4 Im plies  th a t 1 t 1s Improper to  In s ta ll  sh or t 
sect ions  o f pr e- tested  pipe In prev ious ly  hydro -te ste d sections wi thou t 
re-hydro tes t1n g the en ti re  se ct io n. Such welds are considered t1 e-in  welds. 
49 CFR, Paragraph 195.308 state s:

“Pipe assoc iated w ith  t1e-1ns  must be hydro sta tica lly  tested , 
e it h e r w ith  the  sect ion to  be ti e d  In or se para te ly ."

2.  1975 problems reoccuring 1n 1976.

A ll  av ai lable facts dis pute yo ur  s ta f f 's  conclus ion th a t 1976 welding 
q u a li ty  is  no be tt e r than 1975.

Welding problems 1n 1976 have dim inished  both 1n number and sign ifi ca nc e 
over 1975. Problems o f OC ins pe ctors and government Inspecto rs being 
absent  has occur red , bu t the occasions are ra re . The work accomplished 
on such occasions has been subsequently accepted by QC. I t  shou ld be 
emphasized th a t the re is  no c r it e r ia  which req uires  1002 presence 
o f Government Inspecto rs during any co ns tru ct ion phase, c r it ic a l or  
oth erw ise . The Rig ht o f Way Agreement does no t requ ire  a one to one ra tio  
o f ins pe ctors to  workers. The Government requ irement is  to spot  check 
Alyeska's  QA e ff o r ts , no t QC the jo b. The asse rtion  th at there has been 
a Government fa il u re  to  conduct independent te sting  is  to ta ll y  fa ls e , e .c .,  
the  Government had exten sive fractu re  rechan ics te sting  accomplished and 
s o li c it e d  the  op inio n o f the  top  men in  the cou ntry on the welding problem.

Your Zit tac hren t #1 purpo rts  to  "d isclose " 6 items o f descrepancy and is  a 
"q uick  review" o f spot check repo rts  fo r  1975 throuqh May 1976, w ri tten  
by GIE. I t  li s ts  16 SCR's e it h e r by incomplete number id e n ti fi c a ti o n  or  
date on ly . The review li s ts  se lected  po rtion s o f department  repo rts  and 
yo ur  s ta f f ’ s in te rp re ta tion  o f the same. In any case, the "quick review"
1s 1 nc orplete,  lack ing in  depth and understanding, and does no t support  
yo ur  im plic a tions. Copies o f the  referenced spo t checks are attached . Hote 
th a t a ll  these non-conformances have been fo llow ed up and closed out by 
acceptable Remedial Ac tion Reports.

8 3 -9 5 8  0  -  77 - 6
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Your comment o f a "s ta r tl in g "  Increase 1n non-conformances 1s an example 
o f yo ur  s ta f f 's  misuse o f s ta t is t ic s .  Since the re po rt ing system which 
you have used is  on a Spot Check basis  and no t designed as a fu ll  t ir e  
Insp ec tio n system, quanti ta tive  conclusions drawn from raw numbers w ith  
no understand ing o f the ov era ll opera tions can be mis leading  and in corr ect.
For example, in  Attachment  #3 to  yo ur  le t te r ,  the 1975 Spot Chock Report  
s ta t is t ic s  on we ldin g and radiography are compared to  the 1976 s ta t is t ic s ,  
and a con clusion o f a "s ta r tl in g  66% " increase 1n non-conformance rep or ts 
Is  drawn. Below 1s the profes sio na l an alys is :

SCR's 1n 1975 were taken over a s ix  month period o f rout ine spot 
checking o f lin e  a c t iv it ie s .  SCR's 1n the  1976 sample rep resent 
a three month pe rio d.  Uh lle  I t  1s tru e th at the percentage o f 
non-conforaances rep orted increased  112 (21% 1n 1975 to  32% 1n 
the 1976 repo rts ) the impo rta nt  analy sis  to make 1s th at although 
the 1976 e f fo r t  was es pecially  di re cted  toward we lding , the 
c r it ic a l/ u rg e n t non-conformances were 40% versus 70% fo r  the 1975 
pe rio d or a "s ta r tl in g  75%“ Improvement. In 1975, 28 NCR's were 
urge nt ; in  1976, on ly 3 . . . o r  in  yo ur  words a "s ta r tl in g  900% de­
crea se ." To the profes sio na l these s ta ti s ti c s  re fl e c t a decided 
Improvement 1n the QA/QC e f fo r t  and a "s ta r tl in g  66%" was a re su lt  
o f a gr ea te r number o f repo rts  because o f a more concentrated 
we lding  surv eill anc e e f fo r t .

3. Tslna Rive r Crossing.

A rehash o f the  Tslna Rive r Crossing seems unnecessary. I be lieve  th is  
was adequately  answered in  my previous response and 1n th a t o f Mr. Patton in  
the  Alyeska response to  the Subcommittee S ta ff 's  re port . The Government team 
was aware o f the crossing going on, and the work done fo r  fo ur weeks up to  th at 
po in t had been observed. As Mr. Pat ton stated  1n h1s response, "Discussion 
o f the r iv e r  crossing w ith  Sta te and Federal monitors  took place th a t day and 
on numerous occasions p ri o r  to and throughout the wo rk. "

The fa c t th a t Mr. Kn igh t, the  AOFR 1n Sec tion  1, was no t aware o f the work at 
the Tslna Crossing is  sim ply  expla ine d: Mr. Knight had ju s t arr iv ed in  Section  
1 as an iq te r in  replacement fo r  the A lte rn ate  AOFR In th a t Se ct ion.  The b r ie f ­
ing Mr. Kn igh t received upon his a rr iv a l did no t inc lude a de ta ile d discussion 
o f the  Tslna Rive r a c ti v it y  s lr p ly  because i t  was a lower p r io r it y  item than 
othe r co ns tru ct ion a c ti v it ie s  then taking  pla ce . Mr. Carson, the primary AOFR 
1n Section  1, was aware o f the r iv e r  cro ss ing  a c ti v it y  and would have had a 
menber o f the APO team present 1 f he f e l t  1 t necessary. The po in t to be made is  
th a t the  primary AOFR 1s res ponsible  fo r  planning  su rvei lla nc e coverage in  tije  
f ie ld .  There 1s no req ulrenen t fo r  Federal mon itors  to be presen t at  every  
co ns tru ct ion a c t iv it y .  The AOFR decides what da lly  events,  1n h1s best judgment, 
should be observed.
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4. Consents o f DOI Au di t and In vestiga tion .

F ir s t:  I should poin t ou t to  you th a t I pe rson al ly asked the Divis ion 
o f Au di t and In ve st ig atio n to  look a t our en ti re  ov er si te  opera tion 1n Alaska 
a ft e r  the Arthu r Anderson re port , which I had e a rl ie r  comiss ioned,  was made 
av ai lable to  ire. The In ve stigation was done by caree r employees w ith ou t any 
re s tr ic ti o n s  by my o ff ic e  wha tsoever.  The bottom lin e  o f th a t In ve st igatio n 
was th a t no evidence emerged th a t showed wronodoina , negl igence or Im prop rie ty 
on the part  o f DOI personnel 1n the performance o f th e ir  du ty.

Re lative to  your sp e c if ic  com ents concerning the  DOI Au di t and In ve st igatio n 
Report, you imply  th a t stop work orde rs should be Issued whenever co ns tru ct ion 
a c ti v it ie s  do no t appear to  conform to  S tipu la tion  requ irements . As noted,  
the  question o f matters such as fa il u re  to  prehea t during  welding appeared 1n 
spot  check repo rts  w ri tt en  in  A p r il , Kay, and June o f 1976. As a re su lt  o f 
these  observat ions , the matter was brought to  the  attent io n o f QC Personnel,  
who then gave cl ose r scru tiny to  th a t aspect o f the welding operat ion . I t  
1s Im porta nt to  note th a t 1n th is  sce nario  as wel l as 1n many othe rs , i t  1s 
of ten more pruden t to  have QC In ve st igate  suspect a c ti v it ie s  ra th er  than 
a rb it ra r il y  issu e stop work orde rs . Under gu idel ines  Issued to APO Field 
Personnel (and Aly eska 's QC), th is  ins tan ce did no t co nst itute  a co nd itio n 
wa rra nt ing a stop work orde r.

Your s ta f f  re port  als o Implied  th a t a stop work orde r shou ld be Issued whenever 
QC personnel are no t "I n  s ig h t"  du ring we ldin g opera tions . As noted, spo t check 
repo rts  in d icate  th a t QC personnel were no t present a t some welding a c t iv it ie s .
I t  must be understood th a t QC was no t s ta ffed  to  provide a "one to  one" cond itio n 
fo r  mo ni torin g every a c ti v it y  at  a ll  we ldin g op erat ions , no r is  such su rvei lla nc e 
requ ire d procedure.  The QC su pe rv iso r must determine the a llo cation o f his s ta f f .  
I t  1s h1s re spons ib il it y  to ins ure th a t even though a ll  a c ti v it ie s  may no t be 
atte nded, they  are checked freq uently  enough to  ve ri fy  th at work qu a li ty  is  at 
an acceptable le ve l.  I f  work was accomplished w ith out the knowledge o f QC, 
or  i f  workmanship is  unsatis fa cto ry , the QC does no t accept i t .  QC's decis ion  
no t to  accept such work can on ly be overr idden by high er  au th o ri ty , namely 
QA and/o r Alyeska's  Pro ject  Manager, w ith  concurrence o f APO.

Concerning the  two welds marked fo r  cu t ou t by QC, the  decis ion  was made (w ith  
APO's app roval)  to  accep t the welds on me rits othe r than vis ua l Insp ec tio n,  
l . e . ,  rad iography and hy drotes t re su lts . The fa c t th a t the AOFR did  no t agree 
w ith  th is  re so lu tio n shou ld no t be used to  d is c re d it  the de cision . Many 
designs must Invo lve  APO Technical S ta ff , who have more tech nica l knowledge 
1n spec if ic  d is c ip lin es than AOFR's. Seldom is  any decis ion  ar riv ed  at  w ith  
unanimous approval o f a ll  part ie s concerned. To expect 100 percen t concurrence 
on every decis ion  made by APO S ta ff  would be li k e  expecting the U.S. Congress 
to  vote unanimously on every  b i l l  1 t conside red. However, i f  your s ta f f  would 
have fu ll y  inve st igated  it s  accusations, they would have found th at indeed the
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AOFR did  agree with  th is  de cis ion.  The comment re fe rre d to In the  log  was 
p r io r  to  the  time the  AOFR was fu ll y  Informed on the technic al cons ide rat ion s 
and discuss ion s w ith  h1s a lte rn a te . Such fa ctua l Inform at ion  was a ll  av ai lable 
to  yo ur  s ta f f  on October 26, 1976, bu t 1t  appears they  chose to  Ignore 1 t.

Your comnent about ve rt ic a l support  members 1n the la t te r  part  o f page 4 Is 
another example o f lac k o f tech nica l understanding and the fa il u re  to  lea rn 
a ll  the  fa c ts  surrounding the s it u a ti o n . Ea rly  In the design review phase, 
the  APO made known It s  concern about the Alyeska c r it e r ia  in  I ts  VSM's. As 
a re s u lt , a memorandum o f understanding was w ri tt en  whereby Alyeska was 
au tho rized  under certa in  co ns tra in ts  imposed by the APO to  proceed w ith  VSM 
In s ta ll a ti o n  and to  provide the APO w ith  the re su lts  o f labo ra to ry  and f ie ld  
te st s fo r  con tinued ev alua tio n.  The APO believ es th a t Alyeska claimed a hig her 
c r it e r ia  performance from It s  VSM design than could be demonstrated. The poin t 
to  be made 1s th at the  design w il l meet the s ti pu la ti on  requ irement o f prov id ing 
at le ast 2 fe e t between the ground surface  and the pipe . Moreover, before the 
p ip e lin e  reaches undes irable  st ress  le ve ls  and wel l in  advance o f any r is k  o f 
even a w rink le , much less  a ru ptur e,  a large  number o f VSM's must se tt le  
several  fe e t.  Such se ttlem en t w il l not be poss ible in  a prop er ly designed and 
Implemented OAM program such as Is  requ ired by the APO.

As to  cribbin g up the  pip e so th a t no we igh t w il l f a l l  on the VSM's the Infe rence 
here 1s th a t th is  was done 1n a ll  cases where pipe was supported by a ve rt ic a l 
support menber. There are a t le ast  ten  types o f VSM's. When Alyeska desired 
to  continue hy drotes tin g 1n aboveground sections the APO warned th at the s lu rr y  
and s o il  around some Thermal VSM's may not have experienced a temperature 
s u f f ic ie n tl y  below fre ez ing to  have adequate res lstence  (one w in te r season 
minimum design c r it e r ia  requ irement from placement to  load ing) . There fore, 
the  APO requ ire d th at these Thermal VSM's 1n thawed so ils  or  in  so ils  w ith  a 
mixtu re o f froz en and thawed so ils  which had no t been In s ta lle d  fo r one w in te r 
season would  be crib bed to  prevent poss ible pipe disp lacement. Since hy drotes tin g 
the  pipe is  no t a te s t fo r  VSM’ s th is  allowed important te st in g  o f the pipel ine 
to  be accomplished w ith out In te r fe r in g  w ith  othe r co ns tru ct ion observa tions.
The number o f th is  spec if ic  type o f Thermal VSM's 1s less than 4 percent o f the 
to ta l o f VSM's used in  the  aboveground p ip elin e co ns tru ct ion.

The APO has been acutely aware o f the VSM Design Question since the - concept 
o f an elevated  pipelin e was o ri g in a ll y  proposed by the Permittees. Government 
rep rese ntat ive s have worked clos ely w ith  Alyeska throughout  the development 
o f th is  so ph is tic ated  system, which has been designed using the la te s t technology 
ava ila b le . Many stud ies  have been made and te s t repo rts  analyzed during the  past 
two ye ars.  APO recormendotlons made to  and accepted by Alyeska  have resu lte d 1n 
design improvenents . Fu rth er , ongoing cons ide rat ion  o f design c r it e r ia  ca lls  
fo r  use o f data generated by 1974 and 1975 test s to ca re fu lly  eva lua te in -p lace  
performance o f VSM's during opera tion o f the p ip elin e system. This  In tim ate 
Invo lvem ent  and concern ha rd ly chara cte rizes  the  blase a tt itude  which you have 
a tt ri b u te d  to  the Government mon itors  1n th is  Ins tan ce.

4



73

F in a ll y , there  1s ab so lute ly no thing  to  support  your statements th at Federal 
employees were no t backed up by management, th a t tra ns fe rs  were used to  
d is c ip lin e  In d iv id uals  or th at the AQR had no t been candid w ith  the Subcommittee 
S ta ff . You stat e th a t your  s ta f f  re po rt  "d eta ile d" Instances o f misuse of 
tr ansfe rs , e tc . Hr. Chairman, yo ur  s ta f f  re po rt  doesn't  give ire one spec if ic  
Ins tance w ith  names or dates o r places . Give us the facts and we w il l look 
In to  i t .  I expla ined 1n ry  la s t le t te r  th a t the Department of fe re d to  have 
a merber o f the  S o li c it o r 's  O ff ice attend the  in te rv iews held between your 
s ta f f  and department employees, bu t your  s ta f f  refused  to  allow  those whom 
they questioned to  be represented. In  fa c t,  1 f a lawyer was to be presen t 
they threatened to  pack-up and go home. The In terv iews  were ca rr ied out  
w ith out an at to rney  pre sent . Fran kly , 1n the  li g h t  o f subsequent events,  and 
a ft e r  reading the  s ta f f  re port , i t  perhaps would have been pruden t to  have 
recorded the  In te rv iews ra th er than give a mere in struction  to  make notes o f 
question s and answers.

With res pect to  employees being cand id w ith  yo ur  s ta ff e rs , am I to  be lieve  
th a t your  s ta f f 's  "o pinion " o f the lac k o f candor w il lb e  taken as tru e unless 
I sta te  an "o pinion " otherwise?  I f  so , I hereby stat e th at my op inion 1s th at 
APO employees were candid.

Hr. Chairman, I fe e l compelled to  repeat what was stated  1n my e a r li e r  le t te r  
to  you. This le tt e r-w r it in g  "campaign" between you and your s ta f f  and me 
and my s ta f f ,  though challen ging  and en te rt a in in g , 1s no t the best means o f 
so lv in g problems a ri s in g  ou t o f the co ns tru ct ion o f the Trans Alaska Pip elin e.
I know yo ur , and your  subcommittee's , basic  purpose is  the same as mine and 
Secre tary Kleppe 's . . . .  and th at 1s to  complete the pipelin e in  compliance 
w ith  a ll  S ti pu la tions , apply ing  the  best engineerino and technology av aila ble , 
and pro te ct in g the  environment to the  maximum ex te nt  po ss ib le. Sure there 
have been prob lems, and more w il l li k e ly  occur before st a rt -u p  time next summer. 
But le t 's  tr y  to  co op erat ive ly solve those problems by work ing toge ther , keeping 
one another informed i f  problems ari se, as opposed to  reveal ing Informat ion  or  
attem pting  to  make someone look bad "a ft e r  the fa c t. "  Knowing you and the 
subcorr.ii ttee members, I am co nf iden t th a t such a course can be pursued, and I 
pledge ny best e ff o rt s  to do lik ew ise.

Sinc erely yours .

D. Kent F ri zze ll  
Under Secreta ry

Enclosures
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Mr. Dingell. I want to make it very clear the function of this gathering today is to discuss the falsification of X-rays  and radiog­raphy in connection with the so-called double joint welds and not to discuss any previous disagreements tha t you and I  or that you and our staff or your folks and our staff might have had.
Now if you wish to address yourself to those, I would be most de­lighted to receive your comments. If  you want to have a hearing with regard to the matters  tha t you now are addressing yourself to and wish to request that of the subcommittee, we will certainly try  and accommodate you.
Mr. F rizzell. Mr. Chairman, nobody wants to reach the merits of today’s allegation more than  the Department of the Interior  but I have indicated to be able to lay the necessary groundwork and to get the necessary knowledge to understand the basis of today’s a llegations 1 want to make an opening s tatement. If  you are attem pting to censor my opening statement, then I  will accede to tha t but otherwise I  would like to continue and make the statement.
Mr. Dingell. I just want your statement to address itself to  the mat­ters that are current ly before the committee and the mat ters now relate 

to the yard  welds and not our ea rlier correspondence. I f you address yourself to  tha t, we will be-----
Mr. F rizzell. Our earlier correspondence is germane to today’s discussion.
Mr. Dingell. That may very well be your view of the matter, it is not mine, with all respect.
Mr. F rizzell. If  you are going to not allow me to make those state­ments and you are going to gag and censor my testimony today-----
Mr. Dingell. Now, Mr. Frizzell, you are an intelligent  man, or at least you are supposed to be, and I don’t see any gag on you. I s 'mply am delineating for your benefit—you seem to have some difficulty gathering it—the bounds and the scope of our inquiries. The bounds and the scope of the inquiry relate to the transcript which was made available to you which was under discussion between your people and our staff folk with regard to the double join t welds. I would be most pleased to receive your testimony on those matters and even afford you a righ t which is not available to you under the rules of the com­mittee and that is to present prepared testimony which has  not been submitted to the committee 24 hours in advance.
Now if you wish to testify with regard to the double joint  welds which are the subject of this scrutiny, we will be delighted to receive any comments you wish and I don't think you can fa irly regard  your­self as being gagged or being denied an opportunity  to be heard. Tha t is the function of  the hearing. As the Chair is responsible for  the con­duct of the hearing, I  insist tha t the bounds of the hearing be adhered to.
Now within those bounds I will recognize you again for comments.Mr. P rizzell. M ith the understanding, Mr. Chairman, that  these opening statements were part of the  testimony with regard to today’sdiscussion and you have disallowed them, I will proceed to-----
Mi. Dingell. I have not disallowed anything. The bounds of the hearing  are the double joint welds which you good folk___
Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, may I  arbitra te th is little dispute?
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Mr. D ingell . The re is no dispute. Th e Ch air  thanks the gentleman 
but 1 am sure 1 do not need arb itra tion  with anybody in this  sub­
committee.

