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ALYESKA OIL PIPELINE OVERSIGHT

TUESDAY, DECEMEBER 14, 1976

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

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

Mr. DingerL. 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. For some time now the subcommittee has been investigating the
role of the Government monitors and the ineffective way they liuwe
policed the pipeline’s construction.

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

. They partic ;pdtud in a scheme to falsify numerous X-rays.

The falsification scheme was developed by their Bechtel Quality
Cmm'ol supervisor who threatened to have them fired if they did not
go along with the scheme.

3. Falsification could have occurred at the other double joint yard
as easily as it had at their 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 joint X-rays.

The witnesses did not agree on the number of films that were faked.
The range is somewhere from about 60 to 200. The witnesses also could
not agree on the status of the welds that were trucked out of the yard
by mistake. Two of them testified that they believed that the missing
pipes included those which still needed repair, were missing the re-
quired X-ray or were missing an acceptable X-ray. Another witness
claimed that all of the pipes in question had been X-rayed and the
welds found acceptable, but that the film had been found unacceptable,
requiring the faking of the X-rays.

Of course, the exact number of faked films and the status of those
welds are irrelevant to the discussion today. An acceptable film for

each weld on the pipeline is required before the Federal Government
can allow oil to flow through the pipeline. Falsified films are a clear
violation of Federal safety regulations and stipulations. These dis-
closures are critical because this is a whole new area, involving 42,000

(1)




2

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

Let me make clear at this time that we are not talking 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 Fairbanks 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 relating to
these joints, dated July 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 relating to the status
of those joints as of June 14, 1976,

What we are looking at today is the disclosure that 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 Govern-
ment monitors, and the problem of how to obtain the required X-rays
at this late date.

Last June, the subcommittee heard testimony * 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 dis-
closures, 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
after he told Alyeska about the faking, no one from the Federal
Government had interviewed him. As a result of the original disclo-
sures that Mr. Kelley had falsified five X-rays, Alyeska ultimately
found that nearly 300 X-rays had been falsified.

It is important that there be 100-percent valid X-rays on the pipe-
line to assure is structural integrity. The Department of the Interior
recognized this when it made 100 percent X-rays a requirement of the
agreement by which Alyeska is permitted 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 Jast time X-ray
falsification was uncovered, it showed that the entire quality control
program was ineffective. Last Friday’s testimony showed again the
ineffectiveness of a quality control progarm that could not spot falsi-
fication of records.

The last time falsification was publicly disclosed, the Government
did nothing; it never interviewed M. Kelly or anyone else involved :
and it let Alyeska conduct its own audit without any supervision or
comment. Only after 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 ? What was it doing?

As a result of Mr.Kel ley’s disclosures, Alyeska conducted an 8-month
audit. Then the Department of the Interior hired Arthur Andersen

1 See “Alyeska Of] Pipeline Oversight" hearings, June 21, 1976, before the Subcommittes
on Energy and Power, Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce—Serial No. 94-125.
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and Company to andit the Alyeska audit. Alyeska then hired Peat,
Marwick & Mitchell to audit the Arthur Andersen audit. Now the
Department of the Interior is hiring another auditor to audit the audit
of the audit of the audit. With respect to the disclosures that have
come out concerning the double joint problem, we want to avoid a
repetition of the same mistakes that were made in the first audit.
We want to be assured that adequate procedures are instituted and
followed so that when the oil finally begins to flow along the pipe-
line, everyone will have fulfilled every condition required by law and
regulation.

The question of the double joint problem was raised in April of this
year at a high-level meeting between Alyeska and Department of the
Interior. The fact that there were problems or rumors of problems
was diseussed and it was quickly tabled. The information about possi-
ble falsification problems with double joints was recently disclosed to
an Alyeska official, who has undertaken no action that we can discern.

Under these circumstances, the subcommittee is concerned about
who is ;_[Hillf_f to protect the ||l|]:lir 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 that there may have been
conspiracy on the part of some to cover up these problems. I found
it ineredible these officials are concerned about this suggestion, but
apparently are not concerned about testimony under oath that the
films were falsified.

These films were made available to Government inspectors who ap
parently relied nupon them. Such evidence should have resulted n
Government lawyers and investigators scurrying around to see if 18
17.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 allecations rather than to seek to blow smokescreens over this
testimony.

I believe the Clongress and the public would rest easier if this were
done, or that we were concerned about the effects of oil spills resulting
from poor welds.

The Chair now calls for our witnesses Mr. Donald Olive and Mr.
Kenneth R. Powders.

Gentlemen, will you please come forward.

Gentlemen, if you will stand and raise your right hand.

Do you have any objection to being sworn?

Mr. Ouive. No, sir.

Mr. Powpers. No, sir.

Mr. DingerL. 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, Orve. I do.

Mr. Powpegs. 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 either of you wish to have counsel sit 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. Orrve. No, sir.

Mr. DixgeLL. I assume that is true in each case?

Mr. Powpgrs. Yes.

Mr. Dixgerr. Gentlemen, you have been duly sworn. The Chair
will now recognize counsel for purpose of asking questions.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Olive, for the record would you indicate your
present address and your present employment.

Mr. Ovive. My address is route 1. box 5, Maramac, Okla. I am
employed by the International Union of Operating Engineers, local
No. 2, St. Louis, Mo,

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Powders, would you state your present address
for the record, and your present employment.

Mr. Powpers. Route 1, box 301. Henryetta, Okla., employed by the
International Union of Operating Engineers, local 2. St. Louis, Mo.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Olive, what is the role of the Radiographers
Union in the radiographic industry as a whole ?

Mr. Ovive. In 1966 local 2 gained jurisdietion of 50 States for non-
destructive testing.

Mr. Barrerr. What was the union’s role in Alaska ?

Mr. Orive. Our members were included in the project agreement
for the International.

Mr. Barrerr. Were all radiographers employed on mainline girth
weld radiography and double joint radiography members of your
union ?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. What is the use of radiography in the pipeline
industry ?

Mr. Orave. To inspect the welds, to find if there are any flaws within
the welds.

Mr. Barrerr. What kind of defects are you looking for when you
are inspecting the welds?

Mr. Orive. There are various types of defects. You look for slag,
inadequate penetration, burn bruise. cracks, porosity, gas pockets, in-
ternal undercut, external undercut.

Mr. Barrerr. What other forms of nondestructive testing are there
besides X-ray?

Mr. Ovrive. There is ultrasonic. dye penetrant, hydrostatic testing,
which is destructive if there is a flaw.

Mr. Barrerr. It is destructive if the weld is flawed, is that what
you said ?

Mr. Ovrve. Sir?

Mr. Barrerr. I didn’t understand your last statement.

Mr. Ovnive. T said the hydrostatic testing is destructive if the weld
is faulty.

Mr. Barrerr. Can hydrostatic testing spot all the defects that an
X-ray can?




Mr. Orive. No, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Would you agree with that, Mr, Powders?

Mr. Powpers. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Could a weld pass a hydrostatic test and still be defec-
tive by Government and industry standards?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. And, Mr. Powders, you would agree with that?

Mr. Powpers. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Olive, were you present at an executive session
of this subcommittee last Frids ay?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Did you hear testimony concerning falsification of
X-rays of double joint welds?

Mr. Ovive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bagrerr. Are you satisfied that X-rays were, in fact, falsified ?

Mr. Orave. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. 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. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Browx. Could I inquire if you are asking the witness if he is

satisfied from personal knowledge, or on the basis of the t('wlmmn\ ?

Mr. Barrerr. Arve you satisfied on the basis of the testimony ?

Mr. Ovive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. And from your personal knowledge of the individuals
involved ¢

Mr. Browx. Of the circumstances. There is a difference.

Mr. Barrerr. From your personal knowledge of the individuals who
testified ?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Brown. Could I interrupt and say I think the question ought
to be whether he has knowledge of this from personal knowledge of the
incidents rather than person: ities.

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

Mr. Orive. No, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Before the subcommittee investigators contacted you
and asked you about falsification of X-rays, did you tell anyone from

Alyeska that there might be problems with the X- rays of the double
joints?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr, Who?

Mr. Onive. John Waldrup, with Alyeska Labor Relations.

Mr, Barrerr. What did you tell hi m?

Mr. Ovive. 1 told him I had reason to believe there was some falsifica-
tion in the double joint yard back at Fairbanks.

Mr. Barrerr. Is that all you said, or did you tell him it was a pretty
serious charge, or that there was substantial indication ?

Mr. Orive. He asked me where I got my information. 1 told him 1
was not at liberty to tell him where I got my information.

Mr. Barrerr. Were there any witnesses when you told Mr. Waldrup
this information?

Mr. Ouive. Yes, sir, Mr. Barry Levine.




6

Mr. Barrerr. Have you talked to Mr. W

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bareerr. Has he had any comment about this?

Mr. Orive. He called me yesterday morning.

Mr. Barrerr. What did he say ?

Mr. Ovive. Excuse me. T called
morning.

Mr. Barrerr, What did Mr. Waldrup say to you?

Mr. Ovive. He said I got him run off, first.

Mr. Barrerr, Why ?

Mr. Ovive. Because 1
Friday.

Mr. Barrerr. Do you know Don Thomas ?

Mr. Ourve. Yes, sir.

Mr. Brown. Could we
means ?

Mr. Ovive. Fired, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Do you know Don Thomas ?

Mr. Ovrive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Who is Don Thomas?

Mr. Ovzve. Don Thomas is a level 2 radiographer.

Mr. Barrerr. Was Don Thomas in Alaska ?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir, Don Thomas went to Alaska in 1975 working
for ExamCo. Then in 1976 he worked for Peabody Miller.

Mr. Barrerr. Did Mr. Thomas ever come to
he had been asked to falsify X-rays?

Mr. Orive, Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. What did you do with that information ?

Mr. Ovive. That information at that time?

Mr. BarreTT. My question might better be stated :
body with the Government about Mr.,
been asked to falsify X-rays?

Mr. Ovive. The Barnum committee.

Mr. Barrerr. The Barnum committ
in July of this year?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bagrerr. Whom did you tell, Mr.
meeting?

Mr. Orive. Yes.

Mr. Barrerr. What were vou told would happen as a result of your
identifying Mr. Thomas? Were you told that someone would contact
Mr. Thomas?

Mr. Orave. Mr. Steele, after the meeting, asked me if T would con-
tact Don Thomas and set up a meeting to where he could interview
Mr. Thomas.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Steele was going to meet with Mr. Thomas to get
more information ¢

Mr. Orve. Yes, sir, if T set up the meet ng.

Mr. Barrerr, Did you set up such a meet ing ¢

Mr. Ornive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Did the meeting take place?

Mr. Ouive. No, sir.

aldrup since ?

him and returned his call yesterday

gave his name in the testimony the other day,

get an explanation of what being run off

you and advise you that
Did you tell any-
Thomas’ statement, that he had
ee, when they came to Alaska

Barnum and his people at a
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Mr. Bagrerr. Do you know why?

Mr. Ornive. No, sir.

Mr. Bagrerr. Were you ever told by Mr. Thomas that he had can-
celed the meeting?

Mr. Orave., No, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Did Mr. Steele not make contact with Mr. Thomas?
Is that the reason why the meeting did not take place?

Mr. Orave. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Are you familiar with an incident involving Gulf
Interstate and a pipeline that they are putting in in Alaska?

Mr. Ovive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bargrerr. What do you know about that pipeline, specifically
with reference to information provided to you by Mr. Roger Bell?

Mr. Orive. Mr. Roger Bell came to me in Anchorage, Alaska, at
the airport. I happened to run into him at the terminal, and he told
me he was really upset with Gulf Interstate. 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 let him do his job. And T 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 at that time was taking three
exposures and this was not up to the 1104 code.

Mr. Barrerr. The code required how many exposures?

Mr. Orive. Four exposures.

Mr. Bagrrerr. And they were only taking three?

Mr. Ouive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. And Mr. Bell told you thatt

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bargerr. And did you tell anybody, or did Mr. Bell tell anybody
besides you about this?

Mr. Ouive. Yes, sir, I advised Mr. Roger Bell to go to our interna-
tional to see if there was somebody that the international knew at the
Department of Transportation for him to call and report this.

Mr. Barrerr. To your knowledge, did he report it?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. What action was taken as a result of this?

Mr. Orive. As far as I know, there has been no action.

Mr. Brow~. Excuse me. Could T ask one clarifying question?

To whom did he report it? To the international or to the Depart-
ment of Transportation? :

Mr. Orive. He reported to a Mr. Paul McBride with the Interna-
tional Union of Operating Engineers here in Washington, D.C.

Mr, Browx. And?

Mr. Orive. Mr. MeBride got him a name and number and reported
back to Mr. Bell. Mr. Bell in turn called that name and number.

Mr. Brow~. You don’t know the name and number?

Mr. Ouve. T was told by Mr. Bell it was Mr. Ceasar Deleon.

Mr. Barrerr. Do you know who Gulf Interstate is?

Mr. Orive. I know they are a pipeline company, or oil company.

Mr. Bagrrerr. Are there provisions for X-raying offshore pipelines?

Mr. Ovive. Yes, sir. :
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Mr. Barrerr. And are you satisfied that the X-rays for offshore
pipelines are satisfactory ?

Mr. Ovive. No, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Why would you say that ?

Mr. Ouive. All offshore work is worked off a short cutter h;u_';:o.
or a real short operation. From the time that pipe is welded to the time
it is put into the water is a short length of time, and no radiographer
has time to perform his duties properly under those conditions. He
has to use as fast a film as he can get. He has to heat his chemicals to
where the film he gets that he interprets is not really presentable film.

Mr. Barrerr. You say a short length of time. Could you estimate
how long? Is it in minutes?

Mr. Ouive. T have seen a pipe come through the X-ray stall on a
barge every 5 minutes.

Mr. BagrreTT. So he has less than 5 minutes in which to X-ray the
weld, develop the film, interpret it, and halt operations if it is
defective ?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir. He can catch it in the next stall. that is another
5 minutes. In the next stall down from the X-ray stall they usually
put the coating on and this sort of thing 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. Barrerr. What does he do with that film ?

Mr. Or1ve. Tt is usually thrown away.

Mr. Barrerr. There is no requirement for keeping the film and
reading it later?

Mr. Ouive. 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. Bagrrerr. The Government standards. as far as you know, do
not require retention of that film ?

Mr. Ovive. That is true.

Mr. Dincere, Can T ask about Gulf Interstate. Do they have a func-
tion with regard to construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline?

Mr. Ovrve. As faras 1 know, they have none,

Mr. Barrerr. 1 think we can establish later on, Mr. Chairman, Gulf
Interstate is a Government subcontractor performing inspection on
the pipeline for the Department of the Interior.

Mr. DiNGeLL. T happen to be aware of that. We will direct that
question to the Interior Department witness.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Powders, vou have experience with offshore pipe-
lines and radiography. Would you agree with Mr. Olive’s statement
with respect to the short time. and so on?

Mr. Powpers. Yes, sir. very much.

Mr. Barrerr, Could T ask just from the standpoint of qualifying
the witnesses, have yon done offshore radiography?

Mr. Powpers. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bagrrerr. Is that your major employment, offshore work?

Mr. Powpers. No, sir, but T have worked several jobs offshore.

Mr. Barrerr. For how long a period ?

Mr. Powpers. Anywhere from 2 to 6 weeks at a time.

Mr. Barrerr. And, Mr. Olive. you are a radiographer.




Mr. Ouive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. And you have done offshore work.

Mr. Onrve. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. So both of these statements come from personal
knowledge !

Mr. Ourve. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bagrerr. Mr. Olive, how much of a problem is falsification of
X-rays in the industry ¢

Mr. Orive. T have been in the industry since 1957, and falsification
is something that is not new, because of pressures.

Mr. Bakrerr. What you are saying is that there is a problem and
there has been since you have been in the business

Mr. Orive. There is a big problem.

Mr. Bagrerr. Why is it a problem ?

Mr. Orive. It seems if you walk onto a pipeline job and you are a
radiographer you have got an inspector to answer to on this job. If
that inspector doesn’t like your looks or the way you dress or the way
you wear your hair, or whatever, he can find reasons to get rid of you,
and so you try to get along with this inspector,

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Powders, would you agree that falsification is a
problem ?

Mr. Powpens. A very big problem.

Mr. Bargerr, Would one of the reasons for this be the tremendous
pressures that are put on the radiographers?

Mr. Powpers. That is true.

Mr. Barrerr. Are radiographers offered money or bribes in con-
nection with their work?

Mr. Powpgrs. There have been situations.

Mr. Barrerr. Are you aware personally of any such incident?

Mr. Powpers, None that I would mention.

Mr. Bargrerr. But you have heard rumors, and that is the general
story ¢

Mr. Powpers. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Olive, would you support that same statement
that there are rumors of payoff ?

Mr. Ovive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Have you ever personally been offered a payoff?

Mr. OLive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. I assume you declined.

Mr. Orive. Sir?

Mr. Barrerr, Did you decline ?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. One question I think 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. Orive. That is true.

Mr. BagrerT. Assuming that there is a problem with falsification of
some X-rays involving the dounble joints, could these be identified in
some way ¢

Mr. Orive. Yes; I believe so.

Mr. Bagrerr. Do you think you could tell us how they might be
identified ¢
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Mr. Ovuve. From the hearing Friday T think the only way to
identify those welds would be to go through them, mark off all re-
paired 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 vour film. 1
- Mr. Barrerr. It would require some form of manual overlay ulti-
mately to establish whether there were falsifications? _

Mr. Onive. Yes, sir. or comparing them on the same viewlight
together,

Mr. Barrerr. If you were requested by the Government, could you
assist in spotting the falsified X-rays?

Mr. Ovive. If my business manager agreed to it.

Mr. Barrerr., But you have the expertise if that were necessary ?

Mr. Ovive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr, Chairman. that concludes my questions,

Mr. DingeLL. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio, Mr.
Brown, for quest ioning.

Mr. Brow~. Mr. Olive, how many members are there

Mr. OLive, Presently 800.

Mr. Brown. How many
United States?

Mr. Ovrive. T have no way of telling, T would say presently 2.000 to
3,000,

Mr. Brow~. How does one get to be a radiographer ?

Mr. Ovive, By on-the-job training,

Mr. Brow~. And how does one qualify for me
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 and then he becomes a member.,

Mr. Brownx. Apparently there are 800 membe
2,000 to 3,00 |‘;u]i(:;_{|‘;|[;l1pr:-;, Suppose one of thos
like to join your union. how does he do t hat ¢

Mr. Orive. He gets on our referral list.

Mr., Brow~. How does he do that ?

Mr. Onive, By sending $10 to St.
and his phone number and address,

Mr. Browx. What checking on his qualific
have a test ?

Mr. Outve. No, sir, the union has no test,

Mr. Browx. So he gets on the referr,
he is put on the list ?

Mr. OLive. Yes, sir, when his name comes up he is called.

Mr. Broww~. If I send You my $10 T ean ultimately get up high
enough on the list that T would be asked to take a job somewhere ?

Mr. Ornive. Yes, sir. If 1 called you because 1 company called me
fora technician—

in your union ?

active radiographers are there in the

mbership in the

IS in your union, but
e radiographers would

Louis with his short résumé up

ations is done? Do you

al list. Ts he picked in the order

Mr. Browx, That happens automaticall
list and select friends? You get on the bo

Mr. Orive, Right.

Mr. Browx. 1 ultimately would be
I would be referred to a job, and then

Y*? You don’t go down the
ard and move up?

high enough on the board that
what would happen ?
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Mz, Orive. You would be referred to the job. Then the company you
were referred to would give you a test.

Mr, Browx~. And who makes up that test?

Mr. Ovive. The company.

Mr. Browx. What is it based on?

Mr. Ovuive. 1t is based on the 1104 code usually, but radiation and
safety——

Mr. Brown, Who wrote the 1104 code ?

Mr. Orive. I am not sure.

Mr. Brows. Is it a Government code? Is it an industry code!?

Mr. Ovive. It is an industry code.

Mr. Brown. Set by what organization ¢

Mr. Orive. The American Society of Nondestructive Testing.

Mr. Brown. Is it a standard test, or do they establish a number of
questions from which that test is put toegther?

Mr. Ouive. Each company has its own test, and each company’s
could differ.

Mr. Browx. The other day we heard testimony that it occurs oc-
casionally that a man who is referred by the union is not tested by
the companies, that occasionally he is tested with this test which you
make reference to, and occasionally a somewhat more severe test, is
that right?

Mr. OLive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Browx. So that the companies vary in their determination as to
the qualification of these members referred 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. Ovrive. Some are, some are not.

Mr. Broww. Do they belong to other unions? Are there other unions
involved in the industry ?

Mr. Ouive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Browx~. What other unions are they ¢

Mr. Orive. The United Association of Pipefitters have some non-
destructive testing organization.

Mr. Browx. The people involved in the alleged falsification of
radiographs on the Alaskan pipeline were hired by whom ¢

Mr. OLive. Repeat your question.

Mr. Brown. Who were they working for, who was their employer !

Mr. Ovive. Superintendence Co.

Mr. Brown. Out of where?

Mr. Orive. Calgary, Canada.

Mr. Brown. Does the company still exist ?

Mr. Orive. Yes, sir, as far as I know.

Mr. Browx. Does the Superintendence Co. have a legal responsi-
bility, to your knowledge, for the performance of their duty under
contract with Bechtel Co.?

Mr. Orive. I would say so, yes.

Mr. Browy. And Bechtel Co. was hived to do what?

Mr. OLive. To construct the pipeline.

Mr. Browx. To construct it ?

Mr. Ouive. Oversee the construction.
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Mr. Browx. To inspect it ?

Mr. Orive. Sure.

Mr. BrowN. For whom ? Who hired them ?

Mr. Orive. Alyeska.

Mr. Browx. So these are employees in terms of their company of
employment in the third degree. They were employed |
ence, which was a subcontractor of Bechte
contractor of Alyeska. Is that correct ?

Mr. Ovive. Yes, sir.

Mr. Brow~. How long have you been in the industry, again ?

Mr. Orive. Since 1957,

Mr. Browwn. How long have you been a radiographer? When did
you take your first test as a rad iographer ?

Mr. Ouive. I was a radiographer before I took the first test, I think
I helped a radiographer probably 3 months and I was told that ] was
a radiographer. to go to work.

Mr. Brow~, How long has radiography been used to test pipelines !

Mr. Orive. T am not sure, in the 1940’ sometime,

Mr. Brow~. And on the Alaskan pipeline are there other unions
that provide radiographers?

Mr. Ouive. Just at the terminal there was a construction company
that had their own radiography.

Mr. Browx. Did you have a closed shop on the radiography opera-
tion, or not?

Mr. Onive. No, sir.

Mr. Browx. And is there an ethical oath or anything like that that
a radiographer must take to belong to your union or to perform his
function ?

Mr. Ovive, No, sir.

Mr. Browx. T think that covers my questions for the moment, Mr,
Chairman.

Mr. Barrerr, T have one additional question.

Mr. DixgeLL. Mr. Barrett.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Olive if an X-ray is of inadequate quality, does
that mean you could still spot every defect in the X-ray, or is if possi-
ble that you could miss a defect because of the inadequate quality ?

Mr. Orive. With the inadequate quality you could miss several de-
fects.

Mr. Barrerr. Would you agree with that, Mr, Powders?

Mr. Powpers. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. And you are both qualified level 32

Mr. Orive. Level 2.

Mr. Barrerr. And, Mr. Powders. you are also level 27

Mr. Powpers. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. It is both your testimony that if an X-ray is of inade-
quate quality you might very well not spot a defect ¢

Mr. Powbers. Yes, sir.

Mr, Ovrive. That is true

Mr Barrerr. That would be of sufficient. seriousness to cause it to
not meet Government standards ?

Mr. Ovrive. That is true.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Powders, you agree ?

¥ Superintend-
I, which in turn was a sub-
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Mr. Powpers. Yes.

Mr. Barrerr. That coneludes my questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DixcerL, Gentlemen, the committee thanks you. We ask that you
remain with us until the conclusion of this hearing in order that we
might have you available for further 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 department of
transportation, the Honorable John Barnum, Mr. James T. Curtis, Jr.,
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 Chair asks you, do you have any objection
to being sworn at this time ?

Mr. Barxvam. None whatsoever.

Mr. Dincerw. Is that true for the others?

Mr. Curtis. Yes.

Mr. Tayror. Yes.

Mr. Dingern. The Chair will observe the rules and regulations are
available to you at the witness table,

If you will raise your right hand. Do you solemnly swear the testi-
mony you are about to give will be the truth, the whole truth, and
nothing but the truth, so help you God #

Mr. Barnowm. 1 do.

Mr. Tayror. 1 do.

Mr. Curris. 1 do.

Mr. Dingerr. If you will each identify yourself for purpose of the
record and for our reporter, we will receive your testimony.

The Chair 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 BUREAU; AND MARSHALL

W. TAYLOR, CHIEF, CENTRAL REGION, OFFICE OF PIPELINE
SAFETY

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

Mr. Dingenn. Mr. Curtis.

Mr. Curtis. James T, Curtis, Director of the Materials Transporta-
tion Bureau, Department of Transportation.

Mr. Tavior. Marshall W. Taylor. I am chief of the central region,
Office of Pipeline Safety Operations in Kansas City, formerly onsite
coordinator for the Alaskan pipeline.

Mr. Dingerr. Mr. Barnum, you may consider yourself recognized
for the purpose of reading your prepared statement, or such other
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comments you wish to make. Then the Chair will recognize next the
counsel, Mr. Barrett, for purpose of questioning.

Mr. Barnum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to make a brief statement at the outset.

[ realize that the Chair and the committee in the interest of expedi-
tion requested that there not be opening statements, and T will try to
be as brief as I can.

L would like to state first that I regard the statements in the memo-
randum of the committee staff that there has been a conspiracy on
the part of the Department of Transportation 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.”

[ should advise you, Mr. Chairman, that based on the evidence avail-
able to me I reject that charge as being utterly without foundation.

Mr. DiNger. Mr. Barnum, for purpose of the record. that is the
matter into which we are inquiring today. Also we are inquiring into
the falsification of a large number of X-rays with regard to double
joint welds in certain parts of the yard at Fairbanks.

The Chair and the committee, of course, will make the proper and
I think necessary judgments upon the conclusion of the testimony.

Mr. Barxua, T appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. but since the staff’s
charge has been made available to the public, T think it is incumbent
upon me to reject that charge at the outset and leave it to the com-
mittee to determine whether or not it is, indeed. with any foundation.

Mr. DineeLr. The Chair does observe there appears to be strong
testimony in the record at this particular moment relatinge to falsifica-

tion of X-rays and inadequate quality control in at least one of the
yards under the jurisdiction of the pipeline, and also under
by your agency and the Interior Department.

Again, the Chair reiterates we will review the test imony this morn-
ing to ascertain the facts and circumstances on conclusion of our
inquiry.

Within that framework, the Chair will now recognize you for your

inquiry

statement.

Mr. Barnzuar. Thank you, sir.

Over the past weekend two further issues regarding the integrity
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 “sev-
eral hundred” faulty welds made in shops in Fairbanks and Valdez,
the so-called double joints, where sections of the pipe are connected
prior to shipment to the field.

The information that we have from your subcommittee’s executive
session held last Friday leads me to understand that the extent of the
problem is as follows:

First, possibly eight double joints identified as faulty 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, reinterpreted and established by Alyeska’s
contractor as being in compliance with DOT standards and the pipe
shipped to the field, the radiographic 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 that indicate that the welds in
question meet DOT standards.

There are now allegations, however, that some falsification of the
radiographic records may have been made thereafter, in order to
establish complete radiographic 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 understanding that the quality control contractor has
the radiographers’ logs and other records that could verify that the
quality of the weld repairs in the 60 double joints in question meets
DOT standards. It is my further understanding, however, that that
contractor has not yet been questioned in this matter, or those records
examined.

In any event, Mr. Chairman, we in the Department of Transporta-
tion intend to address any possible problem of alleged additional
faulty welds in the same manner as we are addressing the problem of
the 3,955 girth welds made in the field which were questioned last
summer and, indeed. all other field girth welds. As outlined in our
report to the Energy Resources Council on July 31, a two-phase audit
is necessary to provide a statistically reliable judgment concerning
the integrity of the welds and their radiographic records.

