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SYNOPSIS

On September 5, 1995, the NRC, Office of Investigations (0I), Region I (RI),
initiated this investigation to determine whether Northeast Utilities (NU)
discriminated against a senior engineer for his involvement in protected
activities.

Based upon the evidence developed during this investigation, OI:RI did not

substantiate the allegation that NU discriminated against the employee because
of his involvement in protected activities. v
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AUCOUNTARTLITY

The following portions of this Report of Imwestigatiom (Case No. 1-95-040)

will not be included in the material plaued +m the Puilic Document Room. They
consist of pages 3 through 33.
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DETAILS OF INVESTI@GETION

Applicable Regulations

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate Misconduct.
10 CFR 50.7: Employee Protection.

Purpose of Investigation

On September 5, 1995, the NRC, Office of Investigations (0I), Region I (RI),
initiated this investigation to determine whether Northeast Utilities (NU)
discriminated against George BETANCOURT, a Senior Engineer, for his
involvement in protected activities (Exhibit 1).

Background

On August 21, 1995, Ken JENISON, Project Engineer, NRC:RI, received a
telephone call from BETANCOURT addressing concerns about the Millstone Nuclear
Power Station (MNPS) Unit 1 spent fuel pool and other Ticensing issues
regarding Units 1 and 3. BETANCOURT alleged that, as a result of a series of
contacts with an NRC Inspector (JENISON), he was counseled and reassigned
(Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 5, p. 122). On August 22, 1995, BETANCOURT sent a fax
to JENISON indicating his filing of a formal allegation with the NRC

(Exhibit 2). On August 23 and 30, 1995, BETANCOURT provided JENISON with
additional information on his concerns (Exhibits 3 and 4).

BETANCOURT, and others, provided information to JENISON regarding an
inspection JENISON was conducting at MNPS. BETANCOURT alleged that he was
supposed to attend an entrance meeting with the NRC inspector and was
intentionally provided with the wrong room number in an attempt to prevent him
from attending the meeting with the inspector (Exhibit 5, pp. 233-235).

AGENT’S NOTE: Drexel HARRIS, Senior Licensing Engineer, indicated that
BETANCOURT was a self-invited participant and, along with several
others, ended up at the wrong room for the entrance meeting with
JENISON. HARRIS denied any intent to send BETANCOURT and others to the
wrong room. BETANCOURT and the others were interviewed by the inspector

(Exhibit 10, pp. 9-12).

Interview of Alleger

BETANCOURT was interviewed by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) and OI on
September 12, 1995 (Exhibit 5). During the course of the 0I interview, Ol
confirmed with BETANCOURT that he advised JENISON on August 21, 1995, that he
(BETANCOURT) had been harassed by NU management as a result of his Faising
safety concerns regarding the MNPS-1 spent fuel pool cooling system.
BETANCOURT specifically indicated that:

" FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WI PPROVAL OF
- R, ICE O VESTIGA :
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1. he was counseled on three separate occasions following a series of
contacts with an NRC inspector between July 10 and 14, 1995;

2. he was reassigned to a position in which he had to report to a
supervisor (Michael McNAMARA) that was involved in the issues that
he discussed with the NRC inspector, and that this supervisor did
"not share his concern for safety issues;

3.  he is enduring harassment from his supervisor and others; and

4. he believes he will be-fired as a result of his discussions with
the NRC regarding the Unit 1 refueling activities (Exhibit 5,
pp. 122-124).

BETANCOURT also noted that on August 21, 1995, he filed a nuclear safety
concern (NFE-95-328) with Larry CHATFIELD, Nuclear Safety Concerns Program
Director, regarding systematic retaliation for engaging in a protected
activity (Exhibit 5, p. 125). BETANCOURT indicated that he filed a second
memorandum with CHATFIELD on August 23, 1995 (NFE-95-328, Supplemental), to
"denote additional thoughts and information.” BETANCOURT indicated that he
advised NU that he had been systematically retaliated against for cooperating
in an NRC investigation regarding the spent fuel pool, and that he expected
NU's actions to escalate into deliberate harassment, intimidation, and
discrimination, upon NU being notified that he felt there were similar
violations with the MNPS U-3 spent fuel pool cooling system respective to
License Amendment Nos. 39 and 60 (Exhibit 5, pp. 126 and 127; see also
CHATFIELD, Exhibits 6 and 37). '

BETANCOURT went on to 1ist several points which were in a chronology he
prepared, and which he believed supported his allegation. These points are
discussed in detail by BETANCOURT in his OI interview (Exhibit 5, pp. 130-211
and Exhibit 23, p. 4). BETANCOURT also mentioned that he believed CHATFIELD.
HONAN, and McNAMARA breached his NU confidentiality regarding the concern he
raised with CHATFIELD and the Nuclear Concerns Program, NFE-95-334

(Exhibit 5, pp. 211, 226-230).

AGENT’S NOTE: This breach allegedly occurred during a period when
BETANCOURT was working for both HONAN and McNAMARA, and each was
responding to a concern BETANCOURT raised at NU. This issue was not
separately investigated, but was addressed in several OI interviews.
(See Exhibits 6, 9, 11, 17, 18, and 37.)

with RONCAIOLT on July 18, 1995,
; : oz

BETANCOURT also indicated t
f (Exhibit 5, pp. 181

that at a meeting
she discussed BETANCOURT s { RN

and 203).

AGENT’S NOTE: RONCAIOLI denied that a mee
or that she ever used the term ¥ T N
(Exhibit 20, pp. 35 and 54). She ackrowledged d1scussing "conflict

mediation” and a "Human Interrelation Workshop," but "never suggested

ing took place anﬁhat date 7.
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that George [BETANCOURT] go for a W (Exhibit 20,

pp. 43, 46, and 47).