Mr. B rown. I f  I  co uld only make this  comment.
Mr. D ingell . 1 recognize the gentleman for  comment but not 

arbitration.
Mr. B rown. We have  alre ady  gotte n into some discussion with  

Mr. Barn um on the question of  how the matter of  the held welds was 
dealt with  in a technical sense and it seems to me that  to the extent 
tha t the DO 1 witnesses would want to address tha t poin t I assume 
tha t the Ch air  has no objection to them addressin g tha t poin t as it 
affects the question of  what to do about the possibi lity  of  bad welds 
in the ya rd  welds. I don’t  know wheth er there is a relat ionship here 
between the witness and the subcommittee which the witness feels he 
ough t to get into but I  don’t feel  that  is app rop riate to this  hearing.

Mr. Ding ell . I am not aware of  it and I wil l certain ly agree with 
the gentleman on tha t particular  point. In any event  we are going 
to try to giv e you, Mr. Fr izz ell , all the opportunities to comment on 
the matters before us. I f  you have a desire  to appear before the sub­
committee in connection with other  matters, we w ill try  to honor those 
wishes.

Now again we recogn ize you for the yard welds tha t we are  address­
ing ourselves to.

Mr. F rizzell. Con side ring  tha t my statement has been abbre viated 
for me, I  will proceed.

Mr. D ingell . It  has not been abbreviat ed, it is just held to the 
matter at hand for  which we should all be tha nkful  with  the lunch 
hour coming up.

Mr. F rizzell. I say here for  2 hours this morning and listened 
to testimony and have  not heard  anyb ody else have  the ir remarks 
deleted, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dingell . The  gent lema n’s remarks shall  not be deleted, they  
are just  held to the matter  at hand. You seem to have  some difficulty  
but I am p repared to be patient.

Mr. F rizzell. I think they  are germane to tod ay’s hearing  and I 
have so s tated three times now.

Mr. D ingell . I than k you for tha t appreciatio n and again I wil l 
reiterate if  you wish to discuss other matters, we will hear you at a 
time late r i f you wish to request it.

Mr. F rizzell. I wil l so request  at this time.
Mr. D ingell . A ll  right.
Mr. F rizzell. Wo uld  the chairm an no tify when I can giv e my fu ll 

remarks at a later  hearing ?
Mr. Ding ell . I f  you wi ll submit  your  request, we w ill receive it and 

review it.
Mr. F rizzell. Consider it to be submitted this instant.
Mr. D ingell . A ll  right.  We will  consider  it and you may be in 

touch with  our s taff reg ard ing  what  you wish to te sti fy on and we w ill 
see what we are goi ng to do about it.

Mr. F rizzell. I f  th at rul ing  from the Ch air  review s what happen ed 
recen tly, then reg ard ing  the latest accusations.
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Mr. Dinoell. You may consider yourself recognized, and I am not aware of any accusations. Now the chairman may be aware of accusations.
Mr. Frizzell. Mr. Chairman, are you going to characterize for me my testimony or may I  testify ?
Mr. Dinoell. I am not interpre ting  your testimony at all. You are free to testify  and 1 am awaiting  your  testimony. I jus t am advising you you are not accused of anything.Air. F rizzell. Well, the record will speak to that.On November 15, 1976, Mr. Witness X was interviewed by Mr. Don Olive, a labor organizer and representative of the Operator Engineers Union together with Peter Stockton and Michael B arrett of your subcommittee staff. On page 3 of Witness X ’s interview your staff’s characterization of what he said makes the following strong statement:

Of these  400 rep air  welds he estimated about ha lf or 200 got out of the  yard withou t X-rays being taken of the  repairs . Few and possibly none of the repairs  were made.
In tha t same statement on page 4 he is recorded as sa yin g:
No one knows what happened but  said  that  everyone assumed it  had been haule d out and stru ng along the  line.
He did not know whether or not the  repairs were made although he thought probably not.
Then, Mr. Chairman, on November 22, 1976, Messrs. Stockton and Barre tt of your staff interviewed Witness Y by telephone. Do and behold, Witness Y stated on page 2 of his interv iew:
All the pipes were repaire d before  they got out of the yard but  the falsif ica­tion was not necessary because the  film was missing or of poor quali ty, th at  it was merely a case  of falsify ing the  film for accounting purposes.
On December 8, 1976, the following day, Mr. Bar rett became even bolder in a memo to you. On page 1 at the top the heading of tha t memorandum to you—excuse me.
On a previous day, on December 7, your staff wrote a memorandum to you as chairman which memorandum was leaked to the press st at­ing, among other things,  and representing as proven facts some of the following:
More fake X-rays and defec tive welds discovered on Alaska pij>eline. The subcommittee  sta ff has obtained statements from a number of workers who adm it to fals ifying hund reds  of add itional  X-rays of double joint welds. At least  200 welds buri ed along the pipeline are still  in need of repa ir. There may even have been a conspiracy on the  par t of the  Department of Interior,  Departm ent of Tra nsp ortation and Alyeska to cover up—those sacred words—or at  the  very leas t actively ignore.
Then on the following date, December 8, t ha t is when Mr. B arre tt became even bolder in a memo to you. He sa id :
The subcommittee staff has identified a number  of individuals involved in a scheme to cover up the  fac t—not guess timate, but fac t—that  as many as 200 defec tive welds may be buried along the Alaska pipeline which the  defective welds were  mingled with  pipes hav ing good welds and were welded into  the pipeline.
Now on December 10, last Frid ay, you opened an executive session of the subcommittee by inserting into the record a statement  of your
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own containing some but not all of the same allegations. As of that  
time and date, last Friday, I as Under Secretary in charge of the 
Alaska pipeline activities within the Department of Inte rior  had 
received no information from you or your staff concerning any alle­
gations or the general subject matte r of today's hearing.

Mr. D ingell. Well, now, that does not happen to be so at all because 
you were invited to have witnesses up here.

Mr. F rizzell. I said as of that  time and date, 10 o’clock last Friday 
morning.

Mr. D ingell. And you were invited to have people up here to moni­
tor last Fri day’s hearing.

Mr. Frizzell. I had them here. My reference is to that  time and 
date as of the time you entered your statement into the record at 10 
o'clock last Frid ay morning. Aly statement is accurate to tha t extent. 
True, we have had observers and I have talked to them obviously 
since. Now the press started calling immediately thereafte r, and being 
somewhat unable to reply certain  headlines were obtained.

Now though it seems redundant at this late date, what are the facts? 
Are they fact or fabrica tion? True or false? Accurate or inaccurate? 
Fact  or fiction?

Let’s use your own staff’s memorandum to you, Mr. Chairman, dated 
December 7—an app ropr iate date fo r such a memo on the basis of your 
inquiry. Let’s star t on page 1. The very heading of the memo entitled 
“Subject” reads as follows: “More fake X-rays  and defective welds 
discovered on Alaska pipeline.”

That is false. Nobody had or has discovered any more defective 
welds on the pipeline.

Mr. Dingell. Well, at  this point are you going to tell us that there 
were not faked X-rays?

Mr. F rizzell. That  is not my statement. Don’t put words in my 
mouth, Mr. Chairman. I said nobody has or had.

Mr. Dingell. You are making  comment here.
Mr. F rizzell. Mr. Chairman-----
Mr. Dingell. Just a minute.
Mr. Frizzell. I will address the falsified X -rays  in a moment and 

I intend to.
Mr. Dingell. All right.
Mr. Frizzell. Now what was the basis for your staff’s a llegation? 

Well, they had four possible witnesses or statements on that  date to 
rely upon. Firs t they had a union organizer who testified here today 
who has never been an employee of the pipeline, who has never made 
a weld on the pipeline, who has never made a radiograph on the pip e­
line and he has never read a radiograph on the pipeline.

You had an assistant radiographer apparently  with no advance 
written  statement in testimony last Friday who agreed although there 
were approximately  60 radiographs  that may have been falsified, all 
were repa ir welds which had been repaired before they were brought 
to the yard  and i t was merely a case of falsify ing film for accounting 
purposes afte r the fact.

Third, you had assistant radiographer witness X who under ques­
tioning  by Mr. Brown admitted  he didn’t know whether any defective 
welds got out on the pipe or not.



Fourth, you had a senior radiog raphe r witness Y who stated (1) all repa ir welds were made and radiographed, (2) no defective welds got out of the line x with the exception of 8, (3) falsification of approximately 60 radiographs were for accounting purposes only.Now it is necessary to explain the double-jointed w’elding process tha t occurred in Fairbanks  during 1975 from Jan uary to June. I don’t appear as any expert  on radiography or welding or procedures but perhaps I  can help the subcommittee. Unlike your own staff, Mr. Chairman, when you want to get expert answers you ought to call on the experts. Even though this whole problem involves Alyeska, isn’t it strange tha t they were not asked by this subcommittee or staff to appear today or the Quali ty-----
Mr. Dingell. For  your information, Mr. Frizzell, since you make a comment, we will have Alyeska in today.
Mr. F rizzell. They are here today at our invitat ion, not yours.Mr. D ingell. Well, we will have them here and if you don’t mind I will conduct the affairs of this subcommittee. I f you have some sug­gestions, we will be happy to receive them but I am not aware tha t you are chairman of the subcommittee, I happen to  be, and I will hear the witnesses in the order tha t I deem proper. If  you have some sug­gestions, I will be glad to receive them.
Mr. Frizzell. Fine.
Mr. Dingell. But I don’t receive your dictation.
Mr. Frizzell. Now if during Jan uary to June of 1975 in the  F ai r­banks double jointing yard  with respect to the 60 alleged falsified radiographs, if my understanding  is correct, and I stand certainly to be questioned on it or fur ther explanation from those who know Al­yeska and Bechtel—my unders tanding of the process as a layman is •that double-jointed pipe was assembled there in 40-foot or 30-foot sections and double jointed by machine weld and when the machine makes its pass at the circumferential weld it is either a good weld or it is a bad weld. The way we tell it at Inte rior  and the requirements we laid on to Alyeska for the entire length of the 800-mile-length pipeline was to give us a radiog raph of tha t weld so a radiog raph is taken. I hat radiograph  shows one of two things : good weld, bad weld.
Mr. Dingell. Or an inadequate radiograph.
Mr. F rizzell. It  could show that.
If  it is a good weld, tha t radiograph goes in the file and the pipe is code marked and put  back out into the yard to go into the line. I f it is a bad weld according to the radiog raph,  it is also marked as a defective weld and is immediately marked for repair.
The repair is made and a second radiograph is made of the repa ired weld. One of two things happens there again, either the repai r is a good one—in which event the pipe is marked, it goes to the y ard to go to the field—or if  it is a bad one, we don’t give them a third chance because no repair  welds can be welded for the second time. The radio­graph , if  it shows it is bad, that pipe goes out and is cut out. No second repa ir weld may be made.
Now let s go on to tha t statement with that  background of your staff to you on December 7. “The subcommittee staff has obtained statements”—I am reading from page 1—“from a number of workers
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who admit to falsifying  hundreds of additional X-rays  of double 
joint  welds.” The testimony and even the statement  was not hundreds, 
it was not even 200, it was not 75 to 200 as represented here, i t was 60.

Mr. Dingell. Well, if you will read the record, Mr. Frizzell, you 
will find that the statement  was made th at the witnesses had told our 
staff members that there were as many as 200 and tha t they subse­
quently in the proceedings before the committee changed the number 
to 60 or more.

Mr. F rizzell. Then on page 2 we get to the allegation of the con­
spiracy on the part of the Depar tment  of the Inte rior  and Alyeska to 
cover up or at least actively ignore. I would like to share with the 
committee at this time some of the involvement wi th the Department 
of the Inte rior  with  respect to welds on the  trans-Alaska  pipeline. All 
of this material was available to your staff investigators and they 
either chose to ignore it or did not use it.

On Feb ruary  24 of this  year Mr. Ilol lins on my left as my authorized 
officer sent a l etter to  the FB I requesting investigation  of X-ray dis­
appearance and falsification. On March 11 of this year-----

Mr. Dingell. Which X-ray falsifications. Which X-ray falsification 
and disappearances did this communication relate to, the yard  welds 
that are the  subject matte r of our proceeding today?

Mr. Frizzell. Field  welds.
Mr. Dingell. Fie ld welds?
Mr. F rizzell. Yes.
Mr. Dingell. We are discussing yard welds.
Mr. F rizzell. We are accused of a conspiracy throughout this.
Mr. D ingell. We are discussing yard welds. Now I am delighted  to 

note that the request was made of the FB I for an investigation with 
respect to field welds but was there a similar  request made with re­
spect to yard welds ?

Mr. F rizzell. There  are investigations, Mr. Chairman, going on this 
very day with respect to it.

Mr. Dingell. With regard to the yard welds?
Mr. Frizzell. Absolutely, but I have not chose to  get headlines. I 

have let the F BI  go about i t in thei r quiet, efficient manner.
Mr. D ingell. I rejoice in that.  We will have some questions on this 

matt er at  a time later.
Mr. F rizzell. Now the question has been asked, why hasn’t the 

Depar tment  of the Interior talked to any of the potential  witnesses 
with regard  to  this matter of double-jointed welds? Anticipating  the 
fact tha t it didn ’t address double-jointed welds I even heard the ques­
tion asked by the Chairman earlier  th is morning with respect to field 
welds and why such a Ketchbaw employee had not been employed 
by the Department of the Inter ior. Let me answer that  first, 
Mr. Chairman.

That gentleman filed his lawsuit when the first allegation became 
know to the public in September of 1975. Litigation ensued, the De­
partm ent of the  I nterior  was named as a defendant. We chose to take 
the usual route, the route dictated by the courts of this country, that 
once you are named as a par ty in l itigat ion you don’t go out and con­
tac t parties to the litiga tion that  are parties  without going through 
counsel and t aking their  deposition. Those depositions of th at Ketch-
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baw employee th at  you spoke  o f hav e been goi ng on fo r months . They were ju st  conc luded abo ut 6 o r 8 weeks ago and  we a re sti ll aw ai tin g from the court  repo rte r his sworn tes tim ony th inking  that  t hat  sw orn tes timony  is w hat  we sho uld  proceed on.
Likewise with your myster ious Mr.  Wi tne ss Y, my sta ff is accused  of  neve r conta cti ng  him . Here ag ain  in the  128-page d epo siti on which we c arrie d to your  counsel las t Ju ne  which was av ailabl e to us fo r the firs t tim e on Ju ne  12 and we deliv ered to Mr. Bar re tt  on Ju ne  14, the  dep osi tion  of  M r. X is t aken  in depth . Le t me rea d to you from page s 8 an d 9, an d I could  go on to 30,31. 32, 33, 34, and  35 bu t it is not neces­sary because i t al l comes to one conclusion.
Wh en Mr. Witness X  was asked under oath,  unlike yo ur  staf f in ­vestiga tor s th at  got his  sta tem ent over the telephone, he sa id at  th at  time in  answ er to  the fol low ing  qu es tio n:
Do you have any info rmation to believe that  a ll of the double join t welds were not X-rayed 100 percent?
Answer: Not t ha t I know of.
Mr. D inge ll. Wou ld yo u r ead  th at  again  ?
Mr. F rizzell. Yes.
Question to Mr. Witn ess X. Do you have any information to believe that  all of the  double joint welds were not X-rayed 100 percent?Answer. Not tha t I know of.
Question. OK.
Answer. Or not out of Fairb anks .
An d he quali fies it because he w as jus t at Fa irb an ks  on ly, he can not ta lk  ab out V aldez.
We had, I believe, four—on, I take  it back, eight  that  got out without being re-X-rayed, but they know wha t they was.
Then on the  nex t page he get s into the  discussion of  the eight.
Question. OK. Is there any specific indiv idua l that  you can name who you’re refe rring to?
Answer. Well. I believe Joe Dirk is the one who a ctua lly came back to me with it, but. like  I told them, I knew what they 'd got out, and it was not my business, they knew where they were supposed to go. If they didn ’t bring them back, it wasn t my fau lt. All I told them was the  c ont ractor wasn't  going to get paid for them unti l they was okayed.
Ag ain  on page 30 and  fo r the  ens uin g 6 pages—
Mr. D ingell. Can you te ll us who was asking  the ques tions ?Mr. F rizzell. You have a copy of  th is dep osi tion  tha t was del ivered  to your counsel  on J un e 14.
Mr. D ingell. Who  was a sking  the ques tions , if  you plea se?Mr. F rizzell. It appears  on the repo rter ’s no tes th at  a M r. Ri chard  I). Pe nn ing ton , Esq., of  310 K  St ree t, Anc horage , Ala ska , was ask ing  the ques tions .
Mr. D ingell. Who is he an d who is  he re pre sen ting?Mr. F rizzell. H e is an  a tto rney  fo r the defe ndant.Mr. D ingell. For  the  d efe ndant.
Mr. h rizzell. I he de fend an t nam ed on the  cap tion of  t hi s deposi ­tio n is Ho uston  G amma R ay  Co., a Texas  co rpo rat ion , e t a l., and H.C . Pr ice  ( o., Inc. , a foreign corpo rat ion , et al. My un de rs tand ing is t hat  Ho uston Gamma Ray  is K etchba w.
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Now if I may proceed, the  question asked on page 30 is as fol lows:
Question. Now, I was t rying to understand  your testimony with respect to the 

eight double joints. Could you explain again, please what—I think that eight is 
the correct number but I am not sure  what the significance of it  was. Could you 
explain th at again, please?

Answer: Well, it's jus t tha t we X-rayed on the rack itself, the first X-ray, 
tried to, unless something happened to the film or we could not read it or what­
ever. From there, it was ei ther sent to the good pile, to cutouts, to repairs or to 
re-X-ray. We had racks built outside the whole pipeline. If it was to be re- 
X-rayed it  was taken out to be put on the X-ray rack. I f it was to be repaired, if 
it was to be cut out, it went to the cutout  rack. If it was good, it went to the good. 
After it was repaired, it was packed up and put back over on the re-X-ray rack.

* Il the welder felt it was bad, he didn’t want to repai r it, it was eliminated 
pipe. If  it  was too much defect to be able to remove, it went on cutouts.

Now there is more testimony to t ha t effect but I won’t  belabor the 
» committee at this time.

Now consistent with tha t testimony and the great  puzzlement here 
today as to what about the process, the records, the alleged falsified 
radiographs  in the Fairbank s double joint yard,  had your committee 
staff inquired of Alyeska who were build ing this pipeline or had they 
asked of Bechtel who were the  quality control people on th is pipeline, 
they could have been furnished as I was furnished since last  I r iday s 
executive session several hundred  worksheets showing the exact w’eld 
number, showing the disposition of every weld in the Fairbanks double 
joint yard, the disposition thereof. It  reads as follows.

As a sample they  are all dated, they are entitled ‘"Alyeska Service 
Company Radiographic Inspection Repor t.” They have a sign-off 
of the radiographic  inspection contractor. They have a personalized 
signature sign-off of the radiograph  technicians. And by the way, your 
Mr. Witness X, his name is on every one of these. These are his wri tten 
records of every weld in the Fairbanks  yard. It  has  the personal sign- 
off of the welding inspector, it has  the personal sign-off of the personal 
interpretation. It  shows the milepost number, the weld number, 
whether it was X-ray or gamma ray. It shows the recommendation 
whether it was within the code, whether it was without the code. If  
without the code, it indicates the type of defect or cutout.

Mr. Barrett. Could I ask whether or not the same type of records 
would not have been the same in the field weld problem ?

• Mr. F rizzell. I don’t know. You would have to ask Alyeska.
Mr. Dingell. Aren't you supposed to be seeing to it down at In terior 

tha t these stipu lations a re properly  being car ried out? Shouldn’t you 
be able to answer tha t question ?