The first phase entails a statistical sample of welds and radiographs
to demonstrate the correlation between actual welds and the radio-
graphic records of those welds. After this is satisfactorily done, a
statistical sample of those records must be made to determine whether
those welds are in compliance with DOT standards. That is phase 2.

With regard to the phase of correlating the welds and their radio-
graphs, our efforts were aided by a recent Department of the Interior-
sponsored sample of 600 welds made in the field in 1975 and 1976.
We have just completed our analysis of the Department of the Inte-
rior report. It indicates to us that there is little probability that there
are any substantial 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 Fairbanks and
Valdez, a further analysis of the records of those welds will have
to be made prior 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 acceptability of the correlation phase of the audit, it
remains only for our experts to verify statistically the Alyeska
hypothesis that the remaining 1975 welds and welds made in 1976
all 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 statistical 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 halted 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 July 2, Mr. Olive told us, and T would like to quote very briefly :

There has been one case I know of where a technician has been handed a list
to duplicate—asked to falsify records. This was last year. He was asked by either
a Bechtel man or an Exam supervisor, I don't know which. If you want to know,
youw'll have to ask him. He left to go home last May or June rather than falsify.
He's back now working for Peabody-Miller. He's a good man and 1 respect him
for standing up. His name is Don Thomas,

That is the conclusion of the excerpt from our minutes. I misspoke
when T said July 2. The meeting with Mr. Olive was actually July 13.

We sent, a copy of the minutes of that 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.

After Mr. Olive made that statement, I asked the chief representa-
tive 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 Ad-
miral Steele acknowledges he did not follow through on arranging a
meeting with Mr. Thomas,

I should point out, Mr. Chairman, that none of us who were in
Alaska has any recollection that Mr. Olive or anyone else raised the
possibility that there was a problem with the double-jointing process.
We carefully asked every individual we interviewed. including Mr.
Olive, whether there was any problem other than the field girth welds
that we should know about.

Some people called to our attention the possible problem with
VSM’s, which we already knew about.

Mr. Brow~. What isa VSM?

Mr. Barnum. Vertical support member. Those are the support posts
that hold the aboveground portion of the pipeline. There was a ques-
tion whether those pipes that make up the VSM were also faulty.
There were also certain related environmental problems of settling
and a question as to whether their 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 know about concern for
the VSM’s, but that, as far as I can recall, is virtually the only other
type of problem that was raised.

n any event, nothing was said with respect to the double jointing
weld problem. The only references to the double joint welds, to our
recollection, were made on three different occasions. Mr. Jack Turner
of the Department of the Interior’s Alaska Pipeline Office said that
they had made a spot check of the double joint welds. Mr. Vie Osad-
chuk of Perini, one of the section construction contractors, stated
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that the rejection rate on double joint welds was in the 3 to 8 percent
range, and Mr. R, C. Schmid of Bechtel mentioned that 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 field girth 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 prior to those that came
to light in your subcommittee’s executive session on Friday, either
indirectly or from interviews held in the field or elsewhere, that any
falsification might exist with regard to double joint welds made in
the shop.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the principal focus of the Department of
Transportation’s response to charges of falsification of radiographs
has been to design a rigorous statistical examination for the purpose
of determining the integrity of the universe of TAPS welds and their
radiographic records. We can augment this approach as necessary
to include information from individuals concerning specific welds.
We intend to do precisely that with the further information that Mr.
Olive has supplied.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dinaerr. Thank you, sir.

The Chair recognizes Mr, Barrett for questions.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Barnum, I think you could clarify one point in
the staff memorandum. The staff memorandum does not say Mr, Olive
told the Department of Transportation in July that there were prob-
lems with the double joint yard. What the memo does say is that 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 clarify that point.

Mr. Barxowy, I think the record is quite clear that your memoran-
dum does not say that Mr, Olive told us about double joint falsifica-
tions, and I simply wanted to make it clear that the record does not
make that point.

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

Also, T would like to ask you for the record whether anybody from
the Department of Transportation has yet contacted Peter Kelley ?

Mr. Baryum. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. Barrerr. Has anybody contacted anybody else involved or pos-
sibly involved in the original falsification scheme?

Mr. Barxua. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. Bagrrerr. So it is your testimony that the falsification scheme
which took place during July of 1975, which came to the Department’s
attention in September, at least, of 1975, which has been the subject of
scrutiny by Transportation as well as the Department of Interior,
that with all of this background information, nobody from the De-
partment of Transportation has yet interviewed anybody who was
involved with the falsification ¢

Mr. Barvuwm. I accept your statement that 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. Barrerr. No one has made any aftempt to contact any of the
alleged falsifiers, is that your testimony ?

Mr. Barxua. That is my testimony, and T will tell you why. It is
because our problem is not tracking down individually identified welds
that 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 1n his opening statement, even the testimony of Mr. Kelley led
only to five specific falsified X-rays, although it later developed that
there were some 300 X-rays that were falsified. So rather than ap-
proach it on a piecemeal basis by trying to extract the truth 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 that are in
the ground are good, satisfactory welds. That can be done best by
looking at the records to determine whether they are satisfactory and
completely correlated to the welds in the ground and not by chasing
after a number of individuals.

Mz, Barrerr. But do you not have to know how they did it ? If you
are going to determine whether or not falsification has oceurred. you
ought to have some idea of how it was done.

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

Mr. Barrerr. That was several months after the Department of
Transportation met with Alyeska and the Department of the Interior
concerning the falsification problem.

Mr. Barvua. That is correct.

Mr. Barrerr. So several months after the audit had been done. by
Alyeska, the Department of Transportation had still not contacted
anyone to find out how it had been done,

Mr. Bar~vm. For the same reason that 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 becanse 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. Dixgerr. Let me, if I may, come back to several points.

First of all, T want to talk about vour statistical methodology in the
audits, but T want to talk about that a little later.

Second, and more imporant, T want to talk to you first about the
impact of the falsifications which transpired here. Here it is pretty
clear 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 that sort of thing, am I correct ?

My, Barnua. That is correct.

Mr. Dixgerr. That brings into question a number of items. the first
of which is the X-ray process itself, am T correct on that, sir?

Mr. Barnunr. Yes.
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Mr. Dingerr. And it also brings into question the prior audits and
the prior quality control, am I correct on that?

Mr. Barnum. As of that point, I think it only brings into question
the prior quality control.

Mr. DingeLr. 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?

My, Barvuw. That is correct.

Mr. Dineerr. And it raised questions to a whole large number of
welds which ultimately came into being and which have been fixed, I
think, generally at the level of 3,955, if I recall your testimony.

Mr. Barnunm. That is correct. And all those items you properly say
were brought into question by the evidence of falsification were, in
fact, examined by us.

Mr. DineeLL. But your folks have not talked to Mr. Kelley. Can you
explain to us why your folks have not talked to Mr, Kelley, and why
you have gone through a statistical analysis which may or may not be
good but which may not be as good as talking to Mr. Kelley? Ap-
parently there are folks up there that were beating the system all
along.

Mr. Barxvar. Let's assume we had talked to Mr, Kelley and talked
to any other welder or radiographer whom he identified as participat-
ing in or otherwise being knowledgeable concerning falsification. I
would not have been satisfied and you would not have been satisfied
that we had, in fact, exhausted the possibilities of falsification.

Mr. Dixcern, We are in firm accord on that point. But we have
two problems here. One is the problem of establishing the new statis-
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. Barnxva. 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 yon that T may conclude it is desirable for us
to talk with Mr. Kelley. And I asked whether you had any objection
to that because I did not want there to be any question concerning
our tampering with a witness of the committee, You stated that you
did not have any objection to our talking with Mr. Kelley.

Mr, Dinerrn. That is correct.

Mr. Baryxvym., I make that point now not to suggest you urged us
in any way not to talk to him, but to make the point that we did, in-
deed, consider talking to Mr, Kelley. I concluded following our con-
versation that, indeed, the preferable way of determining the scope
of the problem was not to go running around looking for radiogra-
phers or welders, but to go to the heart of the matter, and that is to
go to the records Alyeska had and determine whether they properly
represented the pipe that was in the ground.

Mr. Dincenr. Mr, Barvrett.

Mr. Barrerr. Last Friday at our executive session, Mr. Barnum, we
requested a number of people be present from the Department of
Transportation 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 this for the
same reason that no contact was made of Mr. Kelley ?

Mr. BarNu, They came back from the hearing here to have a meet-
ing with me to discuss what had transpired and to prepare for this
hearing.

Mr. Barrerr. But nobody bothered to find out whether they could
have further 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. T would ask why.

Mr. Barvuy. T would suggest that the answer is substantially the
same as the one I gave with respect to Mr, Kelley. We will investigate
allegations of falsified radiographs with respect to the double joint-
ing, 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 that Alyeska is producing in connection with the
pipeline.

Mr. BarrerT. In your statement, Mr. Barnum, beginning at the last
line on page 1. and continuing to the next line on page 2, you talk
about :

After faulty welds in another 60 double joints had been repaired, re-radio-
graphed, re-interpreted, established by Alyeska's contractor as being in com-
pliance with DOT standards 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 quality it is not possible to spot every defect.
Did you not hear that testimony ?

Mr. Bar~ua. Yes: I did, and T don't contest the testimony. I think
if is quite clearly aceurate. If the picture is blurred or otherwise, you
could not necessarily assure compliance with DOT standards.

Mr. Barrerr. So what we are saying is: If the picture were of inade-
quate gquality. we don’t know whether that was established as being in
compliance with DOT standards. is that not correct ?

Mr. Barnum. You do not know it if you do not have in front of you
at this minute the radiograph of sufficient quality to determine that
the weld meets the standards. That does not mean that there never
was a photograph or radiograph of sufficiently quality. Tt certainly
does not mean that a report does not exist that. indeed, a satisfactory
radiograph was taken and either throngh exposure or other treatment
no longer retains the quality to determine whether or not the weld is
:-':lTin:ll'I()I“\‘. I do not know what the particular circumstances are
there. T merely point out that. in addition to the radiograph itself,
radiographers keep logs and there are other records concerning the
process of radiographv which will tell vou there has been at some
point a satisfactory radiograph. !

Mr. Dixcern. Let us ask this question though. What about then the
further instances, as we appear to have before us, where the radio-




graph itself was of an entirely different section of pipe, and which
1s cataloged in the logs and records of the radiographers as being
a radiograph of a weld which has been redone to cure an earlier an-
nounced defect? What is the situation with regard to that kind of
action?

Mr. Barxum. You are describing a situation where the radiograph
which is in the pocket or the box for radiograph number 2 is, in faet,
a radiograph of weld 32, is that correct ?

Mr. Dingecn, That’s right.

Mr. Barxvus. That I would regard as a falsification and not an ade-
quate record for Department of the Interior purposes of a radiographic
record of each weld.

Mr. Dixgerr. The question then is how do you catch that, though ¢

Myr. Barvuva. I am advised that one way that can be done is the same
method that Alyeska used in auditing the field girth welds, using the
fingerprint method. There is, 1 gather, some question as to the ability
to fingerprint machine welds compared to the ability to compare the
fingerprint radiographs of girth welds because they don’t have the
same ndividual workmanship characteristics. But there I defer to an
expert.

Mr. Dingerr. How do you catch that statistically where the deserip-
tion of the weld as being one thing is false?

Mr. Barnvwm. I think you would do just what Alyeska did with the
initial allegations concerning the field girth welds. They will have to
determine that they have a distinet radiograph for each weld and then
by some statistical correlation prove that the radiographs that they
have, in faet, relate to welds that are in the ground.

Mr. Barrerr. Just to refresh my recollection on what you said, is it
your testimony that falsified X-rays, putting a picture of No. 2 weld
i No. 32 slot does not meet the Department of the Interior require-
ments as you understand them ?

Mr. Bar~xvm. The Department of Interior stipulation with Alyeska
requires that there be 100 percent radiography of all girth 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 clarify the record with respect to a point made
by one of the earlier witnesses, and that is the DOT requirement to
maintain the record of nondestructive testing of girth welds. We do,
in fact have a requirement that, with respect to liquid pipelines, the
record of nondestructive testing must be retained by the carrier who
is involved, and if radiography is used the developed film, so far as
practicable, with the location of the weld appropriately indicated,
must also be retained. These records must be retained for 3 years
after the line is placed in operation. And I would assume, therefore,
that the Department of the Interior would regard their stipulation
as not only requiring nondestructive testing, but also maintenance of
the records of that nondestructive radiographic testing.

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

Mr. DingeLr. Without objection, so ordered.




[ The material referred to follows:

Excerrrs Frosm 49 CFR PArT 195 TRANSPORTATION OF LiQuins BY
PIPELINE

ho2d4d WELDS: NONDESTRUCTIVE TEBTING AND RETENTION OF TESTING

RECORDS

(a) A weld may be nondestructively tested by any process that will celarly
indicate any defects that may affect the integrity of the weld.

(b) Any nondestructive testing of welds must he performed

(1) In accordance with a written set of procedures for nondestrudetive testing :
and

(2) With personnel that have been trained in the established procedures and
in the use of the equipment employed in the testing.

(¢) Procedures for the proper interpretation of each weld inspection must
be established to ensure the acceptability of the weld under § 195.228,

(d) During construction, at least 10 percent of the girth welds made by each
welder during each welding day must be nondestructively tested over the en-
tire circumference of the weld.

(e) In the following loeations, 100 percent of the girth welds must be non-
destructively tested ;

(1) At any location where a loss of commaodity could reasonably be expected
to pollute any stream, river, lake, reservoir, or other body of water.

(2) Within railroad or public road rights-of-way

(8) At overhead road crossings and within tunnels.

(4) At pipeline tie-ins

(5) Within the limits of any incorporated subdivision of a4 State government.

(6) Within populated areas, including but not limited to, residential sub
divisions, shopping centers, schools, designated commercial areas, industrial
facilities, public institutions, and places of publie assembly,

(f) When installing used pipe, 100 percent of the old girth welds must be non-
destructively tested,

(g) A record of the nondestructive testing mnst be retained by the carrier
who is involved, including (if radiography is used) the developed film with
s0 far as practicable, the location of the weld. This record must be retained for
3 years after the line is placed in operation.

[3¢ F.R. 15473, Oct. 4, 1969, as amended by Amdt. 195-1, 35 F.R. 5333.
Mar. 31, 1970)

§ 105.224 WELDS : NONDESTRUCTIVE TESTING AND RETENTION OF TESTING

RECORDS
* ; * * *

(@) * * »

(1) At any onshore location where a loss of commodity counld reasonably be
expected to pollute any stream, river, lake, reservoir, 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.

* * * " * *

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

Mr. BagrgerT., They apply only to liquid and not to gas pipelines,
is that correct ?

Mr. Barxva. That is what T was advised this morning.

Mr. Bareerr. And they apply only to those sections of offshore
governing the Department of Transportation’s jurisdiction ?

Mr. Barxusm. With respect to offshore pipelines, we require 100
percent nondestructive testing as we do with respect to other sensitive
areas such as under river crossings, roads. and in built-up areas,

Mr. Barrerr, Returning to my question, is it your testimony that a
falsified X-ray in this situation. the double joint situation. if if is true.
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would not meet the Department of the Interior’s requirements under
its agreement with Alyeska ?

Mr. Barxvwm. I hesitate to interpret the Department of the Interior’s
agreement.

Mr. Bargerr. If 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% slot, you would
not have an X-ray of weld No. 32 or a satisfactory one. It is your
understanding that would not meet the stipulations of the Department
of the Interior?

Mr. Bagnxuvar. That would be my understanding, but I would defer
to Mr. Frizzell.

Mr. Bagrrerr. 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 that 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. BarNvm. Yes; I am aware of that testimony.

Mr. Barrerr. So that may give some additional problems in the
way you are going to conduet an audit ?

Mr. Barxuar. That's correct. It points up the fact that, indeed, the
logs themselves may not be reliable.

Myr. Bargerr. So you may have to, in fact, do more than a statistical
audit ?

Mr. Barxum. It depends on what the statistical audit reveals. If I
would take a statistical audit 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. Bagrerr. Mr. Barnum, you heard the testimony concerning the
Gulf Interstate Pipeline this morning ?

Mr. Barnum. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bargerr. Do you know who Gulf Interstate is?

Mr. Barnuva. To a degree, yes.

Mr. Barrerr. Do you know their role in connection with the
Alyeska pipeline?

Mr. Barvum. I believe we interviewed some Gulf Interstate people
when we were in Alaska.

Mr. Barrerr. And they are the Government’s hired monitors for
inspection on the line, check of quality control and other procedures?

Mr. Barnuwm. I believe that is their function for the Department of
the Interior.

Mr. Bargerr. You have also heard the testimony that they may
have been requiring less than full X-rays on their own pipeline?

Mr. Barxum. Indeed that would be in compliance with DOT
standards.

Mr. Barrert. It would be in compliance or not ?

Mr. Barnvn. It depends on where the weld is,

Mr. Barrerr., At least at some point four pictures are required of
welds, 1s that not correct, under some of DOT regulations?

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

Mr. DingeLr. Without objection, so ordered.

[ The material referred to is included in the following insert. |

Mr. Bagxusm. May I submit for the record for inclusion at this
point the report that was given to me concerning the telephone con-
tact from Mr. Roger Bell to Mr. Cesar Deleon, Act ing Director of the
Office of Pipeline Safety Operations, concerning the event that was
testified to this morning?

Mr. Dingern. I think that would be appropriate.

Without objection, so ordered.

[ The material referred to follows:]

COMPLAINTS I'ROM CONSTRUCTION PERSONNEL WORKING IN ALASKA

Mr. Roger Bell telephoned Mr. C. DeLeon, Acting Director, Office of Pipeline
Safety Operation (OPSO) from Louisiana around the middle of October 1976
to voice a complaint regarding irregularities in the construction of a 10 inch
crude oil pipeline for the Nikiski Alaska Pipeline Company. Mr. DelLeon advised
Mr. Bell to send a letter setting forth the details of his complaint, The letter
was never received by OPSO.

Later, Mr. Bell contacted the staff of the House Subcommittee on Energy and
Power to set forth his complaint. Mr, Stockton of the Subcommittee staff con-
tacted Mr. DeLeon on December 2 when Mr. DeLeon was in Seattle holding a
conference with the OPSO Western Regional Chief and the Western State rep-
resentatives participating in the OPSO pipeline safety program. Mr. Deleon,
Mr. Jack Overly, OPSO Western Regional Chief, and Mr. Irwin Mitchel, Alaska
Public Utilities Commission, contacted Mr. Stockton by telephone and discussed
the matter. The details of the complaint were uneclear, but Mr. Stockton said
that Mr. Bell had indicated he would send him a letter setting forth the details
of his complaint.

On December 3, Mr. William Whiteman, staff engineer in the OPS0O Western
Regional Office contacted Mr. Bell and discussed the matter with him. Mr. Bell
alleged that the radiographs on this pipe were not being taken in conformance
with API 1104 and that the full eircumference of the girth welds was not being
radiographed. Mr. Gordon Tyree of the Alaska Pipeine Coordinator’s Office in-
vestigated this complaint at OPRO’s request.

Mr. Tyree reported that there is adequate film coverage on the girth welds,
The girth welds are being radiographed with three outside shots. each film length
being 17 inches with good readable contrast over 14 inches on each film strip.
Three shots of 14 inches of readable X-ray film each can adequately cover the
33.75-inch circumference of the pipe.

The regulations in 49 CFR 195,234 require that a written set of procedures
be established for nondestruetive testing and does not require adherence to API
1104 in this regard. (Section 83f of the radiographic procedures in API 1104
requires that each film strip be 11 inches for a pipeline of this size when radio-
graphing from the ontside of the pipe, thereby requiring four film shots instead
of three. However, adequate film coverage is being obtained because Nikiski is
using 17-inch film strips.)




RECOND OF | Yiar CPUFERENCE OR | % ~ “LEPHONE CALL

| L returned a call to Pete Stockton of Congressman Dingell's

| _office. (Phone: 225-1030) = =

_Alaska Pipeline Query Received from Congressman Dingell's

£

| I advised Pete Stockton in response to his call that I had talked
with Mr. DeLeon about the complaint on the pipeline in the Anchorage,
| Alaska area. I advised him that (1) Mr. DeLeon believed that this
was a te hone complaint which he had received from someone in
Louisiana. (2) thought this had been referred to the Western
Region OPSO office for their follow-up. (3) lie was checking that™
| _out with the Chief of the Western Region as they are both in Scattle
now, and he would be getting back to Pete Stockton as soon as he

a more definitive answer. (4) Mr. DeLeon indicated that this

t not be today in view of His travel difficulties in Wis effort-
toc catch the first flight out of the Seattle area which was presently
~weathered in. This was all Mr, Stockton needed at the moment and

.—‘.,_.', - 1 T sionaTupE)—" J &7
| Chief, -///

Industry Programs Division ' Mélxin Al fJudan
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[ &
FAA Farm 1897




TIME DATE

RECORD OF [_] VISIT [C] CONFERENCE OR [} TELEPHONE CALL i noon (WST) 12/2/76

MAME(s) OF PERSON(s) COMTACTED ON |M COMFEREWNCE AND LOCATION MIUTING

TN: Pete Stockton, Staff Member Congressman Dingell!'

House Subcommittee on Energy and Power

Query from a former employee of a products pipeline

in Alagka

In response to a telephone call from Mel Judah, who was Acting

Director, OPSO, in my absence (attending the Western Region/State

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

not being X-rayed,

I told Mr. Stockton I would lock into it and would provide him

with the results of our investigation.

DaTE

12/3/76 I Acting Director,




RECC2D OF [] wisiT [[] CONFEREMCE OR [I] TELEPHOME CALL

12/%3/76

MARE[a) OF PERION[4) COMTACTED OX IN ZONFENLNCE AND LOCATION

mOUTING

svusoL | mTiaLs

CALLER: William D, Whiteman, Staff Engineer, MTP-50-WE

_CALLED: Roger Bell, Monroe, LA 318-396-8744

SUBIECT

—  Nikiski-Alaska Pipeline o,

At the request of the Chi

asked him to explain the alleged welding irregularities th

the referenced lin fe d blem was on the Anc

weld (as

red for each »

rport. He said the Xr:

12/3/76
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TiE
RECORD OF [] ViSIT [C] CONFERENCE OR 3] TELEPHONE CALL 4:40 p.m.

WAME s) OF PEASON s} COMTACTED OR 1M CONFERENCE AMD LOCATION j
Mr. Gordon Tyree, Alaska Pipeline Coordinator's Office

FPhone (907) 279-1502

BUBJECT
Report on Alleged Radiographic Violations on Construction

of Nikiski ATlaska Pipeline Company

MoEsT

Mr. Tyree investigated a complaint that girth welds on the Nikiski pipe-
line were not being radiographed over their full circumference. This
was 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 being radiographed with three outside shots. The film
length is 17 inches and there is uniform density and contrast over 14
inches of each film strip. The circumference of the weld (for 10,750
inch diameter pipe) is 33.75 inches. One third of this is 11.3 inches
| 80 a 14-inch uniform density d_contrast length provides sufficient
overlap between successive f strips to provide adequate coverage.

Mr. Tyree reported that Section B8.3f of the radiographic procedure
details in API 1104 is not being complied with by Mikiski because the |

maximum length of each film strip for 10.750 inch diameter pipe is 11
dnches when radiographing from the outside of the pipe (per Table 4 |
of API 1104) and Nikiski is using 17 inches. However, this is not

| significant since adeguate film coverage is being obtained

.tha_ézqulatlaniqin 42_£§£¥5££;iga_1254233 unires A written set of
procedures be establishe or nondestructive %estxng. API 1104 is not

required. Mr. Tyree will send us a copy of Nikiski's radiographic
procedures.)

——

COMCLUSION, ACTION TAKEN, ON REQUIRED

DATE e nuumt’?{?ﬁ /.4.1 M

12-8-76 Senior Engineer Lloy Ulrich

FAA Form 1522 (345 use previous epimions 2031043900
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Mr. Bagrerr. Mr. Barnum, are \tl!l familiar with the way the De-
partment of Interior handled the Alyeska audit the last time there
was evidence of falsification

Mr. Barxvar. Generally, but not specifically. 1f youn can narrow
your question, perhaps I can respond.

Mr. Bargerr. Well, it appeared that the Department of the Interior
awaited the conclusion of the Alyeska audit before involving itself in
the audit, is that not correct ?

Mr. Barxuvw. I do not know.

Mr. Bagrerr. If that were the case, would yvou think that that is a
satisfactory method of pursuing an audit, or should the Government
be involved in the audit from the beginning?

Mr. Bar~xvar. That sounds like a }J\]Jllﬂlllltdl question, Mr. Barrett.
I prefer to know the facts before I comment on the prioriety of the
action,

Mr. Dixeere. Let me then ask this question, if you please, sir. Can
you inform us how your agency can be assured that an audit is ap-
proporiate 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. Barnvy. How can I be assured that an audit is adequate with-
out being personally involved ¢

Mr, Dineerr. Without your agency being involved.

Mr. Barxuwm. I can determine that by Itml\m;: at the instructions
to the auditors and by studying their report.

Mr. DingeLL. Let’s take the specifies of the audit to which we are
addressing ourselves now, First there is the aundit, am I correct, by
Alyeska?

Mr. Barxua. That’s correct.

Mr. Dixgerr. Then there is an audit by Arthur Andersen of the
Alyeska audit ?

Mr. Bar~yus. That’s my understanding.

Mr. Dixgerr. And Arthur Andersen said succincetly the Alyeska
andit was just no good,

Then there was a subsequent audit of the Arthur Andersen audit by
another firm. As T understand it, that audit sustained the Alyeska
audit, and there is now going to be another audit of that audit,

It strikes me we have a great number of audits going forward com-
ing to deverse conclusions, and we would have been better served to
have the original Alyeska audit better planned, better erafted to avoid
this multipheity of audits which now plague us.

Does it strike you there onght 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. Bagyva. I am not familiar with the chain of audits to which
you refer in your statement or in this question other than to know or
believe on the basis of the information given to me that after Arthur
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 Arthur Andersen review. I
do not think either of those constituted an audit. I believe they were
efforts to reconcile the views of Peat, Marwick & Mitchell and Alyeska

B3-858 0 =77 -3
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on the one hand and Arthur Andersen and the Department of the
Interior on the other hand with respect to the audit. On the details
of that, I would defer to Mr. Frizzell.

Mr. Browx. I am a little confused as to how many completed audits
there have been. Could somebody bring me up to date on that ?

Mr. Barxvs. I think the fact of the matter is. there is only one
audit as such and that is Alyeska’s audit. The work done by Arthur
Andersen is not properly deseribed as an audit, but I could stand cor
rected by any auditor

Mr. Brow~. Whatever Arthur Andersen has done has been com-
pleted and it questioned the propriety of what Alyeska did, is that
correct ¢

Mr. Bar~uvarn T think it questioned the methodology.

Mr. Brow~. Has there been an audit of the Arthur Andersen
efforts or

Mr. Barxva. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. Browx. Is such an audit or (uestioning of the Arthur Andersen
"i'ilir']mn 11 process ln"\' -'lIIII.L‘JIIt}niI\'f

Mr. Barxum. My understanding is that Alyeska retained Peat,
Marwick & Mitchell to review the report submitted by Arthur Ander
sen to the Department of the Interior. I don't think that was an audit,
but again—

Mr. Browx. Is that in process, or has that been completed ¢

Mr. Barxvat. 1 am under the impression that had been completed
but to the extent they-

Mr. Browx. That has not reconciled the eriticisms A rthur Andersen
made of the Alyeska audit?

Mr. Barnuat. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. Brown. Is there some other eritic
what has transpired ¢

Mr. Barxuar. May 1T say, not by the Department of Transportation.

Mr. Dingern. If the gentleman will yield, it is by Interior, is that
correct ?

[ue or audit by anybody else of

Mr. Baryum. That is my understanding, because all the Alyeska
audit 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 radiograph and inspected individual radiographs for their quali-
fication and acceptable welds in accordance with existing standards, It
did not attempt to establish that the radiographic records maintained
by Alyeska reflected each and every weld in the ground. That 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.