On December 15, 1995 and January 3. 1996, BETANCOUKT was re-interviewed
regarding his allegation of continued harassment, retaliation, and
discrimination by NU. BETANCOURT reiterated that he was "forced" by NU to
cooperate with the NRC, after he told his supervisors (HONAN and GUERCI) that
he did not want to be interviewed, and preferred to go on leave (Exhibit 5,
pp. 134-142; Exhibit 23. p. 10; see also Exhibit 57. pp. 18 and 19).~
BETANCOURT alleged that as a result of cooperating with 0I, and speaking
against NU at a public meeting, NU has continued to subject him to harassment
and discrimination (Exhibit 23, p. 130). : :

Although the initial focus of BETANCOURT*'s allegation was the period following
his contacts with his supervisors and NU legal counsel (Lillian CuoCo, Esq.)
in 1994 (Exhibit 5, pp. 134-137, 205. and 206; and Exhibit 23, p. 10),
BETANCOURT stated in a subsequent OI interview that he now believes that the
harassment for raising safety concerns started in 1989; this was after he was
involved in the Boraflex issue and in the filing of several REFs (Exhibit 23
pp. 8-12 and 15-21). He noted that he originally perceived the adverse ;7(:;
treatment bX.ﬁU as the result of ethnic discrimination, because of his

eritage. a

AGENT'S NOTE: NU completed an investigation on this allegation and
RONCAIOLI's report is included as an exhibit to this report (Exhibits 2C
and 50). NU did not sustain BETANCOURT's allegation.

BETANCOURT indicated that his reassignments within NU, both at Berlin and
Millstone, were a result of his involvement in issues that NU did not want him
to raise, because he was taking positions contrary to the interests of the
corporation (Exhibit 23, pp. 8-12 and 15-21). He indicated that he is a
nationally recognized expert in spent fuel Eoo] issues. He has worked in a
variety of arenas while dealing with the public, other utilities, vendors,
colleagues, and professional organizations. He believes such activities show
that his interpersonal skills are an asset -and not .a basis for poor
evaluations or disciplinary action. In particular, he stated he has received
numerous letters recognizing the work he has done (Exhibit 23, pp. 45-49 and

Exhibit 43).

One of the points BETANCOURT raised with the NRC was that he was required to
inform NU of OI requests, Eursuant to the OPEKA letter dated June 13, 1994
(Exhibit 53, see also Exhibit 55), and as enumerated in Nuclear Group Policy
4.2 (Exhibit 61). By doing this, he noted that confidentiality could never be
maintained. BETANCOURT indicated, referring to the words in the instructions,
that he believed that "should” was "a positive strong statement, not as strong
as shall, but not as weak as may or could.” In his conversation with Cuoco,
he was led to believe that "should means thou shall.” He does not believe
that the supplemental OPEKA letter, dated October 17, 1995, clarifjes the
meaning of "should,” but simply indicates that it js not mandatory, which he

\NOT LIC D RE WITHOUT ROVAL OF .
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feels is a little late for him, since he has already notified the NU of his
contacts with 0I (Exhibit 23, pp. 55-60).

AGENT’S NOTE: While the position of NU is that it was not required; it
was certainly something that NU would 1ike to be aware of.

Coordination with Regional Staff

Several allegation panel meetings were held with the RI staff, and the staff
was apprised of the initial findings of this investigation. Copies of the
alleger’'s OI interviews, with attachments, have been forwarded to the RI staff
(D. VITO) to ensure that all of BETANCOURT's technical issues were addressed.

Allegation: NU Discriminated Against George BETANCOURT Because of His
Involvement in Protected Activities

Summary

The following individuals were interviewed by OI:RI on the dates indicated,
regarding the allegation that BETANCOURT was discriminated against for raising

safety concerns.

Name Position Date(s) of Interviews

Peter AUSTIN Manager, General Nuclear November 30, 1995
Training, NU

George BETANCOURT Senijor Engineer, NU September 12, 1995
December 15, 1995

January 3, 1996

Mario BONACA Director, Nuclear November 29, 1995
Engineering Service, NU January 17, 1996
Subhash CHANDRA Principle Engineer, Charter  February 8, 1996
Oak Development Corporation
Larry CHATFIELD Director, Nuclear Safety November 15, 1995
Concerns December 13 and 14, 1995
: March 3, 1996
Elaine CHOBANIAN Secretary (NU Contractor) November 15, 1995
Al CIZEK Senior Engineer, NU November 30, 1995
Eric DEBARBA VP, Nuclear Engineering October 19, 3995
Services Group, NU March 6, 1996
John GUERCI Manager, Nuclear Fuel October 18, 1995
Engineering, NU January 18, 1996
oT LIC DISC WITHOUT APPROVAL OF
DIRECTOR ICE OF TNVEST
‘ ‘ .
Case No. 1-95-040 14