► Mr. Frizzell. I  would be glad to.
Mr. Dingell. I asked you to answer. Aren’t you supposed to see to 

it tha t you can answer those questions?
Mr. F rizzell. I am sure tha t one of my technical people here can if 

you will allow7 them to answer it. I  am the Under Secretary, I don’t get 
up and w’alk up and down the pipeline every week. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dingell. I suggest you might.
Mr. F rizzell. Mr. Rollins, w ould you care to answer the chairman’s 

question if you know what it was?
General Rollins. Yes; I believe i f I unders tand your question, sir, 

you said were there not similar records to this  used for the field welds 
up and down the line.
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Mr. Dingell. That is right.
General Rollins. Records were kept to the field weld but no t in th is format , it was another form, but the purpose of the field weld was to keep account of the field weld and to reach the numbers.
Mr. Barrett. Isn ’t that  the same purpose, Mr. Rollins, tha t these records are ?
General Rollins. These records are to keep tra ck of every double joint tha t goes through  the two.
Mr. Barrett. Were there not false certifications in the field weld records ?
General Rollins. There were some false certifications in the field weld records.
Mr. Barrett. Then I  would suggest if  there were false certifications it is not inconsistent tha t there be false certifications in the double jointed records.
Mr. F rizzell. I am glad you asked the question because I  asked the  same thing  when I received these on the weekend. I did more than ask the question. I did likewise as you did, I had a telephone interview of the gentleman whose name appears on every one and who appeared before this committee las t F riday. His name I shan’t reveal because it is in confidence but it is here again Witness Y.
What does he say ? On December 13, 1976, at 9 o’clock—tha t was last night—my stall spoke by telephone to Mr. Y in such and such a location, I won’t say. He gave a deposition on Apr il 16, 1976, in con­nection with litigation now pending in Alaska. He had been one of the principal radiographers at the Fairbanks double jointing yard  during its operation in 1975. We asked him to explain to us the use of the radiographic inspection report form. Tha t is this form here, several hundred copies that I  just quoted from.
He answered tha t the form records all welds by number, date of radiog raph, interp retation of radiograph and need, if  any, for repair. Welds in need of repa ir retain thei r original number with the letter R as an added suffix meaning ‘‘Repai r.” This repor t form contains three copies. One copy was reta ined by Superintendence Co., the inspection contractor who employed Mr. Y. The morning afte r the completion of any one form the other  two copies were distributed to Bechtel quality  control and the Bannister Co., the operations contractor.Mr. Y stated tha t with the exception of the previously identified eight welds, as far  as he knew all double joint welds at Fairbanks were reported  on these forms, including all r epai r welds. He further  stated tha t he beleived tha t all such welds had indeed obtained all needed repairs and tha t all repairs  had been made and furtherm ore tha t all welds including repairs had received radiographic inspection and had been interpreted to be in compliance.
We asked him if he knew of any falsification of these report forms and he answered no. We asked if he had falsified the report  forms personally and he answered no. We asked him if he knew of anyone who had asked him or been asked to falsi fy these repo rt forms and he said no. He said i t would be very difficult to do so since one person did not retain all forms.
Remember, Mr. Barrett, these were made out at the day the repa ir welds were made and knowledge of radiographs that  were incomplete or not of sufficient quality.
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We f urth er asked him if the reported  list of about 60 welds which 
it is alleged someone was asked to  make up contained any r epai r weld 
numbers with the suffix R and he said yes. We asked him i f he thought 
any falsified or makeup film would be included on the report forms 
and he said no. We concluded by asking if that  indicated to him tha t 
there were no defective welds other than  possibly the eight tha t left 
the yard and he said yes, those report forms would so indicate.

Mr. D ingell. Now to clear up a couple of points. There still is the 
question remaining of fa lsification of X-rays .

Mr. F rizzell. No doubt . We concur 100 percent in your recommen­
dation to refer tha t to the Department  of Just ice and get the boys tha t 
were involved in th at falsification.

Mr. Dingell. Tha t is the first point.
The second point is tha t if you have falsification of X-rays upon 

which there is agreement, how then are we to be assured that  there is 
not other falsification and other failure with regard  to quality con­
trols with regard to the same welds in the yard  and /or  other welds 
in the yard? Now can you give us assurance tha t given the fact tha t 
there is falsification of the X-rays upon which we are in agreement 
tha t there is not also fa ilure with regard  to other quality  control?

Mr. Frizzell. We are not in agreement. You say we are in agree­
ment t hat  60 were falsified. You have two or three witnesses th at say 
that.  Now isn’t it amazing here again tha t the man tha t supposedly 
had them to falsify was not asked to come and testify and in fact  as 
recently as Sa turday night  your staff contacted him by telephone and 
asked him, “Did you orde r these radiographers to falsify them ? and 
he said “No” but they didn’t ask him to come to Washington. Now 
tha t is amazing to me. Mr. Dirks, Bechtel quality control. Now if we 
are in an investigation, we ought to get all of the facts.

Mr. D ingell. It  is the intention of the  C hair to do so.
To perhaps  repeat the question, if we are faced with a situation  

where radiographs  or welds are falsified, how are we to be assured 
that  these are  not  bad welds or th at they are no t other  quali ty control 
failures with regard  to either the same welds or  other welds within 
the same yard?

Mr. F rizzell. Mr. Chairman, I guess my most honest and candid 
answer to tha t is tha t there are very few things  in life that  you can 
be sure of. Build ing pipelines, reading  radiographs, legislating and 
being a Member of Congress is not an exact science. For instance, I 
think it is necessary tha t this committee undertsand the accuracy of 
interpre tatio n of radiographs. I don't  care how long standing you 
have been a member of the union, I don't care how many courses you 
have been through, the method of inspection, whether you come from 
the Coast Guard,  whether you come from Oklahoma, whether you 
come from any source.

We commissioned a study of the Southwest Research Ins titu te in 
San Antonio, Tex., recently. We wanted the review of radiographic  
interpreta tion to be told to us. Here is what they tell.

Depending on a man’s background and all, there are two methods 
of training radiographers. In the one certified radiographer group 
they disagree 44 percent of the time looking at the same radiographs. 
In the other group under unified training they disagree 17 percent 
of the time. Mr. Chairman, get th is one. This is an add itional reference
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and the  documentatio n source the reo f is a Dr.  L. B. Lu st ra f, Medical Decision-Making and Science  magazin e of 1971, where he says an int ere sti ng  study made of the  rep rod ucibil ity  of the  diagno sis  of tubercu losi s by radiog raph y by members of the  medical  pro fess ion in which the  ave rage disagr eem ent  between  colleagues was 1 out  of 3 wheth er you or  I have  go t tuberculosis read  the  same X-ray  and on the  second indepe ndent  read ing of the  same series  of tes ts of radio­grap hs  a phy sician  would disagr ee with  his  own previous diag nos is on an ave rage  of 1 ou t of 5 t imes.  It  is not an exa ct science.Mr. Dingell. I am not sure what th at  has  to do wi th the  matt er  befo re us. 
TMr. F rizzell. It  has a lo t to  do with it.

Mr. D ingell. A doc tor would have  the  mat ter rer ad iog rap hed, would he n ot, and have  fur th er  tests?
Mr. F rizzell. He says  four  times you don’t have tubercu losi s. Th e «fif th time he says you do.
Mr. D ingell. Reg ard less o f whether you can take  a medical X-ray  and use it  o r whether you can  r einterpret  it  o r n ot  or  wh eth er you can relate  that inf orm ation  to pip elin e X- ray s, isn’t it a- fact  th at  if  you had th at  kind of diffe rence of view you would eit he r have fu rthe r tes ts or  you would have anoth er  X -ray  ?
Mr.  F rizzell. I f  you were to do th at , you would tak e 50 yea rs to  bu ild  a pipe line.  I am say ing  th at  dep endin g on the  radiog raph er  wh eth er it is level 2, level 3, level 1 or  the Bechtel  quali ty cont rol supervi sor when he hx>ks a t it, th at  is why these re pa ir  welds  were in iti al ly  w rit ten down. Wh en they looked a t t he first radiog raph  it  was of the weld, the  second one was of the  repa ir weld and  if  witn ess Y appro ved it as a  good one, then  a d ay or  two  la te r when q ua lity c ont rol  says thi s rad iog rap h does n ot  have sufficient q ua lity or cla rity, I want an oth er  one. H e was not able  to  pro vide h im one. The  p ipe  ha d a lready been okayed and  sent to the  field.
Mr. D ingell. So then  he made h imsel f up a f resh rad iograp h of  the pipe.
Mr. F rizzell. I hat same Bechtel quali ty con trol  super visor wen t to  1, 2, 3 rad iog rap hers and  said, “My files I  cannot ju st ify to  my em­ploy ers.  I want  you to make up 60 fake  radiog raph s.” and  wheth er the y did or not it depends on who you believe, the  radiog raph ers or th ei r qu ali ty c ontrol sup erv iso r who says no, he d id n’t. *Mr. Brown. Could I ask a quest ion at th is  point?
One of the  t hin gs  t ha t I have tri ed  to determ ine  h ere  is wh eth er or  not out of  those 60 radiog raph s th at  were ap pa rent ly  kicked ou t be­cause they were not up  to  ra diog rap hic q uality , w he the r th ere  was a ny  *ques tion  about whether the y rep resented bad welds. Th e tes tim ony tha t I read ea rlier  from one o f t he witnesses who I  assume is th e same person to whom you refered as witness Y or  rad iogr ap he r Y  in dic ated they  were not bad welds.

Now a t issue I  suppose, in te rms of  who did w ha t to whom,  is wh eth er the  Bechtel sup erv isor who s aid,  “ Here are 60 ra diog raph s t ha t are  no good, get me the  rad iographs  to replace the m”—wh eth er or  no t the  rad iographs  that  he was ask ing  for were radiog raph s of the  same re ­pa ir  weld or  whether in f act  he was asking the  ra diog raph er s to  fa ls ify  going  out and  radiog raph ing anoth er repa ir  weld. In  o ther  words , whose ins pir ation  was it to get a pic tur e of anoth er  weld re pa ir  to  re-
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place the picture  th at you didn’t have? The radio grapher's  suggestion 
is tha t tha t was done by the Bechtel supervisor.

If  I understand what you said, the Bechtel supervisor  who I guess 
we have identified as Mr. Dirk, has said that th at was not the case, that  
he didn 't suggest that. I suppose that is a matter tha t has to be pursued 
by someone.

Mr. F rizzell. Yes.
Mr. Brown. We seem to be down to the eight join t pipe welds tha t 

there is some question about. Nowt is it appropriate tha t we try  to 
figure out those e ight pipe joints?

Mr. Frizzell. That was my next item to address, Mr. Brown.
Mr. B rown. Thank you.
Mr. F rizzell. Because in connection with  those e ight this December 

7 memo and since and the day earli er repeated allegations that  the
* Depar tment  of Inte rior sat on its hands, d idn’t make themselves avail­

able of the same evidence t ha t the committee staff counsel had, and 
that is false and it  is untrue.  This is not the first time we have h eard 
of allegations  of double joint  weld problems and it  isn’t the  firs t time 
we have addressed the problem.

Let me say right  here and now no matte r who you believe on whether 
there were 60 falsifications, we intend to pursue tha t and follow all 
60 wherever they are, above the ground or in the ground,  with Alyeska. 
I am not satisfied based on the evidence I hear now.

Mr. Brown. I guess based on the fact  tha t the person was telling 
the tru th  or not telling the tru th  when he said  they were all righ t or 
when he said they were falsified.

Mr. F rizzell. I am satisfied with that but my problem is as Under 
Secretary of Inte rior  even though I am convinced they were good 
welds th at went out in the field, we have a 100 percent radiography 
requirement  of each and every weld and tha t speaks in and of itself 
tha t it has to be an accurate one, not a false one. So I have got to 
try  and come up with an accurate 60 radiog raphs . As I  say, Alyeska, 
tha t is my interest, to  review that.

Now what about the e ight? Here again this staff knew because they 
have a copy of this. They knew we had pursued the double joint  weld 
problem long ago. On June 12 when we had for the first time this 
deposition of witness Y, we knew there were at least allegations  of

• double joint  weld problems. Before we got the report back from 
Alyeska 2 days later  on Jun e 14—sometime between June 12 and June 
14 this gentleman here, my Authorized Officer, eithe r telephoned or

r  wrote to Alyeska and said, “W hat about the double jo int problems?”
Mr. Brown. How d id this deposition come in to your hands?
Mr. F rizzell. Because we were a par ty to the litigation. We have 

since been dismissed.
Mr. Brown. You saw that as a pa rt of the natu ral legal process of 

these accusations?
Mr. Frizzell. Yes; and ethically and under the rules o f the court 

the only way we could get a statement from a witness was through the 
deposition and notice to opposing counsel.

Mr. Brown. And you are suggesting that you could not, because 
you are a p arty  to the suit, talk  to the person whose deposition it was 
and ask him for fur the r details. Is t ha t what  you are saying?

Mr. Frizzell. No; tha t was not included in my or igina l s tatement . 
All I am saying is that  he put  us on notice when we received his

83 -958  0  -  77 - 7



deposition on June 12 and here is what we did, and I am prepared to share that with you.
Mr. Brown. All right.
Mr. Dingell. Let me ask a question at this point. Did General Rollins send notification with regard to this double joint weld problem tha t existed to his superiors in "Washington ?
Mr. Frizzell. I better let him answer that,
Mr. Dingell. Maybe he can answer.
General Rollins. Yes, s ir, I wrote this letter. I told him we were asking Alyeska to respond. I think  by request was verbal. “Please give me a letter as to your reaudit or quality reaudit of the  radiographs  on the double joint production .” This letter  was given to me and I hand carried it here when I  flew back for the hearings in June  and gave a copy to the Department a t tha t time.
Mr. Dingell. Gave a copy to whom ?
General Rollins. To the Department.
Mr. Dingell. Who is the Department?
General Rollins. Mr. Frizzell and Mr. Latz, Mr. Chairman.Mr. Dingell. To whom ?
General Rollins. Mr. Frizzell and Mr. Latz. I brought this copy with me.
Mr. F rizzell. Since the chairman is trying  to pin you down, did you give it to Mr. Latz or  did you give it  to me or do you remember?General Rollins. Fran kly I brought it in the office and gave i t to the normal sources in the office.
Mr. Frizzell. I received it.
Mr. Dingell. Wh at did you do, Mr. Latz?
Mr. Latz. I  read it.
Mr. Dingell. Then what?
Mr. Latz. I judged that  Alyeska was knowledgeable as to the status of those eight welds.
Mr. F rizzell. Would it not be helpful if I let you know what the report said ?
Mr. Dingell. I think it would be.
Mr. F rizzell. Good. This letter is dated June 14, 1976, and it is addressed to Mr. A. P. Rollins, Jr. , this gentleman here, at his Anchorage office. It  is signed by Mr. Westerheid, manager, quality assurance and safety, for  Alyeska.

R e: Double jo int  weld radiographs.
Dear Mr. Roll ins: A review has been made of the double joint weld radio­graphs  as you requested. These welds were made in two double join t yards, one in \a ld ez  and one in Fairbanks, using a control led submerged arc  process. The entire  process was done under contro lled conditions at  a single location at  each ja rd  and used an automatic  welding process. In addit ion, the re was constan t in­spection coverage and surveillance by your  office and th at  of the SPCO As you know, each weld was radio graphed and inte rpre ted before it left  the welding building to  go into  the  storage y ard.

.. a2?o v e  Procedures and safegu ards notw ithstanding, the re has been a Quality Control review of film accoun tabil ity and more recent ly___
Mi. Barrett. Mr. ( hairman, the report and also your opening statement this morning points  out tha t there was this kind of an audit. '* e have this let ter and we have had it for some time.
Mi. D ingell. M ithout objection, the letter  will be made a pa rt of tlie record.
[The letter follows:]
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Ju ne  , 1976 N o.:  l b / l
RJW 536

you r e q u e s te d . 
an d on e in

Mr. A. P . R o l l in s ,  J r .
A u th o ri z e d  O f f ic e r  
A la sk a  P ip e l in e  O ff ic e  
80 3 E S t r e e t  
A n chora ge, A la sk a

RE: D oub le  J o in t  V el d R ad io g ra p h s

D ea r M r. R o l l in s :
'•r

A re v ie w  h a s  bee n mad e o f  th e  d o u b le  j o i n t  wel d ra d io g ra p h s  a s  
T hes e w eld s were mad e in  two d o u b le  j o i n t  y a rd s ,  on e in  V al de z
F a ir b a n k s , u s in g  a c o n t r o l l e d  su bm er ged  a rc  p ro c e s s . The e n t i r e  p ro c e ss  was 
do ne  u n d er c o n t r o l le d  c o n d i t i o n s ,  a t  a s i n g l e  lo c a t io n  a t  each  yard  an d use d  

» an  a u to m a ti c  w eld in g  p ro c e s s . In  a d d i t i o n ,  th e r e  was  c o n s ta n t in s p e c t io n
c o v e ra g e  and s u r v e i l l a n c e  by  you r o f f i c e  an d th a t  o f th e  SPCO. As you  kno w, 
eac h  wel d was  ra d io g ra p h e d  an d in t e r p r e t e d  b e fo re  i t  l e f t  th e  w eld in g  b u i ld in g  
to  go in to  th e  s to ra g e  y a rd .

The  above p ro c e d u re s  an d s a f e g u a rd s  n o tw it h s ta n d in g , th e r e  h a s  been  a Q u a li ty  
C o n tr o l re v ie w  o f f il m  a c c o u n ta b i l i t y  an d more r e c e n t ly ,  a Q u a li ty  A ss u ra nce  
a u d i t  to  t e s t  th e  QC re v ie w  o f  f i lm  a c c o u n ta b i l i t y  as w e ll  a s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
an d f i lm  q u a l i ty .

In  19 75  our P ip e l in e  D epar tm ent Q u a li ty  C o n tr o l o r g a n iz a ti o n  made a com ple te  
a u d i t  to  a s s u re  t h a t  th e r e  was a r a d io g ra p h  f o r  a l l  w e ld s . T h is  a u d it  
d e te rm in e d  th a t  some e ig h t  ra d io g ra p h s  from  th e  F a ir b a n k s  yard  an d f iv e  from  
V ald ez  re q u ir e d  f u r th e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  A ll  o f  th e se  ra d io g ra p h s  hav e been  
tr a c k e d  in  th e  sy st e m , w it h  a p p r o p r ia te  a c t io n  e i t h e r  a lr e a d y  ta k e n  o r 
p la n n ed  to  be  accom pli shed  in  th e  norm al  sequence  o f c o n s t r u c t io n  o p e r a t io n s .
In  a d d i t io n  to  t h i s  d e t a i l e d  a c c o u n ta b i l i t y  a u d i t  by  QC in  19 75 , th e  A ly esk a 
Q u a li ty  A ss ura nce  o r g a n iz a t io n  a g a in  re v ie w ed  th e  f il m  a c c o u n ta b i l i ty  on  an  
a u d i t  b a s i s  and  v e r i f i e d  th e  QC c o u n t.  In  a d d i t io n ,  Q u a li ty  A ss u ra nce  f il m  
i n t e r p r e t e r s  per fo rm ed  a n o n - s t a t i s t i c a l  rand om  sa mpl e o f so ne o f th e  f il m  
fro m th e  V al de z and F a ir b a n k s  d o u b le  j o i n t i n g  y a rd s . T h is  f il m  i s  s to re d  in  
F a ir b a n k s  and th e  M ou nt ai n Vie w (A nchora ge) s to ra g e  v a u l t s .  The  Q u a li ty  
A ss u ra n ce  i n t e r p r e t e r s  fo und th e  f i lm  to  b e  o f good q u a l i t y  an d mo re im p o r ta n t,  
th e y  fo un d no r e j e c t a b l e  d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s ;  th e  o r ig i n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  co nf or m ed  
w it h  th e  QA i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .

In  su mm ary , we b e li e v e  t h a t  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e s e  re v ie w s an d a u d i t s  hav e g iv e n  
am pl e ev id ence  t h a t  th e  d o u b le  j o i n t  w eld s hav e th e  p ro p e r q u a l i t y ,  w it h  good  
ra d io g ra p h ic  d o c um en ta ti on  f o r  each  an d e v e ry o n e . P le a s e  l e t  me know i f  yo u 
d e s i r e  a d d i t io n a l  in fo rm a ti o n .

Very t r u l y  y o u rs ,
ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE COMPANY 
Age nt  f o r  th e  P e rm it te e s
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--■ t-d>ô -7-/d5A7 K s J z t ^ s J ^  ue-> / c , t -  zfe=-x.-y<^y(S>2)

POO\. 3 ^ 0  
-  r s t f o s

•0 10 2

/
-2-

- V A t - D e *  ■. '

£>  /A S  / ^ Q c z Z  / / / $ / ?  X ^ x fz t/

" O  S T a & O & F  'S /V ? £ >  ^ / L C

D

il\t; c e Tv 'e
J UN i  4 1976



89

bechtei incorpoiaieu
Intcroffico Memorandum

Io S e c ti o n  Q.C . S u p e rv is o r s Oj Io J u ly  22 , 1975

Subject F a ir b a n k s  Dou bl e J o i n t  W elds  to  be  
L ocate d  an d F ie ld  R a d io g ra p h e d

From R ic k  Si man ek

01 Q u a li ty  C o n tr o l

Co ve s io F.. II. B e l te r At F a i r b a n k s '
R .C . Schm id
C. D. E a s t l in g  
L .C . H a tl e n  - 
R. N. S m ith
J .  C h l s e l l i
D. R ogers

R e fe re n c e : 1)  Memo fr om  R .N . Sm ith to  R .C . Schm id on  Ju n e  .2 7,  197 5 
" A u d it  o f  F a ir b a n k s  Dou ble J o i n t  X -r ay  F il m .