Mr. Brow~. Who checked to see that the welds in the ground had an
adequate radiograph?

Mr. Barxva. Both the Department of the Interior and ourselves.

Mr. Brown. And out: of the total welds. how manv radiographs
were found not to be extant of the welds in the eronnd?

Mr. Barnuam. My belief is none.

Mr. Browx. 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. Barxvy. Yes. My understanding is that Alyeska and the De-
partment of the Interior and its contractors did that in connection with
Alyeska’s repair program, and what they did and, indeed, what the
Department of Transportation people in Alaska did, was take the
opportunity to inspect the actual weld in the ground and compare it
with the radiograph which Alyeska had in its vaults and ascertain
whether that was, in fact, a radiograph of that weld.

Mr. Browx. 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 514
inches long, and other weld will be 7 inches long. Or if there are two
614-inch welds, one will be a little fatter, or have a different beading
arrangement, is that correct? Is that where you get the fingerprint?

Mr. Barnum. Not precisely. You get the fingerprint because each
weld, certainly each field girth weld, has certain easily visible char-
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 distance 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 radiograph
you have in hand could be or could not be a radiograph of that weld.

Mr. DingeLn. Would the gentleman yield ?

Is that true in both the cases of the field welds and the yard welds
to which we are addressing ourselves?

Mr. Baryva. 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. If the gentleman would yield further?

If I understand the yard welds where they are redone, the whole
weld is redone as opposed to portions of segments that are redone. I
am referring to the double joints that took place in the yard.

Mr. Barnuvm. I don’t know that to be true, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Brown. If T could continue just a minute. If somebody had
given the description you have given of the weld going around the
girth of the pipe, if there was a measure, a tape around the pipe and
somebody slipped that tape measure around on a good weld, an ini-
tially good weld, could that be determined ?

Mr. Baryva. Could what be determined ?

Mr. Brown. That the tape measure had been slipped around? In
other words, the beginning of the weld to where you ended with your
rod—— ' 1

Mr. Barrerr. I think, Mr. Brown, if I might clarify, when we are
talking about a double joint weld with a reject or defect in it, you
then have another reject with a repair that has been made. That repair
is satisfactory. If both repairs 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 repair of the good repair
looks like an X-ray of the bad repair or the nonrepair, is that not
correct, Mr. Barnum?
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Mr. Barnuwm. I think that is right, Mr. Barrett. But I would sug-
gest even in that instance, provided you have a radiograph not just
of the repair but of the entire pipe, you could locate the radiograph
of that repair based on the distance to the longitudinal weld or to
the button.

Mr. Barrerr. The testimony the subcommittee received on Friday
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. Brows. This is what I am trying to get at. If you get a good
weld, then you can tell from where the weld begins, the button, is
that——

Mr. Barxuat. I believe so.

Mr. Brow~. And where that weld passes the longitudinal seam, you
can tell if you are looking at the same weld, can you not?

Mr. Barnum. If, as Mr. Barrett points out, you have a radiograph
of the entire weld. But if you have only a radiograph of that part of
that weld which has been repaired and that radiograph excerpt, if
you will, does not include either the longitudinal seams or the button,
or some other distingunishing characteristic, it may not be possible to
determine that it is, indeed, not the weld on some other place.

Mr. Browx. I understand that.

Now, my question is, if you were to know that there were some
bad welds that had been repaired, and you had a picture of the alleged
repair which was not, in fact, of that repair, and you took another
picture of the repair so that you were sure you had a real picture of
the repair, could you determine that those two were different pictures?

I am asking you, Mr. Barnum, but T am looking at whoever it is
over here in the fancy suit.

Mr. Barnuat. Let me attempt to answer the question first, if T may.

My understanding is that those four characteristics that 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 characteristics 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 radiograph differ
just the way X-rays of one individual differ from one another.

Mr. Brow. I understand that we have two sections of pipe that
have been welded together in the yard. These go out in the field and
those two sections welded together are welded in the field with other
two sections welded together. And our first problem some months
ago was that some of these welds made in the field. otherwise called
field welds, were not adequately done, is that right ?

Mr. Baryuvar. Yes.

Mr. Brown. Now, in this hearing, the two sections of pipe welded
together in the yard. otherwise called yard welds, are the ones under
question. DOI, 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. Bar~ua. That’s correct,
until now.

Mr. BrowN. There were miss

Mr. Baryuar. There were.,

That’s where the interest has been up

ing radiographs, were there not?
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Mr. Brow~. There were.

Mr. Barxua. 1 believe there were both missing radiographs and
duplicated radiographs.

Mr. Brown. But the welds of the missing radiographs have been
rechecked ?

Mr. Barxuva. That’s correct.

Mr. Brow~. And those welds have been found by the reradiograph-
ing to be adequate, is that correct.?

Mr, Barxvm. Not in all cases, but in any event, we have a radio-
graphic record of that weld. There remains the question whether the
radiograph shows a satisfactory weld or not.

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

Mr. BarNuws. It is my understanding they are in the process of being
repaired, but 1 further understand that 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. Browx. What is the process being used in that instance #

Mr. Barvum. Can I have Mr. Taylor talk to that point? That is
what he has been charged with doing.

Mr. Tayror. In the latter part 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
that we thought we had up there. We reviewed some 1,000 X-rays.

Mr. Browx. How many ?

Mr. Taxror. Avound 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 that pipe
line.

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

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

[The following information was received for the record:]

COAST GUARD EXAMINATION OF GIRTH WELD RADIOGRAPHS ON THE TRANS-
ALASKAN CrUDE OIL PIPELINE

A. Regarding the remedial weld program, four Coast Guard radiographers
reviewed girth weld radiographs in the field and in the X-ray vaults in An-
chorage. At the time the Coast Guard radiographers were reviewing the X-rays,
not all of the remedial X-rays were available to them. This condition obtained
because either the repair of the defect did not require an X-ray (such as grinding
out an are burn), or the X-ray of the repair was in transit, or the repair of the
defect had not been completed.

L. Coast Guard radiographers addressed 483 of the 612 girth welds petitioned
for waiver, Of these 483 girth welds:

The radiographers read and accepted as meeting the DOT standards 416 radio-
graphs of welds in the petition after repairs were completed. About 80 percent
of these radiographs were read in Anchorage.

61 welds were cut out or abandoned, therefore, no radiograph was available
and the welds were withdrawn from the petition,

6 welds were repaired and the repairs were accepted visually, therefore, no
radiograph was available for the Coast Guard radiographers to review.
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2. Coast Guard radiographers read 380 radiographs of the remaining 3,955
defective girth welds, excluding the 612 girth welds petition for waiver.

The remedial radiographs for 334 welds were acreptable,

For 44 welds, there were no radiographs of the repair of the girth welds.

For two welds, Alyeska determined that the welds were acceptable, but the
Coast Guard radiographers determined that the initial X-rays of the girth welds
were of insuflicient contrast to determine the quality of the girth welds,

B. Regarding the girth welds made during 1975 that were not found deficient
by the Alyeska audit, the Coast Guard radiographers reviewed a number of these
radiographs in Anchorage,

1. Coast Guard radiographers read 100 radiographs (20 weld radiog
section) picked at random by the Coast (
found to meet APT 1104,

2. Coast Guargd radiographers read 31 radiographs of the 54 girth
according to the GIE report, did not meet API 1104. Eley
radiographs examined did not meet AI'] 1104,
radiographers.

Mr. Brow~. Mr. Chairman.
about the y

raphs per
suard radiographers. All welds were

welds which,
en of the 31 girth weld
according to the Coast Guard

I would like to pursue some questions
ard welds but T don’t want to do it until it is appropriate.
Mr. DiNgeLL. The Chair does recognize this is a good idea.

Mr. Barrerr. With respect to the double
new area about which DOT was not aware ?

Mr. Barxum. Yes.

Mr. DixgevL. If counsel would yield, that was not alluded to in your
earlier comments with regard to statistical analysis welds in the col-
loquy between yourself and Mr. Brown.

Mr. Baryuva, I don’t think it was excluded from that colloquy and

joints is this an entirely

many parts of it were applicable to that problem.
Mr. Brown. If T may, what was done when you we

re repairing field

welds was to check the field welds which in fact is every other weld

in the pipeline, is that correct, roughly?

Mr. BarNua. Roughly, yes.

Mr. Brow~. And now the questions are being 1
other weld in the pipeline, the ones that we
where we are?

Mr. Barnvuar. 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. Browx. In other words, not

Mr. Bar~oum. That is correct. 1
segments but I could be incorrect.
not. double jointed.

Mr, Browx. I understand.

Mr. Dingerr. The Chair thanks the gentlemen.

The Chair recognizes again Mr. Barrett.

Mr. Barrerr, Mr. Barnum, if the Department of Ty
were asked by the subcommittee to conduct an audit or
in an audit of the double joint weld X-ray problem,
to present the subcommittee with

Mr. Barvum. Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrerr. Are you prepared to do that today or will it take more
time ?

aised about every
re done in the yard, is that

all of it went in 80-foot segments.
think there are also some 60-foot
The point is half the pipeline was

‘ansportation
to be involved
would you be able
a proposed course of action ?
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Mr. Barxua. This is something that 1 would want to first discuss
with the Department of the Interior which has primary responsi-
bility in this area but I am sure that between us we could make a
recommendation to you as to the appropriate action.

Mr. Bagrerr. Does the Department of Transportation have quali
fied people who could read X-rays?

Mr. BarNum. Yes.

Mr. Bagrgerr. Do you have any idea how many people or—

Mr. Barnvunm. 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 radiographers, and we have been using them
to perform our radiography work in Alaska.

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

Mr. Barnum. Well, if we get into a major undertaking, 1 would
want to consider doing it in some fashion other than by taking Coast
Guardsmen who have other primary responsibilities. We used the
Coast Guard in July because they were on the Department of Trans-
portation payroll and able to go to Alaska immediately.

Mr. Barrerr. That concludes my questions, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Dingenr. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Brown. Thank you very much.

I think first, Mr. 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 radiographers and how one qualifies to be a union
radiographer, so if you conld put those two things together to assure
that the Coast Guard radiographers are competent to do this job or
perhaps establish that they are not.

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

Mr. Broww. T would still want it with reference to the Coast Guard
radiographers because T 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
deseription of their qualification to do this job.

Mr. Barvuwm. Yes, sir.

[The following information was received for the record:]

QUALIFICATIONS FOR A U8, CoasT GUARD MARINE INSPECTOR

Commissioned officers in the grades of lientenant and leutenant ( junior grade)
and chief warrant officers are selected for assignments to commercial vessel
safety duty to become marine inspectors. These officers have shipboard experi-
ence either in the Coast Guard or merchant marine, or have marine-associated
backgrounds.

Officers entering their initial tour of duty in commercial vessel safety do so
upon completion of an eleven week course in marine safety, Welding and the
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inspection of weldments is a major subje
ing topics: introduction to welding,
trodes, performance and procedure
welding imperfections, and eight

weld inspection study include
penetrant, ultrasonic inspec

*ct with instruction given on the follow-
welding joints and symbols, welding elec-
qualifications, welding stresses and sequences,
hours of actual welding in a laboratory. The
s introduction to nondestructive inspection, dye
tion, magnetic particle testing, radiographic econtrol
of welds, X-ray reading lab, and a practical exercise in nondestructive testing.

Following the formal eleven week training course, the officer is assigned to a
marine safety or marine inspection office for a three year on-the-job-training
period. During this tour he is employed in all phases of safety activities gaining
the necessary experience to become qualified in each phase of commercial vessel
safety. Normally he spends 24 months as field inspector which includes shipyard
work, factory inspection of approved equipment, and general vessel safety
inspections,

Various short term funetional training courses are
knowledge of many facets of commercial vessel
an important role in vessel eonstruction and
placed on the proper inspection of welds, The U.S
Research Center at Watertown, Mass.,
weld inspection.

The courses utilized include such methods of nondestructiv
materials as: magnetic particle and liquid penetrant inspection, radiographic
inspection, ultrasonic inspection, and weld inspection. In addition to these
formal training courses, our officers aftend various conferences and seminars
sponsored by industry, classification societies. and standards organizations,

Mr. Brown. Now is the issue 1
Impression, one concerning the
of the welds or both ¢

Mr. BarNum. At this point T can’t exclude either.

Mr. Brow~. Well, if I may address that with a little re
of the testimony we got the other day—Mr. Chairman,
will be patient for me to establish this. T think it oe
point.

I would like to read this. This is as it is transcribed.

used to further our officer's
safety. Since welding plays such
repair, particular emphasis is
. Army Materials and Mechanics
is used extensively to train our officers in

e inspection of

iere, to your knowledge or from your
juality of radiographs or the quality

ading out
I trust you
ts us down to the

Mr. Browx. Could I ask a question at this point. The list we are talking about
wiadg what Dirks asked you to get radiographs for to replace the radiograph of
the repair on that pipe that they couldn’t find ; isn't that right?

Fizst WiTness. Evidently, that is what it was for.

Mr. Brown. You were asked to get a radiograph and put it in there for that
number?

FrrsT Wirsess. Yes,

Mr. Brown. Because they couldn’t find the pipe where a
repair had been done?

FirsT WITNESS. Yes.

Mr. Brown. This then was all of the repaired pipe, isn't that correet?

Seconp WiTnESs. Yes.

Mr. Browx. So if I could pursue this Jjust for a minute, yon have so many pipe
that had been welded, and you got a first picture of what was OK, but some of
those were not OK, and thev had to be repaired ; isn't that right? What was

the percentage of those that had to be repaired of the first weld not being ade-
quate ; do you know?

Seconn WITNEss. Over the entire job, about 12 percent,

Mr. Brows. Now then what was the percentage of the second welds that were
not properly done ; do you know that?

SecoNp WirNess. Probably about 1 percent.

Mr. Browx. So we are talking about 1 percent of 12 percent, so that about 1
percent of these second welds that you were asked to put some other picture in
because they couldn’t find where the pipe had been welded the second time—it
would be the normal frequency of having one of those welds show up to be a
bad weld ; is that correct? Do you understand what I am asking?

Secoxp Wirness. I understand what you are asking, but most of these films
were Bechtel's. There had been film and for some reason the film was kicked

radiograph of the
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out by Bechtel and we knew, I would say, 90 percent of those that were re-X-
rayed already had film on them and probably more than that, and they kicked
the film out for some little reason of not being able to clearly =ee a “two” on
them, or the pentrometer or some minor thing. The pipes had already gone,
you know.

Mr. Brows. But my question is this: Are you suggesting that, say, all 60 of
those welds where they couldn’t find the weld, or couldn't find the pipe, and
didn't have a picture of that second weld, that repaired spot, are you saying
that those were all bad welds or all inadegquate radiographs?

Seconp Wirness. All bad radiographs?

Mr. Browx, You don't know whether the weld was good or bad?

SecoNp WirsNess. According to what the radiograph showed they were all
good, but there was some minor thing with the film.

Mr. Brown, Now, but do you know that weld was good ?

Seconp Wirness. We had already read it.

Mr. Brown. And you decided it was good?

SEcoND WITNESS. Yes.

Mr. BrowN. And the second repair weld was good ?

SeEcoNp WITNESS, Yes.

Mr. Brown. Wait a minute. Are you telling me now you were just replacing
radiographs of welds that had previously been established as being good welds?

Fiest WirNess. 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 something that night and they would find it.

Mr. BeownN. What is that?

FiesT WiTxNess. He would quit.

Mr. Brown. There is a little bit of semantics here that I am not up with, I
thought maybe “drag up”’ was something else, but I don’t want to get into that
too far.

So that is the way they lost it, you are telling me?

Fmrst Wrrness. They lost a lot of the film.

Mr. Brown. But you are telling me that the film had been read and it had
been established as an adequate repair weld?

Seconn Witxess. I would say better than $W percent.

Mr. Brown. Let us say 10 percent of them were bad. We are talking about 10
percent of 60 films that had disappeared, and so youn are talking about six welds
that were bad, that is what we are saying here, or are we talking about the
estimated 1 percent that might be bad, or are we saying that you knew that all
60 of those were originally good welds that had just been lost and so you were
replacing them with a fake weld that there is some guestion about? Could you
answer that for me?

Skpconp WiTNess. What 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 their quality control decided not to take, or didn't take action for some time
after it was started, that it was too late to do anything with these.

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

Mr. DinNgeLL. If you please, Second Witness, can you tell us whether there was
a satisfactory X-ray taken?

Spconp Wirsess., Evidently it wasn't a satisfactory X-ray because some of
those they kicked the film out.

Mr. DixceELL. When you say “kicked the film out,” what is that?

Secoxp Wrryess. They just gave it back and said this isn't any good.

Mr. DixeeLL, They gave those 60 back then to you and said that the weld is
no good or the film?

Spcoxp Wrrxess. They didn't actually give us the film back, they gave us the
numbers.

Mr. Beown. Numbers on that yellow pad list,

Spconnp WiTsess. Yes: as far as we were concerned we had radiographed that
area and we knew some of the radiographs weren't up fto their standards, but
there was that weld, and there was where you could read it, and see that it had
been repaired, and it was in code, c-0-d-e.

Mr, Browx. An adequately repaired weld?

SeconNp WiTnEss. Yes.
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Mr. Brown. Could you say that is true of all 60 or on some of those would the
radiograph be so bad that you couldn't tell about whether that repaired weld
meant code?

SecoNp Wirness. I believe all of them you could have read. The only thing that
was any different was some of these welds were 114 wide and you couldn’t get
all of the identification on them that they wanted.

Mr, BrownN. You haven't answered my question, guite. Do yon think those
original radiographs, that some of those welds were bad welds the second
time—in other words, they hadn't been adequately repaired—or do you feel they
were all adequately repaired and what was lost here was a radiograph of good
welds?

SEcoNp WITNESs. As far as my records reflects from what I remember of it,
every one of them had been—every one of them had been repaired and reradio-
graphed and was an acceptable weld. There were none unacceptable through
quality control.

Mr. Browxs. It was the radiograph that was unacceptable and not the weld, is
that correct?

Seconp WiTNEss. As far as I know.

Mr. BrowN. And you thiuk all of the welds, based on the radiographs that you
looked at, the ones you remember, they didn't find acceptable to the standard of
the radiograph, that those were good welds ?

Secoxp WiTNess. As far as I know.,

Mr. Browx. Up to code standard,

SECOND WITNESS, Yes.

Mr. BRown. Then we were replacing the radiogr:
are saying were good welds?

SBeoND WITNESS. As far as T know.

aphs with something that you

It was later developed that perhaps there was a small percentage
of welds that might have gotten into the field that were bad welds.
However, the testmony at that point seemed to be fairly clear that the
witness didn’t think there was a possibility that 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. Barxvm. Do you mean literally through the pipe?

Mr. Brow~. Through the pipe that has been put in the ground or
through the radiographs that exist to assure whic
bad radiographs.

Mr. Barnuam. My question, Mr. Brown. is do you mean can you by
going through the pipeline— ' . )

Mr. Browx~. Let me ask the question ag
and just strike out the first question.

I assume the first step would be to determine whether or not the
radiographs that exist of the yard welds include some bad radio-
graphs, some that are duplicates, some that are not radiographs that
correspond to actual numbers, is that right?

Mr. Barnum. Yes; T think if T unde
rect and that is indeed what
graphic record of the field we

h radiographs may be

1in so as not to confuse you

rstand your question that is cor-
Alyeska did with respect to the radio-
lds. They cross-checked the radiographs
agamst each other and against the numbers of the welds to make sure
that they had a different radiograph for each weld and one that they
believed applied to the weld in the ground, They did not actually look
in the ground to determine whether that weld No. 2 was reflected by
radiograph No. 2. :

Mr, Browx. Tt was deseribe

d in some specific detail how if quality
control did not have an ¢

wlequate radiograph that met radiographie
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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 msert it in this spot.

Mr. Barxum, That is the allegation.

Mr. Brow~. Now my qnmtion is, if you find duplicate radiographs,
is it possible for you to go to those nlnnln red weld spots and radio-
graph both welds and find out which is the weld for which you had
the right radiograph and which is the weld for which you did not have
a J.uh{wmph in the first instance ?

Mr. Barxvw. If either.

Mr. Brown. I am sorry.

Mr. Barxunm. If either. You could have two radiographs that are
in faet identical with different numbers on them and neither of the
welds with those numbers is the weld that was radiographed.

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

Mr. Bar~xus. That is literally possible. It would, of course, be a
monumental task.

Mr. Browx. Was it done in the first instance? I understand that
some of the bad radiographs of the field welds

Mr. Barnusm. That is precisely what was done with respect to the
3955, is my understanding.

Mr. Browx. So here we are dealing

Mr. Barnva. Not necessarily by taking a second radiograph.

Mr. Browx. How is it done?

Mr. Bar~yuat. It could have been done by the identification process.

Mr. Brown. All right.

Mr. Baryom. They did it by the identification process in many
instances. »

Mr. Browx~. But we have a somewhat more difficult problem again
with the repaired weld. There we have only a section of the
weld that was originally inadequate that had been repaired. So
you only have that repaired section that has been radiographed.
We have been told that the tape that was put on the original
radiograph showed where the weld came on the pipe but that
then when the radiograph is falsified the tape is put on another
pipe, slipped around to where the repaired weld on that pipe
was, and then a radiograph is taken as if it were on the tape in
the right spot for the weld that they did not have a radiograph for.
Do you understand what T am saying?

Mr. Barxua. I gather that is the .1|Iv_m17inr1.yv.~c.

Mr. Brown. Now, therefore, it would be difficult, T assume, because
the tape was moved around on the pipe, to know that you have a good
picture on any particular weld. How do vou identify those welds ‘that
are duplicates if the tape has been jiggered with ?

Mr. Barxua. If you have nothing but that very short segment of
film, I am not sure that you could other than by comparing it with
the actual weld, or perhaps records exist which would otherwise re-
flect it is a picture of the repaired well.

Mr. DingeLp. If the gentleman would yield, you are in difficulty at
this point?
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Mr. Barnus. What was that ?

Mr. DingeLL. You are in difficulty at this point ?

Mr. Barxua. That is not clear to me yet.

Mr. Dingenn. Well, I said at this point you are in difficulty. You
are in sort of a mess at this point. At this point you are in kind of a
bad way, aren’t you ¢

Mr. BarNum. I am not sure that we are.

Mr. DingeLL. I mean with regard to checking the weld against the
X-ray or knowing whether it is a valid X-ray for the weld that it
purports to be for.

Mr. Barnuy. Well, we are not far enough into our analysis of what
wa have been told, let alone the records of Alyeska concerning the
double joint welds or any efforts on their part or on the Department
of the Interior to correlate them with the actual welds in the ground.
I believe Mr. Frizzell is prepared to talk on that point and I defer to
him.

Mr. Browx. If I could continue just for a moment. There seems
to me to be two ways to check here. First, one of the allegations that
was made the other day has not been brought 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 1
referred to here as the Second Witness can be found in the Bechtel
or the Alyeska files, is that correct ?

M. Bar~xum. I think that is correct. What T 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 far
as he knew were in compliance with the DOT standards after they
had been repaired.

Mr. Browx~. He testified—T did not read that 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 ap-
parently have the list of the 60 radiographs by number that the radi-
ographers were asked to falsify and so those ought to be fairly 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 properly matched up is
also a question that is raised. That is a somewhat different problem and
It seems to me that has to be addressed by whatever system you wonld
come up with to check these welds. Buf based on what we have dis-

cussed, is it possible to make a determination that those welds are
adequate ?

Mr. Barvun. Not vet.
Mr. Brow~. Would you say that again?
Mr. Barxua. On the basis of what we have

n th diseussed, is it possible
to make a determination that those

welds are adequate?
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Mr. Browx. Could you at some future date make a determination ?
Mr. Barxum. Not solely on the basis of what we have discussed.
Mr. Browx. Would vou suggest how it might be done?

Mr. Barxvar. I think we have to know a good deal more about the
state of the records, not just 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. Brow~. And you have not yet examined those records !

Mr. Barxuvat. No, we have not.

Mr. Browx. Are you satisfied that those records exist ?

Mr. Barxua. I am told that they exist, I am not yet satisfied that
they exist.

Mr. Browx. Just a couple of specific questions to clean up a couple
of points. Who has quality control responsibility for the Alyeska
pipeline welding?

Mr. Barnum. Quality control ?

Mr. Browx. Let’s go down the line. What Government departments
are involved?

Mr. Barxva. The Alyeska pipeline is the responsibility of the De-
partment of the Interior. It is the Department of the Interior that
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.

Mr. Brown. And Alyeska has responsibility for their own pipeline
which they subcontracted to Bechtel ?

Mr. Baryvum. Quality control to Bechtel.

Mr. Brow~. Quality control.

Mr. Barxua. That is correct.

Mr. Browx. Do they subcontract to others? How many quality con-
trol subcontractors are there in the Alyeska pipeline?

Mr. Barxua. I am not aware of the precise number and I don’t
know who in addition to Bechtel is performing the quality control
function.

Mr. Dixcern. Maybe that is a question that should be directed to the
Interior Department. The Chair observes that a lot of these questions
are questions that should be addressed more clearly to Interior than
to the Department of Transportation.

Mr. Browx. One final question relating to standards on pipelines. I
asked Mr. 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?

Mr. Barvoa. I believe that the standards to which Mr, Olive was
referring are the American Petroleum Institute standards for pipe-
line welds, not the American Society of Non-Destructive Testing.

Mr. Brow~. Does the Department of Transportation have any
responsibility for qualifications of radiographers?

Mr. Barxuva. I think only in the sense that 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.

Mr. Browx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Barxuvar. But we do not require radiography in our regulations.

Mr. Browx. Or the qualification of radiographers?

Mr. Bar~xvw. It is my understanding that we do not.

I stand corrected on the comment. on the 1104 standard; it is in fact
a joint committee of the API and the American Gas Association in
which the Society for Non-Destructive Testing participates.

Mr. Browx. Thank you.

Mr. DingeLL, Gentlemen, the Chair thanks you. We will excuse you
and we would ask that you remain briefly. It may be necessary to have
vou back for some further questions after we have concluded with the
Interior Department witnesses.

The Chair will now call the witnesses from the Department of the
Interior.

Mr. Barynvar. Do you want us tostay ?

Mr. DixgeLL. If you would remain in the room, not at the table.

Mr. Barxuy. Could I remain on 10-minute call? I have a number
of things at the Department that I really ought to be pursuing.

Mr. Dixgerr. Certainly. T 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. T 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. Barxvar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dingerr. 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 Interior, who is accompanied by Mr. John E.
Latz, Technical Assistant to the Under Secretary, and Maj. Gen.
Andrew P. Rollins, Jr., retived, authorized officer,
office,

(zentlemen, 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 this time?

Mr. FrizzeLy. None,

Mr. Dixar
you ?

Mr. FrizzerL. Not 1.

Mr. DincerLL. Copies of the rules of the committee and copies of
the House are available there at the witness table for vour assistance
if you so desire, :

Alaska pipeline

L. Do any of you desire to have counsel at the table with

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 truth and nothing but the thruth. o help you God ¢

Mr. Frizzev. I do. '

Mr. Larz. I do.

General Roruixs. T do.

Mr. DixgeLr. 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; MAJ. GEN.
ANDREW P. ROLLINS, JR.,, RETIRED, AUTHORIZED OFFICER,
ALASKA PIPELINE OFFICE; AND HUGH C. GARNER, DEPUTY
SOLICITOR, OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR

Mr. Frizzerr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Kent Frizzell. T am
presently Under Secretary with the Department of Interior. The gen-
tleman on my right is Mr. Latz who is technical assistant to the Under
Secretary and a member of my immediate office. The gentleman on my
left is Major General Rollins ‘who is the authorized officer in our pipe-
line office in Anchorage, Alaska.

Mr. Chairman, I also have an opening statement that I would like
to make to this committee. If you would bear with me, I believe I can
clear up about 98 percent of the issues and questions that have been
raised earlier here today and then I am fair game for the committee.
I would like to make an opening statement if 1 might, sir.

Mr. Dingerr. We will give you that opportunity and you may con-
sider yourself recognized for that purpose.