7



Rajinderbir S. HARNAL  Senior Engineer, NU February 14, 1996

Drexel HARRIS Senior Licensing Engineer, October 4, 1995
NU
Michael HILLS Reactor Engineering November 29, 1995
Supervisor, NU
Robert HINKLE Engineer, NU February 13, 1996
Timothy HONAN Supervisor, Reactor October 18, 1995
‘ Performance Section, NU January 17, 1995
Donald JOHNSON Project Engineer, Yankee October 19, 1995
Atomic (NU Contractor)
Richard KACICH Director, Nuclear Operational March 25, 1996
Standards, NU
Thomas KEEFE Cost Engineer (NU Contractor) November 15, 1995
Jerry F. KINSMAN Senior Engineer, NU February 13, 1996
Forrest A. KOCON Senior Engineer, NU November 29, 1995
Wolf KOSTE Supervisor Radiation Waste November 15, 1995
Engineering Group, NU January 18, 1996
Matthew KUPINSKI Manager, Nuclear Engineering December 12, 1995
Support Services, NU
Isadore MARTINEZ Planner/Scheduler, SECOR November 28, 1995
(NU Contractor)
Tom MAWSON Supervisor, Technical February 14, 1996
Support Group, U-3, NU
Sharon McHALE Secretary, NU , November 13, 1995
January 17, 1996
Michael McNAMARA Manager, Spent Fuel Storage October 5 & 19, 1995
Project, NU January 4, 1996
Edward MULLARKEY Senior Engineer, CY, NU March 6, 1996
Gary NERON Engineering Technician, February 14 ; 1996
U-2, NU
Peter NOVAK Senior Internal Auditor, NU October 4, 1995
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Bob PARUCLO Engineer, Emergent Work November 30, 1995
Group, NU February 14, 1996

Bohdan POKORA Supervisor, Nuclear December 12, 1995
Mechanical Engineering
Support Group, NU

H.P. "Bud” RISLEY Director, Nuclear November 29, 1995
Engineering, NU )

Janice RONCAIOLI Manager, Equal Opportunity October 18, 1995
and Diversity Programs, NU

Ralph RUSSO Project Engineer, Raytheon November 28, 1995
(NU Contractor)

Marie A. SANKOWSKI Personnel Representative, NU November 14, 1995

Richard SCHMIDT Manager, Radiological February 13, 1996
Assessment Branch, NU

Christopher SCULLY Associate Engineer, NU March 5, 1996

Linda SINGER : Personnel Manager, NU November 15, 1995

Krishna SINGH President, HOLTEC Int'1 March 29, 1996

Gerald van NOORDENNEN  Supervisor, Licensing March 5, 1996

Services, NU

Gary VanVOORHIS Nuclear Safety Concerns December 12 & 13, 1995
Representative, NU

The testimony provided by the preceding individuals was reviewed to determine
if NU discriminated against BETANCOURT for raising safety concerns. In

addition, various documents related to this investigation were also reviewed.
Copies of witness interviews and documents obtained by OI:RI are attached as

exhibits to this report.

Documents Reviewed

0I met with NU Human Resources personnel and reviewed BETANCOURT s personnel
file y WG, O received and reviewed copies of BETANCOURT's
performance ratings dated 3/4/83, 2/24/84, 3/21/85 (8/2/85), 9/3/86 (9/5/86),
2/11/87 (2/23/87), 1/18/88 (1/25/88), 12/14/89 (1/11/90), 12/29/91 (1/3/92),
7/7/93, 12/15/93, ‘and 12/16/94, as well as other documents contained in

BETANCOURT’s file. Performance rating documents are included as attachments

to this report (Exhibit 56). FE:
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0I also reviewed records from the Nuclear Safety Concerns Program, -Internal
Audit, and numerous notes/records retained and/or prepared by witnesses who
were interviewed in the course of this investigation. ' .

Documents were provided to OI by BETANCOURT, directly and through his attorney
(L. FERRERI) and by NU, through its attorneys (Morgan, Lewis & Bockius). The
former documents are attached to this report as Exhibit 43; the latter
documents are bate stamped and are retained in the OI case file. NU, through
its attorneys, has requested the withholding of documents Erovided to the NRC
from public disclosure pursuant to 10 CFR Section 2.790; the attorneys also
noted that many of the documents contain personal information, the disclosure
of which would be an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

Evidence

The issue of whether BETANCOURT was the victim of discrimination between
*1989-1993" is very similar to his original claim of discrimination between
"1994-1996." BETANCOURT stated that his problems first started as a result of
having raised concerns through the REF process in 1989. Rick KACICH developed
and managed the REF process for NU. Between 1987 and 1992, he stated that he
had not heard of BETANCOURT as an. individual who was involved in raising
concerns and did not have any name recognition of him in association with the
REF process (Exhibit 66, pp. 46 and 47). :

An interview with BETANCOURT's first supervisor, Tom MAWSON, shows BETANCOURT
was experiencing problems early on in his NU career. It became apparent to
MAWSON that BETANCOURT's el R fr e _beginning.
MAWSON indicated that BETANCOURT was

BETANCOURT was using € T

ed BET. : i )

-4 N BETANCOURT Teft the room and tried to recruit
a fell loyee to tell MAWSON that he (BETANCOURT) wa

g ‘ _MAWSON had to go out to the group, get BETANCOURT back into his
office, and calm BETANCOURT down. MAWSON then changed BETANCOURT's overall
rating with the understanding that BETANCOURT would improve in that area.

MAWSON indicated that subsequent reviews went "fairly well" (Exhibit 42,
pp. 7-9). _

MAWSON also indicated that he never recalled BETANCOURT raising a safety
concern. But he did note that he spent about "40 per cent" of his time
interfacing with BETANCOURT because of the problems that came up in his
dealings with people (Exhibit 42 p. 38). MAWSON also had other problems with
BETANCOURT, including being able to have him perform certain tasks in a timely
manner (Exhibit 42 p. 12). KUPINSKI recalled that MAWSON and BETANCOURT would
have disputes which would end up in his office for follow-up and resolution

(Exhibit 34, p. 14).