2)  Memo fr om  C .D . E a s t l in g  to  R .C . Sc hm id on  J u ly  10 , 197 5 
" A u d it  o f  F a ir b a n k s  Do ub le J o i n t  X -r ay  F i lm .”

The r e s u l t s  o f  th e  F a irb a n k s  Dou ble J o i n t  o p e r a t io n  x - ra y  f il m  a u d i t  
in d ic a te d  t h a t  tw e lv e  (1 2 )  w el ds w er e w it h o u t x - ra y  f i lm . Of th e s e  
tw e lv e , fo u r  (*>) hav e  been  c u t  a p a r t  an d th e r e f o r e  do n o t r e q u ire  
r e s h o o t in g . The re m a in in g  e ig h t  (8 ) s t i l l  re m ain  to  be  fo un d ar.d 
r e s h o t .

The a t ta c h e d  l i s t  o f  w el d  d i s p o s i t i o n  i s  fo r  y ou r u se  in  lo c a t in g  
th e se  w e ld s . I t  i s  r e q u e s te d  t h a t  th e  S e c ti o n  Q .C . S u p e rv is o rs  
ha ve  t h e i r  p e r s o n n e l s e a rc h  th ru  re c o rd s  an d th e  a p p r o p r ia te  p ip e  
s to ra g e  y a rd s  fo r  th e s e  w e ld s . Once  lo c a te d  th e s e  w eld s a re  to  oe 
sch ed u le d  f o r  c o m p le te  x - r a y  an d in s p e c te d  to  a s s u r e  t h a t  th ey  a re  
a c c e p ta b le . P le a s e  fo rw ard  to  Jo hn  C h i s e l l i  a r e p o r t  o f yo ur  a c t io n s  
in  t h i s  m a t te r  by  A ugust  1 , 19 75 . I t  i s  c r i t i c a l  t h a t  th e se  w e .- s  
be  lo c a te d  an d p ro v en  a c c e p ta b le .

R .A . Si m an ek

R A S :l lk  •
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Bechtel  Incorporated
Interoffice  Memorandum'.

To

Subject

R.C . Schmid

P a r t ia l  A udit  o f Va ldez  Double 
J o in t  X -ray  Fi lm

Copies to G. E a s tl in g  
L.  H atl en  
D. Moore 
J .  C h i s e l l i

Oale Ju ly  29 , 1975

Fiom R.N.  Sm ith

0 1 Q u a li ty  C ontr o l

Al Fair ban ks

Ilm  a u d it  o f Va ldez  Dou bleThe r e s u l t s  o f  th e p a r t i a l  x -r ay  i 
J o in t  o p e ra ti o n  a re  as  fo ll o w s:

Of th e 20 ,0 37  acco u n ta b le  jo in t s  i 
The re m ain in g  5 and th e i r  d ls p o s i 
as fo ll o w s:

J o i n t  Fi lm  S ta tu s

767 m is si n g  -  no fi lm

798  re sh o o t

2524 ne ed s r e p a i r  fi lm

ad e 20 ,032  a re  ac co unte d fo r . 
io n  in  th e  s to ra g e  a re a  a re

2545 nee ds r e p a i r  fi lm
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Mr. Barrett [reading]  :
We believe th at  the  resu lts of these reviews and audit s have given ample evi­dence th at  the double joints  welds have the proper qual ity, with  good radio- grap hic documentation  for  each and  every one.
If  you go up and you read the body of the letter, you find what  has been done has been a nonstatistical accountability determination with 

no comparison as to whether or not falsification may have occurred.
Mr. Dingell. Well, as a mat ter of fact, i sn’t th at so, Mr. Frizzell?Mr. F rizzell. N o; that  is not so.
Mr. Dingell. Let me read the last paragraph of the letter.
Well, without objection the whole letter will be inserted in the record.
In summary, we believe th at  the results  of these reviews and audits have given ample evidence that  the  double join t welds have the proper quality—
And then goes on and says as follows, and I want you to pay part icular attention  to this, Mr. Frizzel l:

with good radiographic  documentation  for each and everyone. Please let me know if  you desire additiona l information .
Xow particularly I want to call your attention here to the stat ement :
With good radiographic documenta tion for each and every one.
Xow that  is s lightly at variance with the testimony tha t we have 

received with regard to the fact tha t there have been substitutes  of radiographs in the files up there in the Fairbanks  yard. Xow am I correct or not ?
Mr. Frizzell. I would have to defer to Alyeska who knows what 

went on. I  j ust don’t know. I  cannot answer your questions yes or no. They are the best people to speak.
Mr. Dingell. It  is the subject matter of the hearing here.
Mr. F rizzell. They don’t cover the eight welds.
Mr. Dingell. All right.
Mr. Barrett. I think if you read the second paragraph it says:
The above procedures and safegu ards notwith standing , the re has  been a qua lity  con trol reviews of film accountabi lity :
M hich means they counted up and they found they had enough film to cover their  records.
Mr. F rizzell. Xo.
Mr. Barrett [cont inu ing]:
And more recent ly a qua lity  assurance  audit  to tes t the  QC review of film acco untability as well as int erp ret ation  and film quali ty.
lliere was no aud it made to determine whether or not falsification may have occurred. I  urthermore, this audit is supposed to have been done at a time afte r the falsification of the yard weld showed up.
Mr. I rizzell. I thought the question of Mr. Brown was what happened to the eight welds.
Mr. Dingell. AV e are not t alking about the 8 "welds, we are talking about the 60 to 200 or however many falsified radiographs were in the files up there.
Mr. F rizzell. In that  event the best witness to answer your question 

is Alyeska and Bechtel. I  fran kly don’t know what “a quality control
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review of film accountability” means. I don’t know what “a quality 
assurance audit  to test the QC” means. Alyeska and Bechtel would be the best witness.

Mr. Barrett. I t is your document.
Mr. D ingell. Maybe General Rollins can give us some comment.Mr. F rizzell. Yes.
Mr. Brown. We are talking about two different things here because we have testimony tha t the 60 falsified rad iographs were radiographs  

of good welds, if  I  understand it, and tha t testimony is from the per­
son who said tha t the radiog raphs  were falsified but the welds were 
good. We have the question about the radiographs of 60 presumably good welds and then we have these 8 good welds th at got out of the 
yard  for which there  was no rad iograph for which we have assurance tha t the weld was good. Isn’t that  correct?

Mr. Frizzell. Tha t Avas my understand ing.
Mr. Dingell. Well, you still have got the problem—maybe General Rollins can comment. We have got this lette r to him from Mr. Wester- heid in which he says in parag raph 2 :
The above procedures and safeguards notwithstanding, there lias been a quality control review of film accountability and more recently a quality as­surance audi t to test  the QC review of film accountability as well as interp re­tation  and film quality.
Now what does that  mean ?
General Rollins. Mr. Chairman, as a prudent manager tha t I thought and I still think I am, I  felt at the time tha t when we were having the problems th at we knew about in the  field g irth  welds tha t it could do good to ask Alyeska to review thei r procedures and check 

tha t t hei r records of the double join t radiographic data bank and the 
radiog raphs  were good. This led to my request for this lett er of June 14.

Mr. Dingell. This dealt  with field welds; did it ?
General Rollins. No, sir, this is only for the double joint welds of which there were 41,715 double joint welds, 27,153 in Valdez and 14,562 in Fairbanks.
Mr. Dingell. Let me read the text.
General Rollins. I asked Alyeska to review this and make it a mat­ter  of writ ing tha t they had reviewed their  film accountability  and 

the ir film storage to determine did they have a film for every one of the double jointed welds. That is what we were searching for.
Mr. Dingell. And not to find out whether  in fact the radiographs were falsified or not falsified ?
General Rollins. We had no indication tha t we had falsification in the double jo int yards. This was a shop-type controlled operation 

and I had faith at tha t time in Alyeska’s hiring of Bechtel, one of the largest engineering companies in the United  States, and the ir 
world renowned capability of being able to run an operation like th at and control it.

Mr. Dingell. Now on A pril 21, I  have a memorandum to the files 
here from AOR. I  guess tha t is you, General Rollins.

General R ollins. Sir?
Mr. Dingell. I have here a memorandum to the files from AOR 

dated Apri l 21, 1976. I  assume, General Rollins, t ha t is you.
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Now it  is the minutes of the meeting dealing with the radiograph  
audi t dated Apr il 5. On the third page, the second paragraph, I read 
th is :

It  was noted ther e is hearsay  info rmation based on Ketchbaw sui t th at  there 
are  also problems in the double jointing. Mr. Pat ton  said it is not the case with  
double join t welds. The pipe is processed in the plant , and  there is no reason 
to suspect any problems. They question whe ther  automatic  welds could be fin­
gerprin ted  because the  anomalies just  aren ’t the re as in manual welding. Mr. 
Latz sta ted  that  unless  specifically charged we would not do more than the law 
requi res. Mr. Rollins asked  where  the  double joint film is in the 25,000 films 
that  were taken

Now does th at not indicate tha t you were on notice that there were 
some problems in the yard ?

General Rollins. Yes, sir, we had heard rumors o f th is, we had  in­
vestigated it, and later  after tha t meeting—it was in the interim 
within  the next 2 weeks—I was exposed to the deposition taken in the 
case in which one of the radiographers , who interest ingly had been 
mentioned by Mr. Kelley in the June  testimony later, had said th at as 
far  as he knew there were no problems in the  Fairbanks  yard.

Mr. Dingell. Whom all among the radiographers in the Fairbanks  
yard did you talk to ?

General Rollins. I did not talk  to any because the individual con­
cern that  I  am talking about is the man from whom the deposition is 
taken.

Mr. D ingell. We are now ta lking about Mr. Kelley, is th at righ t?
General Rollins. No, sir, not Mr. Kelley.
Mr. Dingell. Fie is the litigant.
General Rollins. No.
Mr. Dingell. Who was it  then tha t you referred to?
Whom did your folks t alk to up there with regard to the Fairbanks 

yard ? Did you talk to anybody up there ?
General Rollins. We had people in the yard during the time tha t 

the work was going on, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. D ingell. You had people in the yard at the time the work was 

going on.
General Rollins. Yes, sir , we had employees of our organizat ion 

and our subcontractors watching the setup and the initiation and the 
carrying  out of the double joint program.

Mr. Brown. Which is the automatic  machine?
General Rollins. Yes; done by a machine and it is different than 

the stick welding or manual welding tha t was done along the line in 
the field weld.

Mr. Brown. At what percentage of failure of the weld?
General Rollins. Our  failure rate as I  checked it  within the last 2 

days ran in the order  of 3 to 5 percent, I  believe.
Mr. Brown. Of the machine welds ?
General Rollins. Of the machine welds on the double joint rack.
Mr. Brown. Where does the reference made to 12 percent and 20 

percent come from ?
General Rollins. I  think  the 12 percent was overall project and 20 

percent was overall project but the reject rate-----
Mr. B rown. For field welds and for yard welds or for yard welds?
General Rollins. The figure of 12 or 20 percent would be a  more



comparable rate for either the total project  which is half field and hal f 
yard  or all field because the reject rate in the automatic  welding proc­
ess done a t the  two places was in the order  plus or minus 5 percent.

Mr. Brown. Might I suggest a little mathematical computation 
might  determine if there were a 20 percent field failure of welds and 
a 5 percent failure of yard  welds, tha t perhaps the overall project 
failu re is 12 percent.

General Rollins. Tha t might well be.
Mr. Frizzell. I think it is important to point out, Mr. Brown, that  

these same persons—same contractor, subcontractors—were the ones 
responsible in rejec ting in itial welds for repair. They were not making 
false radiographs  to repair faul ty welds. They were rejecting 3 to 5 
percent in the Fairbank s yard,  i5 to 20 percent in the field. The ir 
purpose there was to build a pipeline with integrity.

Now if I could go on, I  would like to explain the missing eigh t as 
explained by the memorandum of June  14. Now there is an update 
on th at since then but as of June  14 there was attached to that  letter  
to Mr. Rollins four exhibits or attachments. The firs t one says, “Sum­
mary of Double Joi nt Qual ity Control Audit” and it specifies two 
yards, Fairbanks and Valdez.

In  the Fairbank s yard they had traced these eight welds th at  got 
out without good X-ray. Three in fact had been X-rayed they found 
out, two have been re-X-rayed.  One was cut out, two are  being tracked 
in the system; location is known and will be re-X-rayed. My un der­
standing is they have been re -X-rayed  between th at date and this one 
in Valdez-----

Mr. D ingell. Mr. Frizzel l, we are addressing ourselves to this, and 
while I appreciate the comments you are giving  me with regard to 
these which slipped out un-X-rayed we are addressing  ourselves to  
the question here of the ya rd welds.

Mr. F rizzell. I thought you were through wi th that .
Mr. Dingell. No; I  am not sure we are.
Mr. F rizzell. Go ahead.
Mr. Dingell. These are a specific set of yard welds.
Mr. F rizzell. Yes; these are yard  welds.
There is just  one last fact  with regard to the yard weld; tha t is, 

Valdez, five of them, three  in fact had been X-rayed , two are known 
in the  location in the  storage yard and my understanding is they have 
been.

Mr. Dingell. This  hearing is not directed at those but r ather with 
the falsification of radiography.

Mr. Frizzell. Fine. I will answer any questions you have on tha t 
subject, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dingell. Let me come back here. We have discussed the  ques­
tion here in refe rring  again to this comment tha t you read here. You 
said rather that  the memo tha t we have already been discussing says 
that.

Mr. F rizzell. How did I say it, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Barrett. He is refe rring  at this point, Mr. Frizze ll, to 

Mr. Rollins’ memo to the file.
Mr. Dingell. This is General Rollins’ memo to the file.
Mr. F rizzell. I  have that.
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Mr. Dingell. Let me read it to you.
It  w as  no ted th ere  is  hea rs ay  in fo rm at io n ba sed on K et ch ba w  su it  th a t th ere  

are  al so  prob lems in  th e do ub le  jo in ting. Mr. Pat to n  sa id  it  is  no t th e  c as e w ith  
do ub le jo in t we lds . The  pip e is pr oc es se d in th e pl an t,  an d th e re  is  no  re as on  
to  su sp ec t an y prob lem s. Th ey  qu es tion  w het her  au to m at ic  weld s co uld be fin ge r­
pri n te d  be ca us e th e an om al ie s ju s t a re n 't  th er e as  in  m an ua l weld ing .

Now the fingerprinting  refers to the anomalies that  exist with 
regard  to the welding.

Mr. F rizzell. I am familiar  with those.
Mr. Dingell. Mr. Latz stated  tha t unless specifically charged we 

would not do more than  the law requires.
What did Mr. La tz mean by tha t statement ?
Mr. Frizzell. Let’s ask him. He is si tting  here at my right.
Mr. Dingell. That  is the question.
Mr. L atz. I would be very happy to  pu t tha t excerpted sentence or 

couple of sentences from a four  page single spaced typed memoran­dum in proper perspective.
Mr. Dingell. I  am asking you to  tell me what  i t says and what it means.
Mr. Latz. I intend to do that,  Mr. Chairman.
I was in Alaska not rout inely but for very specific purposes. I t rav ­

eled on Apri l 4 to Alaska. I met the morning of Apr il 5 at 9 o’clock 
with representatives of Alyeska—Mr. Pat ton and Mr. O’Connell who 
are in this room today—Mr. Rollins of our  Alaska pipeline staff and 
others on his staff and Dr. Ivan Getting of A ir Space Corp., specifi­
cally to address the operations and maintenance phase of  monitoring the pipeline.

Additionally, I went up there and did later inspect winter con­
struction methods, snow road construction methods up near the Happy 
Valley area along the pipeline. Afte r the 9 o’clock meeting on opera­
tions and maintenance monitoring  ended there was a meeting con­
vened at approximately 11 o’clock on the morning  of April 5, a 
meeting previously arranged by Alyeska and General Rollins to pro­
vide General Rollins with an update, a progress report  on the audit  
or review of Alyeska’s 1975 welding program.

The allegations of falsification and the findings of records defi­
ciency precip itated the initia tion of tha t audit, that review, in the 
fall of 1975. It  was a lengthy and detailed undertaking as was te sti­
fied to before you in June past.

Our intention was keenly and sharply  focused on thi s process. Un­
like an earlie r illusion during this hearing tha t Mr. Rollins and the 
Departmen t awaited Alyeska’s presentation of thei r audit, Mr. Rollins 
gave very close overview and oversight to the performance. He was 
constantly apprised of i t on an almost daily basis.

Alyeska on April 5 was getting close to the completion of this very 
important audit. They were presenting to Mr. Rollins and his staff 
where they stood tha t day which indicated tha t within  several weeks 
they would have it finalized and we were preparing indeed to receive it.

Atten ding  that meeting-----
Mr. Dingell. I am sure that is impor tant, but what does it  mean 

you would do only that which the law requires?

I
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Mr. Latz. I am ge tting  to tha t point , Mr. Chairman.
Attending tha t meeting is the AOR to whom you refer. It  was not 

Mr. Rollins, it was the Deputy, Mr. Morris J. Turner.  Mr. Turn er 
made handwritten notations in the course of tha t meeting. T he sub­
ject matter of that meeting was singularly the Alyeska audi t of its 
1975 field welding program. Some 16 days later  Mr. Tur ner  reduced 
his handwritten notes to writ ing and produced the memo which you 
apparently  have.

I invite a full reading of tha t memorandum, i t will clearly reflect 
K tha t tha t meeting and my presence the re at the invitat ion to attend

tha t meeting was an opportunity in my role to the Under Secre tary for 
me to unders tand the details of the audit as it was progressing, its 
procedures and status. A full reading of tha t memorandum will 

* reflect a very positive thrust  on my p art  to ge t to the facts attendant
to th at audit.

Mr. Dingell. Well, without objection so tha t this is all clearly 
before us and so tha t it is fa ir to you, we will insert the memorandum 
in the record a t this point.

Mr. Latz. Thank you.
[Testimony resumes on p. 105.]
[The memorandum follows:]
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1^ 5
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum
T o : Memo to  F ile s

from : AOR

DATE’. A p r i l  2 1 >  l g 7 g

In  re pl y re fe r  to :
P001. 2410,.2405,.0812, 

.0206

subject: Minutes o f Meeting Dea ling  w ith  the  Radiograph Audit , A p ri l 5,  1976

Su bje ct meet ing was conducted in  the PARC Room a t Alyeska. The fo llo w in g 
personnel were in  attendanc e:

From Alyeska -  Messrs. Pat to n,  DeMay, W il lin g , Westerheid ,
Boorman, Thomas, Knodell and O'Connell

From In te r io r  -  Messrs. R o ll in s , La tz , Mic hels,  Green, Ausman,
Keyes and Turner

Mr. Patton  opened the  meeting welcoming the  group and s ta tin g  th a t the 
purpose o f the  dis cuss ion was to  rev iew  fo r  the In te r io r  group the status  
o f the  weld audit .

Mr. DeMay gave a h is to ri c a l summary o f the  or ga niza tio n,  past and pre sent.  
Previou sly Bechtel had been the co ns tru ct ion management con tracto r;  whereas 
now Alyeska is  performin g th a t ro le , and Bechte l is  charged on ly  with  
perfo rm ing  a q u a li ty  co ntro l fu nction . The au di t fo r welds in  1975 was 
100 pe rcen t, whereas fo r  1976, 25 percent o f a ll  rad iographs w i l l  be aud ited  
da ily .?  I t  is  not inte nded th a t Alyeska w il l audi t 100 pe rce nt o f the welds 
in  1976 as the y did in  1975. The reason should be obvious from  the  stan d­
po in t th a t w ith  QA/QC the  fa ls if ic a t io n s , lo s t rad iographs and missed ca ll s  
th a t too k place in  1975 should no t e x is t in  the 1976 program.