Mr. Frizzerr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I think it
is necessary to briefly recap certain events and allegations.

On October 18, of this year, I responded to the l]lt]lllm]l s letter
and to fthe subcommittee stafl’s preliminary report relating to the
Trans Alaska Pipeline. On page 1 of that letter 1 stated as follows:

In general, I find the report to be biased, totally lacking in objectivity and
replete with inaceuracies, My larger concern, however, is with the overall tenor
of the staff report * * * its general aceusatory language with no specificity, its
negative innuendo without affirmative recommendations indie ating where im-
provement might be achieved. Its major goal appears only an attempt to
discredit.,

Mr. Dixgere. The Chair at this point would inquire, are yon refer-
ring to the matter under consideration by the subcommittee at this
time or to the earlier correspondence between vourself and the
chairman?

Mr. Frizzevr, Mr. Chairman, I deem that it is necessary to address-
those matters under consideration by the -au}mmmnllvv tod: ay to make
this brief review of events leading up to today’s hearing.

Mr. Dingern. 1 don’t think that those have to do \\11]; the matter,
[ will insert the correspondence in the record and we will let it speak
for itself.

[ Testimony resumes on p. 74.]
[ The correspondence referred to follows:]




CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20515

August 9, 1976

The Honorable ¥ent Frizzell
Urder Secretary of the Interior
Department of the Interior
OFffice of the Secretary
Wahhington, D. C. 20840

Dear Mr. Frizzell:

I have rewiewed the recent exchange of correspondence you initiated with
officials of Alyeska Pipaline Service Company on July 20, 1976. Thias exchangs
relates to the new x-ray and sudlt requirementa you have ieposed upon the
pipeline now i its final stages of completion.

At the peimest I want to correct tha rapressntation you made in your
letter of July 20, to Mr. E. L. Patton, that "ancopy of this (Aithur Andersen
5 Co.) report has been delivered to the appropriate Congressional cosmittees
and to your connsel, Mr. Quinn 0'Connell." That report had not in fact been
furnished to the Subcosmittes on Enerqy and Power. We later raceived a copy b
by rmall on August 4, only because wa had requested it. I would hope that
in the future we can expact your Department to keep us better advised of pipe-
line developments. You will rocall Y radidd this precise point with you at the
Subcommittee hearing on June 21, 1976.

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

As I read the correspondence, you are requiring Alyeska to make a

duplicato copy of each new radlograph and to submit that copy to the Alaska

peline Office. Thera, that duplicate will be enshitined in a storage
facility yet to be created, You will not have a complote set of x-rays
becasme more than elghty percent of the welding and radiography is finished
dlready. Since no poe presently with the Alaska Pipeline Office is capable
of interpreting thase x-rays, your order will have the effect of turning
that office into a bureaucratic repository -- historically interesting per-

8, but serving little purpose.

In ldoking at this new requirenant for duplicats x-rays, I find it most
interesting that this requirement was impossd without oven the slightest
consultation with the Authorized Officer in Alaska. General Follins is sup-
posed to be your on-sito oxpert. When meab of the Subcormittea staff
net with Rim following your letber of Ju he exprassed to them general
dismay and utter unfamillarity with this engone and useless requlrement.




The lonorable ¥ent Frizzell 2 August 9, 1976

This highlights the lack of coordination botween the Yashington and Anchorage
offices.

It surpoitses ma 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 fileas
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 1975 nust be examined as carefully as in 1975. Wwhile there has bean an
imorovemant, navertheless, some problems which existed in 1975 are still being
found in 1976. Radiogrpphers were observed more than two days behind. Quality
control imspectors were not always prasent when welding was being done, But
the problems go well beyond welding and radiography. They have been confirmed
Ly a number of people within the Alaaka Pipeline Office and within the company
and its contractors. The detection and reporting of these problems Ly the
Department’'s representatives in the field and theilr support staff reflect the
good fledd work presently being performed by them. I encourage greater scrutiny
of their reports.

Your decision now to move on the Arthur Andersen & Co. report underscores
the Departoent's mistake in failing to wove swiftly once the x-ray problem
had surfaced. Alyeska was allowed to investigate itself for nearly eight
months without ang Fedaral controls, monitors, input or coordination.

During this entire period, Alyeska continued to weld, x-ray (coccasionally)
and bury plpel Interior's inertia encouraged the problems to multiply.

Inposition of additional paperwork burdens on Alyeska at this time is,
in ny judgment, probably too late. The Department had inspectors on sites at
all times during tha development of the pipelins and had the right of unlimited
access to the records of the company. The scramble for additional paper at
this time indicatas to me that you nmay be more interested in paper for its own
sake than in the substance of the pipelina and its probless. 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 move on the falsified radicgraphs
has contributed to Alyeska's problems.

I believe that serlous conaideration should be glven to the valua of
the nead for the duplicate radiographs. You should also reviow tha files
the Anchorage Office and determine whether the 1976 progran denarves mpore
scrutiny. You should conslder tha fact that the additional paperwork
encourages the signing of blank papes whkich are only later filled in (a
fact confirmed by Subcommittee staff). Consideration should bes given to
seeing how such of this additicnal papexwork should be eliminated.

I will walcome any comments you may have to offér on the points I have
raided.

Sincerely,

Dingell

B3-958 O - 17 - 4
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Dingell:

Thank you for your letter of August 9, 976 7 the weld
on the Trans Alaska Pipeline,

At the outset, I want to correct your representation that a capy of the
Arthur Andersen Report was not made available to your subcommittee. b
staff advises me that on the day following our receipt of the rer

same was made available to members of your staff, You may be as

that what appears to be an apparent breakdown in staff communic

not affect my continued commitment to keep you appropriately advi
current pipeline events,

Your support of Alyeska Pipeline Service Company in voicing your appre-
hension with respect to my recent stiff requirements on x-ray marking and
ntrol is perhaps understandable, However, T r pectfully disag
you that these new requirements are too late. True, only about 20
of the welding remains to be done, but having knowledge of k
experienced by Alyeska in control of x-ray film, T could
the remaining 20 percent of the welding. There has be ; 88 you point
out, an additional paperwork burden on Alyeska Pipeline Service
as a result of new control requirements. I couldn't agree m 1
} government regqulations and control of private enterprise is ifling
nomy and in so many instances are counter productive, However, in
2, I believe that the additional paperwork requirement
justified in light of the deficiencies in Alyeska's past record-keeping
procedures.,

Your letter also states that "No one presently with the Alaska
Office is capable of interpreting these x-rays."” This compete
contained at a high level in the personnel of our principal co
Machanics Research, Inc, You will recall Machanics Research as
represented on the government panel at the hearing before your sub-
) ittea.

Again, I must correct your statement that my July 20th directives were
made "without the slightest consultation with the Authorized oOfficer in
Alaska." Indeed, he was consulted, and what is apparently a characteriza-
tion by your staff of General Rollins' knowledge, familiarity, and
concurrence in my directives is both grossly inmaccurate and unfortunate.




indicate the c 12 » Depe t is paying more attention
the 197 roblems th ur welding program. Let
»w, much public and
welding pre 'y
ion has been unequall
eciate ver 1 ecc ition that there has been
welding proc 3 a t : e Department's

spresentatives are doing good field work, We will contimie to do the

best possible job in the over ht of the Trans Alaska Pipeline,

ally, you | jgested that perhaps the Department should have
acted sooner rning the welding probl Hindsight, as you know, is
uch 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), t ire then and always has been to determine facts so
that appropriz C could be taken. Much of the time period during
which t investigations were ongoing was covered by the cold season
during whi no welding we ing done. Furthermore, indications are
that the vast majority of the problems had already occurred before any
knowledge of t T available, s you know, investigations are
continuing today stermine the exact magnitude of the problem and
remedial work is g - lished at the fastest possible rate.

I have given considerable thought to the specific suggest ions you make
concerning our oversight responsibilities, Please be advised that I

find my x -ement for duplicate radiographs to have sufficient value to
contimie t} requirement, Mr., John Iatz of my staff has advised me

that he is contimally asse ng 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 Pipelin

Company by our control directives is unfortunate, but in our

necessary.

Please contact me anytime as your comments and s ions are

welcome,

Yours

Honorable John D, Dingell

of Representatives
D. C. 20515




United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

0CcT 18 1976
Dear Congressman Dingell:

This is in response to your letter of September 8, 1976 concerning the
“Preliminary Report" of September 8, 1976 prepared by your staff relating
to the Trans Alaska Pipeline.

In general, I find the report to be biased, totally lacking in objectivity
and replete with inaccuracies. My larger concern, however, is with the
overall tenor of the staff report...its general accusatory language with no
specificity, its negative innuendo without affirmatiyve recommendations indi-
cating where improvement might be achieved. Its major goal appears only an
attempt to discredit. I have assumed from the beginning that the goal shared
by you and the subcommittee was identical to that of the Secretary of the
Interior and myself, i.e., build the best pipeline possible, applying the
most advanced engineering standards and technology available, and above all,
protect the environment to the maximum extent possible. Our hope was that
we could embark on this undertaking cooperatively together, and with mutual
respect. Unfortunately, the staff report “misses the mark" in helping your
subcommittee and the Department of the Interior to achieve our common goal.

However, I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to make corrections

in the report. I will not attempt to comment on each of the many unsupported
accusations and innuendos contained in the report. I will point out a few
specific shortcomings.

1. The report concludes that with respect to the Alyeska welding program,
"every one of the major 1975 problems has been repeated in 1976." This
statement is so misleading as to be absurd. Anyone with an ounce of
objectivity knows that vast improvements have been made in the program
since 1975. We are confident that new QC procedures and Government
requirements instituted since May 1976, have precluded any falsification
of x-rays in 1976 and that radiographs do exist for 100% of all field
girth welds performed in 1976.

The report concludes that "Quality Control is not always present" during
welding and that in such instances cutouts are required and welding has
to be redone in the presence of QC inspectors. This, of course, has
occurred in some instances and the requirement to reweld is a sound QC
practice. Our own auditors have reported that by July 1976 we no Tonger
observed any instances of the absence of QC on new work.
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3. The report also finds that radiographers continue to "fall far behind
welding crews;" and that "production and QC personnel do not have the
X-ray analysis by 7:00 am the next day."

My overall observation concerning the above three findings is that beyond the
fact that the same are unsupported in any way and give the impression that
such occurrences are wide-spread, these findings are for the most part mis-
leading. Although it is possible there may exist in a project of this magnitude
isolated instances where QC personnel are not present during welding, the
Authorized Officer has not detected this since June of 1976. One fact your
"fact finders" missed is that there are twice as many QC personnel in the
field in 1976 than there were in 1975. That a few staffers can visit Alaska
for two weeks and observe an 800-mile pipeline for a few days and conclude
that the number of x-ray crews is inadequate is presumptuous to say the
least. The proof of the pudding will be whether the 1976 welds have each
been x-rayed and I can assure you this will be the case. There have also
been isolated instances where x-ray crews have fallen behind the ideal
distance for a temporary period. This, I am told, was primarily due to
their being held up by visual QC inspectors. These instances as well as
those when the 7:00 am deadline was not met are exceptions that can and

do occur in any large construction project and are not indicative of wide-
spread inadequacies. We are constantly working to keep the QC at the highest
level. The impression that the report gives that the 1976 welding season is
really no better than 1975 is both unfair and false.

4. The report states (without indicating how the writer came to know)
that paperwork requirements are "being signed in blank." We have
no evidence of this and do not believe such practices are occurring.
You may be assured that if the writer of the report can point to
specific places people or times, the Authorized Officer will investi-
gate immediately.

The report discusses (in one of the few instances where specifics

are found) the Tsina River crossing. The writer concludes several
things among which are that Federal inspectors were not present during
construction of the crossing and were "not even aware that the Tsina
River crossing was being made."

The AOFR was indeed informed that work was in progress on the
crossing on State land. The Execution Contractor was experiencing
problems with dewatering the ditch, bringing the pipelaying to a
halt. The AOFR was fully cognizant of this problem, and with the
knowledge that the State Pipeline Coordinator's representative was
present at the site that day, he personally attended to other critical
ongoing work. The following morning, July 17, 1976, one of his
representatives observed the work at that crossing. These facts

were available if your staff had but made a simple inquiry of the
Authorized Officer.
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The report on pages 13 through 22 discusses various topics
under the heading "Environmental Problems." At the outset
the report concludes that “"Alyeska has done a better environ-
mental job than was initially anticipated.” It is unclear
who's "anticipation" has been exceeded, but this admission
is appreciated. Inasmuch as the report does not contain a
single specific reference to the actual environmental pro-
tection stipulations imposed upon the builders of the
pipeline, perhaps a review of the protection measures taken
is in order. The protection of the environment consumed
the overwhelming majority of time and effort of the Depart-
ment prior to the signing of the permit agreement. The
Environmental Impact Statement took two years to complete
and cost $9 million which was reimbursed to the Government
by Alyeska. A1l of the Stipulations of our Permit Agree-
ment exist to protect the environment. It has been said
that this project has received more intensive environmental
protection scrutiny than any other private construction
project in the world.

I have the following specific comments concerning the environmental
items discussed in the report.

River Training Devices

Alyeska is building river training structures to protect both above-
ground and belowground pipe. As written, one could conclude from the
report that river training structures are being built to protect above-
ground pipe only. The purpose of the river training structures is not
to keep the pipe from being inundated, but rather to prevent channels
from forming or flowing across the pipeline and scouring out the pipe or
the V5M's (see Stip. 3.6.1.1). The third sentence in this section of
the report is completely in error. The construction mode, aboveground
or belowground, is determined by the type of soil encountered and not
whether or not river training structures are being proposed (see

Stip. 3.3.1). River training structures are commonly used to protect
facilities such as highways and railroads, and population centers.

The purpose of a river training structure is to have a short-term

(1ife of project) effect on the river, i.e., to prevent shifts of

the main river channel where it could cause scour and expose the buried
pipe or VSM's (see Stip. 3.6.1.1.1.4 and 3:6:1:1.7.5):

Pipe Not Buried Below Scour Depth
The statement that some river crossings "may not be buried below the
scour depth" is incorrect. The APO has approved Alyeska's burial
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depths based on independent evaluation in compliance with Stipulation
3.6.1.1.1.3 and/or protective structure to control scour.

There are many formulas and ways to calculate scour depth. Application
of the various methods varies with the site conditions and the judgment
of the designer. There is no single "correct" method. Also, contrary
to the report, there is no “"Corps of Engineers method" since the Corps,
too, utilizes many methods in its work.

At least two different scour calculation methods were used to check
Alyeska's scour estimates. Generally, APO's analyses resulted in less
burial depth than Alyeska's proposals. The writer of this section of
the report appears to lack the necessary technical expertise and
understanding of this area.

Glaciers

The comments pertaining to the potential hazards associated with the
proximity of Castner, Black Rapids and Worthington glaciers are reason-
ably accurate, except that the probability of an untoward incident is
greatly over-emphasized. These concerns were addressed in the environ-
mental impact statement. There would be ample time to shut down the
pipeline and take other appropriate action before any glacier could
pose an immediate threat to the pipeline. I need not remind you that
the Congress ‘approved the Environmental Impact Statement as being
adequate and its discussion of glaciers and their minimal probable impact
on the pipeline has not changed since that statement was written several
years ago.

Erosion and Subsidence

Erosion has taken place in some instances because erosion control work
was not always done in a timely manner. We do not know how the number

of workpad washouts was determined by the writers of the report since
we have not compiled a Tist or know of the existence of such information

The information in the report concerning the Lost Creek cut is not
entirely correct. First, the cracks are primarily in the floor and
not in the face of the cut. Secondly, no movement in the formation
has been detected. The current hypothesis is that the cracks were
formed when in situ ice melted and the permafrost surface regressed.
The cut is considered stable.

Fuel Gas Line

The information presented in this section of the report is grossly
incomplete. It does not cover all comments and considerations that
went into the initial decision regarding the location of the line
and in subsequent resolution of problems that developed. There were
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numerous interdisciplinary discussions among AP0, JFWAT, MRI, GIE and
EEI staffs and between APD, BLM and the State of Alaska regarding the
location of the fuel gas line. The first route proposed by Alyeska
traversed considerably more area outside either the oil pipeline or

the State Highway Right-of-Hay than the route subsequently approved

by APO. Alyeska was requested to resubmit its application keeping it
within the pipeline or highway right-of-way as much as possible. The
State of Alaska Department of Highways would not permit the fuel gas
line in the toe of the highway embankment where APO felt it should

be placed. Alyeska opposed placing it in the workpad for safety reasons,
and because of construction problems associated with digging through

the insulated workpad immediately adjacent to the oil pipeline, It

was finally agreed to place the fuel gas line 15 feet from the toe of
the highway with Alaska Department of Highways' concurrence. Tests were
run in the northern part of Section 5/6 which substantiated that this
work could be accomplished in an environmentally acceptable manner.

It was not until Alyeska entered that particular section noted in the
report that some of the problems alluded to appeared. We were concerned
about this particular area, but Alyeska assured us that they could
accomplish the work with the Roc-Saw and the Barber Green ditchers.
However, as indicated in Mr. Turner's memo, the Execution Contractor
was not responsive nor was the construction element of Alyeska. Changes
subsequently were made in Alyeska's construction management as well

as the Execution Contractors at APO's direction.

Although not noted in the report, the use of explosives was stopped by
APO. Notwithstanding that this section of the report is merely an in-
complete reiteration of historical facts, the pipe in place meets all
codes, welds have been radiographed and meet Code requirements, and

the subject portion of the 1ine has been satisfactorily hydrotested

and is in compliance with Stipulation 3.2.1.1, and all other stipulations.

011 Spills
I agree with the report that fuel spills during construction are to be
expected. With the benefit of hindsight, it is now passible for the
writers of the report to argue that some of the spills might have been
prevented through better management of the fuel handling personnel

and fuel handling procedures. You should be advised that the APO has
required and Alyeska has implemented: (1) tracking system of fuel usage
at all camps (metering and record keeping) and (2) periodic pressure
testing of camp fuel Tines. It also should be noted that Alyeska is
immediately reporting all spills of 50 gallons and larger in accordance
with reporting procedures approved by Federal and State agencies. They
are to report all spills weekly by 1isting to all appropriate agencies
(also see Stipulation 2.13). We know of no ins tances where this is now
not being done nor have any of the agencies expressed knowledge of non-
compliance to this office on this subject.
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In accordance with EPA guidance to APO on fuel spill cleanup, APD monitors
have taken the lead in some cases during spill cleanup activities until
Alyeska management could take over crew direction. Fuel spill cleanup
equipment was provided by Alyeska to all pipeline sections.

With regard to the remarks allegedly made by Mr. Max Brewer, former
Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
(DEC), it is appropriate that Mr. Brewer respond as I am not aware of
any such statement. It is the responsibility of the Permittee to report
spills, and not APO (see Stipulation 2.13.2).

The paraaraph pertaining to the oil spill observed by your staff is
not accurate. A spill was observed, the station attendant had spread
materials to soak up the oil but, contrary to the staff report, the
valve had been shut off. Alyeska oil spill report indicated that 103
gallons had been spilled and the cause was a malfunctioning automatic
shutoff valve.

Leak Detection (Main Pipeline)

Our review of Alyeska's leak detection system had determined that they
are utilizing the best state-of-the -art systems available. While many
methods of leak detection have been studied, the planned installation
represents the most practical, reliable and accurate system available
for long-term operations.

Alyeska's Operations and Maintenance plan will include periodic monitor-
ing along the buried pipeline route which will detect hot oil flow
through any initially frozen ground. With this use of present technology
for leak detection, the probability of a small underground leak going
undetected over an extended period of time is minimized to the highest
degree possible. We know of no detection system better than the one
proposed to be used. However, if, as your staff seems to suggest, a
better system exists, we would, of course, be happy to examine it.

Feeding the Animals
Alyeska has complied with Stipulation 1.14; however, as reported, feeding

of wildlife by individual workers has been and continues to be a problem.

In such instances authority for enforcement of stipulations against individual
workers lies with Alyeska as the employer or the State of Alaska fish and
game enforcement officers. APO has continually stressed the importance of
proper enforcement, and suggested that violators be dealt with harshly.

The Alaska State Department of Fish and Game has recently issued instructions
making it unlawful to feed animals within the pipeline corridor.

Materials Sites

Alyeska performed exploration work on every material site on Federal
lands prior to opening the site. The exploration work consisted generally




(pre-1974) of a drilling program, whereas after permit issuance other
techniques were also used. This work was carried out under the surveillance
of the BLM (pre-1974) and APO thereafter. In a few cases, the material

in the site was not representative of the data obtained in the exploration
program in accurately determining the quality of mineral material in the
site. Most likely the only way to overcome this would be to allow more
extensive explorations, which would involve more environmental disturbance
than the methods used.

Only in a very few cases was a small area cleared and no gravel removed
from the site; however, these sites were subsequently used as disposal
sites, which eliminated the need to disturb another area for disposal
of waste material. We are not aware of any case where material sites
are mined deeper than authorized by the approved mining plan or the
ADFR. In some cases, deeper mining was subsequently authorized to pre-
clude the need to disturb additional areas. A separate environmental
assessment was made for all proposed material sites, disposal sites

and access roads and, if acceptable, was the basis for authorizing use
of the site (see Stipulation 2.6).

Big Game Crossings
Alyeska has provided, or is in the process of providing, elevated cross-
ings for all locations required by the Federal (APO) and State (SPCO)
offices. Contrary to what is stated in the report, there are no dis-
agreements between governmental entities on resolution of animal cross-
ing requirements.

Low Water Crossings

Alyeska's Low Water Crossing (LMC) design concept was approved. It was
initially recommended by staff elements that LWC be used to the maximum
extent practicable. The LWC concept is sound and will become mandatory
during the operational phase of the project in most locations. However,
not all LWC's were properly constructed (well-graded gravel, rock, ete.)
and/or utilized (pipeline spread construction traffic only, not designed
to be used as an access road by heavy equipment). These discrepancies
have been or are being corrected.

Application of approved designs was made in the field on a case-by-case
basis. This section of the report leaves one with the impression that
all APO decisions in regard to the project must have unanimous con-
currence by all parties involved in order to be proper and valid. The
AOFR has the authority and responsibility to make decisions on Alyeska's
requests for field approval after considering all factors. There are
times when the AOFR's decision is not in complete agreement with each
staff member's recommendations.




The APO has not fgnored the advice of JFWAT (part of AP0, not a separate
entity) or of its Technical Support Contractor in reaching decisions
on subjects where differences of opinion exist.

i

of threats to QC inspectors, that QC people are "routinely"
threatened by subcontractors, and that on an “inordinately large
number” of occasions QC representatives have had to ask Federal
inspectors for help. Yet, the report contains only a sketchy
description of two events, both of which are based on pure hearsay
and both of which your staffers admitted could not be substantiated.

Contrary to the report, there have been no instances where Alyeska
Quality Control personnel have approached the AOFRs to use their
authority specifically because of a threat of possible injury.
Furthermore, within the APO our turnover of surveillance people
has been almost non-existent.

The Department is very interested in knowing if threats are in
fact taking place and you may be assured that the Department
will investigate any reports and will do everything in its
power to prevent violence. Your staff report, however, sheds
very little light on this subject.

Out of Round
Gauging pigs are used in conjunction with hydrotesting prior
to operation to assure that the pipe ovality does not exceed
the design/operation 1imits. This is standard practice in
the pipeline industry. We have no reason to believe that
the frequency of out-of-round occurances on the trans Alaska
pipeline is unusual or significant to the integrity of the
Tine.

Sag River Crossing

Your staff report comments are obviously based upon a pre-
liminary report of the Sag River incident. A more comprehen-
sive study now concludes that the exact cause of the incident
cannot be determined with certainty from among various
possibilities. .

The statement that no Government official had seen the pipe
that had been pulled out of the Sag River is inaccurate. The
AOFR and a GIE representative were among the first (if not
the first) people to observe the pipe on June 8, 1976 while
on a helicopter overflight of the pipeline in that section.
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High water prevented immediate access to the pipe to determine
probable cause of failure. APO representatives also observed
the damaged pipe after it was removed from the ditch,

Based on the circumstances regarding the reconstruction of
the A.S. 123 crossing as compared to the original crossing,
it is Alyeska's belief that the same problems with pipe
ovalling are not Tikely to occur. At this time we have

no reason not to concur with that view. Again, contrary to
the staff report, about the only similarity between the
original crossing and the reconstructed crossing design

and procedures is the crossing location and burial depth.

The original crossing was done in winter - the new crossing
was done in summer. The original crossing was pulled into a
ditch filled with water and ice - the new crossing is being
placed in a dry ditch. The original crossing was welded up
into one section and pulled into place on rollers - the new
crossing is being welded up in about 500 foot sections and
lowered in the conventional way. The original crossing had
concrete coating - concrete weighting is not being used

on the new crossing since it is being immediately backfilled.
It is plain from the above that Alyeska did not, as stated

in the report, install the new crossing by “"basically follow-
ing the same procedures it had established last year,"

Alyeska's information indicates that on other river crossings
(A.S. 125 and A.S. 126) which were made during the winter and
where frozen soils and ice are part of backfill, were not
crushed out of round. Further, we know of no Government
engineer who made a statement about ice apparently crushing
the pipe.

The last paragraph in this section of the report is incorrect.
APO is checking the bellholes for ice lensing and the pipe for
any kind of damage when it is exposed for remedial weld/
radiograph work. The tape, bedding and padding, and zinc
anodes are also checked at that time.

. Completion Date
Your staff report suggests that the completion date of the

pipeline may be delayed. This conclusion, the writers say,
is based upon statements by "persons familiar" with the
problem and from observations made from a helicopter. I
submit that completion date projections are difficult at
best but certainly their reliability must be based upon
better information than that enumerated in the staff report.
Qur present information indicates that no substantial delay
in completion is anticipated.




Allegations of Subcommittee Obstruction

Many of the comments in the final section of the staff report are pure
nonsense. I frankly have trouble even commenting on many of the sub-
Jjective and distrusting statements, such as a general suggestion that
Federal employees deliberately withheld information, that Federal
interviewees "appeared extremely tense" or that a request by some to
have a lawyer present during questioning demonstrates anything but good
sense. 1 am told that your staffers refused to talk to Federal employees
with a lawyer present and that access to such employees was then allowed
in private and without their being represented.

As you are quite aware, I have directed the Department staff to
coopgrate to the fullest with your Subcommittee and I know of ro
information or document that has not been made available to your
staff upon request. In fact, I have allowed members of your staff
complete and unrestricted access to all Department pipeline related
files and they have even come into my office and perused my personal
files on the subject.

Your "investigators" include in their report instance after instance of totally
unsubstantiated hearsay as a basis for conclusions drawn. The report shows not
even a half-hearted attempt at impartiality or objectivity. Although Alaska
Pipeline Office personnel were interviewed and in many instances contradicted
statements that are contained in the report, those contradictions were omitted.
1 have pointed out no less than 17 specific and material inaccuracies contained
in the report, all of which could have been avoided if the staff had simply
inquired of the AP0. The unfair impact of the report, given to the press and
publicly disseminated prior to our having been furnished a copy or the oppor-
tunity to comment thereon, and correct misleading and erroneous statements
contained therein has come and gone. The record, however, stands corrected.

In conclusion, it is my hope and expectation that your Subcomittee will reject

the staff report in its entirety. In the future may we work together in a
spirit of cooperation which will enhance both our performance and your oversight.

Sincerely,

@ éw&tﬂ

Under Secretary

The Honorable John D. Dingell

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy & Power
Committee on Interstate & Foreign Commerce
House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515
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Octobar 26, 1976

The Honorable D. Kent 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 cbtained 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. Al
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 avallable 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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The Honorable D. Kent Frizzell
October 26, 1976
Page Three

For example, attachment number 1 to my letter discloses that in 1976

1. double repair is still occurring;

the 75% daily radiographic reguirement is not being cbserved;

welding reject rates are excessive;
welders who should have been disqualified were not;

the quality control inspectors on-site were unaware of certain
walding requirements;

6. gquality 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 G6% 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. Purthermore,
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 polnt 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.