While working for MAWSON in August 1989, BETANCOURT applied for a Senior
Engineer position in the Nuclear Unit and Generic Licensing Sectioh *(Vacancy
Announcement No. JP89-293EX (16147)). When he was neither interviewed nor
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selected for that position, he complained to personnel and raised the issue of
discrimination (i.e., national origin) in the selection process. Handwritten
notes which BETANCOURT provided to the NRC surrounding his non-selection
indicated that he was not interviewed based upon his interpersonal skills
(Exhibit 43, p. 12). An interview with Gerald van NOORDENNEN, the selecting
official in Licensing. confirmed this. Van NOORDENNEN stated there were times
when BETANCOURT would state his position in such a manner as to "alienate”
people (Exhibit 65).

It was while working for Subhash CHANDRA (circa 1990) that BETANCOURT
indicated he raised several concerns using the REF process. He stated that
this is when his problems began and this is what identified him to management
as someone who raised safety concerns. It was also in the 1991 time frame
that NU restructured some of the engineering functions, which lead to
BETANCOURT's transfer from CHANDRA to KOSTE. CHANDRA indicated that
BETANCOURT was not very theoretical, but very good at practical things, like
making tools and reactor internals. BETANCOURT raised issues concerning
Boraflex and the spent fuel pool and he supported him. CHANDRA felt that this
support led to the transfer of the function to KOSTE in 1991 -(Exhibit 60).

DeBARBA noted that when he returned to Millstone in 1990 it was apparent to
him that BETANCOURT had become more aggressive, even the tone of BETANCOURT's
statements and physical appearance had changed. BETANCOURT was quick to use
ethnic comments with DeBARBA, "directly almost gut of the blue about his j?%ci‘
background ) ) d) DeBARBA tried to
maintain an open door policy and, out of the 570 odd people he supervised,
BETANCOURT used it the most (Exhibit 8, pp. 11 and 12). There were numerous
incidents where BETANCOURT has been very aggressive with KOSTE, SCHMIDT,
HONAN, GUERCI, McNAMARA, DeBARBA, and others. DEBARBA said that, "if you
disagree with George, he cannot accept it. He cannot accept

change . . . Times are changing and George is having a very tough time with
it" (Exhibit 8, pp. 40 and 41).

BETANCOURT has alleged discrimination while working for KOSTE (1991-1993). It
is apparent from the interviews of BETANCOURT, KOSTE, AUSTIN, SCHMIDT, and
others who worked with them during that Beriod, that KOSTE's style of
supervision and management was incompatible with BETANCOURT style of
performance. It became obvious that the "oil and water combination” of
BETANCOURT and KOSTE would not work. KOSTE stated that his first discussion
with BETANCOURT occurred a few months after he joined KOSTE's group: they also
had discussions about what KOSTE perceived would be the scope of BETANCOURT's
work (Exhibit 15, pp. 6, 7, and 12). There were numerous disagreements
between KOSTE and BETANCOURT, while others in the group experienced similar
problems with BETANCOURT (Exhibits 8, 15, 30, 45, 46, 48, 49, and 64).
According to KOSTE, these disagreements ranged from the signing of an SER, to
contractor relationships, to acceptable work place condu hibit 15, pp. 14

and 19). On-November 23, 1992, KOSTE gave BETANCOURT a ) ;;QZ:: ‘
because of the language BETANCOURT used in the work place (Exhibit. 15, pp. 32,

33, 62, and 63). KOSTE also noted that he had several conversatiohs with
BETANCOURT regarding possible o yin the work place by
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BETANCOURT, as a result of BETANCOURT's language (Exhibit 15, pp. 93 and 94;
Exhibit 23 pp. 28-30: see also Exhibit 57, pp. 33-41).

ed his evaluation on
within and outside the group,

and BETANCOURT " s\ DI in an appropriate ;;iii
manner (Exhibit 15, pp. 58-65 and 80-83). KOSIE's notes and draft evaluation

were retained by KOSTE and are attached to this report (Exhibits 14,15, and

21). KOSTE said he would not rehire BETANCOURT because BETANCOURT's

disrugtive behavior would bog theé group down and prevent it from functioning

(Exhibit 41). DeBARBA recalled that KOSTE took a stand as a supervisor when
challenged and confronted by BETANCOURT.. According to DeBARBA, when KOSTE

. told BETANCOURT "we need to work this out, in a certain way," BETANCOURT

slammed the door in KOSTE's face and said he was not going to work it out,
"You're wrong and I'm right" (Exhibit 8, p. 16).

SCHMIDT, KOSTE's sugervisor, recalled having conversations with KOSTE about
the problems that BETANCOURT was causing, and how BETANCOURT had threatened to
"take him (KOSTE) down" (Exhibit 15, pp. 33, 34, 23, and 37-41; and
Exhibit 49, p. 17). SCHMIDT, BONACA, and KOSTE met on November 27, 1992,
discussed giving a written warning to BETANCOURT, and set up a meeting with
Linda SINGER of Human Resources (Exhibit 49, p. 18; see also ipit 15, p. 37
and Exhibit 19, pp. 33-36). On December 2, 1992, BETANCOURT (¥yge N
with SCHMIDT, indicating that KOSTE sought to diminish both the scope '
BETANCOURT's work and his promotional prospects (Exhibit 49, p. 24). On t;z:j
December 7. 1992, KOSTE gave BETANCOURT a letter regarding "continued .
disruptive threatening and abusive behavior in the work Tace" (Exhibit 49