Mr. Westerheid reviewed the  1975 program. The various radio graph cont ractors 
too k the  f il m , and a Type I I  in te rp re te r read i t .  The in te rp re te rs  are 
unio n people who re port  to  Al yeska,  bu t the y are on the  ro ll s  o f the 
rad iog raph co ntracto r.  Mr. DeMay in di ca ted th a t in  1975 some o f the  pipe  
was placed in  the  ground w ithout x- rays  being rea d. Th is w i l l  no t be the  
case in  1976. No pipe is  to  be placed in  the  ground u n ti l x- ra ys  have 
been read and have been found accepta ble . Aly eska's li n e  or ga ni za tio n is  
respon sible fo r  the q u a li ty  con tro l o f the  p ro je c t.  QC is  supposed to  say 
the pipe- is  OK to  bury w ith  no hold s on i t .  Mr. Patton stated  th a t the re 
was to  be a sig n o f f  (paper) to  note, th a t such was sa ti s fa c to ry  to  bury.
Mr; La tz asked what th is  was, and Mr. Patton discussed the  Ju ly  QC/QA 
review in  which the Alaska P ip el ine O ff ice was ins tru me ntal in  in s tiga ting  
QC au th o ri ty  to  shu t the work down i f  necessary to  ensure q u a li ty  co n tro l.
In  August  1975 they reviewed w ith  Mr. Latz the revis ed  QA/QC program based 
on the  ad hoc com mittee's  recommendations (and the  APO mandate).  Mr. Patton



sa id th at his managers were ju s t not managing. Mr. Latz asked what othe r 
records  besides fi lm  ex is te d.  Mr. Westerheid sa id a piece o f paper exi st s 
on which the in te rp re te r w ri te s the weld number and what he saw- -th at  i t  
is  a lr ig h t,  or  i f  no t,  what the problem is  and where i t 's . a t .  Consequently, 
we have a fi lm  as w ell as the  w ri tten  record  i f  th e .f il m  is  not  sa ti s fa c to ry  
I f  the fi lm  is  s a ti s fa c to ry , i t  ju s t te l ls  th a t i t  is  sa ti s fa c to ry . I f  
no t,  i t  te l ls  what the de fects  were or what the c a ll  happened to  be.

Mr. Westerheid then  reviewed the fi n g e rp ri n ting  (QA audit ) te ll in g  how 
the y accomp lish th is  work and the  extreme con fidence  the y have in  i t .  He 
also  noted th a t the  people in te rp re ting  the  welds work s t r ic t ly  by the 
code, and the y were Type I I I  radio graphers.  They did not t r y  to  make 
judgment c a ll s  as to  whether the y were mino r or ma jor . In  1976 Alyeska. 
w i l l  al so  fi n g e rp r in t 100 percent o f the welds. Th is does no t ne ce ss ar ily  
re qu ire  reread ing  a l l  o f the  rad iog raphs, but i t  is  a mechanism o f u t il iz in g  
the  computer in  fi n g e rp r in ti n g .

Mr. Westerheid in di ca te d th a t in  some cases the  di ffe re nce s and bad ca lls  
in  1975 were because the Bechtel QC, those people rea ding the  f il m  an d.  
th ose .ta king the f il m  were ju s t not qualif ie d..  The faking  o f x- rays  th a t 
too k place was sometimes ob vio us ly de lib era te . For example, 13 x-rays  
had been taken  from one weld very con ven ient to  the  Glenna llen  Camp in  
Section 1. Mr. Westerheid stated  th a t the y have re in te rp re te d 100 percent 
o f the fi lm s  taken in  1975 and have passed out a revis ed  weld audit  summary 
th a t is  includ ed  he rewi th as an enclosure.  Basic ally  i t  says th a t the re 
appears to  be fa kin g in  Sections 1, 3 and 5, and in  Sec tions 2 and 4 there 
was no fa king o f x-r ays. He, als o indi ca ted the y have reworked 729 o f the 
ques tiona ble  welds to  da te.

Mr. Latz asked i f  they  were re taking  the  x-rays in  areas where radiographs 
were miss ing.  Mr." W esterheid sa id yes the y were ; the y have access to  th is . 
He als o noted th a t as o f A p ri l 21 we should know ex act ly  where a l l  the 
welds ar e.  Discussion ensued as to  what x- ra y should actu a lly  take place 
depending on the  d i f f ic u lt y  to  get to  or  li k e  problems. In ot he r words 
there may be more harm caused by tr y in g  to  get  the x-r ay, and i t  may be 
be tt e r to  use the  in te rp re te r' s  notes i f  in  fa c t the  de fe c t. is  se rio us .
A sh or t dis cu ss ion ensued regarding the stolen  rad iographs in  Section 2 
where a ll  we have are pieces o f paper w ith the in te rp re te r' s  comments on 
them, bu t we don 't  have the  fi lm . Mr. Latz sa id we may be ab le to  work 
the  problems i f  we have the  fi lm  and/o r the in te rp re te r’ s she ets . Then 
ra tiona le  may be used to  eva lua te and po ss ib ly accept or  no t accept  the 
weld. The aud it  people di d not t ry  to  make an in te rp re ta tion  as to  
whether o r no t the welds were accepta ble , whether or  no t the y were outside  
o f code. Mr. R o ll in s  stated  th a t i t  would be de si ra ble to  keep things 
working (comments and rev iew s) w ith in  our resp ec tiv e o ff ic e s  u n ti l we know 
where we stan d,  so there won 't be m is in te rp re ta tions in  the newspapers.



Hr. Thomas said th at we can 't  leave  any defec ts in  the li n e  th a t would 
cause a problem in te g ri ty -w is e , i . e . ,  i t  is  ju s t unaccep table. There 
was unanimous agreement on th is  su bjec t. Hr. Rol lin s indi ca ted i t  
appears Ketchbaw is  ge tt in g data on a lo t  o f the in te rp re ta tions and 
rad iographs before Alyeska management is  ge tti ng  the in fo rm ation; the re 
is  an in te rn a l problem.

I t  was noted the re is  hearsay in fo rm at ion based on Ketchbaw s u it  th a t 
ther e are  als o problems in  the double jo in ti n g . Hr. Pat ton sa id  i t  is  
no t the case w ith double jo in t  welds. The pipe is  processed in  the p la n t,  
and there is  no reason to  suspec t any problems. They ques tion whether 
autom atic welds cou ld be fingerp ri n te d  because the anomalies ju s t  a re n 't  
ther e as in  manual we lding . Hr. Latz stated  th at unless s p e c if ic a ll y ; 
charged we would no t do more than the  law re qu ire s.  Hr . R o ll in s  asked 
where the  double jo in t  fi lm  is  in  the 25,000 fi lm s th a t were tak en .

Hr. Thomas reviewed problems as he sees them and what the  pluses  and 
minuses are.  On the  plus side  the  pipe is  very  d u c ti le . The 1104 Code, 
from  the sta nd po int  o f acceptable  de fects,  was based on small diame ter 
pipe  w ith th in ner w a lls , no t the la rg e inch  pipe  with  th ic ke r w a lls . We 
have much in  excess o f the  10 percent ci rcum fe re nt ia l weld rad iographs 
re qu ire d by code; th ere fo re , we can take more poro si ty  and slag  than the 
code al lows,  and the  no ndes tru ct ive techn iques are such th a t we can now 
use be tte r engin eering judgmen t. His concerns on the minus side  are those 
cases. ,in the heat e ff e c ti ve  zone where, even though we are  pre heating  
(w hi ch -is  a plu s fa c to r) , i f  due care  is  not taken i t  can cause problems. 
We a re te s ti n g  th e  pipe to  .95 spe c if ic  minimum y ie ld  pressure, whereas 
the maximum des ign is  .72 . Th is is  also  a plus . There have no t been 
problems to  date in  th is  rega rd. We cannot accept any la rg e crac ks ; they 
must be re paire dJ Hr.  La tz stat ed  th a t we need to  take in to  account 
problems on the  li n e  such as cree ping , th ru s t bloc ks , re la ti v e  loca tio ns  
and a l l  o f the  geotechnical s tr e ss -s tr a in  problems when we cons ide r 
de fects.

The discussio n got in to  areas o f re pa ir  cu tout such as the  p roblem-where 
the pipe_ fe ll  o f f  i t s  supports in  Section  6̂  I t  was appa ren t th a t 
Hr.  Patton  hacLnot heard o f the  pipe creeping''. A rc tic  Constru c to rs  had 
no t taken  due care  even thouQh t hey had been warned a number oTT inies t his
youTcFhappen ff~ lh ey d id n 't  lock  the pipe  to  the sup ports . A number o f
problems were genera ted when the pipe  fe l l  o ff  the suppo rts.  The pipe was
dente d; see the attached enclosure on th is  su bjec t. —— -

Mr. Thomas con tinu ed the we ldin g dis cussion  and used examples o f areas 
he f e l t  cou ld be accepted. He indica ted th at in  B ri ta in  even though they 
use the  1104 Code they als o al low use o f fract ur e mechanics in  making judg 
ments and in te rp re ta tion s . He said th a t any time  they had 150 inches o f 
weld  in  a ci rc um fe re ntia l 48 -in ch  li n e , engineer ing judgment must be
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u ti li z e d . Regarding a question o f double re pair  not allowed by 1104,
Mr. Boorman sa id i t  should not  be an allowab le re pair  inasmuch as th is  is  
not allowed  in  the pressure vesse l standards o f ASMS. Mr. Latz stated  
th a t we need to  be cognizant o f and concur on a ll  weld in te rp re ta tions 
based on the aud it . Messrs. Latz and P.oll ins  ra ise d the  po in t th a t APO 
may be audit in g Alyeska's  audit  from an overview stan dp oint .

Mr. Latz asked who did the aud it in g , and Hr.  Westerheid indi ca te d th at 
the y used Peabody-M ille r as wel l as Alyeska radio graphe rs.  The quest ion  
was asked whether Alyeska f e l t  the  exe cut ion  con trac to r' s  race horse b it  
had something to  do w ith  the weld problems and whether they  were buying 
o f f  to  ge t i t  in  the  ground. Mr. Patton said he f e l t  th a t shou ld not have 
been the case.

Joe W il lin g  passed ou t the  sketch o f a concept th a t’ s be ing looked a t by 
Holosonics in  which the y can show an in te rp re ta tion  which could  be done 
from inside  the pipe (not  ne ce ss ar ily  on a radiog raph ic fi lm ) .  Hopefull y 

• •' 'in  many cases v e r if ic a ti o n  can be made with ou t dig ging  up the pipe . I t  
» was indi ca ted there pro bably  w i l l  be a demonstration o f the new concept

a t Richlan d, Washington in  the  nex t couple of weeks. Ap paren tly  i t ' s  an 
ac co us tic al  log ge r.

Mr. La tz asked Mr- Patton  i f  Alyeska is  going to  be ab le to  meet th e ir  . 
schedule. Mr. Patton  indi ca ted th e ir  cu rren t problem is  hy dro te st ing,  but  
the y s t i l l  hope to  do i t  in  1976. ,

«
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Rjid 1 ograpli Audit breakdown by Defect

Type •Sect ion
Tea l1 2 3 4 5/ 6

Incomplete Penetra tio n 4 85 1 0 14 1C'»

Incomplete Penetra tion 22 1 5 4 43 75

Incomplete rnsio n 52 15 5 39 109 223

Elongated Slag In clus ion 48 38 19 28 239 3C3

Is ol at ed  Slag  In clus ion 4 1 1 5 8 19

Cas Pocket 96 46 12 13 281 4(3

Spheric al  Toros !ty 2 13 0 4 35 54

Clu ster ed Po rosit y 4 18 1 5 • 114 141

Wormhole Po rosit y 4 16 8 l 106 135

Bn llc v Bead 3 12 1 3 80 99

Crack 12 8 * 2 5 10 37

Crater Crack 8 7 97 5 34 151

.Burn Through 11 10 0 0 3 24

Arc Burn 54 5 1 106 206 372

Double Repair 24 • 49 1 14 37 125

Long Seams In te rs ec t. 9 4 0 12 1 26

Incomplete Coverage Repair Film 90 24 28 71 189 402

Incomplete Coverage I n it ia l  Film 21 13 7 12 29 62

Damaged Pipe 3 . 3 0 3 53 63

•Radiograph Hi ssi ng 60 31 89 231 164 575

Incomplete S Unlntcrp retable 4 1 13 0 0 27

»H>plicatc Welds 53 10 153 10 . 54 260

TOTALS 588 410 444 570 1814 3826

•Contin gent on weld st at us lo g veri fi ca ti on .
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vk id  o ta ij s  r.v r ir r u r n :  s c c n o i!

17?
IP S •.•••'! •• w :< .

::
. p *.

1 53 50 8 86 50 2

2 10 41 0 11 3 297

3 153 444 251 19 3

4 10 570 220 35 0

5 54 1814 J> 0 1754

OTA1.S 2C0 38 20  729  3097
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Mr. Dingell. What does it mean you do no more than the law 
requires?

Mr. Latz. I will get to th at and address it, Mr. Chairman, if  you will 
just be patient.

The casual mention of “hearsay information” about double joint ing 
in Mr. Tur ner’s memorandum during that meeting was dis tractive  to 
the principal purpose of the meeting. I did indeed-----

Air. D ingell. What was the principa l purpose of the meeting?
Mr. Latz. I just stated, Mr. Chairman, the audit of Alyeska’s girth  

weld program.
* I did indeed refocus. H aving  had the casual hearsay mention I re­

focused the attention of tha t meeting to its important purpose. I do 
not recall using the words “we would not do more than  the law 
requires.”

Mr. Dingell. That is in your memo, however.
Mr. Latz. I t is in Mr. Tur ner ’s memorandum to the files, one sen­

tence of a four-page single spaced typewritten memorandum. To so 
characterize  my input to tha t meeting or my a ttitude and conduct in 
the discharge of my duties is absolutely and categorically inaccurate. 
It  is belied by my vigorous solicitation of the interest of the Federa l 
Bureau of Investigation in the 6 weeks preceding Apr il 5.

Our files are available to your staff to peruse. Aly efforts in this re­
gard  following the Apri l 15 and 16 depositions which came to our 
attention were reviewed by our regional solicitor in the litigation 
previously mentioned with Air. Rollins. I insisted th at we pursue the 
matte r with Alyeska resulting in the June  14 memorandum we just 
discussed.

Air. P atton , Air. O’Connell, and Mr. Rollins are all here present to­
day and I invite this committee to elicit from them thei r observa­
tions and characte rization of my presence at tha t meeting and my 
statements.

Air. Dingell. Right now we are addressing  ourselves to the matters 
to which the Chair has laid his question. You did discuss here some 
comments that you indicated had been made by Air. Patton and I will 
refer to the  two sentences up previous to the one which is now under  
discussion.

» Mr. Patton said it is not the case with  double join t welds. The pipe is proc­
essed in the  p lant,  and there is no reason to suspect  any problems. They question  
whether automatic  welds could  be fingerprinted because the anomalies j us t are n't  
there as in manual welding.

• Now the purpose of the fingerpr inting  was to achieve an unders tand­
ing of whether there was in fact a falsification of the radiograph. Isn’t 
tha t the reason why you would be discussing the question ?

Air. Latz. Indeed it was nongermane to the meeting.
Air. Dingell. It  was not? Well, let me ask you this question then. 

Let us not address the question of whether this matter was germane 
to the meeting but let us address  instead, does this not indicate that  
you were on notice tha t there were some problems with regard  to 
double joint welds?

Air. Latz. Air. Chairman, I just walked you through my conduct 
following April 5 when you said we were “put on notice” and we did  
react to it indeed and I  want to say-----



Mr. D inoell. Wi th  regard  to the double  jo int  welds  ?
Mr. Latz. Yes, si r.
M r.  D inoell. H ow?
Mr. Latz. By e lic itin g the rep ort Alye ska gave  us du ne  14 which  you pre sen tly  possess.
Mr. Dinoell. Did  you make  any personal inquir ies?
Mr. L atz. Did I pe rsonal ly ?
Mr. Dinoell. Or any  o f you r people  u p the re in Ala ska . W ere the re any  ins tructio ns to your  people as to the  irr eg ular iti es  at  Fa irb an ks? Did you make any inqu iries ?
Mr. Latz. Mr. Ch airma n, may I ask—it is qui te possible I  have  missed something.
Mr. D inoell. I do n't  th ink it  is possib le you missed anyth ing . Le t me repea t the  quest ion so th at  you have it c learly  before  you.
At  the, time you will agre e th at  t he pa ragr ap hs  re ferre d to ind ica te th at  you were on notice th at  the re may  have  been irr eg ular iti es  with reg ard  to double joint welds. Am I cor rec t in th at  o r incorrect?Mr. Latz. 1 accep t that.
Mr. D inoell. All rig ht .
Mr. L atz. I do n ot accept the cha rac ter iza tio n of th is le tte r.
Mr. D inoell. You spoke the n, or  somebody spoke , to Mr.  Pa tto n.  Did  anybody speak to the weld ers in the  ya rd? Were the re any  dis­cussions with  the  welders in the  ya rd  by you or any  of your sub ord i­nates or  by Genera l Roll ins o r any of his  subord ina tes  ?
Mr. L atz. The  allu sion  to  being "‘put  on notice,” Mr. Chairma n, I am not qu ite sure  w hat th at  means. We took cognizance o f a ll th at  was  ava ilab le to us. I th ink we so ught that  which was not ava ilab le to us.Mr. D inoell. You were sufficient ly concerned th at  you visi ted Pa tto n.  Were  vou sufficien tly concerned that  you visi ted  the people  in the  y ard?  ‘ ‘
Mr. Latz. The  di spar ity  of  your  satemen t is inaccu rate . I did  not visit  with  Mr. Pa tto n abou t th is.
Mr. D inoell. He re is the memo and  it says,  “Mr. Pa tto n said it  is not the  case with  double joint welds ." Now somebody is quoting  Mr. Pa tto n.
Mr. Latz. I jus t testified th at  I att ended that  meetin g a nd ind ica ted  that  t ha t top ic at  tha t meetin g was  nongermane .
Mr. D inoell. Le t us cons ider  t hat  the ques tion of these double  jo in t welds is germ ane to something,  and I am not sure  wheth er you ap ­pre cia te thi s with  the same degree of concern th at  1 do or not,  bu t let mo then  ask. Somebody was a pp aren tly  sufficiently concerned abou t th is th ey spoke to Mr . P at ton.
Mr. L atz. Mr. P at ton was in  th is m eeting.
Mr.  D inoell. Did anybod y make any  fu rth er  inq uiry beyond dis ­cuss ing the  m at ter with Mr. Pa tto n at  t he  m eet ing  o r was the  mat ter perm itted  to  dro p at  that  point?
Mr. L atz. The m atter was not d ropped .
Mr.  D inoell. What oth er inquir ies  were made with reg ard to the double joint welds?
Mr. L atz. We were awa re of  the  deposit ions  b eing taken.
Mr. Brown. Ap paren tly  it  came into the  meetin g th at  there was here sav  inform ation  based  on the  KetcKbaw  sui t th at  the re were also
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problems in the double jointing. The memo does not say what those 
problems are. Then whoever wrote this memo goes on to say, “Mr. 
Pat ton  said it is not the case with double join t welds.” Apparently  
there was a difference of opinion in that meeting as to whether there 
was a problem, is that  correct ?

Mr. L atz. That may well have been, Mr. Brown, and as I indicated 
tha t was not the purpose  of the meeting. We were indeed then aware 
of the depositions being taken in the Ketchbaw litigation.

Mr. Dingell. Was there any iquiry made with regard to whether 
or not there were irregula rities w ith regard to the double jo int welds?

* Mr. Latz. Not at that meeting. I have already testified there  were 
aft er that.

Mr. Dingell. Let me ask you this question then. Was there any
* inquiry made elsewhere a t any other t ime with regard to the irregu­

lari ty or re gula rity of  the double join t welds ?
Mr. Frizzell. 1 can answer tha t, Mr. Chairman.  At what poin t in­

deed there were. We knew depositions were being taken in the Ketch-  
baw suits. The allegation of rumors was in connection with that.  Your 
star witness l ast Fr iday on the  basis of these a llegations was the  one 
whose testimony was about to be deposed. We got a copy of that  and 
he said there  were no falsifications o f double join t welds in Fa irbanks. 
You said, “Did you go to the field?” We talked  to the head radio­
graphe r; we got his sworn testimony.

Mr. Dingell. Did  you make any other inquiries?
Mr. Frizzell. Once he said there were no falsifications. Yes; Mr. 