The Ho le
October 26, 1976

Page Four

to you, Mr. Reynolds, your Department's Director of Audit
page 14, noted that 22 of the 68 critical
1, May and June of 1976 still
1 ack of preheating welds (7) and QC personnel not
during welding (15). These are the type proble strongly
ine , Yet no stop work crders were issved for these type
rol problems." At page 17, Mr. Reynolds cites two
cut out by Quality Control but the cut out order
was overriden. 3 sarently the APO parmitted corrective action to be
taken {according to the Re 1 report at pages 19 and 20), the APO is not
certain what that cor tive action was. In a footnote to his report, Mr.
Reynolds ocbjects 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 Se on 1, they guestioned the Alyeska Project Manager in
Section 1, Mr. Fon 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 inguiry and reported back to the staff that no crew had been laid
off. BSubsequently s gtaff information was confirmed by other sources.
The episode e er, indicate that the correct answers are not always
available si 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 if the design was not £ 1ly approved as installed, retrofit
would not be a major problem. Such a blasd 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 VEM'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, guality 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.




The Honorable D, Kent Frizzell
October 26, 1976
Page Pive

One remaining fact concerns me greatly. I 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 inacouracies 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.
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. L

Sincerely,

John D. Dingell
Chairman

JDD: Bvp

Enclosures




REVIEW OF GOVE RT (MR1 GIE) SPOT CHECK REPOR M ALASKAN FPIPELINE OFFICE

es In John Latz' ‘office at Inter
== quick review of spot check reports for 1975 through May, 1976

== many of the lr,—‘Jf[‘» point out non-conformance with government welding regulations
marked "wrgent" or “critical"” -- however, there is no required r ial action report
attached to a number of these showing t1n'L the problem was solved -- An MRl repre-
sentative could not explain the missing sheets -- so Is it not clear from thelr records
that Alyeska ever fixed the urgent problem welds -- HRI was somewhat embarrassed and
concerned .

=~ MRl |said they did not check out trends in problems checking out nonconformance
reports

-- An example of a missing remedial sheet, remedjal action sheet =-- attachment Fi
number 093

060 -- §/23/76
quality control people present on line
Noncompl lance
Critical
Double repair still going on
Hoted violation of APD telex
No remedial action reported
No guality control people on the job in April, '76
Ypoor quality control work is occurring' and there is no Q€ coverage"

066 == Only one x-ray out of 57 welds -- requirement 75%

5/5/76 -- x-rays’' stil] way behind, no welds on that date were x-rayed
MRl nonconformance reports indicate 303 repair rate which is extremely
high

5/5/76 -- longitudinal seams are not offset -- APO disappointed

5/6/76 == No x-rays

HRl -- point out its critical to stay up -- helps weldders

5/1/16 -- welding rods stand: in bu in rain
MRl representative said that the quality control guy on the line would
have to go and bitch to his boss, telling him that he was going to have
to shut down the operation if they continued to screw up -- he says this
Is not exactly an effective system

5/8/76

report excessive welding reject rates

several welders involved

according to the manual they should be disqualified
no action taken




x-ray crew three d

one of the reports
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020-8/28/75
nonconformance -- critical
x-ray crew 3.5 miles behind; at least a
them within one ml ¢
-~ GIE -~ pointed out in the
the high rejection rate of

014-8/28/75
noncor ance -~ critical
Bechtel pa ked for cut out use of offset problem
cutout instruction was mi »d out
requasted by the GIE
APO ‘said practice should stop but did not m cut It out

o012~ B/27/75
same problen

no action
82-056 8/171/75
GIE wanted
AOFR d
no QC ¢
MRI
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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.




United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE O THE 3ECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20740

December 6, 1976

Hon. Jokn D. Dingell

Chairman, Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Cormerce

Subcormittee on Enerny and Power

House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Chairman Dingell:

Your letter to rme of October 26, 1976, 1s essentially a restatecent of
your staff's conclusions, and fails to recognize my earlier responses
to such allegations.

Notwithstanding, I will once again address each of your points below:
1. Blank certifications and your Attachment #4.

Our Authorized Officer has no evidence of weld certifications being
sfoned in blank. Your reiteration concerninn this subject sheds no
mew light. If you or yocur staff have specific information, why don't
you give it to us? Also, be assured that we have searched our files
and they contazin no such wero even similar ‘o the one you have enclosed.
Your suggestion that the matter be turned over to the Justice D

is a good one. Iaybe their investigation will turn up scmeth
unsigned pieces of paper with names deleted. If there are “crir
implications” and your staff knows the names of the people who
portedly have informaticn, the law requires that such information be
provided to the appropriate l=w enforcement agency.

Incidentally, Paragraph One of your Attachment £4 states that a P-30'ed
weld vas reported to have been cut out in PS #5 and that GIE observed

the incident, but stated that he did not write a GIE spot check on the
activity. Our records show that a GIE representative did indeed observe
two P-30 welds beina cut out in PS #6 on September 2, 1976. The GIE
representative then wrote Non-Conformance Report tio, 031-342 dated
September 2, 1976 (copy attached) on this observation and processed the
NCR through normal channels. OA has subsequently submitted a rercort
explaining the incident. It should be noted that the cut out resulted
from a2 double repair which was detected and corrected by the QA/QC systen.
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Paragraph Two of Attachrent 74 states that 1976 welds were dug up because
they were never x-rayed or P-20"ed but the problers were discovered and
corrective action taken, The fact 1s that the situztion was investicated
by the AGFR and SIE representative because an fdentification problem arose
fron the As-Euflt Surwy. This is a typical exasple of the QA and our
Surveillance systen working to resolve problers.

Finally, your Attachrent £4 1mnlies that 1t 1s {fmproper to install short
sections of pre-tosted pipe in previously hydro-tested sections without
re-hydrotesting the entire section, Such welds are considered tie-in welds.
49 CFR, Paragraph 195.308 states:

“Pipe associated with tie-ins must be hydmstatica'ﬁly tested,
either with the section to be tied in or separataly.’

2. 1975 problers reoccuring in 1976.

A1l available facts dispute your staff's conclusfon that 1976 welding
quality is no better then 1975.

Welding problers in 1976 have diminished both 1n nurber and sicnificance
over 1975, Problers of OC inspectors and governsent fnspectors beinc
absent has occurred, but the occasions are rare. The work accorplished

on such occasions has been subsequently accepted by (C. It should be
emphasized that there is no criteria which requires 100% presence

of Governrent Inspectors during any construction phase, critical or
otherwise. The Right of Liay Jcreerent does not require a one to one ratio
of inspectors to workers. The Governrent requirerent is to spot check
Alyeska's QA efforts, not GC the job. The assertion that there has been

a Governsent failure to conduct independent testino is totally false, e.c.,
the Governrent had extensive fracture rechanics testing accoiplished and
solicited the opinion of the top men in the country on the welding probleir,

Your Attachrent 31 purports to "disclose” 6 {terms of descrepancy and s a
"quick review" of spot check reports for 1975 through May 1976, written

by GIE. It lists.16 SCR's either by incorplete number fdentification or
date only. The review lists selected portions of department reports and
your staft's interpretation of the sare. In any case, the "quick review"

1s incorplete, lackino in depth and understandina, and does not support
your inplications. Copies of the referenced spot checks are attached. llote
that all these non-conformancas have been followed up and closed out by
acceptable Rercdial Action Reports.

83-858 O - 77




Your comment of a "startling” increase in non-conformances 1s an example
of your staff's misuee of statistics. Since the reporting system which
you have used 1s on a Spot Check basis and not desioned as a full tire
inspection system, quantitative conclusions drawn from raw nurbers with

no understanding of the overall operations can be misleading and fncorrect.
For exasple, in Attachment #3 to your letter, the 1975 Spot Check Report
statistics on welding and radiography are compared to the 1976 statistics,
and a conclusion of a “startling 66%" increase in non-conformance reports
fs drawn. Below 1s the professional analysis:

SCR's in 1975 were taken over a six rmonth period of routine spot
checking of 1ine activities. SCR's in the 1976 sample represent
a three ronth period. While it 1s true that the percentage of
non-conforrances reported increased 113 (21% 1n 1975 to 32% in
the 1976 reports) the irportant analysis to make is that althouch
the 1976 effort was especially directed toward welding, the
critical/urgent non-conformances weré 40% versus 70% for the 1975
period or a "startlino 754" improverent. In 1975, 28 HCR's were
urgent; in 1976, only 3 ...or in your words a “startling 900% de-
crease.” To the professional these statistics reflect a decided
improverent in the QA/QC effort and a “startling 665" was a result
of a greater nurber of reports because of a more concentrated
welding surveillance effort.

3. Tsina River Crossing.

A rehash of the Tsina River Crossing seens unnecessary. [ believe this

was adequately answered in ry previous response and in that of Mr. Patton in
the Alyeska response to the Subcommittes Staff's report. The Government team
was aware of the crossing coing on, and the work done for four weeks up to that
point had been observed. As Mr, Patton stated in his response, "Discussion

of the river crossing with State and Federal monitors took place that day and
on numerous occasions prior to and throughout the work."

The fact that Mr. Knight, the AOFR in Section 1, was not aware of the work at
the Tsina Crossing is sirply explained: Mr. Knight had just arrived in Section
1 as an interin replacement for the Altermate AOFR in that Section, The brief-
ing Mr. Knicht recefved upon his arrival did not include a detailed discussion
of the Tsina River activity sirply because it was a lower priority item than
other construction activities then taking place. Mr. Carson, the primary AOFR
fn Section 1, was aware of the river crossing activity and would have had a
rerber of the APD team present 1f he felt it necessary. The point to be rade is
that the primary AOFR is responsible for plannina surveillance coverage in the
field. There is no requircsent for Federal monitors to be present at every
construction activity. The AOFR decides what daily events, in his best judagment,
should be observed.




4., Coments of DOI Audit and Investigation. .

First: 1 should point out to you that I personally asked the Division

of Audit and Investication to look at our entire oversite operation in Alaska
after the Arthur Anderson report, which 1 had earlier cormissioned, was made
available to me. The investigation was done by career erployees without any
restrictions by my office whatsoever. The bottom 1ine of that investigation
was that no evidence emerged that showed wronodoina, neglicence or fmpropriety
on the part of [0l personnel in the performance of their duty.

Relative to your specific corments concerning the DOT Audit and Investigation
Report, you imply that stop work orders should be issued whenever construction
activities do not appear to conform to Stipulation requirements., As noted,
the question of matters such as failure to preheat during welding appeared in
ﬂ:ot check reports written in April, May, and June of 1976. As a result of

ese observations, the matter was brought to the attention of ()C Personnel,
who then gave closer scrutiny to that aspect of the welding operatien. It
is important to note that in this scenario as well as in many others, it is
often more prudent to have OC investigate suspect activities rather than
arbitrarily issue stop work orders. Under guidelines issued to APO Field
Personnel (and Alyeska's QC), this instance did not constitute a condition
warranting a stop work order.

Your staff report also fmplied that a stop work order should be {ssued whenever
QC personnel are not "{in sight" during welding operations. As noted, spot check
reports indicate that (C personnel were not present at some welding activities.
1t must be understood that QC was not staffed to provide a2 "one to one” condition
for monitoring every activity at all weldino operations, nor is such surveillance
required procedure, The OC supervisor must determine the allocation of his staff.
It 15 his responsibility to insure that even thouch all activities may not be
attended, they are checked frequently enouch to verify that work quality 1s at

an acceptable Tevel., If work was accomplished without the knowledge of QC,

or if workmanship is unsatisfactory, the (C does not accept it. (C's decision

not to accept such work can only be overridden by higher authority, namely
QA and/or Alyeska's Project Manager, with concurrence of APO.

Concerning the two welds marked for cut out by QC, the decision was made (with
APO's approval) to accept the welds on merits other than visual inspection,
{.e., radiography and hydrotest results. The fact that the ACFR did not agree
with this resolution should not be used to discredit the decision. Many
designs must involve AP0 Technical Staff, who have more technical knowledge

in specific disciplines than AOFR's. Seldom is any decision arrived at with
unanimous approval of all parties concerned. To expect 100 percent concurrence
on every decision made by APO Staff would be 1ike expecting the U.S. Conaress
to vote unanimously on every bill 1t considered. However, 1f your staff would
have fully investigated its accusations, theéy would have found that indeed the




ADFR did agree with this decisfon. The corment referred to in the log was
prior to the time the AOFR was fully informed on the technical considerations
and discussions with his altermate. Such factual information was all available
to your staff on October 26, 1976, but 1t appears they chose to ignore {t.

Your corment about vertical support members in the latter part of pace 4 is
" another example of lack of technical understanding and the failure to learn

all the facts surrounding the sftuation. Early in the desian review phase,

the APQ made known {1ts concern about the Alyeska criteria in 1ts VSH's. As

a result, a remorandum of understanding was written whereby Alyeska was
authorized under certain constraints frposed by the AP0 to proceed with VSM
installation and to provide the APO with the results of leboratory and field
tests for continued evaluation. The APD believes that Alyeska claimed a higher
criteria performance from 1ts VSM design than could be deronstrated. The point
to be made 1s that the desiaon will meet the stipulation requirement of providing
at least 2 feet between the ground surface and the pipe. Moreover, before the
pipeline reaches undesirable stress levels and well in advance of any risk of
even a wrinkle, much less a rupture, a large nurber of VSM's must settle
several feet. Such settlement will not be possible in 2 properly designed and
implerented 0/M program such as s required by the APO.

As to cribbing up the pipe so that no weight will fall on the VSM's the inference
here is that this was done in all cases where pipe was supported by a vertical
support member. There are at least ten types of VSM's. Vhen Alyeska desfred

to continue hydrotesting in abovearound sections the APO warned that the slurry
and soi1 around sone Thermal VSM's may not have experienced a termerature
sufficiently below freezing to have adequate resistence (one winter season
minimun desion criteria requirerent from placement to loading). Therefore,

the AP0 required that these Thermal VSM's in thawed soils or in soils with a
wixture of frozen and thawed soils which had not been installed for one winter
season would be cribbed to prevent possible pipe displacerent. Since hydrotesting
the pipe is not a test for VSH's this allowed irportant testing of the pipeline
to be accomplished without fnterferring with other construction observations.
The nurber of this specific type of Thermal YSM's 1s less than 4 percent of the
total of VSM's used in the aboveground pipeline construction.

The APQ has been acutely aware of the VSM Desicn Question since the' concept

of an elevated pipeline was originally proposed by the Fermittees., Governrent
representatives have worked closely with Alyeska throughout the develeprent

of this sophisticated system, which has been desianed using the latest technolacy
avaflable. Many studies have been made and test reports analyzed during the pasc
two years. AP0 recormendations made to and accepted by Alyeska have resulted in
design improvesents. Further, ongoing consideration of desfon criteria calls
for use of data generated by 1974 and 1975 tests to carefully evaluate in-place
performance of VSM's during operation of the pipeline system. This intinate
involvement and concern hardly characterizes the blase attitude which you have
attributed to the Government monitors in this instance,
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Finally, there 1s absolutely nothing to support your statements that Federal
employces were not backed up by management, that transfers were used to
discipline individuals or that the AOR had not been candid with the Subcormittee
Staff. You state that your staff rcport "detailed instances of misuse of
transfers, etc. Mr. Chafrman, your staff report doesn't glve me one specific
instance with nares or dates or places. Give us the facts and we will look
into it. T explained in ry last letter that the Department offercd to have
a rerber of the Solicitor's Office attend the interviews held between your
staff and departrent erployees, but your staff refused to allow those whom
they questioned to be representad. In fact, 1f a lawyer was to be present
they threatened to pack-up and oo home. The interviews were carried out
without an attomey present. Frankly, in the 1ight of subsequent events, and
after reading the staff report, 1t perhaps would have been prudent to have
recorded the interviews rather than give a mere instruction to make notes of
questions and answers.

With respect to employees being candid with your staffers, am I to believe
that your staff's "opinfon" of the lack of candor will be taken as true unless
I state an "opinion" otherwise? If so, I hereby state that my opinion 1s that
APO emplayees were candid.

Mr. Chairman, I feel compelled to repeat what was stated in my earlier letter
to you. This letter-writing “carpaign" between you and your staff and re

and ry staff, thouch challenging and entertaining, 1s not the best means of
solving problems arising out of the construction of the Trans Alaska Pipeline.

1 know your, and your subcormittee's, basic purpose is the sare as mine and
Secretary Kleppe's . . . . and that 1s to complete the pipeline in corpliance
with all Stipulations, applying the best engineerino and technology available,
and protecting the environment to the maxirum extent possible. Sure there

have been problers, and rore will likely occur before start-up time next sumer.
But let's try to cooperatively solve those problems by working toogether, keeping
one another informed if problems arise, as opposed to revealing information or
atterpting to make someone look bad "after the fact.” Knowing you and the
subcormii ttee vewbers, I am confident that such a course can be pursued, and [
pledge nmy best efforts to do 1ikewise.

Sincerely yours,

D. Kent Frizzell
Under Secretary

Enclosures
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Mr. DiNgeLr. I want to make it very clear the function of this
gathering today is to discuss the falsification of X-rays and radiog-
raphy in connection with the so-called double joint welds and not to
discuss any previous disagreements that 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 de-
lighted to receive your comments. If you want to have a hearing with
regard to the matters that you now are addressing yourself to and
wish to request that of the subcommittee, we will certainly try and
accommodate you.

Mr. Frizzerr. 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 allegations I
want to make an opening statement. If you are attempting to censor
my opening statement, then I will accede to that but otherwise T would
like to continue and make the statement.

Mr. DinGeLL. I just want your statement to address itself to the mat-
ters that are currently before the committee and the matters now relate
to the yard welds and not our earlier correspondence. If you address
yourself to that, we will be——

Mr. Frizzeri. Our earlier correspondence is germane to today’s
discussion,

Mr. Dixeerr. That may very well be your view of the matter, it is
not mine, with all respect.

Mr. Frizzerr. If you are going to not allow me to make those state-
ments and you are going to gag and censor my testimony today——

Mr. DingeLn. Now, Mr. Frizzell, you are an intelligent man, or at
least, you are supposed to be, and T don’t see any gag on you. I simply
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 transeript which was made
available to you which was under discussion botween your people and
our staff folk with regard to the double joint welds. T would be most
pleased to receive your testimony on those matters and even afford
you a right which is not available to vou under the rules of the com-
mittee 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 donble joint welds
which are the subject of this serut iny, we will be delighted to receive
any comments you wish and I don’t think you can fairly regard your-
self as being gagged or being denied an opportunity to be heard, That
is the function of the hearing. As the Chair is responsible for the con-
duct of the hearing, I insist that the bounds of the hearing be adhered
to.

Now within those bounds T will recognize you again for comments.

Mr. Frizzein. With the understandine. Mr. Chairman, that these
opening statements were part of the testimony with regard to today’s
discussion and you have disallowed them, T will proceed to——

Mr. Dixeern. T have not disallowed anything. The bounds of the
hearing are the double joint welds which you good folk

Mr. Brows. Mr. Chairman. may I arbitrate this little dispute?
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Mr. Dingerr. There is no dispute. The Chair thanks the gentleman
but I am sure I do not need arbitration with anybody in this sub-
committee.

Mr, Brows. If I could only make this comment.

Mr. Dingerr. 1 recognize the gentleman for comment but not
arbitration.

Mr. Brown. We have already gotten into some discussion with
Mr. Barnum on the question of how the matter of the field welds was
dealt with in a technical sense and it seems to me that to the extent
that the DOI witnesses would want to address that point I assume
that the Chair has no objection to them addressing that point as it
aftects the question of what to do about the possibility of bad welds
in the yard welds. 1 don’t know whether there is a relationship here
between the witness and the subcommittee which the witness feels he
ought to get into but I don’t feel that is appropriate to this hearing.

Mr. Dingeor. I am not aware of it and I will certainly agree with
the gentleman on that particular point. In any event we are going
to try to give you, Mr. Frizzell, all the opportunities to comment on
the matters before us. If you have a desire to appear before the sub-
committee in connection with other matters, we will try to honor those
wishes.

Now again we recognize you for the yard welds that we are address-
ing ourselves to.

Mr. FrizzeiL. Considering that my statement has been abbreviated
for me, I will proceed.

Mr. DixgeLn, It has not been abbreviated, it is just held to the
matter at hand for which we should all be thankful with the lunch
hour coming up.

Mr. Frizzeir. 1 say here for 2 hours this morning and listened
to testimony and have not heard anybody else have their remarks
deleted, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Divgern. The gentleman’s remarks shall not be deleted, they
are just held to the matter at hand. You seem to have some difliculty
but I am prepared to be patient.

Mr. Frizzevn, 1 think they are germane to today’s hearing and I
have so stated three times now.

Mr. Dixgerr. I thank you for that appreciation and again I will
reiterate if you wish to discuss other matters, we will hear you at a
time later if you wish to request it.

Mr. Frizzerr. I will so request at this time.

Mr. Dixgern. All right.

Mr. Frizzerr. Would the chairman notify when T can give my full
remarks at a later hearing?

Mr. Dingere. If you will submit your request, we will receive it and
review it.

Mr. Frizzerr. Consider it to be submitted this instant.

Mr. Dingerr. All right. We will consider it and you may be in
touch with our staff regarding what you wish to testify on and we will
see what we are going to do about it,

Mr. Frizzern. If that ruling from the Chair reviews what happened
recently, then regarding the latest accusations.
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Mr. DixeerL. You may consider
aware of any accusations. Now
accusations,

Mr. Frizzers, Mr, Chairman, are you going to characterize for me
my testimony or may 1 testify ? ]

Mr. DingeLL. T am not interpreting your testimony at all. You are
free to testify and 1 am await ing your testimony. I just am advising
You you are not accused of anything.

Mr. Frizzevr. 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 Barrett
of your subcommittee staff. On page 3 of Witness X's interview your

stafl’s characterization of what he said makes the following strong
statement :

yourself recognized, and I am not
the chairman may be aware of

Of these 400 repair welds he estimated about half or 200 got out of the yard
without X-rays being taken of the repairs. Few and possibly none of the repairs
were made.,

In that same statement on page 4 he is recorded as saying:

No one knows what happened but

said that everyone assumed it had been
hauled out and st rung along the line,

He did not know whether or not the re
thought probably not.

Then, Mr. Chairman. on November 22, 1976. Messrs. Stockton and
Barrett of Your staff interviewe

d Witness Y by telephone. Lo and
2 of his interview :

All the pipes were repaired before they g
tion was not necessary because the film w
was merely a case of falsifying the film

On December 8, 1976. the following day, Mr. Barrett became even
bolder in a memo to you. On page 1 at the top the heading of that
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 stat-

Ing, among other things, and representing as proven facts some of
the following :

pairs were made although he

behold, Witness Y stated on page

ot out of the yard but the falsifica-
as missing or of poor quality, that it
for accounting purposes,

More fake X-rays and defective welds discovered on Alaska pipeline, The
subcommittee staff has obtained statements from a number of workers who admit
to falsifying hundreds of additional X-rays of double Joint welds. At least 200
welds buried along the pipeline are still in need of repair. There may even have
been a conspiracy on the part of the Department of Interior, Department of
Transportation and Alyeska to cover up—those sacred words or at the very
least actively ignore.

Then on the following date, December 8, that is when Mr. Barrett
became even bolder in a memo to you. He said :

The subcommittee staff has identified a number of individuals involved in a
scheme to cover up the fact—not guesstimate, but fact—that as many as 200
defective welds may be buried along the Alaska pipeline which the defective

welds were mingled with pipes having good welds and were welded into the
pipeline,

Now on December 10, last Friday, 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 Interior had
received no information from you or your staff concerning any alle-
gations or the general subject matter of today’s hearing.

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

Mr. Frizzery. 1 said as of that time and date, 10 o’clock last Friday
morning,

Mr. Divcerr. And you were invited to have people up here to moni-
tor last Friday’s hearing.

Mr. Frizzerr, 1 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 Friday morning. My statement is accurate to that extent.
True, we have had observers and I have talked to them obviously
since. Now the press started calling immediately thereafter, 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 fabrication? True or false? Accurate or inaccurate?
Faect or fietion?

Let’s use your own staff’s memorandum to you, Mr. Chairman, dated
December T—an :1[1|)!'upi‘i:lll~ date for such a memo on the basis of your
inquiry. Let’s start 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. DingerLr. Well, at this point are you going to tell us that there
were not faked X-rays?

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

Mr. Dincere. You are making comment here,

Mr. Frizzerr. Mr. Chairman

Mr. DiNceLL. Just a minute,

Mr. Frizzern. T will address the falsified X-rays in a moment and
I intend to. ]

Mr. Dixcern. All right.

Mr. Frizzerr. Now what was the basis for your stafl’s allegation ?
Well, they had four possible witnesses or statements on that date to
rely upon. First 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 pipe-
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 heen falsified, all
were repalr welds which had been repaired before they were brought
to the yard and it was merely a case of falsifying film for a counting
purposes after 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 ont on the pipe or not. ;
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Fourth, you had a senior radiographer witness Y who stated (1)
all repair welds were made and radiographed, (2) no defective welds
got out of the line » 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 welding process
that occurred in Fairbanks during 1975 from January to June. 1
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 that they were not asked by this subcommittee or staff to
appear today or the Quality——

Mr. DingELL. For your information, Mr, Frizzell. since you make
a comment, we will have Alyeska in today.

Mr. Frizzern. They are here today at our invit

Mr. Di~eeLL. Well, we will have them here and if you don’t mind
I will conduct the affairs of this subcommittee, If you have some sug-
gestions, we will be happy to receive them but T am not aware that
you are chairman of the subcommittee, I happen to be, and I will hear
the witnesses in the order that T deem proper. If you have
gestions, I will be glad to receive them.

Mr. FrizzeLy. Fine,

Mr. Dixgerr. But I don’t receive your dictation.

Mr. Frizzerr. Now if during January to June of 1975 in the Fair-
banks double jointing yard with respect to the 60 alleged falsified
radiographs, if my understanding is correct, and T stand certainly to
be questioned on it or further explanation from those who know Al-
yeska and Bechtel—my understanding 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 1s a bad weld., The way we tell it at Interior and the requirements
we laid on to Alyeska for the entire length of the 800-mile-length
pipeline was to give us a radiograph of that weld so a radiograph
1s taken. That radiograph shows one of two things: good weld, bad
weld.

Mr. DingeLL. Or an inadequate radiograph.

Mr. Frizzere. It could show that.

If it is a good weld, that radiograph goes in the file and the pipe
is code marked and put back out into the yard to go into the line. If
it is a bad weld according to the radiograph, 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 repaired
weld. One of two things happens there again, either the repair is a
good one—in which event the pipe is marked, it goes to the vard to go
to the field—or if it is & bad one, we don’t give them a third chance
because no repair welds can be welded for the second time. The radio-
graph, if it shows it is bad. that pipe goes out and is cut out. No second
repair weld may be made.

Now let’s go on to that statement with that bacl

staff to you on December 7.
statements™—I am reading

ation, not yours.

some sug-

tground of your
“The subcommittee staff has obtained
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,
1t was not even 200, it was not 75 to 200 as represented here, it was 60.

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

Mr. Frizzenn. Then on page 2 we get to the allegation of the con-
spiracy on the part of the I)vpmlmeni of the Interior 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 with the Department
of the Interior 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 February 24 of this year Mr. Rollins on my left as my authorized
officer sent a letter to the FBI requesting investigation of X-ray dis-
appearance and falsification. On March 11 of this year——

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

Mr. Frizzevr. Field welds.

Mr. DingeLL. Field welds?

Mr. Frizzern. Yes.

Mr. Dixgenn. We are discussing yard welds.

Mr. Frizzerr. We are accused of a conspiracy throughout this.

Mr. Dingere. We are discussing yard welds. Now I am delighted to
note that the request was made of the FBI for an investigation with
respect to field welds but was there a similar request made with re-
spect to yard welds?

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

Mr. DincerL. With regard to the yard welds?

Mr. FrizzeLL, \b-‘r)luti‘l\. but I ‘have not chose to get headlines, I
have let the FBI go about it in their quiet, efficient manner.

Mr. DingerL. 1 rt'jnim- in that. We will have some questions on this
matter at a time later.