47). . BETANCOURT alleged that this letter was in reta jation for his having
S BN on December 2, 1992. The testimony indicates that problems
arose regarding BETANCOURT's interpersonal skills and there were discussions
about what action should be taken regarding BETANCOURT's behavior, prior to
BETANCOURT s , : (See Exhibits 15, 41, 42, 47, 48, and

49.)
While SCHMIDT indicated that he found it difficult to figure out the basis for
BETANCOURT's concerns, he advised BETANCOURT on December 23, 1992, that he did

not find aM (Exhibit 49, pp. 24, 29, and 34). SCHMIDT —_
recalled a conversation with BETANCOURT about why he filed the . /’(fA
wherein BETANCOURT responded that he "had to ﬁlay every card he ha T
(Exhibit 49, p. 31). SCHMIDT also recalled that, although BETANCOURT
complained about maintaining his area of expertise, BETANCOURT posted out for

other jobs three times; BETANCOURT was not selected for any of them
(Exhibit 49, p. 33). . e

SCHMIDT, HINKLE, and HARNAL noted that Kathleen BARBER expressed some -
discomfort with BETANCOURT's use of foul language, and they remarked about the
tension in the group that was attributable to BETANCOURT (Exhibiti49, p. 72;
Exhibit 48, pp. 13 and 14; and Exhibit 45, p. 5). (This is similar to the

< RTR W
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statements made by BETANCOURT's coworkers under McNAMARA (see Exhibits 7, 13,
24, 25, 27, 31, and 44).) As a coworker of BETANCOURT's, HINKLE also noted
that he had observed the rocky relationship that BETANCOURT had.with both

KOSTE and HONAN (Exhibit 48, pp. 5-17).

Per BONACA, in BETANCOURT's discussions with DeBARBA and others, BETANCOURT
negotiated a transfer from KOSTE to HILLS (Exhibit 29, pp. 48-54). HILLS said
BETANCOURT ‘was easy to get along with, as long as BETANCOURT stayed in the
areas of his technical expertise. But, HILLS admitted that BETANCOURT and he

had a couple of minor. problems; one was when BETANCOURT accused him of "being
biased toward him aswai*i HILLS noted that it took a lot of work 7C
for him to keep BETANCOURT focused (Exhibit 28, p. 12; see also Exhibit 11,

. 25) . Upon being detailed to HILLS' group, BETANCOURT was placed on a
. , i/ to get BETANCOURT refocused on his -
work and to get not to be antagonistic when he did not get his way

(Exhibit 28, p. 9).

, . (Exhibit 29, pp. 54 and B0 noted that
URT admitted to him that he did have a _ and that
he "should not do these things" (Exhibit 29, pp. 17 and 18). KOSTE's December
1992 evaluation of BETANCOURT was set aside in favor of HILLS' evaluation, :;7
which was completed six months later in 1993; BETANCOURT agreed to sign it. A -
HILLS did note that, had he experiencéd the same degree of antagonism that

KOSTiiﬂﬁi iiom BETANCOURT, he would also have rated BETANCOURT 4

In 1994 HILLS Teft to assume a new position at Millstone. HILLS was replaced
by HONAN. While HONAN indicated that he was not aware that BETANCOURT had a
reputation for raising safety concerns, he did acknowledge BETANCOURT's spent
fuel pool expertise and that BETANCOURT told him he might be called as a
witness in an NRC investigation (Exhibit 11, pp. 5-9 and 18). HONAN stated
that until August 1995, he was unaware that BETANCOURT had raised any safety
concerns (Exhibit 11, p. 44). BETANCOURT told HONAN that he would not discuss
ggths?im tgesggncern he had raised with CHATFIELD (Exhibit 11, pp. 29, 32, 46,
, 51, an . :

During BETANCOURT's time with HONAN, BETANCOURT exhibited some of the same
interpersonal problems as with his earlier supervisors, MAWSON and KOSTE.

HONAN related some of the difficulties he had with BETANCOURT in December

1994, regarding a performance evaluation (Exhibit 11, p. 10). HONAN noted

that a lot of issues had come up. One particular weakness was BETANCOURT’s >c

W and HONAN attempted to rate him |
on that Tactor. HONAN recalled tha; BETANCOURT admitted to him that he

already had about interpersonal difficulties in the

ast. After two days of discussions, HQN/
h‘ with the und?stancﬁ ng tha

BONACA felt this should have been more of a m}‘ancj
to]i!§WC%ﬁ| .iEat if he exgected "to become a principal engineer,” he had
BETA

AR was qoing to be

necessary to maintain ai@rating” (Exhibit 11, pﬁ1"0¥2 . HONAN refiembered
that BETANCOURT looked him and said that, if he was going down, he was not
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going down alone (Exhibit 11, pp. 26 and 32). HONAN recalled that BETANCOURT

was verbally abusive and spoke to him with "anger;" this was very

"distressing” for HONAN (Exhibit 11, pp. 53 and 54). HONAN also recalled T;ZC:
numerous references BETANCOURT made to disparate treatment because of his

{0 ' (Exhibit 11, pp. 54-59).

After BETANCOURT was detailed to work part-time on the Spent Fuel Task Group
with McNAMARA at Millstone, HONAN felt caught in the middle in what was going
on with BETANCOURT and McNAMARA. HONAN indicated that he found himself in the
middle of disagreements between McNAMARA and BETANCOURT. BETANCOURT would
come to him very angry; being in the middle with BETANCOURT has worn him down
(Exhibit 11, p. 34). HONAN said that every time he had a conversation with
BETANCOURT, he gave a piece of himself, and over months, it got to the point
where he did not feel that he had anything left (Exhibit 11, p. 35). HONAN
became exasperated with BETANCOURT and said he would be unwilling to rehire
BETANCOURT because of what he has been through with him (Exhibit 39). Similar
thoughts were expressed by GUERCI, HONAN's supervisor, who felt that
BETANCOURT is intimidating and relayed incomplete information to people
(Exhibits 40 and 9: see also McNAMARA @ Exhibit 51, p. 20). GEURCI’s notes
indicate that, "A11 of NFE knows his business from him.” GUERCI indicated
that BETANCOURT was quite outspoken about all the issues that had been ongoing
and his contentions relative to NU (Exhibit 9, p. 58).