Rollins went back to Alyeska and said, “Assure me th at there is no 
trouble wi th double joints ; give me an audit.”

NIr. D ingell. I t was not you folks tha t were deposing this matter.
Mr. F izzell. Lawsuit.
Mr. Dingell. The Chai r is going to recognize counsel for the purpose 

of questions.
Mr. Barrett. The meeting took place on Apr il 5. At tha t time 

Alyeska had just completed an extensive aud it in which it found 
falsification of X-rays on the field welds, is tha t not correct?

Mr. Latz. That is absolutely not correct. I have jus t testified they 
were in the process o f completing. There were several weeks to get 

t  it to a conclusion.
Mr. F rizzell. We got the Alyeska a udit  in May.
Mr. Barrett. Everybody was aware of the falsification issue?
Mr. Latz. Aware of allegations of falsification.

* Mr. Barrett. In other  words, the Pete r Kelley incident  in Sep­
tember you had not investigated, you sat around all through that .

Mr. L atz. Tha t is not an accurate statement.
Mr. Barrett. I am trying to find out. Is it your statement?
Mr. D ingell. Had you investigated Peter Kelley’s allegations prio r 

to the time tha t the litiga tion was filed?
Mr. Frizzell. That is when it w’as filed, in September 1975, Mr. 

Chairman.
Mr. Barrett. I think at this  point in April  it was pret ty common 

knowledge th at  there was a falsification problem on the  g irth  welds; 
Alyeska had issued a press release in October talk ing about it. The 
field weld investiga tion had been pre tty completed; whether  it  was
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ac tuall y completed a mo nth  lat er , it was known at  t hat  time you had 
problems w ith  Held welds and you had d iscussed the  problem  of  fin ger ­
pr in ting  with  respect to th e Held welds. T he  fin ge rp rin tin g me tho d was 
used as a method fo r est ab lishin g wheth er or  not  fals ific ation h ad  oc- 
cured  wi th respect to the  g ir th  welds , is th at cor rec t ?

Mr . F rizzell. N o, i t is not.
Mr . Barrett. Mr.  Ro llin s is n odding  his head yes.
Mr.  F rizzell. 1 will  speak fo r the  De pa rtm en t if  you don’t min d, Mr. Bar re tt.
Mr.  D ingell. Try  to get  two o ut  of  three .
Mr. F rizzell. We knew wh at the fac ts were.
Mr. Barrett. A t th is tim e you  are disc ussing,  neverth eless, finger ­pr in tin g.
Mr.  F rizzell. They di dn 't even  st art  th ei r au di t of one of  the  sec­

tions un til  Ja nu ar y of  1976.
Mr.  Barrett. We a re discus sing fin ge rprin tin g.
Mr.  F rizzell. You d id n' t u nd ersta nd  all  five sec tions of the pipe line . 

Th is was Apr il.  We got the fir st copy of the  Aly eska rep ort. I t  was 
not done un til  May o f 1976.

Mr. Barrett. A t th is tim e in Apr il of 1976 there was a common 
knowledge  th at  the re had been a fal sifi cat ion  of X-ray s on the  line,  
is th at  no t cor rec t, Mr. R oll ins  ?

Mr. R ollins . Th e rum ors  were there and Alyeska in th is meetin g o f 
Apr il 5 rep or ted  at  th at  time  there  were str on g ind ica tio ns  t hat  th ere  
has  been fals ification.

Mr.  Barrett. T hey  had issued a pres s relea se in ea rly  Oct ober dis­
cussing  this . Th ey  ha d the  Septe mb er 26 repo rt  a copy  of which was  
given to you ult im ate ly in which it discusses the  falsifi cat ion . Are you 
say ing  you d id n’t know about falsifi cat ion  ?

Mr.  F rizzell. I th ou gh t the Cha ir ’s ru lin g was we were no t going 
to t al k abo ut field gi rth welds , we were only  go ing  to ta lk  ab out double joi nt ing .

Mr.  D ingell. L et ’s ask the  q ues tion . You have  all  th is  notice abo ut 
the  possibil ity  of fals ificatio n wi th  rega rd  to g ir th  welds in the  field. 
Didn’t th at  pu t you on notice th at  maybe you ou gh t t o tak e a look at  
the  que stion of  ya rd  welds also?

Mr.  F rizzell. Who do you d ire ct the question to  ?
Mr. D ingell . I  un de rst an d you  were  s peaking  fo r the De pa rtm en t, Mr. Fr izz ell .
Mr.  F rizzell. We did addre ss ou r att en tio n to double  jo in t welds in F ai rban ks .
Mr.  D ingell. Tell  us w ha t you  did .
Mr. F rizzell. W ell,  we pa rti cipa ted in the  law suit where  the ch ief  

ra di og raph er  in t he  double -jo inted ya rd  w as g oin g to have his  depo si­tion taken.
Mr.  D ingell. Did you make any inv est iga tion bey ond  th at ?
Mr. F rizzell. We fou nd  ou t th at  his  tes tim ony un de r oa th was 

th at  no, the re was not any problem . Despi te the rumo rs we d id n’t feel 
th at . We went to Aly eska and we s aid we s till  hear  the re is a p rob lem  
of double jo in tin g welds in Fa irba nk s;  let us know if  any go t ou t 
with ou t an  X -ra y.

We  have gone  to the  FB I.  Th e F B I said , “I t  is no t wi th in  ou r 
ju ris dict ion.” I di dn ’t acce pt th at . I  call ed a fri en d of  min e over in
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the Department of Justice  here and said: “Get on the U.S. Attorney , 
get on the FB I. We need an expert investigation on this mat ter be­
cause we don’t possess it.” At Inte rior  we don’t have subpena powers.

Mr. D ingell. Did you have your office up there in Alaska make any 
inquiry of the parties  who might be involved in these mat ters involv­
ing the yards ?

Mr. Frizzell. Mr. mysterious witness Y, your chief witness, we 
approached him. We saw his testimony under oath.

Mr. Dingell. When did  you do that  ?
Mr. Frizzell. Well, I tried  to tell you a moment ago we got his 

deposition which was taken April 16 and by the time the reporter tr an ­
scribed it we received it on June 12.

Mr. Dingell. D id any of your people go to the yard to discuss these 
matters with other  radiographers ?

Mr. Frizzell. This was the head guy in the yard right there.
Mr. D ingell. Did you go to  others ?
Mr. F rizzell. There were only two others.
Mr. D ingell. Did you go to  them?
Mr. F rizzell. I don’t know.
Mr. D ingell. The answer to the  question is “No,” General?
General Rollins. We went to none of  the other two radiographers.
Mr. D ingell. General, you were before this subcommittee a t a time 

earlier and you will recall tha t at the time you were here Mr. B arrett 
asked you some questions which went as follows:

Mr. Barrett. Do you know whethe r or not  any other people who were in­
volved in the  falsif icatio n of X-rays, as testified to by Mr. Kelley this morning, 
are  prese ntly employed by Peabody Miller?

Mr. Rollins. I heard Mr. Kelley announce there was one gentlem an, and I 
inten d to pursue th at  vigorously on my r etu rn  home.

Mr. Barrett. This  was your first knowledge of thi s fac t?
Mr. Rollins. Yes.
Mr. Dingell. Are any other persons employed eith er by Alyeska  or  Bechtel, 

or by any other person  or firm, who are  doing qua lity  cont rol work, or radio- 
gapliy work?

Mr. Rollins. Mr. Chai rman , I do not know. I only hea rd what Mr. Kelley 
said  in this  morning’s tes timony.

Mr. Dingell. Does it str ike  you that  it is a quest ion of any importanc e?
Mr. Rollins. It  c erta inly  does, s ir.
Then on the next page, here is the testimony here.
Mr. Dingell. Would you inqu ire into  it  for us, please?
Mr. Rollins. I inte nd to the  minute I get back to Alaska, sir.
Mr. Dingell. We would app reci ate it.
Did you make any inquiry into th is matter?
General Rollins. Yes, sir, I  did.
Mr. D ingell. Would you tell us what you did and what you found ?
General Rollins. Mr. Kelley mentioned one specific name in his 

testimony.
Mr. F rizzell. This is on double joint welds, I  assume.
Mr. D ingell. No.
Mr. B arrett. This  is on Mr. Rollins’ testimony about what he did.
Mr. Frizzell. We are back to field girth welds.
Mr. Barrett. Mr. Rollins testified under oath tha t the minute he 

got back to Alaska he was going to check into the question.
Now when you go back to Alaska, Mr. Rollins, did you interview 

Mr. Kelley?
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General Rollins. I did not interview Mr. Kelley.
Mr. Barrett. You have never interviewed Mr. Kelley ?
General Rollins. I have not interviewed Mr. Kelley.
Mr. Barrett. Did you interview anyone Mr. Kelley named who 

could have been involved in the X-ray falsification ?
General Rollins. I did not interview anyone. I asked my regional 

solicitor to please review the testimony, extract the names and do some 
checking for me in the record.

Mr. Barrett. Did he do so ?
General Rollins. li e did so.
Mr. Dingell. What did he do ? •General Rollins. He found the one name mentioned by Air. Kelley 

in his testimony, the name of a Mr. Richard Lee Ferris , as of th is date 
which was the date tha t I had the report that  when he checked on the 
10th of September 1976 Air. Richard Lee Ferr is was at that  time em­
ployed in the quality control system of Alyeska working for Peabody- 
Miller. That was the only name mentioned by Mr. Kelley still on the 
job or still connected with the job as far  as Kel ley’s testimony. As I state, Mr. Ferr is was then employed.

As you question me, Mr. Chairman, there was another infamous 
list attached  to another document that was discussed a t the hearings 
in which there was a list of names and there were names as follows on 
tha t other list:  Ridenhour, Kelley—I believe this is another Kelley 
other than  Peter  Kelley—Bonnie, Bridges, Carter , Von Lake, Dog- gert, Kilmer, and Bob Aliller

On the 10th of September we had response to mv solicitor's inquiry 
tha t of these other names only one was connected with the quality 
control effort of the p roject and this was AIs. Ursu la Bonnie who was 
an employee of Peabody-AIiller. The other seven names—excluding 
Bob Aliller—were positively not in a quality  control capacity with Alyeska on the 10th of September.

Mr. Barrett. So your  testimony was on June 21 and you made the inquiry on September 10.
General Rollins. I got the report on the 10th of September.
Air. Barrett. When did you make the inquiry?
General Rollins. Aly solicitor made the inquiry and actually ac­

cording to his memo tha t he wrote to me he made the inquirv about the 8th of September. *
Air. Barrett. So he made the inquiry about the 8th of September ?General Rollins. Yes, sir.
Air. Barrett. Then 2 months a fte r you swore to thi s committee that  •you intended to get into it the minute you got back, you finally make an inquiry ?
General Rollins. Yes; those are the dates. P ar t of the problem in the slippage of time was our inability to get hold of a t ranscript of the hearings in Alaska.
Mr. Barrett. But you had access to  the September 26 report  in which the names were mentioned, is that not correct ?
General Rollins. Excuse me. I misunderstood you.
Air. Barrett. There were a number of names you just read off. You are re ferring to a September 26 memo?
General Rollins. No.
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Air. Barrett. The infamous  document you refer red to?
General Rollins. This infamous document I am talk ing to is the 

attachment to the House document w ritten  by Alyeska in the ear liest 
days of the suspected-----

Mr. B arrett. So you had the names when you went back to Alaska 
following your testimony on the  21st?

General Rollins. I had  part of the testimony, I did not have the 
Kelley testimony.

Mr. F rizzell. Mr. Chairman, I have two more points I wan t to cover 
> in my opening statement and they will be very brief.

In  regard to double jointed welds-----
Mr. Dingell. You are recognized.
Mr. F rizzell. Thank  you, sir.

* On page 10 of your staff’s memorandum and repeated again here 
earlie r today by Mr. Olive, the  union organizer, in his testimony it is 
stated  that in early  1976—this  here again goes to Alyeska get ting Don 
Olive who described the falsification scheme to Wald rug who was in 
charge of labor relations. In  the  ensuing month and a ha lf he has no t 
heard  from Waldrup  again. None of the X-rays in the double joint  
yard s were examined by Alyeska as a resul t of this warning. Now I  
wonder what would have happened, Mr. Chairman, had we got in 
contact with Mr. Waldrup.

Mr. Barrett. To state t ha t is false?
Mr. F rizzell. Yes, the statement th at nobody has heard from W al­

drug af ter  Mr. Olive contacted him.
Mr. Dingell. What are the facts ?
Mr. F rizzell. The  facts are as follows: On Wednesday, November 

10,1976, Mr. Olive testified Mr. Waldrup a t his office asked if he could 
meet with him a t th at meeting to discuss upcoming arbi tration as well 
as other pending grievances. He agreed to meet. They met at 5 p.m. in 
the lobby of the Captain Cook Hotel and thereafter they went to 
Mr. Olive’s room.

We were ta lking about some of the technicalities in the X-raying process when 
Olive mentioned tha t he knew some pipe had been installed without being 
X-rayed. He said one of his members told him several sections of the double 
jointed pipe had left the Fairbanks pipe yard without being X-rayed. I asked

* where the  pipe had been installed and he said he didn’t know.
I asked if  there  was any way to track where  the pipe might  be now. He said no.
I asked whether it was possible the pipe was not installed  and he said he 

didn’t know.
I asked for the name of the individual who informed Alyeska and Olive re-

* fused to tell me. He did say if he was ever asked he would share the informa­
tion through an unofficial inquiry.

I told Olive he did not give me enough information to make even a cursory 
inquiry—no names, no dates, no places, nothing except a  general accusation.

In labor relations we daily hear  accusations, scutt lebutt and rumors of un­
founded abuses. Most involve hearsay  on top of hearsay  without enough detail 
to make an investigation

Th at is why Mr. Waldrup d idn’t follow throu gh with anything be­
cause he got no information from Mr. Olive.

Now the la st point I want to cover, Mr. Chairman,  is this. We have 
had some fun here today about an audit, of an audit,  of  an audi t and 
the allegation is repeated not in substance but on page 4 of your staff’s 
memorandum to you of December 7. I t says in a l ittle more damaging
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indictment made here tha t the Arthu r Andersen audit, requested by 
the Department of Interior, found Alyeska’s audit unacceptable. That 
is true , I  would not accept it. This problem is still unresolved and the 
program established by the  Department of Inte rior  to solve the p rob­
lem is fa r behind schedule.

Now I  have here the steps tha t I have taken since Ju ly 19 of this 
year when I  fo r the first time provided a copy of the Arth ur Andersen 
review to th is committee on the same date that I received it, the same 
afternoon, and the chronology of events that have transpired  is about 
30 in number on two pages and here are  the substantiating documents. *

What has happened? Has Inte rior been s itting on i ts hands?
Well, we received the Ar thu r Andersen report, not an audit, on re­

viewing “Alyeska’s Qual ity Assurance of August 1975” on July  19.
Mr. D ingell. Can you summarize tha t briefly ? What did  they say ? <
Mr. F rizzell. They said briefly, “Alyeska’s records are not in an 

auditable shape to where we can perform an audi t for you, Mr.
Frizze ll.”

Mr. Brown. We are on a somewhat delicate point. I wonder whether 
tha t material or some portion of it  can go into the record.

Mr. F rizzell. I  would love to put it  in the record and I  am going to 
proffer i t for the record, Mr. Brown.

Mr. D ingell. We will receive it and have the staff review it and we 
will see to it th at the conclusion of the portions you review as relevant 
are included in the record.

Mr. Frizzell. I won’t belabor the point with this but let me sum­
marize briefly this wav. Alyeska on their own did attempt to undergo 
an a udit  of their  own welding program for 1975 and it came to us in 
May of this year for the first time. I immediately took affirmative 
steps a t th at time to try to insure that  the same things tha t had hap ­
pened, in the 1975 welding season, would not happen in the 1976 
season, such things as requiring, first of all, th at no pipe gets covered 
in the ground, not one section, until a certification is made under oath 
tha t a positive, a good X-ray has been made of that weld.

Second, I  required tha t a duplicate radiograph—since we have had 
some missing ones—be supplied to my authorized officer in Anchorage 
so if  some got lost we would have a copy. Then at the suggestion of 
Ar thu r An derse n: <,

It, was fine, Mr. Frizzell, wlint you did but you ought to close the loop. You 
ought to in addition  requ ire a copy of each radiograph and a certif ication th at  
a good, positive X-ray  has  been taken . You ought to close the  loop and make 
sure that  the radiograph you get corresponds with the weld number. *

So then I laid on Alyeska the requirement and they had to send 
up 27 addit ional men. The pipeline was closed .for 2 days for the first 
time in the history of the pipeline. I said I want some type of unique 
ident ifying  symbol on the inside and outside so tha t one or two or 
three radiographers—out of 30.000 employees—who know the quality 
control program will necessarily discover fraud. I want to make sure 
it does not happen in the 1976 season.

Then I went back to Art hur  Andersen. I said, “Get together with 
Alyeska, you are having problems on what form the  audit will take.”
Alyeska told me they are willing to get their auditors to sit down at 
this meeting with us and it will be Arthur  Andersen and Peat, and
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Marwick there, so th at we can discuss among those who know what 
accounting and audits  amount to, what are acceptable procedures by 
which this audit can be made, what records are they going to have 
to get in order, what service, so forth. We did tha t.

Then afte r we a rrived a t acceptable procedures, because in the first 
instance when I hired Ar thu r Andersen, on the  spot, last May when 
I got Alyeska’s audit and I did it very frankly on a sole source basis 
because I could not wait to go out and pay for the low bidder so I 
paid Arthu r Andersen, but, the second time around because of the 
laws passed by the Congress which I  believe in and adhere to I didn’t

* want to go sole source so I had to go throu gh the time consuming 
method of put ting  out for bids this final review of Alyeska’s audit.

Do you know what I found? I thought 1 would get the top bids of 
four or five top accounting firms, including Art hur  Andersen because 
they had a lot of time in this. They in a cautious review o.f all of thei r 
offices over the United States  found some office in Pennsylvania tha t 
represented one subcontrac tor, or somebody involved with the Alyeska 
pipeline, and they refused to bid. I d idn’t get top bids of seven or eight 
and I  had to settle on a sole bidder.

Now we are underway and we could not complete the review of 
Alyeska’s a udit  until Jan uary because thei r records are not in order 
for this sole source bidder of mine to be able to review. We are going 
to have the audi t reviewed. There has only been one audit,  Alyeska’s 
and we are going to review it and it will be completed before any 
oil goes through the pipeline and if it is not good, corrective actions 
will be required of Alyeska.

Mr. Dingell. The important fact is that you do have some differ­
ence of view between Alyeska, A rthur Andersen, Peat,  Marwick and 
the most recent audit of the audi t of the audits  tha t have been com­
menced on this.

Mr. Frizzell. I thought we disposed of the audi t of the audits. 
There is one audit.

Mr. Dingell. One audit  and then the reviews.
Mr. Frizzell. That is right.
Mr. Dingell. And you do have some differences.
Mr. Frizzell. Yes; we did have some differences. We met here, 

we met in Los Angeles, but we resolved it.
• Mr. Dingell. Let's talk  now about matters of weekly reports.

Mr. Latz, you received weekly reports from General Rollins, the
AOR in Alaska, with regard to the status of pipeline construction? 