Mr. Frizzern. Now the question has been asked, why hasn’t the
Department of the Interior talked to any of the potential witnesses
with regard to this matter of double-jointed welds? Anticipating the
fact that it didn’t address double-jointed welds I even heard the ques-
tion asked by the Chairman earlier this morning with respect to field
welds and why such a Ketchbaw employee had not been employed
by the Department of the Interior. 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-
partment of the Interior 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 party in lttlgatluu you don’t go out and con-
tact parties to the litigation that are parties without going through
counsel and taking their deposition. Those depositions of that Ketch-




80

baw employee that you spoke of have be :
were just concluded about 6 or & weeks ago and we are still awaiting
from the court reporter his sworn testimony thinking that that sworn
testimony is what we should proceed on,

Likewise with your mysterious Mr. Witness Y, my staff is accused
of never contacting him. Here again in the 128-page deposition which
we carried to your counsel last June which was available to us for the
first time on June 12 and we delivered to Mr. Barrett on June 14, the
deposition of Mr. X is taken in depth. Let me read to you from pages
8 and 9, and I could go on to 30.31. 32,33, 34, and 35 but it is not neces-
sary because it all comes to one conelusion.

When Mr. Witness X was asked under oath, unlike your staff in-
vestigators that got his statement over the telephone, he said at that

en going on for months. They

time in answer to the following question :

Do you have any information to believe that
not X-rayed 100 percent?
Answer : Not that I know of.

all of the double joint welds were

Mr. DinceLr. Would you read that again ?
Mr. Frizzerr, Yes.

Question to Mr. Witness X, Do you have any information to believe that all
of the double joint welds were not X-rayed 100 percent ?

Answer. Not that I know of.

Question. OK.

Answer. Or not out of Fairbanks.

And he qualifies it because he was just at Fairbanks only, he cannot
talk about Valdez.
We had, I believe, four -on, I take it 1

ack, eight that got out without being
re-X-rayed, but they know what they was.

Then on the next page he vets into the discussion of the eight.
pag 4

Question. OK. Is there any specifie
referring to?

Answer. Well, T believe Joe Dirk is the one who actually came back to me with
it, but like I told them, T 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 fanlt. All I told them was the contractor wasn't going to get paid for
them until they was okayed.

individual that you can name who you're

Again on page 30 and for the e

Mr. DingeLe. Can you te

Mr. Frizzerr. You have
to your counsel on June 14.

Mr. DiNeerL. Who was asking the questions, if you please

Mr. Frizzevw. It appears on the reporter’s notes that a Mr, Richard
D. Pennington, Esq., of 310 K Street. Anchorage, Alaska, was asking
the questions.

Mr. DiNgeLs. Who is he and who is he representing ?

Mr. Frizzerr. He is an attorney for the defendant.

Mr. DiNceLr. For the defendant.

Mr. Frizzevr. The defendant named on the caption of this deposi-
tion is Houston Gamma Ray Co., a Texas corporation, et al., and H.C.

Price Co., Ine., a foreign corporation, et al. My understanding is that
Houston Gamma Ray is Ketchbayw.

nsuing 6 pages—
11 us who was asking the questions?
a copy of this deposition that was delivered
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Now if I may proceed, the question asked on page 30 is as follows:

Question. Now, 1 was trying 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 that again, please?

Answer: Well, it's just that 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 either 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. If 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,
If the welder felt it was bad, he didn't want to repair 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 that effect but I won't belabor the
committee at this time.

Now consistent with that testimony and the great puzzlement here
today as to what about the process, the records, the alleged falsified
radiographs in the Fairbanks double joint yard, had your committee
staff inquired of Alyeska who were building this pipeline or had they
asked of Bechtel who were the quality control people on this pipeline,
they could have been furnished as I was furnished since last Friday’s
executive session several hundred worksheets showing the exact weld
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 Report.” 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 written
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. 1f
without the code, it indicates the type of defect or cutout.

Mr. Bagrerr., Could T ask whether or not the same type of records
would not have been the same in the field weld problem ¢

Mr. Frizzenn. I don’t know. You would have to ask Alyeska.

Mr. Dixcern, Aren’t you supposed to be seeing to it down at Interior
that these stipulations are properly being carried out? Shouldn’t you
be able to answer that question? i

Mr, Frizzerr. I would be glad to.
~ Mr. Dingerr. I asked you to answer. Aren’t you supposed to see to
it that you can answer those questions? i

Mr. Frizzeve. 1 am sure that one of my technical people here can if
you will allow them to answer it. I am the Under Secretary, I don’t get
up and walk up and down the pipeline every week, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DinceLL. I suggest you might. i

Mr. Frrzzerr. Mr. Rollins, would you care to answer the chairman’s
question if you know what it was?

General Roruins. Yes; I believe if I understand 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. Dincerr. That is right.

General Rovuins, Records were kept to the field weld but not in this
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. Barrerr. Isn’t that the same purpose, Mr. Rollins, that these
records are ¢

General Rorurns, These records are to keep track of every double
joint that goes through the two.

Mr. Barrerr. Were there not false certifications in the field weld
records ¢

General Roruins. There were some false certifications in the field
weld records.

Mzr. Barrerr. Then I would suggest if there were false certifications
it is not inconsistent that there be false certifications in the double
jointed records,

Mr. Frizzers. I am glad you asked the question because I asked the
same thing when I received these on the weekend. 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 last Friday. 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—that was
last night—my staff spoke by telephone to Mr. Y in such and such a
location, T won’t say, He gave a deposition on April 16, 1976, in con-
nection 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. That is this form here,
several hundred copies that I just quoted from.

He answered that the form records all welds by number, date of
radiograph, interpretation of radiograph and need, if any, for repair.
Welds in need of repair retain their original number with the letter
R as an added suffix meaning “Repair.” This report form contains three
copies. One copy was retained by Superintendence Co., the inspection
contractor who employed Mr. Y. The morning after 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 that 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 repair welds. He further stated
that he beleived that all such welds had indeed obtained all needed
repairs and that all repairs had been made and furthermore that 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 falsify these report forms and
he said no. He said it 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 repair
welds were made and knowledge of radiographs that were incomplete
or not of sufficient quality.
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We further asked him if the reported list of about 60 welds which
it is alleged someone was asked to make up contained any repair weld
numbers with the suffix R and he said yes. We asked him if 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 that
there were no defective welds other than possibly the eight that left
the yard and he said yes, those report forms would so indicate.

Mr. DinceLL. Now to clear up a couple of points. There still is the
question remaining of falsificat ion of X-rays.

Mr. Frizzerr, No doubt, We concur 100 percent in your recommen-
dation to refer that to the Department of Justice and get the boys that
were involved in that falsification.

Mr. DingerL, That is the first point.

The second point is that 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 te the same welds in the yard and/or other welds
in the yard? Now can you give us assurance that given the fact that
there is falsification of the X-rays upon which we are in agreement
that there is not also failure with regard to other quality control?

Mr. Frizzenn, We are not in agreement. You say we are in agree-
ment that 60 were falsified. You have two or three witnesses that say
that. Now isn’t it amazing here again that the man that supposedly
had them to falsify was not asked to come and testify and in fact as
recently as Saturday night your staff contacted him by telephone and
asked him, “Did you order these radiographers to falsify them ¢ and
he said “No” buf they didn’t ask him to come to Washington. Now
that 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. Dixgerr. It is the intention of the Chair 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 that they are not other quality control
failures with regard to either the same welds or other welds within
the same yard ?

Mr. Frizzerr. Mr, Chairman, I guess my most honest and candid
answer to that is that there are very few things in life that you can
be sure of. Building pipelines, reading radiographs, legislating and
being a Member of Congress is not an exact science. For instance, 1
think it is necessary that this committee undertsand the accuracy of
interpretation 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 Institute in
San Antonio, Tex., recently. We wanted the review of radiographic
interpretation 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 this one. This is an additional reference
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and the documentation source thereof is a Dr. L. B. Lustraf. Medical
Decision-Making and Science magazine of 1971, where he says an
interesting study made of the reproducibility of the diagnosis of
tuberculosis by radiography by members of the medical profession in
which the average disagreement between colleagues was 1 out of 3
whether you or I have got tuberculosis read the same X-ray and on
the second independent reading of the same series of tests of radio-
graphs a physician would disagree with his own previous diagnosis
on an average of 1 out of 5 times. It is not an exact science.

Mr. DingeLe. I am not sure what that has to do with the matter
before us.

Mr. Frizzew. It has a lot to do with it.

Mr. DingeLr. A doctor would have the matter reradiographed,
would he not, and have further tests?

Mr, Frizzevs. He says four times you don’t have tuberculosis, The
fifth time he says you do.

Mr. DixceLL. Regardless of whether you can take a medical X-ray
and use it or whether you can reinterpret it or not or whether you can
relate that information to pipeline X-rays, isn’t it a £act that if you
had that kind of difference of view you would either have further
tests or you would have another X-ray?

Mr. Frizzewr. If you were to do that, you would take 50 years to
build a pipeline. I am saying that depending on the radiographer
whether it is level 2, level 3, level 1 or the Bechtel quality control
supervisor when he looks at it, that is why these repair welds were
initially written down. When they looked at the first radiograph it was
of the weld, the second one was of the repair weld and if witness Y
approved it as a good one, then a day or two later when quality control
says this radiograph does not have sufficient quality or clarity, T want
another one. He was not able to provide him one. The pipe had already
been okayed and sent to the field.

_Mr. DiNGeLL. So then he made himself up a fresh radiograph of the
[I]]‘l"_

Mr. Frizzerr, That same Bechtel quality control supervisor went to
I‘ 17 :3

2, 3 radiographers and said. “My files T cannot, justify to my em-
ployers. T want you to make up 60 fake radiographs.” and whether
they did or not it depends on who you believe. the radiographers or
their quality control supervisor who says no, he didn’t.

Mr. Browx. Could 1 ask a question at this point?

One of the things that T have tried to determine here is whether or
not out of those 60 radiographs that were apparently kicked out be-
cause they were not up to radiographic quality, whether there was any
question about whether they represented bad welds. The testimony
that T read earlier from one of the witnesses who T assume is the same
person to whom you refered as witness Y or radiographer Y indicated
they were not bad welds.

Now at issue T suppose, in terms of who did what to whom, is whether
the Bechtel supervisor who said, “Here are 60 radiographs that are no
good. get me the radiogranhs to replace them”—whether or not the
r::-.lin::mhhs: that he was asking for were radiographs of the same re-
pair weld or whether in fact he was asking the radiographers to falsify
by £oing out and radiographing another repair weld. In other words,
whose inspiration was it to get a picture of another weld repair to re-
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place the picture that yon didn’t have? The radiographer’s suggestion
is that that 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 that was not the case, that
he didn’t suggest that. I suppose that is a matter that has to be pursued
by someone.

Mr. Frizzeur. Yes.

Mr. Browx. We seem to be down to the eight joint pipe welds that
there is some question about. Now is it appropriate that we try to
ficure out those eight pipe joints?

Mr. Frizzern, That was my next item to address, Mr. Brown.

Mr. Browx. Thank you.

Mr. Frizzers. Because in connection with those eight this December
7 memo and since and the day earlier repeated allegations that the
Department of Interior sat on its hands, didn’t make themselves avail-
able of the same evidence that the committee staff counsel had, and
that is false and it is untrue. This is not the first time we have heard
of allegations of double joint weld problems and it isn’t the first time
we have addressed the problem.

Let me say right here and now no matter who you believe on whether
there were 60 falsifications, we intend to pursue that 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. Broww. I guess based on the fact that the person was telling
the truth or not telling the truth when he said they were all right or
when he said they were falsified.

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

Now what about the eight? 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 June 14—sometime between June 12 and June
14 this gentleman here, my Authorized Officer, either telephoned or
wrote to Alyeska and said, *What about the double joint problems#”

Mr. Browx. How did this deposition come into your hands?

Mr. Frizzerr. Because we were a party to the litigation. We have
since been dismissed.

Mr. Brow~. You saw that as a part of the natural legal process of
these accusations?

Mr. Frizzevr, Yes; and ethically and under the rules of 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 party to the suit, talk to the person whose deposition it was
and ask him for further details. Is that what you are saying?

Mr. Frizzern. No; that was not included in my original statement.
All I am saying is that he put us on notice when we received his

B3-8588 O =77 =17
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deposition on June 12 and here is what we did, and I am prepared to
share that with you.

Mr. Browx. All right.

Mr. Dingerr. Let me ask a question at this point. Did General
Rollins send notification with regard to this double joint weld problem
that existed to his superiors in Washington ?

Mr. Frizzerw. I better let him answer that.

Mr. DiNceLL, Maybe he can answer.

(General RoLrins, Yes, sir, I wrote this letter, 1 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 at that time.

Mr. DixgeLr, Gave a copy to whom ?

General RoLrins. To the Department,

Mr. Diycere, Who is the Department ?

General RovLrLins, Mr, Frizzell and Mr. Latz, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dineerr. To whom ?

General Roruins, Mr. Frizzell and Mr. Latz 1 brought this copy
with me.

Mr. Frizzevr. Since the chairman is t rying to pin you down, did you
give it to Mr. Latz or did you give it to me or do you remember ¢

General Rovuins, Frankly 1 brought it in the office and gave it to
the normal sources in the office.

Mr. Frizzevs. I received it.

Mr. Dixeerr, What did you do, Mr. Latz?

Mr, Latz, I read it.

Mr. DingerL. Then what ?

Mr. Larz. I judged that Alyeska was knowledgeable as to the status
of those eight welds,

Mr. Frizzern, Would it not be helpful if I let you know what the
report said ?

Mr. DineerL. I think it would be.,

Mr. Frizzern, 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.

Re: Double joint weld radiographs.

DEAR Mk, ROLLINS: A review has been made of the double Joint weld radio-
graphs as you requested. These welds were made in two donble joint yvards, one
in Valdez and one in Fairbanks, using a controlled submerged are process. The
entire process was done under controlled conditions at a single location at each
yard and used an automatic w elding process. In addition. there was constant in-
spection coverage and surveillance by your office and that of the SP( 0. As you
know, each weld was radiographed and interpreted bhefore it left the welding
building to go into the storage yard.

The above procedures and safeguards notwithstanding, there has been a
Quality Control review of film accountability and more recently—

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, the report and also your
Statement this morning points out that there was this kind of s
We have this letter and we have had it for some time.

Mr. Dineerr. Without objection, the letter will
the record.

[The letter follows A

opening
in audit.

be made a part of




Letter Mo.: 1671
Ref.: RJIW 536

Dear Mr.

A review ha ar ie of the double joint weld radiographs as you requeste

welds vere e in two double joint yards, one in Valdez and one in
Pairbanks, u g ntrolled submerged arc process. The entire process was
done under ¢ fitfons, at a single location at each yard and used
an sel 4 38 In addition, there was constant Inspection
coverag tveillanc your of fice and that of the SPCO. As you know,
each weld was radioe and interpreted before it left the welding building
to go into

The ove procedures and safeguards notwithstanding, there has been a Quality
Control review of film accountability and more recently, a Quality Assurance
test the QC review of film accountability as well as interpretation

In 1975 our Pipeline Department Cuality Control organization made a ¢ lete
audit to assure that there was a radiograph for all welds. This audit
determined that some eight radiographs from the Fairbanks yard and five from
Valdez required further elarification. All of these radiographs have en
tracked In the system, with appropriate action either already taken or
planned to be accomplished in the normal s of construct operations.
In adc fon to this detailed accountability audit by QC in 1975, the Alyeska
Quality Assurance organization in reviewed the film accountability on an
aulit basis and verified the QC count. Tn addition, Quality Assurance film
interpreters performed a non-3 istic: " ple of sone of the film
from the Valdez and Fairbanks jointing yards. This film is i
Fairbanks and the Mountain Vie € ) storage vaults. The

B
Assurance interpreters found the fi to be of good quality and

balieve that the res € th evievs and audits have given
that the double joi [ he proper quality, with good
ion for ecact :veryone. Plecase let me know if you
inforcation. i

ly yours,
NA PIPELINE SERVICE
for the Permittees
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Bechiel nCorpot aicu

Interolfice Memorandum

Section Q.C. Supervisors Date July 22, 1975

Falrbanks Double Joint Welds to be From Rick Simanck
Located and Field Radiographed

ot Quality Control

E.H. Belter Falrbanks
R.C. Schmid .

C.D. Eastling

L.C. Hatlen

R.M. Smith

J. Chiselll

D. Rogers

Reference: 1) Memo Erom R.N. Smith to R.C. Schmid on June 27, 1975
“aAudit of Fairbanks Double Joint X-ray Film.

2) Memo from G.D. Eastling to R.C. Schmid on July 10, 1975
"audit of Fairbanks Double Joint X-ray Film.

The results of the Fairbanks Double Joint operation x-ray film audit
indicated that twelve (12) welds were without x-ray film. Of these
twelve, four (4) have been cut apart and therefore do mot require
reshooting. The remaining exght (8) still remain to be found and
rgshot.

The attached list of weld disposition is for your use in locatiag
these welds. It is trequested that the Section Q.C. Supervisors

have their personnel search thru records and the 1ppt0i11a~£ pipz
storage yards for these welds. Once located these welds are to 2e
scheduled for complete x-ray and inspected to assure that they ase
acceptable. Please forward to John Ghiselli a report of your ac:ions
in this matter by August 1, 1975. It is critical that thess wve

<ds
be located and proven acceptable.
EELL)Q(;,quALuJJLL

R.A. Simanek
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Mr. BagrreTT [reading] :

We believe that the results of these reviews and audits have given ample (!}'i—
dence that the double joints welds have the proper quality, with good radio-
graphic 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. Diveern. Well, as a matter of fact, isn’t that so, Mr. Frizzell ¢

Mr. Frizzeur. Noj that is not so.

Mr. Dixcere. Let me read the last paragraph of the letter. _

Well, without objection the whole letter will be inserted in the
I‘{‘l'(n'll.

In summary, we believe that the results of these reviews and audits have given
ample evidence that the double joint welds have the proper quality—

And then goes on and says as follows, and T want you to pay
particular attention to this, Mr. Frizzell :
with good radiographic documentation for each and everyone. Please let me
know if you desire additional information.

Now particularly T want to call your attention here to the
statement :

With good radiographic documentation for each and every one,

Now that is slightly at variance with the testimony that we have
received with regard to the fact that there have been substitutes of
radiographs in the files up there in the Fairbanks yard. Now am 1
correct or not ¢

Mr. Frizzerr. 1 would have to defer to Alyeska who knows what
went on. I just don’t know. I cannot answer your questions yes or no.
They are the best people to speak.

Mr. Dineere. It is the subject matter of the hearing here.

Mr. Frizzerr. They don’t cover the eight welds.

Mr. DineeLL, All right.

Mr. Bagrerr. I think if you read the second paragraph it says:

The above procedures and safeguards notwithstanding, there has bheen a
quality control reviews of film accountability :

Which means they counted up and they found they had enough
film to cover their records,

Mr, Frizzers. No.

Mr. Barrerr [continuing] :

And more recently a quality assurance audit to test the QC review of film
accountability as well as interpretation and film quality,

There was no audit made to determine whether or not falsification
may have occurred. Furthermore, this audit is supposed to have been
done at a time after the falsification of the yard weld showed up.

Mr. Frizzeii. I thought the question of Mr. Brown was what
happened to the eight welds.

Mr. DingeLr. We are not talking about the 8 welds, we are talking
about the 60 to 200 or however many falsified radiographs were in
the files up there. 7
. Mr. Frizzerw. In that event the best witness to answer your question
1s Alyeska and Bechtel. T frankly don’t know what “a quality control




93

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. Barrerr. It is your document.

Mr. Dineere. Maybe General Rollins can give us some comment.,

Mr. Frizzerr. Yes,

Mr. Brow~. We are talking about two different things here because
we have testimony that the 60 falsified radiographs were radiographs
of good welds, if I understand it, and that testimony is from the per-
son who said that the radiographs 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 that got out of the
yard for which there was no radiograph for
that the weld was good. Isn’t that correct ?

Mr. Frizzerr, That was my understanding.

Mr. Dineere. Well, you still have got the problem—maybe (General
Rollins can comment. We have got this letter to him from Mr. Wester-
heid in which he says in paragraph 2:

i \\'}Ii{‘]’l we I]El\'l_‘ assurance

The above procedures and safeguards notwithstanding, there
quality control review of film accountability
surance audit to test the QC
tation and film quality.

has been a
and more recently a quality as-
review of film aceountability as well as interpre-

Now what does that mean ?

General Rorrins. Mr, Chairman. as a prudent manager that I
thought and T still think T am, T felt at the time that when we were
having the problems that we knew about in the field girth welds that
it could do good to ask Alyeska to review their procedures and check
that their records of the double joint radiographic data bank and the
radiographs were good. This led to my request for this letter of
June 14,

Mr. Dincerr. This dealt with field welds: did it ?

General Rorrins. No, sir, this is only for the double joint welds of
which there were 41,715 double joinf welds, 27.153 in Valdez and
14,562 in Fairbanks.

Mr. DineerL. Let me read the text.

General Rorrins. I asked Alyeska to review this and make it a mat-
ter of writing that they had reviewed their film accountability and
their 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. Dingern. And not to find out whether in fact the radiographs
were falsified or not falsified ¢

General Roruins. We had no indication that we had falsification
in the double joint yards. This was a shop-type controlled operation
and I had faith at that time in Alyeska’s hiring of Bechtel, one of
the largest engineering companies in the United States. and their
world renowned capability of being able to run an operation like that
and control it.

Mr. Dingerr. Now on April 21, T have a memorandum to the files
here from AOR. I guess that is you, General Rollins.

General RonLins. Sir?

Mr. Dixgerr. T have here a memorandum to the files from AOR
dated April 21, 1976. T assume, General Rollins, that is you.
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Now it is the minutes of the meeting dealing with the radiograph
audit dated April 5. On the third page, the second paragraph, I read
this:

It was noted there is hearsay information based on Keichbaw suit that there
are also problems in the double jointing. Mr. Patton said it is not the case with
double joint welds. The pipe is processed in the plant, and there is no reason
to suspect any problems. They question whether automatie welds could be fin-
gerprinted because the anomalies just aren't there as in manual welding, Mr.
Latz stated that unless specifically charged we would not do more than the law
requires, Mr. Rolling asked where the double joint film is in the 25,000 films
that were taken

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

General RoLrLins, Yes, sir, we had heard rumors of this, we had in-
vestigated it, and later after that 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 interestingly had been
mentioned by Mr. Kelley in the June testimony later, had said that as
far as he knew there were no problems in the Fairbanks yard.

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

General Rorrins. 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. DingeLr. We are now talking about Mr. Kelley, is that right?

(General RoLrins. No, sir, not Mr. Kelley.

Mr. Dixcerr. He is the litigant.

(General Rorrins. No.

Mr. DineerL. Who was it then that you referred to?

Whom did your folks talk to up there with regard to the Fairbanks
yard ? Did you talk to anybody up there ?

General RorrLins. We had people in the yard during the time that
the work was going on, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DincerL. You had people in the yard at the time the work was
gomg on.

General Rorrins, Yes, sir, we had employees of our organization
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 Rornins. Yes: done by a machine and it is different than
the stick welding or manual welding that was done along the line in
the field weld.

Mr. Brow~. At what percentage of failure of the weld?

General Rorrins, Our failure rate as I checked it within the last 2
days ran in the order of 3 to 5 percent, I believe.

Mr. Browx. Of the machine welds?

General Rounins. 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 Rorurns. T think the 12 percent was overall project and 20
percent was overall project but the reject rate

Mr. Brow~. For field welds and for yard welds or for yard welds?

General Rorrrns, The figure of 12 or 20 percent would be a more
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comparable rate for either the total project which is half field and half
yard or all field because the reject rate in the automatic welding proc-
ess done at the two places was in the order plus or minus 5 percent,

Mr. Brown. Might 1 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, that perhaps the overall project
failure is 12 percent.

General Rovrins, That might well be.

Mr. Frizzeww. I think it is important to point out, Mr. Brown, that
these same persons—same contractor, subcontractors—were the ones
responsible in rejecting initial welds for repair. They were not making
false radiographs to repair faulty welds. They were rejecting 3 to 5
percent in the Fairbanks yard, 15 to 20 percent in the field. Their
purpose there was to build a pipeline with integrity.

Now if I could go on, I would like to explain the missing eight as
explained by the memorandum of June 14. Now there is an update
on that since then but as of June 14 there was attached to that ]let.tvr
to Mr. Rollins four exhibits or attachments. The first one says, “Sum-
mary of Double Joint Quality Control Audit” and it specifies two
yards, Fairbanks and Valdez.

In the Fairbanks yard they had traced these eight welds that 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 under-
standing is they have been re-X-rayed between that date and this one
in Valdez

Mr. Dingere, Mr. Frizzell, we are addressing ourselves to this, and
while T 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 yard welds.

Mr. Frizzevr. I thonght you were through with that.

Mr. Dincerr. No; T am not sure we are.

Mr. Frizzerr. Go ahead.

Mr. Dinerrr. These are a specific set of yard welds.

Mr. Frizzerr. Yes; these are yard welds,

There is just one last fact with regard to the yard weld; that 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. DiveerL. This hearing is not directed at those but rather with
the falsification of radiography.

Mr. Frizzern. Fine. T will answer any questions you have on that
subject, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dincerr. Let me come back here. We have discussed the ques-
tion here in referring again to this comment that you read here. You
said rather that the memo that we have
that.

Mr. Frizzern. How did T say it, Mr. Chairman ?

Mr. Bargerr. He is referring at this point, Mr. Frizzell, to
Mr. Rollins’ memo to the file.

Mvr. DivgerL, This is General Rolling’ memo to the file.

Mr. Frizzer. T have that.

already been discussing says
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Mr. DingeLr. Let me read it to you.

It was noted there is hearsay information buased on Ketchbaw suit that there
are also problems in the double jointing. Mr. Patton said it is not the case with
double joint welds. The pipe is processed in the plant, and there is no reason
to suspect any problems, They question whether automatic welds could be finger-
printed because the anomalies just aren't there as in manual welding.

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

Mr. Frizzerr. I am familiar with those.

Mr. DiNeeLL. Mr. Latz stated that unless specifically charged we
would not do more than the law requires.

What did Mr. Latz mean by that statement ?

Mr. Frizzevn. Let’s ask him. He is sitting here at my right.

Mr. Dixeerr. That is the question.

Mr. Larz. 1 would be very happy to put that excerpted sentence or
couple of sentences from a four page single spaced typed memoran-
dum in proper perspective.

Mr. Dineere. I am asking you to tell me what it says and what it
means.

Mr. Larz I intend to do that, Mr. Chairman.

I was in Alaska not routinely but for very specific purposes. I trav-
eled on April 4 to Alaska. I met the morning of April 5 at 9 o'clock
with representatives of Alyeska—Mr. Patton 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 Air 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. After 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 andit
or review of Alyeska’s 1975 welding program.

The allegations of falsification and the findings of records defi-
ciency precipitated the initiation of that audit. that review. in the
fall of 1975. Tt was a lengthy and detailed undertaking as was testi-
fied to before you in June past.

Our intention was keenly and sharply focused on this process. Un-
like an earlier illusion during this hearing that Mr. Rollins and the
Department awaited Alyeska’s presentation of their audit. Mr. Rollins
gave very close overview and oversight to the performance. He was
constantly apprised of it 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 that day which indicated that within several weeks
they would have it finalized and we were preparing indeed to
receive it.

Attending that meeting:

Mr. Dincer. T am sure that is important, but what does it mean
you would do only that which the law requires?
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Mr. Larz. I am getting to that point, Mr. Chairman,

Attending that meeting is the AOR to whom you refer. It was not
Mr. Rollins, it was the Deputy, Mr. Morris J. Turner. Mr. Turner
made handwritten notations in the course of that meeting. The sub-
ject matter of that meeting was singularly the Alyeska audit of its
1975 field welding program. Some 16 days later Mr. Turner reduced
his handwritten notes to writing and produced the memo which you
apparently have.