McHALE was GUERCI’s secretary at the time BETANCOURT was agsigned to HONAN

nsiders. herself a friend of BETANCOURT, :gnintyiumeusme T
D ﬂf‘fmgwiwf“ﬁ?'ABETANCOURT (Exhibit 16, p. 6). GUERCI noted that i;Z::,
McHALE had complained to him that BETANCOURT had badgered her as to GEURCI's
whereabouts, and there was nothing wrong with telling employees that this was
confidential (Exhibit 9, p. 58). McHALE expressed concern to GUERCI about her
reputation as a confidential secretary, if she was being dragged into this

matter with BETANCOURT (Exhibit 9, p. 59).

McHALE acknowledged that GUERCI and HONAN would rather lose a function than
have to deal with BETANCOURT: they tried to distance themselves from
BETANCOURT. Based upon her observations, McHALE did not believe that
BETANCOURT was discriminated against for having been involved in protected
activities (Exhibits 52 and 16).

AGENT’S NOTE: A1l of this brings the investigation up to BETANCOURT 's
original allegation and the alleged acts of discrimination by NU and, in

particular, McNAMARA. BETANCOURT raised safety concerns, worked op the ;Z:f
Spent Fuel Task Group, met with NRC inspectors and investigators, i

¥ e

In his OI interviews, BETANCOURT told the NRC he also raised questions about
MCNAMARA's management ability and integrity, and questioned McNAMARA’s concern
for safety issues (Exhibit 5, p. 124; see also Exhibits 23 and 33). Per
NOVAK, a Senior Internal Auditor at NU, McNAMARA raised BETANCOURT's concerns

0T EOR™ IC DIS WITHOUT APPROVAL OF
s DIRECTOR;OFFICE OF - |
21

Case No. 1-95-040
7



about him to NU’s Internal Audit staff. NOVAK reviewed the internal concerns
made by BETANCOURT against McNAMARA, but found "no evidence to support willful
acts of wrongdoing by the Spent Fuel Project” (Exhibit 19, pp. 8 and 11).

AGENT'S NOTE: The allegations that BETANCOURT raised against McNAMARA
were not related to nuclear safety concern issues. However, NOVAK's
report did not address the issue of whether NU's actions were in
retaliation for BETANCOURT's having raised safety concerns, or in
response to his professional conduct and work product. ~

In January 1995, BETANCOURT also raised issues with GUERCI (which he
communicated to McNAMARA and BONACA) concerning the propriety of the work
HOLTEC was doing on the project (Exhibit 9, p. 35). In April 1995, BETANCOURT
raised issues with GUERCI relating to ethics and contractor training;
BETANCOURT did not believe that McNAMARA was administering some of the
processes correctly (Exhibit 9, p. 36). GUERCI also stated that BETANCOURT
asked him what his rights were, since he believed he might be named as an
individual who had information in an OI investigation. It was at that point
that GUERCI contacted CUOCO and asked her to speak with BETANCOURT, which she
did (Exhibit 9, p. 37; see also Exhibit 5, pp. 134-137; Exhibit 8, pp. 37 and
38; and Exhibit 37, pp. 22-27, 50, 54-56, 62-63, and 78).

GUERCI recalled a conversation in May 1995, with RISLEY and DeBARBA, wherein
it was decided that BETANCOURT would be transferred from Berlin to Millstone
to work on the spent fuel project; upon telling BETANCOURT the news,
BETANCOURT called him a "traitor" (Exhibit 9, pp. 41 and 42). BETANCOURT
expressed some concern to him that McNAMARA would retaliate against him
because he brought up issues about McNAMARA while on the detail. GUERCI noted
that BETANCOURT’s issues were business items and not safety concerns
(Exhibit 9, p. 43). BETANCOURT discussed with GUERCI what he believed was
discrimination, and it was decided to postpone any permanent transfer of
BETANCOURT to Millstone until the concerns were resolved (Exhibit 9,
pp. 44-47). GUERCI noted that it was not until May 21, 1995, that he ever
heard BETANCOURT indicate he had a safety concern (Exhibit 9, pp. 60 and 61).
It was also about this time that DeBARBA asked BETANCOURT to put a list
together of items that BETANCOURT believed were safety issues (Exhibit 9,

. 62; see also Exhibit 8, pp. 77-79). RISLEY noted that he thought that
BETANCOURT raised several issues as a backlash, when he learned that he might
be reassigned to Millstone (Exhibit 26, p. 24).