« Mr. Latz. Yes; I do.
Mr. Dingell. What did you do with this weekly report?
Mr. Latz. I  read them, I review them very thorougnly.
Mr. Dingell. And then what?
Mr. Latz. I keep the Under Secretary informed of their  contents. 
Mr. Dingell. Did anyone else in the Inte rior  Department receive 

this, Mr. Frizzell o r Mr. Kleppe?
Mr. Latz. At the direct instruction of the Unde r Secretary they 

are submitted to all the Assistant Secretaries and the Solicitor.
Mr. Dingell. The copy of the APO  report?
Mr. Latz. Yes.
Mr. Dingell. Did you rewrite it and resubmit it or did you just 

forward  i t on ?
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Mr. L atz. I  summarized it in part. The Under Secretary has since instructed me to send it in toto and 1 so do.
Mr. Dingell. Now in the weekly repor t of September 12 General Rollins wrote to you as follows, I think.
A QC audit  had found possible radiographic test ing by Ketchbaw. This  in­formation  surfaced that  evening by local press as a resu lt of the sui t filed by a disgruntled employee aga inst Ketchbaw in dustry.
Now did you send this  report to Mr. Frizzell or Mr. Kleppe?Mr. Latz. I  don’t recall. Would you tell me the year, Mr. Chairman.You said September. Would you tell me the year?
Mr. Dingell. Tha t was September 12, 1975. Did you forward tha t *one?
Mr. Latz. At tha t time we did not have an Under  Secretary. I don’t know tha t specific date but I do believe Mr. Frizzell, our So- licitor, was Acting Secretary. The date of tha t memo was September what ?
Mr. D ingell. September 12.
Mr. L atz. Th at is within 1 day of a meeting with the presidents of the other companies of Trans Alaska called and presided over by the Acting Secretary, Mr. Frizzell, at which we discussed all aspects out­standing in the pipeline.
Mr. Dingell. Well, did you send it forward  or not?Mr. Frizzell. 1 exhorted Alyeska owner companies, not Alyeska. I  called the heads of the company in and said, “Get the qua lity control in shape.”
Mr. Dingell. Tha t I applaud but was tha t sent forward ?Air. Latz. To whom ?
Mr. Dingell. Anyone in Interio r.
Mr. Latz. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. Dingell. Can you tell me why ?
Mr. I jAtz. I cannot say for certain.
Mr. Dingell. You indicated to the staff tha t this was a matt er of idiosyncrasy.
Mr. Latz. Is tha t a quotation, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Dingell. The word “idiosyncrasy” was used by you in connec­tion with this particular discussion with the committee staff.Mr. Latz. 1 could possibly recall thei r use of tha t word or asking me if tha t was an idiosyncrasy of mine. *Mr. Dingell. Wha t did you say ?
Mr. Latz. We had no Secretary, we had no Under Secretary. Mr.Frizzell as Acting Secretary  was extremely busy, nonetheless he mani- 4fested a keen interest in the Trans Alaska pipeline. September 12,1975, the issue, the seriousness, the import of welding problems was not apparent and it is not apparent in the memo which you possess.Mr. Dingell. Well, did you forward this information to your supe­riors in response to the September 12 memo?
Mr. Latz. The Office of Secretary and Under Secretary, both offices were vacant.
Mr. Barrett. You testified, however, that your report went to Assistant Secretaries as well.
Mr. Latz. Since, the Under Secretary so directed me to send those weekly reports in toto to the Secretary and Solicitor.
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Mr. Dingell. Let me ask you this question. In  November 1975 Mr. 
Kleppe in an interview with Newsweek magazine indicated tha t he 
was unaware of the falsification or the faking  of X-rays  on the 
pipeline.

Mr. L atz. You are quoting and character izing Secretary Kleppe. I f 
I might do the same thing, was he alluding to allegations of 
falsifications?

Mr. Dingell. I just said he was unaware of the falsification and 
the faking of X-rays on the pipeline.

* Mr. Latz. I don’t speak for the Secretary.
Mr. Dingell. At any time, between September and November, did 

you make any information regarding this matter available either to 
Mr. Frizzell or to Mr. Kleppe?

t  Mr. Latz. I don’t recall.
Mr. Dingell. Isn ’t this a matter of sufficient importance that  you 

should have let them know about this?
Mr. Latz. Mr. Chairman, are you recalling the perspective of the 

time? Wha t was known at tha t time?
Mr. Dingell. Well, can you tell me why the Secretary was not 

aware of a problem of this magnitude?
Mr. Latz. Because I  judged at tha t time it not to be a problem of 

magnitude sufficient for the Secretary's attention.
Mr. Dingell. You have got a chance to rethink that , I guess.
Mr. Latz. I am not too sure, Mr. Chairman, that  if I were sit ting 

back in November 1975 tha t I would feel any differently today.
Mr. Dingell. It  is regarded rather widely as a matt er of some 

seriousness at this time, is it not?
Mr. Latz. Today?
Mr. Dingell. Yes.
Mr. Latz. Not in November 1975.
Mr. Frizzell. The subcommittee I  don’t believe got involved until 

June  of this year, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. D ingell. W hat?
Mr. F rizzell. The subcommittee I  don’t believe got involved until 

June of this year.
Mr. Dingell. Well, the subcommittee has been rath er occupied,

• as you recall, on a large spectrum of assorted matters, sir.
Mr. Latz, did you ever hear of any potential problems of double 

X-rays at the yards?
#  Mr. Latz. Only those we have discussed today.

Mr. Dingell. When did you hear of those, if you please?
Mr. Latz. I can’t say accurately, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Dingell. Did you ever discuss with the subcommittee staff 

tha t you did not know of any in format ion indica ting problems of the 
double joint welds?

Mr. Latz. Did I ever do what, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Dingell. Did you ever discuss with the subcommittee staff tha t 

you did not know of any information indica ting there were any 
problems with the X-rays of double joint  weld?

Mr. Latz. I don’t recall.
Mr. Dingell. Is it still vour feeling tha t there is no problem with 

regard to X-ray of double joint welds?
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Mr. Latz. Mr. Chairman, 1 have seen nothing, including the pro­
ceedings of last Friday or this morning, that  indicates to me any sub­
stantive knowledge of difficulty with or defects in the welds from the double jointing operation.

Mr. F rizzell. That is not to say, Mr. Chairman, we are not con­
cerned with the allegations of falsification of 60 radiographs  and we intend to pursue tha t wholeheartedly.

Mr. D ingell. Well, 1 am very pleased to hear tha t because I  think 
tha t is a very serious matter. 1 am not satisfied with whether the welds are good or not. *

Mr. F rizzell. 1 am not either. If  they were falsified, that needs to 
be pursued even if  the welds are good, which I think they are.

Mr. D ingell. I am not prepa red to tell  you whether  they are good or bad. <
Mr. F rizzell. We will find out.
Mr. Dingell. This is something that has to be looked into.
Mr. Frizzell. I thought I had covered tha t in my opening state­

ment and I assure you t ha t will be done.
Mr. Dingell. Yes.
I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.
Mr. B rown. You have a t ranscript in which somebody you referred 

to as witness Y, which I  re ferred to in my reading of last week’s testi­
mony as the second witness, says two different things. In tha t depo­
sition he says there were no problems with the X-rays in that there were no falsifications.

Mr. F rizzell. There is a conflict between the sworn testimony and the deposition.
Mr. Brown. If  I understand, and I think I do, tha t is the same 

witness which I referred to as the second witness. We have sworn 
testimony before the subcommittee last week tha t there  was falsifica­
tion. However, that  witness also is the person who signed off on the-----

Mr. F rizzell. Daily worksheets.
Mr. Brown. So we have a problem here because we have a witness 

tha t has testified to two different things and whose name is also on 
those daily worksheets which are the  assurance th at the 60 welds were 
OK when they went out out in the field. Now we got into the question 
in our hearing  las t F riday about 13 unrepai red welds which got into <the field, which you say 8 came from the F airbanks yard  and 5 came 
from the Valdez yard. I unders tand tha t you followed through on 
those and they have been tracked down and have been repaired. I guess 
the crux of our problem is those 60 welds for which we have work­
sheets saying they are good welds but bad radiographs, isn’t tha t i t?

Mr. F rtzzell. \  es; but to help reinforce the efficacy of that  witness’ 
name on those worksheets—there are two other names on each work­
sheet, not jus t his —and he did indicate, and tha t is the process, those 
he makes immediately before any Bechtel quality control man comes 
hack to him and says, “Look, we have a bad quality  radiograph .’’ So 
they are more apt to be accurate because they would be a day or two late.

Mr. Brown. Wha t is the statu s of the other two persons whose 
names are on the worksheets a ssuring t ha t those welds are adequate
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welds? You don’t have to ident ify them by name but 1 just want to 
know what their status is.

General Rollins. One is a welding inspector and the other is a 
radiographer contractor and then code in terpretation. Well, tha t is 
the code for the weld and it has an initia l. So there are three others.

Mr. Brown. There are three other’s besides tha t one person?
General Rollins. Yes.
Mr. Brown. I don’t know if this is an appropria te question for you 

but would it be your conclusion that Alyeska which had subcontracted 
t with Bechtel for Bechtel to do the quality control work and then

Bechtel who had in tur n subcontracted with Superintendence, Inc., 
to provide the radiog raphers to  be part of tha t quali ty control process 
could recover the cost or  would perhaps  be in a legal position to re- 

t  cover the costs of any failu re of ei ther Superintendence or Bechtel to
perform the ir contractual  duties in  this instance ?

Mr. Frizzell. Mr. Brown, I have learned one thin g in my 20-year 
law practice—you don’t want to speak for some other  client th at you 
don’t represent. The lawyer for Alyeska is here and he should answer, 
Mr. O’Connell.

Mr. Brown. I am not a lawyer, I wanted a free legal opinion.
Mr. Frizzell. Well, it would be worth about what you are paying  

for i t if  I were to answer.
Mr. Brown. Thank you very much.
Mr. Dingell. Le t me ask you this question, Mr. Latz. I have here 

a series of repor ts title d “Weekly Report to John Latz, Technical 
Assistant to the Unde r Secretary, DIO, Washington, D.C.” Then up 
on top appeal’s the words “Not Sent.” I  guess you put that there.

Mr. Latz. I may have. May I see it to identify my marking?
Mr. Dingell. I will make the whole pile available here.
On September 22, “Got  weekly rep ort to John  Latz.” Again occurs 

the words “Not Sent.”
Same thing  with regard to September 26, “Not Sent .”
October 6,1975, “Not Sent.”
Was it your policy not to  send or was it  your policy to write  “Not 

Sent” on the tops of these weekly reports  ?
Mr. Latz. No, Mr. Chairman. I have indicated tha t we were without 

a Secretary  and U nder  Secretary most of tha t time. Under Secretary 
Whittak er resigned May 1, 1975, and Under Secretary  Frizzell was 
sworn in the latt er p art  of November 1975.

• Mr. Dingell. lie was serving as Secretary during tha t period be­
cause he was Acting Secretary.

Mr. Latz. Acting Secretary for a period.
Mr. D ingell. You have one in here tha t says—I don’t have i t here 

and I don’t think it is really important  but I am curious. T his was 
the first time tha t you kept these reports and you did not send them 
forward because then you d idn’t have a Secretary or didn’t have an 
Under Secretary ?

Mr. Latz. I  certainly did not consciously withhold them from the 
Secretary or the Under Secretary—to not send them with the inten t 
of w ithholding information.

Mr. D ingell. All right .
The Chair recognizes Mr. B arre tt.

83-958 0  -  77 - 9
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Mr. B arrett. Mr. Rollins, has there been a problem with the 1976 welding program? In other words, have any welds been permanently installed without being X-rayed or without receiving proper X-rays  first? That  is, welds made in 1976.
General Rollins. Our reports are tha t the 1976 welding program there has been carried out generally in accordance with Alyeska's quality control and welding approval program this year. There were two or three welds in one river crossing tha t I can’t remember the de­tails now, I would have to provide them for the record. But in one river crossing, the Koyukuk interestingly, three of those welds were welds <accepted in the recent decision of Mr. Barnum.
Mr. Barrett. The Koyukuk welds were made in 1975, weren’t they ?
General Rollins. No; it is my understanding they were made in <early 1976. I will have to provide you the details on that,Mr. Barrett. Now have any welds other  than  these in the Koyukuk River been permanently installed during 1976 without  X -ray  or w ith­out receiving proper  X-rays first?
General Rollins. None tha t I know of.
Mr. Barrett. Have any welds been permanently installed without the proper OK P30 paperwork being done ?
General Rollins. Yes; there was one instance as I  remember where the paperwork had been done and  the man did not actually pain t it, we found out. We talked to Alyeska about it. We verified tha t the documentation had been done but the man had not painted i t for some reason or another and we granted  an exception.Mr. Barrett. Do you know where Moose Creek is ?General Rollins. I believe Moose Creek is north  in section 3.Mr. Barrett. W as there an incident about 3 or 4 weeks ago in which it was necessary to go back and to take new X-rays of welds th at had been permanently installed on VSM’s? The welds had been made dur ­ing March or April of 1976 ?
General Rollins. Mr. Barrett,  I do not know of the incident of Moose Creek of going back and retaking X-rays. Was tha t a 1976 program you are saying?
Mr. Barrett. A 1976 program.
General Rollins. I am not personally familia r with it, iMr. Barrett. Is this  the sort of thing  tha t as head of the office there you should know ?
General Rollins. Possibly I should but I am not omniscient, un­fortuna tely. “Mr. Barrett. When we talk about fingerprinting, Mr. Rollins, this is a device or a method for determining whether or not an X-ray  mav have been falsified ?
General Rollins. Alyeska devised that.  I am told by my rad i­ography experts and Alyeska’s tha t this is the first use of the' finger­prin ting  techniques on a large project. It  was developed to come up with a specific identifier for each film of each joint by using a tech­nique of locating the longitudinal weld seams and the s tar t point and the stop point, and the point of it is to come up with an identi fying matrix  that, can be fed into a computer. So when you have a card and these identifying procedures for 40,000 welds you can go to a computer and find any that match up.
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Mr. Barrett. Well, what you are saying is it  is a method tha t was 
perfected in this  instance by Alyeska to determine whether or not------

General Rollins. If  there were, they were looking for duplicate 
welds. I t is a system to determine i f you have dupl ication of film.

Mr. Barrett. So when you are t alking about fingerpr inting  X-rays 
you are talking about problems with falsification.

General Rollins. Possible falification which I am no attorney. Fal s­
ification to me means a deliberate inten t to do something, and people 
do make mistakes.

Mr. Barrett. We are talk ing about possible duplication of X-rays 
I in any case.

General R ollins. Yes.
Mr. Barrett. So on April 5 we are talking about the question 

whether automatic welds could be fingerprinted. Somebody is rais- 
ing the question whether or not there are duplicate welds on the 
double joints. I mean you don’t talk  about  f ingerprinting unless there  
is a problem of identifying duplicate welds.

General Rollins. That is one use of the tool and I don’t remember 
the specific details. The problems with fingerprint ing in machine weld­
ing, i t is not as easily used a tool even if it can be used as i t would be 
for stick welded joints.

Mr. Barrett. Thank you.
Mr. B rown. On that  point, what we are dealing with here is ap par­

ently repaired welds, no t new welds in the first instance which would 
be machine welds. Now can you fingerprint a repaired weld without 
reference to the tape which could be slipped around? Can tha t be 
done?

General Rollins. I am not fami liar enough as an amateur student of 
radiog raphy science to answer that.

Mr. Brown. Who can give us tha t answer? Could you direct us to 
some persons who could give us tha t technical answer?

General Rollins. Well, we have a man in the room.
Mr. Brown. Is it the Coast Guard ?
General Rollins. Yes; the Coast Guard could do it  o r any person 

who is a radiographic engineer, and we have Alyeska’s radiographic 
engineer wi th us in the room today.

Mr. B rown. You also have a representative of  the Coast Guard.
* General Rollins. And a representa tive of the Coast Guard.

Mr. Barrett When we are ta lking about fingerprinting  in the con­
text of the double joint  welds, the Apri l 5 meeting, the  problems in

* the double joints  when we are talking about f ingerpr inting, we are at 
least on notice tha t we suspect there may have been falsification or 
duplication.

General R ollins. Mr. B arre tt, I don’t like your choice of words. As 
an old solider, I would say we are beginning to be alerted to a possible 
problem a t that  time, tha t we did not know there was a problem, th is 
was an a lert. Again, try ing  to be pruden t, Mr. Pat ton who was a pa r­
ticipant in our meeting mentioned that the double joint welding was 
not possibly as adaptable to fingerprinting as the stick welded joints. 
I think  he was putting us on an alert that, it was not just a routine re­
peat of the proposition.

Mr. Barrett. So what  you are saying is that  because you didn ’t 
know how you could fingerpr int, you didn’t make any-----
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General Rollins. No, sir, that is not what I said. What  I  said was when tha t information came out I would remind you, as I  said earlier today. I then asked Alyeska, “Please go back and look at  your records and write me a letter,” which they did.Mr. Barrett. And the letter said, “We counted up the films” ?General Rollins. That  is right.Mr. B arrett. And we tested the quality of the film, the  interpre ta­tion of the film quality. It  does not say they tested to see i f there was duplication.
General Rollins. I  took Alyeska’s word. Mr. Westerheid, depend­ing upon Bechtel, one of the largest engineering firms in the United States, ran the QC program. I  took their word for it.Mr. Barrett. You relied on Bechtel’s QC ?General Rollins. Bechtel is a professional organization, I  am a pro ­fessional engineer, we are professional people and our name is our 'bond and our reputation goes with our license to practice engineering.Mr. Barrett. You relied upon Bechtel’s QC program in the field until a problem arose, is tha t not correct? I  mean you relied upon Bech­tel in the field weld problem and found th at-----General Rollins. They had problems with it. As far  as I  am con­cerned they  did not have the same degree of problems, no more than just a few problems in the double joint yard.Mr. Barrett. Well, you are agreed tha t Bechtel quality control ap­parently didn’t catch what they should have caught in the field weld.General Rollins. Th at is correct.Mr. Barrett. And you were aware of th is some time ago, April or earlier  ?
General Rollins. That is correct.Mr. Barrett. If  Bechtel broke down on the field weld, why could they not have broken down on this?General Rollins. They probably could have but I  determined in my best judgment in this instance that this was a valid report  and I was satisfied at the time that prudent steps had been taken to check the X-rays and to audi t the X-ray  quality, the X-ray numbers to verify tha t the 100-percent radiography requirement was being met for the double joint weld.
Mr. Barrett. Now assuming tha t the testimony which has been presented to the subcommittee is accurate that  there are some falsified X-rays  in the files, what do you propose to do about determining whether or not there is such falsification ?General Rollins. When I have a little  time to be able to get back and ta lk to my people and talk to Alyeska, when I am dismissed from here today and discussing with my superior, Mr. Frizzell,  I intend to get on the phone. Alaska is already alerted. We are going to  work and come up with a system so tha t we, as Mr. Frizzell stated, will pursue vigorously the elimination of any doubt about the possibility of 60 welds. Now the procedures we used, frankly none of us have reason through our procedure t ha t we feel will do the job as of now.Mr. F rizzell. Mr. Barret t, in th at  connection, Mr. E. L. Pa tton, who is the  chai rman of the board of Alyeska is here today  and would like the opportuni ty—and I  think  we would all like to hear what Alyeska plans to do about the 60 falsified radiographs and the ir procedures.
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Mr. Brown. Excuse me. Is that the same Pa tton  referred to in the 
memo here ?

Mr. Frizzell. Yes, who hosted the meeting.
Mr. Brown. Who responded to the hearsay and said it is not a 

problem because it is done differently and the quality control is a 
different process and so forth  ?

Mr. Frizzell. The same person, Mr. Brown. He is willing and able 
and would desire to put thi s-----

Mr. Brown. So up to a point you had the hearsay in Mr. Patton s 
l comment, you had the comment by the guy who was the man checking

the welds and signed these papers who said there was no problem and 
you had Alyeska’s report  on the quality  control which said there was 
no problem.

> Mr. Frizzell. Mr. Pat ton would like to make a statement  for the 
subcommittee.

Mr. Dingell. We are going to hear from Mr. Pat ton as quickly as we 
can. We will probably hear from him today. In the meantime I want 
to dispose of the business tha t is before us in regard to your testimony.

Mr. F rizzell. Surely.
Tha t is the end of my opening statement.
Mr. D ingell. Gentlemen, I  believe th at concludes the questions for 

you. We thank you for your testimony.
Mr. F rizzell. Thank you.
Mr. Garner. Hugh Garner,  Deputy Solicitor for Interio r.
Mr. Dingell. In what capacity do you want to appear before us?
Mr. Garner. It  is not an appearance but merely to make a comment 

with respect to the chairman’s opening statement.
Mr. D ingell. I have to swear you if you are going to testify  today.
Mr. Garner. Not necessarily.
Mr. Dingell. I am not sure I am interested in any fur ther  com­

ments on my opening statement or not but I guess as long as we are 
running  the hearing you might as well go ahead and say what you 
have on your mind.

Mr. Garner. This might be a little irregular.
Mr. Dingell. Why don't  you sit down at the witness table. Are 

you going to make a statement or comment?
> Mr. Garner. A very brief comment.

Mr. Dingell. You are recognized for a brief comment. Don’t irrita te 
the Chair  too much.