I invite a full reading of that memorandum, it will clearly reflect
that that meeting and my presence there at the invitation to attend
that meeting was an opportunity in my role to the Under Secretary for
me to understand the details of the audit as it was progressing, its
procedures and status. A full reading of that memorandum will
reflect a very positive thrust on my part to get to the facts attendant
to that audit.

Mr. Dingern. Well, without objection so that this is all clearly
before us and so that it is fair to you, we will insert the memorandum
in the record at this point.

Mr. Larz. Thank you.

[ Testimony resumes on p. 105.]

[ The memorandum follows:]
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Memorandum

Memo to Files DATE: Anril 21, 1976

In reply refer to:
FROM : AOR P0OO1. 2410,.2405,.0812,
6

SUBJECT: Minutes of Meeting Dealing with the Radiograph Audit, April 5, 1976

Subject meeting was conducted in the PARC Room at Alyeska. The following
personnel were in attendance:

From Alyeska - Messrs. Patton, DeMay, Willing, Westerheid,
Boorman, Thomas, Knodell and 0'Connell

From Interfor - Messrs. Rollins, Latz, Michels, Green, Ausman,
Keyes and Turner

Wr. Patton opened the meeting welcoming the group and stating that the
purpose of the discussion was to review for the Interior group the status
of the wald audit.

Mr. DeMay gave a historical summary of the organization, past and present.
Previously Bechtel had been the construction management contractor; whereas
now Alyeska is performing that role, and Bechtel is charged only with
performing a quality control function. The audit for welds in 1975 was

100 percent, whereas for 1976, 25 percent of all radiographs will be audited
daily. It is not intended that Alyeska will audit 100 percent of the welds
in 1976 as they did in 1975. The reason should be obvious from the stand-
point that with QA/QC the falsifications, lost rediographs and missed calls
that took place in 1975 should not exist in the 1976 program.

Mr. Westerheid reviewsd the 1975 program. The various radiograph contractors
took the film, and a Type Il interpretor read it. The interpreters are
union people who report to Alyeska, but they are on the rolls of the
radiograph contractor. Mr. DeMay indicated that in 1975 some of the pipe
was placed in the ground without x-rays being read. This will not be the
case.in 1976. No pipe is to be placed in the ground until x-rays have

been read and have been found acceptable. Alyeska's line organization is
responsible for the quality control of the project. QC s supposed to say
the. pipe is OK to bury with no holds on it. Mr. Patton stated that there
was to be a sign off (paper) to note that such was satisfactory to bury.

Mr: Latz asked what this was, and Mr. Patton discussed the July QC/QA
review in which the Alaska Pipeline Office was instrumsntal in instigating
QC authority to shut the work down if necessary to ensure quality control.
In August 1975 they reviewed with Mr. Latz the revised QA/QC program based
on the ad hoc committee's recommendations (and the APO mandate). Mr. Patton
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R.Ildil-l"l'al;lr Adit Breakdoun by befece

Type - *Section
3 4
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Incomplete Penctration 5 ')
Incoaplete Tusion

Elongated Slag Inclusion

Isolated Slag Inclusion

Cas Pocket

Spherical Torosity

Clustercd Porosity

Worzhole Porosity

Hallow Dead

Crack

Crapter Crack

.Bura Through

Axc Burn

Double Repair

i&ng Seans Intersect

incucpletc Coverage Repair Film
incoaplttr Coverage Inltial Film
Damaged Tipe
#Radiograph Missing

Incouwplete & Uninterpratable
nyplicate Welds

TOTALS

*Contingent on weld status log verificatiopn.
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Mr. Dixcern. What does it mean you do no more than the law
requires

Mr. Latz. I will get to that and address it, Mr. Chairman, if you will
just be patient.

The easual mention of *hearsay information” about double jointing
in Mr. Turner’s memorandum during that meeting was distractive to
the principal purpose of the meeting. I did indeed——

Mr. DinceLn. What was the principal purpose of the meeting?

Mr. Latz. I just stated, Mr. Chairman, the audit of Alyeska’s girth
weld program.

I did indeed refocus. Having had the casual hearsay mention I re-
focused the attention of that meeting to its important purpose. I do
not recall using the words “we would not do more than the law
requires.”

Mr. Dingern. That is in your memo, however.

Mr. Larz. It is in Mr. Turner’s memorandum to the files, one sen-
tence of a four-page single spaced typewritten memorandum. To so
characterize my input to , that meeting or my attitude and conduct in
the discharge of my duties is .lhwlnlt-l\ and ¢ ategorically inaccurate.
It is belied b\ my vigorous solicitation of the interest of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation in the 6 weeks preceding April 5.

Our files are available to your staff to peruse. My efforts in this re-
gard following the April 15 and 16 tl(pmltnms which came to our
attention were reviewed by our regional solicitor in the litigation
previously mentioned with Mr. Rollins. I insisted that we pursue the
matter with Alyeska resulting in the June 14 memorandum we just
discussed.

Mr. Patton, Mr. O’Connell, and Mr. Rollins are all here present to-
day and I invite this committee to elicit from them their observa-
tions and characterization of my presence at that meeting and my
statements.

Mr. 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 Mr. 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 joint welds. The pipe is proe-
essed in the plant, and there is no reason to suspect any problems. They question
whether automatic welds could be fingerprinted because the anomalies just aren’t
there as in manual welding.

Now the purpose of the fingerprinting was to achieve an understand-
ing of whether there was in fact a falsification of the r.uimg -aph. Isn’t
that the reason w hy you would be discussing the question ?

Mr. Larz. Indeed it was nongermane to the meeting.

Mr. Dixcerr. 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 that there were some problems with regard to
double joint welds?

Mr. Larz. Mr. 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——
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Mr. DixaeLr. With regard to the double joint welds ?

Mr. Larz. Yes, sir.

Mr. DingeLn. How ?

Mr. Latz. By eliciting the report Alyeska gave us June 14 which you
presently possess,

Mr. DixgeLL. Did you make any personal inquiries

Mr. Larz. Did I personally ?

Mr. DixgeLi. Or any of your people up there in Alaska. Were there
any instructions to your people as to the irregularities at Fairbanks?
Did you make any inquiries?

Mr. Larz. Mr. Chairman, may I ask—it is quite possible I have
missed something,

Mr. Dingeve. I don’t think it is possible you missed anything. Let
me repeat the question so that you have it clearly before you.

At the time you will agree that the paragraphs referred to indicate
that you were on notice that there may have been irregularities with
regard to double joint welds. Am I correct in that or incorrect #

Mr. Larz. T accept that.

Mr. Dincene. All right,

Mr. Latz. T do not accept the characterization of this letter.

Mr. Dingenr. You spoke then, or somebody spoke, to Mr. Patton.
Did anybody speak to the welders in the yard? Were there any dis-
cussions with the welders in the yard by you or any of your subordi-
nates or by General Rollins or any of his subordinates?

Mr. Larz. The allusion to being “put on notice,” Mr. Chairman. I
am not quite sure what that means. We took cognizance of all that was
available to us. I think we sought that which was not available to us.

Mr. DiNgerr. You were sufficiently concerned that you visited
Patton. Were you sufficiently concerned that you visited the people in
the yard?

Mr. Larz. The disparity of your satement is inaccurate. T did not
visit with Mr. Patton about this.

Mr. Dixcerr. Here is the memo and it says, “Mr. Patton said it is
not the case with double joint welds.” Now somebody is quoting Mr.
Patton.

Mr. Larz. I just testified that I attended that meeting and indicated
that that topic at that meeting was nongermane,

Mr. Dingevr. Let us consider that the question of these double joint
welds is germane to something, and I am not sure whether you ap-
preciate this with the same degree of concern that 1 do or not, but
let me then ask. Somebody was apparent ly sufficiently concerned about
this they spoke to Mr. Patton.

Mr. Latz. Mr. Patton was in this meet ing.

Mr. Dixgern. Did anybody make any further inquiry beyond dis-
cussing the matter with Mr, Patton at the meeting or was the matter
permitted to drop at that point ?

Mr. Latz. The matter was not dropped.

Mr. Dixeerr. What other inquiries were made with regard to the
double joint welds?

Mr. Latz. We were aware of the depositions being taken.

Mr. Brown. Apparently it came into the meeting that there was
heresay information based on the Ketehbaw suit that there 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.
Patton said it is not the case with double joint welds.” Apparently
there was a difference of opinion in that meeting as to whether there
was a problem, is that correct?

Mr. Larz. That may well have been, Mr. Brown, and as I indicated
that was not the purpose of the meeting. We were indeed then aware
of the depositions being taken in the Kefchbaw litigation.

Mr. Dincern. Was there any iquiry made with regard to whether
or not there were irregularities with regard to the double joint welds?

Mr. LaTz. Not at that meeting, I have already testified there were
after that.

Mr. Dingern. Let me ask you this question then. Was there any
inquiry made elsewhere at any other time with regard to the irregu-
larity or regularity of the double joint welds?

Mr. Frizzerr. 1 can answer that, Mr, Chairman. At what point in-
deed there were. We knew depositions were being taken in the & etch-
baw suits. The allegation of rumors was in connection with that. Your
star witness last Friday on the basis of these allegations was the one
whose testimony was about to be deposed. We got a copy of that and
he said there were no falsifications of double joint welds in Fairbanks.
You said, “Did you go to the field ?” We talked to the head radio-
grapher; we got his sworn testimony.

Mr. Dingern. Did you make any other inquiries?

Mr. Frizzern. Once he said there were no falsifications. Yes; Mr.
Rollins went back to Alyeska and said, “Assure me that there is no
trouble with double joints; give me an audit.”

Mr. Dineern. It was not you folks that were deposing this matter.

Mr. Frzzevr. Lawsuit.

Mr. DingerL. The Chair is going to recognize counsel for the purpose
of questions.

Mr. Barrerr. The meeting took place on April 5. At that time
Alyeska had just completed an extensive audit in which it found
falsification of X-rays on the field welds, is that not correct?

Mr. Larz. That is absolutely not correct. T have just testified they
were in the process of completing. There were several weeks to get
it to a conclusion.

Mr. Frizzrri. We got the Alyeska audit in May.

Mr. Barrerr. Everybody was aware of the falsification issue?

Mr. Larz. Aware of allegations of falsification.

Mr. Barrerr, In other words, the Peter Kelley incident in Sep-
tember you had not investigated, you sat around all through that.

Mr. Larz. That is not an accurate statement.

Mr. Barrerr. I am trying to find out. Is it your statement ?

Mr. Dixeerr. Had you investigated Peter Kelley’s allegations prior
to the time that the litigation was filed ?

Mr. Frizzerr, That i1s when it was filed, in September 1975, Mr.
Chairman,

Mr. Bagrerr. I think at this point in April it was pretty common
knowledge that there was a falsification problem on the girth welds;
Alyeska had issued a press release in October talking about it. The
field weld investigation had been pretty completed; whether it was
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actually completed a month later, it was known at that time vou had
problems with field welds and you had discussed the problem of finger-
printing with respect to the field welds, The fingerprinting method was
used as a method for establishing whether or not falsification had oc-
cured with respect to the girth welds, is that correct ?

Mr. Frizzevs, No, it is not.

Mr. Bargerr. Mr. Rollins is nodding his head yes,

Mr. Frizzeir. 1 will speak for the Department if you don’t mind,
Mr. Barrett.

My, Dincerr. Try to get two out of three.

Mr. Frizzern, We knew what the facts were.

Mr. Barrerr, At this time you are discussing, nevertheless, finger-
printing.

Mr. Krizzerr, They didn’t even start their audit of one of the sec-
tions until January of 1976.

Mr. Barrerr. We are discussing fingerprinting.

Mr. Frizzers. You didn’t understand all five sections of the pipeline.
This was April. We got the first copy of the Alyeska report. It was
not done until May of 1976.

Mr. Bagrrerr. At this time in April of 1976 there was a common
knowledge that there had been a falsification of X-rays on the line,
is that not correct, Mr. Rollins?

Mr. Rorrins. The rumors were there and Alyeska in this meeting of
April 5 reported at that time there were strong indications that there
has been falsification.

Mr. Barrerr. They had issued a press release in early October dis-
cussing this. They had the September 26 report a copy of which was
given to you ultimately in which it discusses the falsification. Are you
saying you didn’t know about falsification ¢

Mr. Frizzeis. I thought the Chair's ruling was we were not going
to talk about field girth welds, we were only going to talk about double
jointing. '

Mr. DingeLL. Let’s ask the question. You have all this notice about
the possibility of falsification with regard to girth welds in the field.
Didn’t that put you on notice that maybe you ought to take a look at
the question of yard welds also?

Mr. Frizzerr. Who do you direct the question to?

Mr. DingeLL. I understand you were speaking for the Department,
Mr, Frizzell,

Mr. Frizzeir. We did address our attention to double joint welds
in Fairbanks.

Mr. Dixgerw. Tell us what you did.

Mr. Frizzern. Well, we participated in the lawsuit where the chief
radiographer in the double-jointed yard was going to have his deposi-
tion taken.

Mr. Dixgerr. Did you make any investigation beyond that?

Mr. Frizzerr. We found out that his testimony under oath was
that no, there was not any problem. Despite the rumors we didn’t feel
that. We went to Alyeska and we said we still hear there is a problem
of double jointing welds in Fairbanks: let us know if any got out
without an X-ray.

We have gone to the FBI. The FBI said, “It is not within our
jurisdietion.” T didn’t accept that. I called a friend of mine over in
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the Department of Justice here and said: “Get on the U.S. Attorney,
get on the FBI. We need an expert investigation on this matter be-
cause we don't possess it.” At Interior we don’t have subpena powers.

Mr. Dincerr. Did you have your office up there in Alaska make any
inquiry of the parties who might be involved in these matters involv-
ing the yards?

Mr. Frizzern. Mr. mysterious witness Y, your chief witness, we
approached him. We saw his testimony under oath.

Mr, Dingerr, When did you do that ?

Mr. Frizzerr, Well, T tried to tell you a moment ago we got his
deposition which was taken April 16 and by the time the reporter tran-
scribed it we received it on June 12,

Mr. Dingerr. Did any of your people go to the yard to discuss these
matters with other radiographers?

Mr. Frizzere., This was the head guy in the yard right there.

Mr. DingerrL. Did you go to others?

Mr. Frizzerr. There were only two others.

Mr. Dixcevn. Did you go to them?

Mr. Frizzern. I don’t know.

Mr. Dixcerr. The answer to the question is “No,” General ?

General Rorrins. We went to none of the other two radiographers.

Mr. Dixgrnn, General, you were before this subcommittee at a time
earlier and you will recall that at the time you were here Mr. Barrett
asked you some questions which went as follows:

Mr. Baggerr. Do you know whether or not any other people who were in-
volved in the falsification of X-rays, as testified to by Mr. Kelley this morning,
are presently employed by Peabody Miller?

Mr, Rorvixns. I heard Mr, Kelley announce there was one gentleman, and I
intend to pursue that vigorously on my return home.

Mr. BargrerT. This was your first knowledge of this fact?

Mr. RoLLins, Yes,

Mr. DiNGELL, Are any other persons employed either by Alyeska or Bechtel,
or by any other person or firm, who are doing quality control work, or radio-
gaphy work?

Mr. Rorrins. Mr. Chairman, I do not know. I only heard what Mr. Kelley
said in this morning's testimony.

Mr. DinGeLL, Does it strike you that it is a question of any importance?
Mr, RorLrins. It certainly does, sir,

Then on the next page, here is the testimony here.

Mr. DixceLL. Would you inquire into it for us, please?

Mr. Rocrins. I intend to the minute T get back to Alaska, sir

Mr. DingeELL. We would appreciate it.

Did you make any inquiry inln this matter?

General Rornuing, Yes, sir, I did.

Mr. DingerL. Would you tell us what you did and what you found ?

General Roruixs. Mr. Ke ley mentioned one specific name in his
testimony.

Mzr. Frizzerr. This is on double joint welds, I assume.

Mr. DixaeLy. No.

Mr. Barrerr. This is on Mr. Rollins’ testimony about what he did.

Mr. Frizzenn. We are back to field girth welds.

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Rollins testified under oath that the minute he
ot 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 RoLuins. T did not interview Mr. Kelley.

Mr. Barrerr. You have never interviewed Mr. Kelley ¢

General Rorrins. [ have not interviewed Mr. Kelley.

Mr. Bagrgerr. Did you interview anyone Mr. Kelley named who
could have been involved in the X-ray falsification ¢

General Roruins. 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.

Mzr. Barrerr. Did he do so?

General RoLuins. He did so.

Mr. Dingerr. What did he do ¢

General Rorrins. He found the one name mentioned by Mr. Kelley
in his testimony, the name of a Mr. Richard Lee Ferris, as of this date
which was the date that I had the report that when he checked on the
10th of September 1976 Mr. Richard Lee Ferris was at that time em-
ployed in the quality control system of Alyeska working for Peab y-
Miller. That was the only name mentioned by Mr. Kelley still on the
job or still connected with the job as far as Kelley's testimony. As 1
state, Mr. Ferris was then employed.

As you question me, Mr. Chairman, there was another infamous
list attached to another document that was discussed at the hearings
in which there was a list of names and there were names as follows on
that other list: Ridenhour, Kelley—I believe this is another Kelley
other than Peter Kelley—Bonnie, Bridges, Carter, Von Lake. Dog-
gert, Kilmer, and Bob Miller

On the 10th of September we had response to my solicitor’s inquiry
that of these other names only one was connected with the quality
control effort of the project and this was Ms. Ursula Bonnie who was
an employee of Peabody-Miller. The other seven names—excluding
Bob Miller—were positively not in a quality control capacity with
Alyeska on the 10th of September.

Mr. Barrerr. So your testimony was on June 21 and you made the
inquiry on September 10.

General RoLuins. T got the report on the 10th of September.

Mr. Barrerr. When did you malke the inquiry ?

General RoLrins, My solicitor made the inquiry and actually ac-
cording to his memo that he wrote to me he made the inquiry about
the 8th of September.

Mr. Barrerr. So he made the inquiry about the Sth of September ?

General RoLruins, Yes, sir.

Mr. Barrert. Then 2 months after you swore to this committee that
you intended to get into it the minute you got back, you finally make
an inquiry ¢

General Rowrins. Yes; those are the dates. Part of the problem in
the slippage of time was our inability to get hold of a transcript of
the hearings in Alaska.

Mr. Barrerr. But you had access to the September 26 report in
which the names were mentioned, is that not correct ?

General RoLrins. Excuse me. T misunderstood you.

Mr. Bargrert. There were a number of names vou just read off. You
are referring to a September 26 memo? ’

General Rorrins. No,
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Mr. Bagrgerr, The infamous document you referred to?

General Rorrins. This infamous document I am talking to is the
attachment to the House document written by Alyeska in the earliest
days of the suspected

Mr. Bagrerr. So you had the names when you went back to Alaska
following your testimony on the 21st ¢

General Rorurins. T had part of the testimony, I did not have the
Kelley testimony.

Mr. Frizzers. Mr. Chairman, I have two more points I want to cover
in my opening statement and they will be very brief.

In regard to double jointed welds——

Mr. DingeLL. You are recognized.

Mr. Frizzerr. Thank you, sir.

On page 10 of your staff’s memorandum and repeated again here
earlier today by Mr. Olive, the union organizer, in his testimony it is
stated that in early 1976—this here again goes to Alyeska getting Don
Olive who described the falsification scheme to Waldrug who was in
charge of labor relations. In the ensuing month and a half he has not
heard from Waldrup again. None of the X-rays in the double joint
yards were examined by Alyeska as a result of this warning. Now I
wonder what would have happened, Mr. Chairman, had we got in
contact with Mr. Waldrup.

Mr, Barrerr. To state that is false?

Mr. Frizzern. Yes, the statement that nobody has heard from Wal-
drug after Mr. Olive contacted him.

Mr. Dingerr. What are the facts?

Mr. Frizzerr. The facts are as follows: On Wednesday, November
10, 1976, Mr. Olive testified Mr. Waldrup at his office asked if he could
meet with him at that meeting to discuss upcoming arbitration 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 talking about some of the technicalities in the X-raying process when
Olive mentioned that 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.

1 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, scuttlebutt and rumors of un-
founded abuses. Most involve hearsay on top of hearsay without enough detail
to make an investigatiop.

That is why Mr. Waldrup didn’t follow through with anything be-
cause he got no information from Mr, Olive.

Now the last point I want to cover, Mr. Chairman, is this. We have
had some fun here today about an audit, of an audit, of an audit and
the allegation is repeated not in substance but on page 4 of your staff’s
memorandum to you of December 7. It says in a little more damaging
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indictment made here that the Arthur 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 Interior to solve the prob-
lem is far behind schedule.

Now I have here the steps that I have taken since July 19 of this
year when I for the first time provided a copy of the Arthur Andersen
review to this 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 Interior been sitting on its hands?

Well, we received the Arthur Andersen ieport, not an audit, on re-
viewing “Alyeska’s Quality Assurance of August 1975” on July 19.

Mr. Dineerr. Can you summarize that briefly # What did they say ?

Mr. Frizzeir. They said briefly, “Alyeska’s records are not in an
auditable shape to where we can perform an audit for you, Mr.
Frizzell.”

Mr. Brow~. We are on a somewhat delicate point. T wonder whether
that material or some portion of it can go into the record.

Mr. Frizzerr. T would love to put it in the record and T am going to
proffer it for the record, Mr. Brown.

Mr. DingerL. We will receive it and have the staff review it and we
will see to it that the conclusion of the portions you review as relevant.
are included in the record.

Mr. Frizzerr, I won’t belabor the point with this but let me sum-
marize briefly this way. Alyeska on their own did attempt to undergo
an audit 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 at that time to try to insure that the same things that had hap-
pened, in the 1975 welding season, would not happen in the 1976
season, such things as requiring, first of all, that no pipe gets covered
in the ground, not one section, until a certification is made under oath
that a positive, a good X-ray has been made of that weld.

Second, I required that a duplicate radiograph—sinee 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
Arthur Andersen:

It was fine, Mr. Frizzell, what you did but you ought to close the loop. You
ought to in addition require a copy of each radiograph and a certification that
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 additional 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
identifying symbol on the inside and outside so that one or two or
three radiographers—out of 30,000 employees—who know the quality
control program will necessarily discover fraud. T want to make sure
it does not happen in the 1976 season.

Then I went back to Arthur Andersen. T said, “Get together with
Alyeska, you are having problems on what form the aundit will take.”
Alyeska told me they are willing to get their anditors to sit down at
this meeting with us and it will be Arthur Andersen and Peat, and
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Marwick there, so that 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 that.

Then after we arrived at acceptable procedures, because in the first
instance when I hired Arthur Andersen, on the spot, last May when
I got Alyeska’s audit and I did it very frankly on a sole source basis
because T could not wait to go out and pay for the low bidder so I
paid Arthur Andersen, but, [In- second time around because of the
laws passed by the Congress which I believe in and adhere to I (lldn t
want to go sole source so I had to go through the time consuming
method of putting out for bids this final review of Alyeska’s audit.

Do you know what I found? I thought I would get the top bids of
four or five top accounting firms, including Arthur Andersen because
they had a lot of time in this. The v in a cautious review of all of their
offices over the United States found some office in Pennsylvania that
represented one subcontractor, or somebody involved with the Alyeska
pipeline, and they refused to bid. T didn’t get top bids of seven or olght
and I had to settle on a sole bidder.

Now we are underway and we could not complete the review of
Alyeska’s audit until January beeause their records are not in order
for this sole source bidder of mine to be able to review. We are going
to have the audit 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. Dingern. The important fact is that you do have some differ-
ence of view between Alyeska, Arthur Andersen, Peat, Marwick and
the most recent audit of the audit of the audits that have been com-
menced on this.

Mr. Frizzern. 1 thought we disposed of the audit of the audits.
There is one audit.

Mr. Dinaeon. One audit and then the reviews.

Mr. Frizzerr, That is right.

Mr. Dincerr. And you do have some differences.

Mr. Frizzein., Yes; we did have some differences. We met here,
we met in Los Angeles, but we resolved it.

Mr. Dincern, 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. Dincern. What did you do with this weekly report?

Mr. Latz. I read them, I review them very t]mmu;ﬁﬂ\

Mr. DingeELL. And then what ?

Mr. Larz. I keep the Under Secretary informed of their contents.

Mr. Dingerr. Did anyone else in the Interior Department receive
this, Mr. Frizzell or Mr. Kleppe?

Mr. Larz. At the direct instruction of the Under Secretary they
are submitted to all the Assistant Secretaries and the Solicitor.

Mr. Dingevr. The copy of the APO report?

Mr. Latz. Yes.

Mr. DingeLn. Did you rewrite it and resubmit it or did you just
forward it on?
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Mr. Larz. T summarized it, in part. The Under Secretary has since
instructed me to send it in toto and I so do.

Mr. DiNceLn, Now in the weekly report of September 12 General
Rollins wrote to you as follows, I think

A QC audit had found possible radiographic testing by Ketchbaw. This in-
formation surfaced that evening by local press as a result of the suit filed by
a disgruntled employee against Ketchbaw industry.

Now did you send this report to Mr. Frizzell or Mr. Kleppe?

Mr. Larz. I don’t recall. Would you tell me the year, Mr, Chairman.
You said September. Would you tell me the year?

Mr. DingeLL. That was September 12, 1975. Did you forward that
one?

Mr. Larz. At that time we did not have an Under Secretary. I
don’t know that specific date but I do believe Mr. Frizzell, our So-
licitor, was Acting Secretary. The date of that memo was September
what?

Mr. DiNGELL, September 12,

Mr. Latz. That 1s within 1 day of a meeting with the
the other companies of Trans Alaska called
Acting Secretary, Mr. Frizzell,
standing in the pipeline.

Mr. Dingerr. Well, did you send it forward or not ?

Mr. Frizzerr, 1 exhorted Alyeska owner companies, not Alyeska. ]
called the heads of the company in and said, “Get the quality control
in shape.”

Mr. Drxgerr. That I applaud but was that sent forward ?

Mr. LaTz. To whom ¢

Mr. DinGeLL. Anyone in Interior.

Mr. Larz, Not to my knowledge.,

Mr. Dingerr. Can you tell me why ?

Mr, Larz, I cannot say for certain.

Mr. Dixeern. You indicated to the staff that this was a matter of
idiosynerasy.

Mr. Larz. Is that a quotation, Mr. Chairman ?

Mr. Dixcerr, The word “idiosyncrasy™ was used by you in connec-
tion with this particular discussion with the committee staff.

Mr. Larz. T could possibly recall their use of that word or asking
me if that was an idiosyncrasy of mine.

Mr. Dincere, What did yon say ?

Mr. Larz. We had no Secretary, we had no Under Secretary. Mr.
Frizzell as Acting Secretary was ext remely busy, nonetheless he mani-
fested 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. Dineern. Well, did you forward this information to your supe-
riors in response to the September 12 memo?

Mr. Larz. The Office of Secretary and Under Secretary, both offices
were vacant.

Mr. Barrerr. 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.

presidents of
and presided over by the
at which we discussed all aspects out-
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Mr. Dixcerr. Let me ask you this question. In November 1975 Mr.
Kleppe in an interview with Newsweek magazine indicated that he
was unaware of the falsification or the faking of X-rays on the
pipeline.

Mr. LAtz You are quoting and characterizing Secretary Kleppe. If
I might do the same thing, was he alludng to allegations of
falsifications?

Mr. Dixgerr. 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?

Mr. Latz. 1 don’t recall.

Mr, Dixcern. 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? What was known at that time?

Mr. DincerLr. Well, can you tell me why the Secretary was not
aware of a problem of this magnitude?

Mr. Latz. Because I judged at that time it not to be a problem of
magnitude sufficient. for the Secretary’s attention.

Mr. Dincern. You have got a chance to rethink that, T guess.

Mr. Larz. I am not too sure, Mr. Chairman, that if I were sitting
back in November 1975 that I would feel any differently today.

Mr. Dingern. It is regarded rather widely as a matter of some
seriousness at this time, 1s it not?

Mr. Latz. Today?

Mr. DingeErLL. Yes.

Mr. Larz. Not in November 1975.

Mr. Frizzerr.. The subcommittee I don’t believe got involved until
June of this year, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DingeLn. What ?