GQUERCI also recalled discussions with DeBARBA, BONACA, and Rick BIGELOW in
September 1993, as to how things were set up and "how spent fuel overall might

want to be organized or integrated from strategy . . . to projects
implementation” (Exhibit 9, p. 12). In November 1994, DeBARBA, BONACA, HONAN,
and GUERCI discussed with BETANCOURT what his role would be on the Spent Fuel
Project. At that time, DeBARBA indicated to BETANCOURT that he believed it
was necessary for BETANCOURT to become a full-time member of the team for it
to be sficcessful. However, BETANCOURT was initially assigned to the:project
on a part-time basis. The specifics were to be worked out among BETANCOURT,
HONAN, and McNAMARA. At first, HONAN would remain as BETANCOURT's
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administrative supervisor (Exhibit &, pp. 31 anu s, 1ater . stiANCJURT was
transferred directly to McNAMARA. DeBARBA noted that BETANCOURT workKing for
both HONAN and McNAMARA did not work; neither one was being served well. It
was pulling the organization apart. They needed BETANCOURT s expertise
full-time on the project (Exhibit 8, p. 58).

AGENT 'S NOTE: BETANCOURT indicated that when he was transferred to
Millstone, though a change in his cost control center, he was not
afforded any relocation assistance. DeBARBA advised that BETANCOURT is
receiving mileage for driving to Millstone and will receive relocation
assistance when the rest of the Berlin based engineers are transferred
down to Millstone (Exhibit 8, p. 63).

DeBARBA recalled that McNAMARA was selected as the project manager because “he
had very good project management skills as demonstrated by the 15 million
dollar refurbishment of the Millstone 3 intake structure that ad ;2(:_

performed.” DeBARBA believed that BETANCOURT would be a , to hisd
the team because of his M but, because of his
technical skills, BETANCOURT was needed on the team (Exhibit 8, p. 22; see
also Exhibit 26, pp. 10-12). DeBARBA indicated that BETANCOURT did not want
to be a subordinate of McNAMARA's and felt that he ought to be on an equal
level, and not take directions from McNAMARA. DeBARBA stated that BETANCOURT

"felt that he had responsibility that transcended Mike's [McNAMARA’s]
knowledge, Mike's capability, Mikes's authority"” (Exhibit 8, p. 24).

McNAMARA acknowledged that BETANCOURT made derogatory comments about members

of the group and about: him ¥ - BETANCOURT also

asserted that McNAMARA was incompetent and that the team would fail ;7(:j
(Exhibit 18, p. 8). McNAMARA indicated that BETANCOURT was overheard (while

he was sitting next to HONAN) telling someone that "he was working for an

asshole who was in his shorts.” When confronted by McNAMARA, BETANCOURT told

him that he could not remember making the statement (Exhibit 18, pp. 19 and

29; see also Exhibit 23, p. 29; and Exhibit 54, p. 18).

RONCAIOLI initiated-an investigation as a result of a call made by McNAMARA.

She indicated that BETANCOURT alleged that he (McNAMARA) was discriminating

against BETANCOURT, "based upon his ancestry, which isi@

(Exhibit 20, ?p. 6. 21 and 22; see also Exhibit 21). At no time did

BETANCOURT tell her “"that he had a safety concern or that he had reported a ,
safety concern” (Exhibit 20, p. 20). The findings of her investigation did ;;7 C:l
not sustain BETANCOURT's allegation. But, she did offer to send BETANCOURT to

a conflict mediation program at the National Training Institute. Although he
initially agreed to attend the program, in a later meeting with RONCAIOLI and
DeBARBA, he denied having made the statement (Exhibit 20, pp. 29 and 30). In

her view, BETANCOURT's own behavior cut him off from opportunities at NU and

was creating his problems. She denied thr ing his job, ing a meeting
with him on July 18, 1995, discussin with him,
or discussing his attendance at any program which lasted for two years

(Exhibit 20, pp. 31-37, 44, and 45; seé also Exhibit 5, pp. 177-210).
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McNAMARA noted, at several points during his OI interviews, that he would ask
BETANCOURT for information on work and other matters, and BETANCOURT would
refer McCNAMARA to HONAN and DeBARBA (and others), instead of answering his
questions directly. In matters which related to BETANCOURT’s raising of
concerns, McNAMARA indicated that there were times when BETANCOURT would - -
inquire of other OI witnesses how their OI interviews were going. When
McNAMARA and others would ask BETANCOURT about his safety concerns, BETANCOURT
would not share that information with them (Exhibit 51, p. 54).

As is reflected in his interviews, McNAMARA experienced the same kind of
problems with BETANCOURT as had BETANCOURT's other supervisors. At the top of
McNAMARA's Tist was BETANCOURT's interpersonal skills and how BETANCOURT
related to others in the work group. During their OI interviews, none of the
individuals in McNAMARA’s group ?rovided any substantiation to BETANCOURT's
allegation of harassment or retaliation (Exhibits 7, 13, 24, 25, 27, 31, and
44) . In fact, they proffered that BETANCOURT received more favorable
treatment from McNAMARA, and others, than they would have received if they
acted as BETANCOURT was acting. McNAMARA even noted that DeBARBA has given
BETANCOURT a "wider berth than most people” (Exhibit 51, p. 88). McNAMARA
indicated that he has “bent over backwards trying to accommodate” BETANCOURT,
but BETANCOURT has "an agenda" that he can not figure out (Exhibit 18, p. 51).

RISLEY commented that, BETANCOURT " , George has

his agenda and has for years been permitted to arrive when he wants, arrive

where he wants and do what he wants . . . . [RISLEY] said he should be treated ';7(:
just 1ike any other employee. We have a place to come. We know what our job

is, and we have a prescribed time from in which to do that . . . . And George

doesn’t 1ike that. And so, he’s very much balking at the notion of having to

come and be part of a team 40 hours a week” (Exhibit 26, p. 23).