Mr. Garner. As the chairman knows, I was an observer at the 
19 executive session on Friday  and as Mr. Bar rett knows I interviewed

the witnesses who appeared that  day tha t evening.
Mr. Dingell. The staff made them available to you.
Mr. Garner. That  is right .
Mr. F rizzell. At 5:30 when they were to catch a 6:30 plane.
Mr. D ingell. No. As a matte r of fact, they were avai lable to you 

earlier  and you chose not to take advantage of it.
Mr. F rizzell. I want to set that  s traight for the record.
Mr. Dingell. I iust set it st raigh t.
Mr. Frizzell. I called you first and vour secretary said you were 

on personal business and unavailable. I called Mr. Barre tt and he said, 
“I guess I  could make them available to you from the hotel.” I said
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tha t would be hard since I don’t know their names and he said, “They will show up at five thirty.” They had a 6 :30 plane.Air. Dingell. There were no obstacles placed in your way with  r e­gard  to discussing these matters  with them.
Air. Barrett. That  is right.
Air. Dingell. I think you ought to know that . If  you had been informed to the contrary, you were very much in error.Air. F rizzell. I t alked to  your chief counsel.
Air. D ingell. I  am te lling you what the facts were. They were there, your solicitor was there or any of the folks you had available to you. *Air. F rizzell. I cannot be resposible fo r their inaction. I tried  to talk  to them in the early afternoon aid they were not available.Air. D ingell. All right . Go ahead, sir.
Air. Garner. I think-----  <Air. Barrett. The witnesses were there, we did  have them available  for both DOT and Inte rior i f they had wanted to ask them any ques­tions at the time. Nobody did. They went back and tried to contact us and Air. Frizzell tried to contact Air. Dingell and there after  t ried to contact me, and in fac t I answered Air. Frizzel l’s first call to me.Air. Frizzell. That is righ t, and they were not available until 5 :30; isn’t tha t true ?
Air. Barrett. That is right , and then your people were not interested and they went off somewhere.
I would like to make one additional point. Air. Frizzell, did you disclose the whereabouts of those witnesses to any reporter?Air. Frizzell. I didn’t talk  to any reporter , period, and I have not yet on this matte r because I  d idn’t have any answers because I  d idn’t know what was going on until today.
Air. Barrett. Did you talk  to Air. Jim  Bishop about the location of the witnesses ?
Air. Frizzell. No; I  did not.
Air. Garner. Alay I  address tha t because I am the  only individua l in the Department of the Inte rior  to my knowledge who knows the full identity , addresses, and telephone numbers of those witnesses which I took in your presence and with th eir approval and agreement, but  this has nothing to do with my comment.
Air. Dingell. I suggest you proceed with your comment. AVe seem <to be getting fa r afield. Go ahead.
Air. Garner. I am saying to you, sir , tha t the statement  tha t you read into the record this morning, it was a fast reading. Copies were fgiven to the press and I  was a littl e slow getting a copy myself to scan.I would say that  there are statements in tha t report, there are comments in the report which do no t comport to my recollection. I would like to have the privilege of making  a comparison of tha t statement with my own notes and a possible reference to the transcript—obviously the transcript does exist because Air. Brown has been quoting from it—and possibly make a suggestion of clarification.
Air. Dingell. You make tha t kind of submission and we will be happy  to receive it.
Mr. Garner. I  thank  you, sir.
Air. Dingell. Air. Pat ton, you come a long way. AVe will hear you now.
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We have been swearing everybody else, I guess we might as well 
swear you.

Do each of you swear to tell the t ruth, the whole tru th and nothing 
but the  truth , so help you God ?

Mr. P atton. I  do.
Mr. Wormeli. I do.

TESTIMONY OF EDWARD L. PATTON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, 
ALYESKA PIPE LINE  SERVICE CO., AND JOHN WORMELI, SENIOR 
WELDING ENGINEER

Mr. Patton. Mr. Chairman, my name is E. L. Patton. I am Chair ­
man of Alyeska.

The gentleman on my left  is John Wormeli, our senior welding 
engineer and also the man who was 100-percent involved in the  Fa ir­
banks double jointly operation at its inception.

Obviously Alyeska is very interested in what has tran spired F rida y 
and what has gone on today. We of course have been denied access to 
any direct  record of the  testimony of Friday  but we have some hearsay 
testimony from Inte rior and of course what happened this morning.

Now there have been several references to the record of the double 
joint ing yard. I again would like to correct some errors in the record 
here. The radiographic contrac tor was not a contrac tor of Bechtel, 
he was under direct contrac t to Alyeska. The radiographer had his 
people there at the end of  the assembly line. Bechtel had  their people 
strung along the assembly line. There were five quality control in ­
spectors per shif t in tha t building.

Mr. Brown. Does tha t mean tha t the Bechtel man could really 
not have fired the Superintendence people ?

Mr. Patton. That is my understanding, Mr. Brown.
Mr. B rown. I am sorry. I didn’t mean to interrupt  your  testimony.
Mr. P atton. We think  that that operation was well covered quality  

control wise because i t was all in one place. The assembly line stayed 
in one position in the shop as contrasted with what happens on a pipe­
line when the assembly line moves and the pipe stays in one place. In  
addition to the five Bechtel quality  control people, Alyeska had one 
quality  assurance man full time and for the early weeks of the oper­
ation the State  and Federa l government and Alyeska had welding 
engineers in there almost full time. It  was only when the operation 
shook down to a fine run ning  deal tha t we moved the welding engi­
neers out of there.

Now we made two audits in 1975, in May and I think June  1975, 
one by quality assurance and one by quality  control. These were film 
counts with some look at quailty  of the film but were not made with 
the purpose of discerning  falsification. Of course falsification had 
not been heard of a t that time, not at least in th is project. These audits 
disclosed no difficulty beyond the famous 13 welds that  we have hea rd 
about today, 8 in Fairb anks and 5 in Valdez.

I would like to point out tha t we have these master records filled out 
by your witness Y and I am not under any obligation to keep secret the 
ident ity of witness Y because we have known who he is all along— 
his name is Richard Far ris.  He filled out the reports at the  end of the
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assembly line. These reports were collected by Bechtel the next day and we have a copy of those reports because they were also used for  b il l­ing Alyeska for the work of the radiographic  contractor. Therefore, there is no way that Mr. Farri s could go back retroactively and alter those records to take care of any shenanigans t hat  he apparently  now admits to. These reports  were used to pay tiie contractor.We are currently engaged in document reconciliation from weld No. 1 through weld No. 14,000 whatever i t is. Each time a weld is in­dicated as having  been rejected and having therefore acquired the suffix R, tha t weld will be tracked a ll the way through until it is either cut out and disappears  or Mr. Farri s indicates tha t he has an accept- *able radiograph for it. We will then take a look a t all of the radio­graphs of the welds that had any re pair activity done on them and we will attem pt to make a judgment as to whether that repair film matches *the original film. I t is not going to be an easy job but obviously it has to be done.

Now we had come up this morning or a few minutes ago the pro­blem of finge rprin ting machine welds versus tha t of a manual weld and I would like Mr. Wormeli to ta lk just a few minutes about tha t.John.
Mr. Wormeli. Thank you.
The fingerprint ing operation  which we have all heard discussions on today is considerably different with the double join tly welds versus the shielded metal arc welds which were called field welds. Automatic submerged arc welding which was done oil the double jointers, there are e ither three or four passes. The last pass on the outside is ground off so we eliminate what we call in the field weld the tie-in area or the button.
However, there docs remain a ground area. It  does not impinge on the base material  but  there is a ground area which may be discernible on the radiograph. On the inside, however, we put a man on the inside of the pipe which is the las t weld pass that  is made on the pipe. There will be a button, if you will, th at will remain. So those are two d is­cernible features which would be able to be identified on a radio graph  along with the two longitudinal seams. The fingerprint ing of double joint ing welds is possible using different characteris tics because we are talking about a welding procedure which is totally  different in  its characteristics. ' v
Mr. Brown. Is it possible tha t in the repai r necessary on only a portion of tha t machine weld radiograph ne ither that inside button  nor the seam weld or anything else would show up ? tMr. Wormeli. Yes; tha t is totally possible. It  would be between these areas I have just discussed and the 17-inch film may not cover any other distinguishable  feature about tha t weld and a t that time you could only go by an exact overlay, the weld pass pattern, if  you will, to determine whether or  not  you are on the r igh t weld.Mr. Brown. What  about variat ions within the consistency of the weld itself?
Mr. Wormeli. The density of  the radiog raphs  are controlled fairly closely. However, I  would not want to use a density requirement as a first resoil. Maybe as a last resort but certainly I would not use density as a main criteria of saying yes, this is the weld in question.
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Mr. Brown. But you th ink you could make an overlay ? If  you did 
not have those benchmarks, could you use an overlay ?

Mr. Wormeli. It  is totally possible to do tha t as each repa ir has 
some different individual characteristic about it—the weld pass, the 
width of the weld in relation to where it ties back into the automatic 
submerged are weld. It  is possible to distinguish tha t without the other 
characters th at I named.

Mr. P atton. John has said tha t this is possible. It  is not nearly as 
simple as f ingerprinting manual welds.

Now to get  down to Mr. Dirk, who is the accused in this part icular 
case-----

Mr. D ingell. Mr. Pa tton , nobody is accused in this  pa rticular  case. 
We are  t rying to find out what the facts are.

Mr. P atton. li e is the one we have been told the witnesses named 
as being the planner of the scheme. Now Mr. Dirk was not in a line 
position with Bechtel. His  position with Bechtel was a level 3 rad i­
ographer and he did  the qualification test on the people th at Bechtel 
and the various radiographic  contractors brought to the project. He 
had no line  responsibility in the shop. Neither Bechtel nor Mr. Dirk 
himself was in a position to fire Fa rris .

Local 2 would have raised assured hell if Fa rri s had been fired on 
some charge such as has  come up here. In  keeping with some of the 
other witnesses today, I am somewhat disturbed by the tone of this 
staff repo rt and the staff lett er;  for instance, characterizing one of 
Alveska’s several labor relations  specialists as a high Alyeska official.

I would also like to set the record stra igh t tha t John Waldrip  is 
continuing to work for Alyeska and is in no danger of being discharged 
for his failure to repo rt this casual conversation with Don Olive to 
either me o r one of his superiors. I can testify that in labor re lations 
work rumors and hearsay are the order of the  day, not the exception.

We will try  to answer any questions you might have, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Barrett. At this  point, Mr. Wormeli, what you are saying is 

fingerprint ing may be possible, you don’t know, but in addition  to 
fingerprinting you will be doing an overlay to determine whether or 
not to monitor  the x number of original rejects there may have been 
falsification of.

4 Mr. W ormeli. F ingerp rin ting is possible of  submerged dark  weld­
ing. You have less characters to work with, less individual character­
istics of the weld, but  it is possible to fingerprin t double jointed welds.

-  Mr. Barrett. That process is going on now.
Mr. Wormeli. No; to my knowledge it is not going on now.
Mr. B arrett. Mr. Patton, can you testify what is being done at  this 

point or is it just a matter of gett ing the records straight or what?
Mr. Patton. In reference to what?
Mr. Barrett. When you testified with  respect to g etting  the origina l 

certifications of the daily sheets and so on by some examination of the 
X-rays going on at this point.

Mr. P atton. We are going to close the loop on the available paper  
trai l first and durin g th is time the people with the necessary technical 
qualifications will be looking at what can be done on this so-called 
fingerprinting because if  it has to be programed and put on machines 
again in order to make the  comparison of the large number of films.
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this program will take some time. This does not come at the right season of the year. We have already started demobilizing a large num­ber of people on the pipeline portion of the project and a la rge number of others are either on or hoping to go on their  first vacation in a couple of years so I am not promising instantaneous response to this but it will be done.
Mr. Barrett. I understand it is your statement that Bechtel was not in a position to fire a par ticu lar witness but isn’t it  a fact tha t the Bechtel man was the one who certified Mr. Far ris  as an acceptable level 2 ?
Mr. P atton. Mr. Di rk’s responsibility was to certify  radiographers *who came on the job or interpreters who came on the job after Mr.Dirk was there. Now Mr. F arr is happened to be there before Mr. Dirk.Mr. Barrett. Could he have made life miserable enough to require fhim to be recertified ?
Mr. Patton. Well, he could but Mr. Dirk happened to tell me in the last 24 hours that he regards Mr. Farris  as a technically very-well- qualified interpreter. He did n’t say anyth ing about his morals though.Mr. B arrett. Well, you know Mr. Farris  from the situation on the field weld problem; is that not correct?
Mr. P atton. You mean would T know him personally?Mr. Barrett. No; I mean you know7 about his involvement.Mr. Patton. I read the transcrip t, yes. We asked the questions in the transc ript.  That was our lawyer asking the questions about double jointing in the trans cript, not the defendant’s lawyer.
Mr. Barrett. You are talking about the deposition to which Mr.Frizzell referred?
Mr. Patton. The deposition in the so-called KttcKbaw case. Tha t was our counsel asking those questions about double jointing.Mr. Barrett. But vou are aware of an allegation tha t Mr. Farri s was involved in the duplication of X-rays on the main line?Mr. Patton. I am aware that  he makes statements  in the re tha t he thought hanky-panky was going on but he disclaimed any active pa rt in the planning of it or, you know’, lie was looking the other way rather than taking  an active part in it.
Mr. Barrett. He was listed in the September 26 report?Mr. P atton. September 26 ? <Mr. Barrett. September 26, 1975.
Air. Patton. I would have to go back and look at tha t report.Mr. Barrett. Well, at that  time he had not been interviewed by Alyeska; the only interview was in the Ketchbaw  suit?
Mr. Patton. Our counsel interviewed him prio r to the deposition and interviewed him again in October of this year. Now7 those two inte r­views I mention have not gotten down to sworn statements yet.Mr. Barrett. It  is also your testimony that  there were tw’o audits done in 1975, in May and June, the first being in quality control and the second being in quality assurance with respect to the double joints.Mr. P atton. I  think the order  was the reverse of your dates. I  think the qual ity assurance audit was in May of the work that had been done up to tha t time and the qual ity control audit was a closeout operation, closeout type audit, and it was tha t closeout audit  which disclosed the fact tha t we were missing eight X-rays of the  Fairbank s production.
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Mr. Barrett. And at that point  you were not looking for 
falisfication.

Mr. P atton. No; we were not.
Mr. Barrett. So it is cpiite possible tha t tha t would have slipped 

by your quality control and  quality  assurance audits.
Mr. P atton. Well, it is quite possible, yes. If  you have ever read a 

financial audit  report , the first page is almost a full list of qualifica­
tions as to what the audit can find and what it will not find, and one 
of the  statements th at the A rthur Andersens of the world make is tha t 
if enough people collude, anyth ing can be falsified. I think you found 

J. tha t recently in some rathe r high levels.
Mr. Barrett. Well, it is your testimony today tha t Alyeska is 

under taking  action to identify the problem, if the re is a problem, with 
falisfied films. Will Alyeska be reporting back to the subcommittee?

Mr. Patton. We will report back to the agencies tha t monitor our 
work and we will copy that to  you.

Mr. Barrett'. To the Departments of the Inte rior  and Trans­
porta tion ?

Mr. Patton. Bight .
If  I  might make one gratu itous  statement here, Mr. Chairman. This 

is a free enterprise projec t and I am sure tha t not only Alyeska but 
the owners could do with fewer statements by unqualified people sug­
gesting an infinite delay or even 1 year ’s delay in the completion of 
this project. I think tha t tha t type of statement by people who have 
never done a lick of work on the pipeline is an injustice to the inves­
tors in the pipeline. I am not just talk ing about the owner companies 
of the pipeline, I  am talking about the people in the street th at put  up 
their money either for shares of stock or bonds on the pipeline. I 
think  we can do with a lot less of that  type loose talk.

Mr. Brown. Do you want to spell th at out a litt le b it more? Are  you 
suggesting, Mr. Patton, tha t such things have an impact on the ca­
pacity of the investors to borrow money for the pipeline o r to pay off 
the cost of the pipeline ? Do you have people work there ? I  am not sure 
I know what you mean.

Mr. Patton. I  am not a financial expert, Mr. Brown, but based on 
the telephone calls that I got last nigh t up until  about 9 o’clock the 
answer to your question is yes.

$ Mr. Brown. Which part ?
Mr. Patton. The question about whether it makes it more difficult 

to raise the money or i t increases the reluctance of investors to put up 
the money, the answer to both of those is yes.

Mr. Brown. I s that  process still ongoing?
Mr. Patton. Yes; it is and it will be ongoing. There will be no 

positive cash flow from this project even after oil st arts  until we get 
the rate up to quite a high level. The other thing is I  think you can 
go back and look at  the stock market  during the period of hearings 
on his project and the welding last summer and see what happened 
on the stock market to the owners.

Mr. Brown. I  really don’t know what did  happen. Would you tell us?
Mr. Patton. It  went down.
Mr. Barrett. I think we ought to make it clear the problem with 

borrowing money is because of the disclosure-----
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Mr. D ingell. I think we are getting  far afield. I t is not the concern of this subcommittee who is borrowing or not borrowing or a nything of tha t sort. Mr. Pat ton has been heard because he has very direct and broad interest in th is matter and he was present in the room.The hard  fact of the matter is that the subcommittee has received,I think, substantial allegations  under oath with regard  to falsification of X-rays. The Chair  was concerned and the Chai r is still concerned.This brings up the question of  quality control. I t brings in the question of whether or not the rules laid down by Inte rior and the s tatutes of the United States, are being properly  complied with and so forth . It  also raises questions as to the integrity of the process wherein the t  Government is reviewing or supervising the construction of the pipe­line.
I believe the Chair has proper ly seen to it tha t these matters have fbeen gone in to by the subcommittee and I suspect th at we all have a ’chance to s it down and to judge what has been found, w hat the facts are, whether there are corrective actions necessary and what those corrective actions migh t in fact be. One of the corrective actions tha t I can th ink of—you have indicated you are going io take, Mr. Pa tton — is to see to it  th at your company goes into these things  and to see to it tha t you do have acceptable welds and the facts are laid to rest as to whether or not you have sa tisfactory welds with regard to these double joint  welds.
Tha t is one of the goals of the Chair. T hat  is one of the reasons that  we are convened today, to inquire into these matters.Do you have any furth er comments to make ?Mr. P atton. No, sir.
Mr. Dingell. I  guess as long as we are together in the room tha t I ought to observe tha t the Chair will mainta in a continuing interest into the welfare of persons who testi fy before this subcommittee, including those four gentlemen who testified before us on Fr iday last.I would assume that no action will be taken against  them by reason of thei r testimony here. Am I correct in that  matter, Mr. P atton ?Mr. P atton. Are you talking about Mr. F arr is ?
Mr. Dingell. I am talk ing about any of the four  witnesses who appeared here before us Friday  last.
Mr. P atton. We don’t usually discharge people unless they have .been guilty  of active misconduct in the form of fighting, being drunk  *or being convicted of  a crime. I f the FB I comes up with something on these people, I  can guarantee you that  Alyeska will not offer any defense for them. ' ' fMr. Dingell. Well, of course the question here is as to thei r testi ­mony as opposed to  being convicted of  crimes or something of tha t sort. I  am sure you understand the subtlety of the difference.Mr. P atton. I nte nt to defraud somebody is, I guess, s till a crime, is it  not?
Mr. Dingell. Is Mr. Dirk  available for us to have our staff talk  to him?
Mr. P atton. Mr. who ?
Mr. D ingell. Mr. Dirk.
Mr. P atton. Mr. Dirk is in the c ity ; yes.
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Mr. D ingell. He is in the city ? We would like to have our  staff talk 
to him to ascertain what the facts are there as pa rt of the continuing  
inquiry of this subcommittee into th is matter .

I will have Mr. Ba rre tt or Mr. Stockton or one of our staff be in 
touch with you or whomever you designate fo r purposes of seeing tha t 
Mr. Dirk does cooperate.

Mr. Patton. Mr. Dirk no longer works for Bechtel, he now works 
for a contractor on the North  Slope, and I cannot control his move­
ments. If  you want to talk  with him, I  think you would have to arrange  

i  it very quickly.
Mr. Dingell. We shall tr y to  do so.
Anything else ?
Mr. B arrett. No.

7 Mr. Dingell. Anythin g else, Mr. Brown ?
Mr. B rown. No.
Mr. Dingell. Gentlemen, thank you.
If  there is no f urther  business to come before the subcommittee, the 

subcommittee will stand adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 2 :25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
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