Mr. Frizzere. The subcommittee T don’t believe got involved until
June of this year.

Mr. Dingerr. Well, the subcommittee has been rather 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. Dixgerr. When did you hear of those, if you please?

Mr. Latz. T can’t say accurately, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Divcern. Did you ever discuss with the subcommittee staff
that you did not know of any information indicating problems of the
double joint welds?

Mr. Latz. Did 1 ever do what, Mr. Chairman ?

Mr. Dixererr. Did you ever discuss with the subcommittee staff that
you did not know of any information indicating there were any
problems with the X-rays of double joint weld?

Mr. Larz. T don’t recall.

Mr. DivgerL. Is it still your feeling that there is no problem with
regard to X-ray of double joint welds?
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Mr. Larz. Mr, Chairman, I 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. Frizzevn, 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 that wholeheartedly.

Mr. DiNgeLL. Well, I am very pleased to hear that because I think
that is a very serious matter. I am not satisfied with whether the
welds are good or not.

Mr. Frizzen. 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. Dineere. I am not prepared to tell you whether they are good
or bad.

Mr. Frizzeor. We will find out.

Mr. Dineerr. This is something that has to be looked into.

Mr. Frizzevr. 1 thought I had covered that in my opening state-
ment and I assure you that will be done.

Mr. Dineern. Yes.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Brows. You have a transcript in which somebody you referred
to as witness Y, which I referred to in my reading of last week’s testi-
mony as the second witness, says two different things. In that depo-
sition he says there were no problems with the X-rays in that there
were no falsifications,

Mr. Frizzers. There is a conflict between the sworn testimony and
the deposition.

Mr. Brown. If I understand, and T think I do, that is the same
witness which I referred to as the second witness. We have sworn
testimony before the subcommittee last week that there was falsifica-
tion. However, that witness also is the person who signed off on the—

Mr. Frizzeru, Daily worksheets,

Mr. Browx. So we have a problem here because we have a witness
that has testified to two different things and whose name is also on
those daily worksheets which are the assurance that the 60 welds were
OK when they went out out in the field. Now we got into the question
in our hearing last Friday about 13 unrepaired welds which got into
the field, which you say 8 came from the Fairbanks yard and 5 came
from the Valdez yard. T understand that you followed through on
those and they have been tracked down and have been repaired. T 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 that it?

Mr. Frizzevr. Yes: but to help reinforce the efficacy of that witness’
name on those worksheets—there are two other names on each work-
sheet, not. just his —and he did indicate, and that is the process, those
he makes immediately before any Bechtel quality control man comes
back to him and says, “Look, we have a bad quality radiograph.” So
they are more apt fo be accurate because they would be a day or two
late. : J

Mr. Brow~x. What is the status of the other two persons whose
names are on the worksheets assuring that those welds are adequate
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welds? You don’t have to identify them by name but I just want to
know what their status is.

General Rowuins. One is a welding inspector and the other is a
radiographer contractor and then code interpretation. Well, that is
the code for the weld and it has an initial. So there are three others.

Mr. Brown. There are three others besides that one person?

General RoLuins. Yes.

Mr, Brown. I don’t know if this is an appropriate question for you
but would it be your conclusion that Alyeska which had subcontr: acted
with Bechtel for Bechtel to do the quality control work and then
Bechtel who had in turn subcontracted with Superintendence, Inc.,
to provide the radiographers to be part of that quality control process
could recover the cost or would perhaps be in a legal position to re-
cover the costs of any failure of either Superintendence or Bechtel to
perform their contractual duties in this instance ?

Mr. Frizzerr. Mr. Brown, I have learned one thing in my 20-year
law practice—you don’t want to speak for some other client that 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. Frizzenrn. Well, it would be worth about what you are paying
for it if T were to answer.

Mr. Brown. Thank you very much.

Mr. Dingerr. Let me ask you this question, Mr. Latz. I have here
a series of reports titled “Weekly Report to John Latz, Technical
Assistant to the Under Secretary, DIO, Washington, D.C.” Then up
on top appears the words “Not Sent.” I guess you put that there.

Mr. Latz. I may have. May I see it to identify my marking?

Mr. Dingern. I will make the whole pile available here.

On September 22, “Got weekly report 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 that we were without
a Secretary and Under Secretary most of that time. Under Secretary
Whittaker resigned May 1, 1975, and Under Secretary Frizzell was
sworn in the latter part of November 1975.

Mr. Dineerr. He was serving as Secretary during that period be-
cause he was Acting Secretary.

Mr. Larz. \lhn;: Secretary for a period.

Mr. Divgent. You have one in here that says—I don’t have it here
and I don’t think it is really important but I am curious. This was
the first time that you kept these reports and you did not send them
forward because then you didn’t have a Secretary or didn’t have an
Under Secretary ?

Mr. Latz. 1 certainly did not consciously withhold them from the
Secretary or the Under Secretary—to not send them with the intent
of withholding information.

Mr. Dingern. All right.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Barrett.
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Mr. Barrerr. Mr. Rollins, has there been & problem with the 1976
welding program? In other words, have any welds been permanently
nstalled without being X-rayed or without receiving proper X-rays
first? That is, welds made in 1976.

General Rorrins. Qur reports are that 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 that I can’t remember the de-
tails 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. Barrerr. The Koyukuk welds were made in 1975, weren’t
they?

General Rornruins, No: it is my understanding they were made in
early 1976, I will have to provide you the details on that.

Mr. Barrerr. Now have any welds other than these in the Koyukuk
River been permanently installed during 1976 without X-ray or with-
out receiving proper X-rays first ?

General Rorrins, None that I know of.

Mr. Barrert. Have any welds been permanently installed withont
the proper OK P30 paperwork being done?

General Rovuins. Yes; there was one instance as I remember where
the paperwork had been done and the man did not actually paint it,
we found out, We talked to Alyeska about it, We verified that the
documentation had been done but the man had not painted it for some
reason or another and we granted an exception.

Mr. Barrert. Do you know where Moose Cireek i8¢

General Roruins. I believe Moose Creek is north in section 3.

Mr. Barrerr. Was 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 that had
been permanently installed on VSM’s? The welds had been made dur-
ing March or April of 197617

General Rorvins. Mr, Barrett, T do not know of the incident of
Maose Creek of going back and retaking X-rays, Was that a 1976
program you are saying ?

Mr. Barrerr. A 1976 program.

General Rornuins. T am nof personally familiar with it.

Mr. Barrerr. Is this the sort of thing that as head of the office there
you should know ?

General Rovuins. Possibly T should but I am not omniscient, un-
fortunately.

Mr. Barrerr. When we talk about fingerprinting, Mr. Rollins, this
is a device or a method for determining whether or not an X-ray may
have been falsified ?

General Rorrins. Alyeska devised that, T
ography experts and Alyeska’s that this is t}
printing techniques on a large project. It was developed to come up
with a specific identifier for each film of each joint by using a tech-
nique of locating the longitudinal weld seams and the start point and
the stop point, and the point of it is to come up with an identifying
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.

am told by my radi-
e first use of the finger-
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Mr. Barrerr. Well, what you are saying is it is a method that was
perfected in this instance by Alyeska to determine whether or not

General Rovuins. If there were, they were looking for duplicate
welds, It is a system to determine if you have duplication of film.

Mr. Bagrrerr. So when you are talking about fingerprinting X-rays
you are talking about problems with falsification.

General RorLins. Possible falification which I am no attorney. Fals-
ification to me means a deliberate intent to do something, and people
do make mistakes.
~ Mr. Bargerr. We are talking about possible duplication of X-rays
in any case.

General Rorrins. Yes.

Mr. Bargerr. 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 fingerprinting unless there
is a problem of identifying duplicate welds.

General Roruins. That is one use of the tool and I don’t remember
the specific details. The problems with fingerprinting in machine weld-
ing, 1t is not as easily used a tool even if it can be used as it would be
for stick welded joints.

Mr. Bagrerr, Thank you.

Mr. Broww~. On that point, what we are dealing with here is appar-
ently repaired welds, not 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 that be
done !

General RoLuins. T am not familiar enough as an amateur student of
radiography science to answer that.

Mr. Browx. Who can give us that answer? Could you direct us to
some persons who could give us that technical answer?

General Rorrins. Well, we have a man in the room.

Mr. Brown. Is it the Coast Guard?

General Ronuins. Yes; the Coast Guard could do it or any person
who is a radiographic engineer, and we have Alyeska’s radiographic
engineer with us in the room today.

Mr. Brow~. You also have a representative of the Coast Guard.

General Roruins, And a representative of the Coast Guard.

Mr. Barrerr, When we are talking about fingerprinting in the con-
text of the double joint welds, the April 5 meeting, the problems in
the double joints when we are talking about fingerprinting, we are at
least on notice that we suspect there may have been falsification or
duplication.

General Roruins. Mr. Barrett, I don’t like your choice of words. As
an old solider, T would say we are beginning to be alerted to a possible
problem at that time, that we did not know there was a problem, this
was an alert. Again, trying to be prudent, Mr. Patton who was a par-
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. Bagrerr. So what you are saving is that because you didn’t
know how you could fingerprint, you didn’t make any
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General Rowrins. No, sir, that is not what I said. What T said was
when that 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. Barrerr. And the letter said, “We counted up the films”?

General Rorrins, That is right.

Mr. Barrerr. And we tested the quality of the film, the interpreta-
tion of the film quality. It does not say they tested to see if there was
duplication.

General Rorrins. T took Alyeska’s word. Mr., Westerheid, depend-
ing upon Bechtel, one of the largest engineering firms in the United
States, ran the QC program. I took their word for it.

Mr. BarreTr. You relied on Bechtel’s QC'?

General Rovrins. Bechtel is a professional organization, I am a pro-
fessional engineer, we are professional people and our name js our
bond and our reputation goes with our license to practice engineering.,

Mr. Barrerr. You relied upon Bechtel’s QC program in the field
until a problem arose, is that not correct? I mean you relied upon Bech-
tel in the field weld problem and found that——

General Rovrins. They had problems with it. As far as T am con-
cerned they did not have the same degree of problems, no more than

just a few problems in the double joint yard.,
Mr. Barrerr, Well, Yyou are agreed that Bechtel quality control ap-
parently didn’t catch what they should have caught in the field weld.

General Rorrins. That is correct.
Mr. Barrerr. And you were aware of this some time ago, April or

earlier?

General Rovuins. That is correct.

Mr. Barrerr. If Bechtel broke down on the field weld, why could
they not have broken down on this?

General RorLivs. They probably could have but L determined in my
best judgment in this instance that this was a valid report and T was
satisfied at the time that prudent steps had been taken to check the
X-rays and to audit the X-ray quality, the X-ray numbers to veri
that the 100-percent radiography requirement was being met for the
double joint weld.

Mr. Bagrrerr. Now assuming that 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 Rorrins, When 1 have a little time to be able to get back
and talk to my people and talk to Alyeska, when T am dismissed from
tere today and discussing with my superior, Mr, Frizzell, T intend
to get on the phone, Alaska is already alerted. We are going to work
and come up with a system so that 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 that we feel will do the job as of now.,

Mr. Frizzrrr, Mr, Barrett. in that connection, Mr. E. I.. Patton, who
is the chairman of the board of Alyeska is here today and would like
the opportunity—and I think we would all like to hear what Alyeska
plans to do about the 60 falsified radiographs and their procedures,
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Mr. Browx. Excuse me. Is that the same Patton referred to in the
memo here?

Mr. Frizzern. Yes, who hosted the meeting.

Mr. Brow~. 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. Frizzeun., The same person, Mr. Brown. He is willing and able
and would desire to put this-

Mr. Browx. So up to a point you had the hearsay in Mr. Patton’s
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 cont rol which said there was
no problem.

Mr. Frizzers, Mr. Patton would like to make a statement for the
subcommittee.

Mr. Dixcers. We are going to hear from Mr. Patton as quickly as we
can. We will probably hear from him today. In the meantime I want
to dispose of the business that is before us in regard to your testimony.

Mr. Frizzenn, Surely.

That is the end of my opening statement.

Mr. DingeLL. Gentlemen, 1 believe that concludes the questions for
you. We thank you for your testimony.

Mr. Frizzern, Thank you.

Mr. Garner. Hugh Garner, Deputy Solicitor for Interior.

Mr. DixceLL. In what capacity do you want to appear before us?

Mr. Garser. It is not an appearance but merely to make a comment
with respect to the chairman’s opening statement.

Mr. DinceLL. I have to swear you if you are going to testify today.

Mr, GarnEer. Not necessarily.

Mr. Dincerr. I am not sure I am interested in any further 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. Garxer. This might be a little irregular.

Mr. Dixcent. Why don’t you sit down at the witness table. Are
you going to make a statement or comment ?

Mr. GArRNER. A very brief comment.

Mr. DixcELL. You are recognized for a brief comment. Don’t irritate
the Chair too much.

Mr. GarxER. As the chairman knows, T was an observer at the
executive session on Friday and as Mr. Barrett knows I interviewed
the witnesses who appeared that day that evening.

Mr, DixceLr. The staff made them available to you.

Mr. Garxer. That is right.

Mr. Frizzewn. At 5:30 when they were to catch a 6:30 plane.

Mr. Dingenr. No. As a matter of fact, they were available to you
earlier and you chose not to take advantage of it.

Mr. Frizzert. T want to set that straight for the record.

Mr. Dineerr., T just set it straight.

Mr. Frizzern. T called vou first and your secretary said you were
on personal business and unavailable. T called Mr, Barrett and he said,
“T guess T could make them available to you from the hotel.” I said
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that 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. _

Mr. DincerL. There were no obstacles placed in your way with re-
gard to discussing these matters with them.

Mr. Barrerr. That is right.

Mr. Dingerr. I think you ought to know that. If you had been
informed to the contrary, you were very much in error,

Mr. Frizzevv. I talked to your chief counsel.

Mr. DincerL. T am telling you what the facts were. They were there,
your solicitor was there or any of the folks you had available to you.

Mr. Frizzere. I cannot be resposible for their inaction. I tried to
talk to them in the early afternoon aid they were not available.

Mr. DincerL. All right. Go ahead. sir.

Mr. Garner. T think——

Mr. BarrerT. The witnesses were there, we did have them available
for both DOT and Interior if they had wanted to ask them any ques-
tions at the time. Nobody did. They went back and tried to contact
us and Mr. Frizzell tried to contact Mr. Dingell and thereafter tried
to contact me, and in fact I answered Mr. Frizzell’s first call to me.

Mr. Frizzeve. That is right, and they were not available until 5:30;
isn’t that true?

Mr. Barrert. That is right, and then your people were not interested
and they went off somewhere.

I would like to make one additional point. Mr. Frizzell, did you
disclose the whereabouts of those witnesses to any reporter?

Mr. Frizzere. 1 didn’t talk to any reporter, period, and T have not
yet on this matter because I didn’t have any answers because I didn’t
know what was going on until today.

Mr. Barrerr. Did you talk to Mr. Jim Bishop about the location of
the witnesses?

Mr. Frizzerr. No: I did not.

Mr. Garver. May I address that becanse T am the only individual
in the Department of the Interior to my knowledge who knows the
full identity, addresses, and telephone numbers of those witnesses
which T took in your presence and with their approval and agreement,
but this has nothing to do with my comment.

Mr. Dineern. I suggest you proceed with your comment. We seem
to be getting far afield. Go ahead.

Mr. Garxer. I am saying to you, sir, that the statement that you
read into the record this morning, it was a fast reading. Copies were
given to the press and T was a little slow getting a copy myself to scan.
I would say that there are statements in that report, there are comments
in the report which do not comport to my recollection. I would like
to have the privilege of making a comparison of that statement with
my own notes and a possible reference to the transeript—obviously
the transcript does exist because Mr. Brown has been quoting from
it—and possibly make a suggestion of clarification.

Mr. DinceLL. You make that kind of submission and we will be
happy to receive it.

Mr. Gar~ERr. I thank you, sir.

Mr. Dixeerr. Mr. Patton, you come a long way. We 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 truth, the whole truth and nothing
but the truth, so help you God ?

Mr. PaTron. I do.

Mr. Wormerr I do.

TESTIMONY OF EDWARD L. PATTON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE C0., AND JOHN WORMELI, SENIOR
WELDING ENGINEER

Mr. Parron. 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 Fair-
banks double jointly operation at its inception.

Obviously Alyeska is very interested in what has transpired Friday
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 Interior and of course what happened this morning.

Now there have been several references to the record of the double
jointing yard. I again would like to correct some errors in the record
here. The radiographic contractor was not a contractor of Bechtel,
he was under direct contract 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 1n-
spectors per shift in that building.

Mr. Brown. Does that mean that the Bechtel man could really
not have fired the Superintendence people ¢

Mr. Parron. That 1s my understanding, Mr. Brown.

Mr. Browx. I am sorry. I didn’t mean to interrupt your testimony.

Mr. Parrox. We think that that operation was well covered quality
control wise because it 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 ea rly weeks of the oper-
ation the State and Federal government and Alyeska had welding
engineers in there almost full time. It was only when the operation
shook down to a fine running deal that 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 at that time. not at least in this project. These audits
disclosed no difficnlty beyond the famous 13 welds that we have heard
about today, 8 in Fairbanks and 5 in Valdez.

I would like to point out that we have these master records filled out
by your witness Y and I am not under any obligation to keep secret the
identity of witness Y because we have known who he is all along—
his name is Richard Farris. 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 reporis because they were also used for bill-
ing Alyeska for the work of the radiographiic contractor. Therefore.
there is no way that Mr. Farris could 20 back retroactively and alter
those records to take care of any shenanigans that he apparently now
admits to. These reports were used to pay the contractor.

We are currently engaged in document reconciliation from weld
No. 1 through weld No. 14.000 whatever it is. Each time a weld is in-
dicated as having been rejected and having therefore acquired the
suffix R, that weld will be tracked all the way through until it is either
cut out and disappears or Mr. Farris indicates that he has an accept-
able radiograph for it. We will then take a look at all of the radio-
graphs of the welds that had any repair activity done on them and we
will attempt to make a judgment as to whether that repair film matches
the original filin. It 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 pro-
blem of fingerprinting machine welds versus that of a manual weld
and I would like Mr. Wormeli to talk just a few minutes about that,

John.

Mr. WorserL. Thank you.

The fingerprinting operation which we have all heard discussions
on today is considerably difforent with the double jointly welds versus
the shielded metal are welds which were called field welds, Automatic
submerged arc welding which was done on the double jointers, there
are either 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 does remain a ground area. It does not impinge on
the base material but there is g 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 last weld pass that is made on the pipe, There
will be a button, if you will, that will remain. So those are two dis-
cernible features which would be able to be identified on a radiograph
along with the two longitudinal seams, The fingerprinting of double
jointing welds is possible using different characteristics because we
are talking about a welding procedure which is totally different in its
characteristics.

Mr. Brow~. Is it possible that in the repair necessary on only a
portion of that machine weld radiograph neither that inside button nor
the seam weld or anything else would show up ?

Mr. WorseLr. Yes; that is totally possible. Tt would be between
these areas I have just discussed and the 17-inch film may not cover
any other distinguishable feature about that weld and at 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 right weld.

Mr. Brow~. What about variations within the consistency of the
weld itself?

Mr. Wormerr. The density of the radiographs are controlled fairly
closely. However, I would not want to use a density requirement as a
first resort. Maybe as a last resort but certainly T would not use density
a8 2 main criteria of saying yes, this is the weld in question.
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Mr. Browx~. But you think you could make an overlay? If you did
not have those benchmarks, could you use an overlay ?

Mr. Wormzrr. It is totally possible to do that as each repair 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 that without the other
characters that I named.

Mr. Parrox. John has said that this is possible. It is not nearly as
simple as fingerprinting manual welds.

Now to get down to Mr. Dirk, who is the accused in this particular
case

Mr. DincerL. Mr. Patton, nobody is accused in this particular case.
We are trying to find out what the facts are.

Mr. Parrox. He 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 radi-
ographer and he did the qualification test on the people that 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 Farris.

Local 2 would have raised assured hell if Farris 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 report and the staff letter; for instance, characterizing one of
Alyeska’s several labor relations specialists as a high Alyeska official.

1 would also like to set the record straight that John Waldrip is
continuing to work for Alyeska and is in no danger of being discharged
for his failure to report this casual conversation with Don Olive to
either me or one of his superiors. I can testify that in labor relations
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. Barrerr. At this point, Mr. Wormeli, what you are saying is
fingerprinting 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 # number of original rejects there may have been
falsification of.

Mr. Wormert. Fingerprinting 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 fingerprint double jointed welds.

Mr, Barrert. That process is going on now.

Mr. Wormert. No; to my knowledge it is not going on now,

Mr. Bagrerr. Mr. Patton, can you testify what is being done at this
point or is it just a matter of getting the records straight or what?

Mr, Parron. In reference to what?

Mr. Barrerr. When you testified with respect to getting the original
certifications of the daily sheets and so on by some examination of the
X-rays going on at this point.

Mr. Parrox. We are going to close the loop on the available paper
trail first and during this 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 num-
ber of people on the pipeline portion of the project and a large 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. Bagrrerr. T understand it is your statement that Bechtel was
not in a position to fire a particular witness but isn’t it a fact that the
Bechtel man was the one who certified Mr. Farris as an acceptable
level 2¢

Mr. Patron. Mr. Dirk’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. Farris happened to be there before Mr. Dirk.

Mr. Bagrrerr. Could he have made life miserable enough to require
him to be recertified ?

Mr. Parron. 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 didn’t say anything about his morals though.

Mr. Barrerr. Well, you know Mr, Farris from the situation on the
field weld problem ; is that not correct ?

Mr. Parron. You mean would I know him personally ?

Mr. Bagrrerr. No; T mean you know about his involvement.

Mr. Parrox. I read the transeript, yes. We asked the questions in
the transcript. That was our lawyer asking the questions about double
jointing in the transeript, not the defendant’s lawyer.

Mr. Barrerr. You are talking about the deposition to which Mr.
Frizzell referred ?

Mr. Patron. The deposition in the so-called Ketchbaw case. That
was our counsel asking those questions about double jointing,

Mr. Bagrrert. But vou are aware of an allegation that Mr. Farris
was involved in the duplication of X-rays on the main line?

Mr. Parrox. I am aware that he makes statements in there that he
thought hanky-panky was going on but he disclaimed any active part
in the planning of it or, you know, he was looking the other way
rather than taking an active part in it.

Mr. Barrerr. He was listed in the September 26 report ¢

Mr. ParroN. September 26 ¢

Mr. Barrerr. September 26, 1975.

Mr. Parron. I would have to go back and look at that report.

Mr. Barrerr. Well, at that time he had not been interviewed by
Alyeska; the only interview was in the Kefchbaw suit?

Mr. PaTrox. Our counsel interviewed him prior to the deposition and
interviewed him again in October of this year. Now those two inter-
views I mention have not gotten down to $worn st atements yet.

Mr, Barrerr. It is also your testimony that there were two 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. Parrox. I think the order was the reverse of your dates. I think
the quality assurance audit was in M ay of the work that had been done
ulp to that time and the quality control audit was a closeout operation,
closeout type audit, and it was that closeout audit which disclosed the
fact that we were missing eight X-rays of the Fairbanks production.
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Mr, Barrerr. And at that point you were not looking for
falisfication.

Mr. Parrox. No; we were not.

Mr. Barrerr. So it is quite possible that that would have slipped
by your quality control and quality assurance audits.

Mr. Parrox. 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 that the Arthur Andersens of the world make is that
if enough people collude, anything can be falsified. I think you found
that recently in some rather high levels.

Mr. Bagrrerr. Well, it is your testimony today that Alyeska is
undertaking ac tion to identify the problem, 1f there is a problem, with
falisfied films. Will Alyeska be reporting back to the subcommittee?

Mr. Parron. We will report back to the agencies that monitor our
work and we will copy that to you.

Mr. Barrerr. To the Departments of the Interior and Trans-
portation?

Mr. Parrox. Right.

If I might make one gratuitous statement here, Mr. Chairman. This
is a free enterprise project and I am sure that 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 that that type of statement by people who have
never done a lick of \\ ork on the pipeline is an injustice to the inves-
tors in the plpullilv am not just tall\m(r about the owner tompdmeb
of the pipeline, I am talking u{mur the pmplv in the street that 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. Browx. Do you want to spell that out a little bit more? Are you
suggesting, Mr. Patton, that such things have an impact on the ca-
pucity of the investors to borrow money for the pipeline or to pay off
the cost of the pipeline? Do you have people work {]]erc? I am not sure
I know what you mean.

Mr. Parron, I am not a financial expert, Mr. Brown, but based on
the telephone calls that I got last night up until about 9 o’clock the
answer to your question is yes.

Mr. Brow~. Which part?

Mr. Parron. The question about whether it makes it more difficult
to raise the money or it increases the reluctance of investors to put up
the money, the answer to both of those is yes.

Mr, Brown. Is that process still ongoing ?

Mr. Parron. Yes; it is and it will be ongoing. There will be no
positive cash flow from this project even after oil starts 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. Browx. I really don’t know what did happen. Would you tell us?

Mz. Parron. It went down,

Mr. Bagrerr. I think we ought to make it clear the problem with
borrowing money is because of the disclosure
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Mr. DingeLL. T think we are getting far afield. Tt is not the concern
of this subcommittee who is borrowing or not borrowing or anything
of that sort. Mr. Patton has been heard because he has very direct
and broad interest in this 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 Chair is still concerned.
This brings up the question of quality control. Tt brings in the question
of whether or not the rules laid down by Interior and the statutes of
the United States, are being properly complied with and so forth. Tt
also raises questions as to the integrity of the process wherein the
Government is reviewing or supervising the construction of the pipe-
line.

I believe the Chair has properly seen to it that these matters have
been gone into by the subcommitfee and I suspect that we all have a
chance to sit down and to judge what has been found, what the facts
are, whether there are corrective actions necessary and what those
corrective actions might in fact be. One of the corrective actions that
I can think of—you have indicated you are going o take, Mr. Patton—
is to see to it that your company goes into these things and to see to it
that you do have acceptable welds and the facts are laid to rest as to
whether or not you have satisfactory welds with regard to these double
joint welds.

That is one of the goals of the Chair. That is one of the reasons that
we are convened today, to inquire into these matters.

Do you have any further comments to make ?

Mr. Parrox. No, sir.

Mr. DingerL. T guess as long as we are together in the room that T
ought to observe that the Chair will maintain a continuing interest
into the welfare of persons who testify before this subcommittee,
including those four gentlemen who testified before us on Friday last.
T would assume that no action will be taken against them by reason of
their testimony here. Am T correct in that matter, Mr, Patton?

Mr. PatTox. Are you talking about Mr. Farris?

Mr. Diveerr. T am talking about any of the four witnesses who
appeared here before us Friday last.

Mr. Parrox. 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. If the FBI comes up with something
on these people, T can guarantee you that Alyeska will not offer any
defense for them.

Mr. DivceLn. Well, of course the question here is as to their testi-
mony as opposed to being convicted of erimes or something of that
sort. T am sure you understand the subtlety of the difference.

Mr. Patrox. Intent to defraud somebody is, T guess, still a crime,
is it not?

M;'. Dineern. Is Mr. Dirk available for us to have our staff talk to
him?

Mr. Parron. Mr. who?

Mr. Dingerr, Mr. Dirk.

Mr. Parron. Mr. Dirk is in the city; yes.
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Mr. Dixgenn, He is in the city ?# We would like to have our staff talk
to him to ascertain what the facts are there as part of the continuing
inquiry of this subcommittee into this matter.

I will have Mr. Barrett or Mr. Stockton or one of our staff be in
touch with you or whomever you designate for purposes of seeing that
Mr. Dirk does cooperate.

Mr. Parron. 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
it very quickly.

Mr. Dingern. We shall try to do so.

Anything else?

Mr. BarrerT. No.

Mr. DingeLL. Anything else, Mr. Brown ?

Mr. Brown. No.

Mr. DixgerL. Gentlemen, thank you.

If there is no further business to come before the subcommittee, the
subcommittee will stand adjourned.

[ Whereupon, at 2:25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
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