BETANCOURT received -mfrom MCNAMARA (on 4/21/95, 8/3/95

and 9/8/95 (Exhibit 18, pp. 20, 25, and 27)) and one from HONAN (4/21/95) :
(Exhibit 51, pp. 69-71; see also KOSTE @ Exhibit 15, pp. 32 and 33). In April

] vas t isgr of gecord. In addition, BETANCOURT received

U B P dated December 18, 1995, from McNAMARA ,;;%::'
(Exhibit 51, pp. 66-73). is is in addition to the KOSTE letter of

December 7, 1992.) BETANCOURT claimed that these actions by McNAMARA were a
result of his having been involved in protected activities, including speaking
at a public forum where the NRC-OIG presented its investigative findings at
the Radisson Hotel in New London (Exhibit 23, Ep. 129 and 130; and Exhibit 57,
pﬁ. 29-33). The letter was already in the works before BETANCOURT spoke at
the meeting, and McNAMARA stated it was based upon BETANCOURT's conduct at NU,
including three prior verbal reprimands (Exhibit 51, pp. 63-68).

‘o

Gary NERON is an individual who BETANCOURT indicated could substarfiate
McNAMARA’ s harassment of him. NERON indicated that he observed an*exchange
between McNAMARA and BETANCOURT, at about noontime, in front of the fifth
floor elevator, on what appears to be the day BETANCOURT received his letter
from McNAMARA. BETANCOURT was being asked by McNAMARA to attend a meeting:
although he could not tell what was being said, he noted that, based upon
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BETANCOURT’s body language (he appeared agitated amet defensive), it appeared
to be an inappropriate place to have had a confrontational conversation
(Exhibit 46, pp. 4-6; see also Exhibit 23, pp. 130-132).

BETANCOURT claimed that he was being denied work and not permitted to further
investigate the safety concerns that he raised. McNAMARA indicated that
BETANCOURT was more interested in defining roles than taking initiative
(Exhibit 18, p. 41). McNAMARA claimed that BETANCOURT failed to accept
assignments given to him and, in other cases, complete assignments in a timely
manner (Exhibit 18, pp. 33-42). In one case, McNAMARA gquestioned whether the
work BETANCOURT turned in to him was even produced by BETANCOURT (Exhibit 17).
In another encounter, McNAMARA indicated that BETANCOURT told McNAMARA that he
would not work to McNAMARA's priorities, would not take instruction from
McNAMARA, and would only work on issues that he believed were important, i.e.,
his own priorities. McNAMARA indicated that BETANCOURT refused verbal
instruction from him and would only accept written direction from DeBARBA

(Exhibit 51, pp. 19-22).

AGENT'S NOTE: It appears, from both BETANCOURT and McNAMARA, that ,
BETANCOURT had a different idea as to how the project should be run and
exactly what his responsibilities were as an NU employee. BETANCOURT
has told several individuals that he should have been the Project Leader
and not McNAMARA.

McNAMARA also discussed several telephone calls he has had with SINGH,
President of HOLTEC. SINGH advised McNAMARA of several situations involving
BETANCOURT. One incident involved a call from BETANCOURT to Yu WANG (HOLTEC).
BETANCOURT reportedly encouraged WANG to raise the price of the Refueling
Outage (RFO) 15 work, because NU was over a barrel and they could charge
whatever they wanted to charge (Exhibit 18, pp. 48 and 49 and Exhibit 59).
McNAMARA also indicated that SINGH related an incident where BETANCOURT said
that, if he was fired, he expected HOLTEC to hire him. SINGH told BETANCOURT
that HOLTEC could not hire him, "nor could anyone else who knew of his antics
and fabrications" (Exhibit 17, p. 86, and Exhibit 59). SINGH also told
McNAMARA that he cautioned BETANCOURT about calling NU managers names
(Exhibit 17, p. 85).

SINGH has known BETANCOURT for many years and confirmed many of MCNAMARA’s
statements attributable to him. SINGH went on to indicate that BETANCOURT
would not fit in at HOLTEC, and if BETANCOURT acted at HOLTEC the way he did
at NU, BETANCOURT would be out the door (Exhibit 59). SINGH stated that he
tried to act as a mediator between BETANCOURT and McNAMARA. SINGH was aware
that others had problems with BETANCOURT. Based on his knowledge, SINGH did
not believe that BETANCOURT had been discriminated against for raising safety
concerns (Exhibit 59). -
BETANCOURT provided a draft memorandum from KUPINSKI to BONACA, dated June 6,
1995, to support his contention that he was the victim of discrimination. The
memorandum talks about a "chilling environment" at NU and addresses a '
technical issue (1-CU-29) which arose in 1992 and was not finally resolved
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until 1995. KUPINSKI stated that the memorandum only addressed a "chilling
environment” with regard to the 1-CU-29 issue. KUPINSKI was not aware of a
"chilling environment” existing at NU for any other issues (Exhibit 34,

pp. 27-29). KUPINSKI also noted that he was "not aware that . . .
[BETANCOURT] was being harassed or intimidated because he raised safety
issues” (Exhibit 34, pp. 21-23; see also Exhibit 57, pp. 4-8). :

Since December 1993, CHATFIELD has been the Director of the NU Nuclear Safety
Concerns Program at Millstone. He worked with BETANCOURT on the Spent Fuel
Pool Task Force, reporting to DeBARBA, and he received several allegations
from BETANCOURT alleging discrimination for his involvement in protected
activities. While CHATFIELD had not completed a review of all of BETANCOURT's
concerns (i.e., at the time of the OI interview), he did not believe that
BETANCOURT had been harassed, intimidated or discriminated against by NU or
any of its employees (Exhibit 67 pp. 41-41; see also Exhibit 54).

According to CHATFIELD, BETANCOURT has made comments to him that if NU wanted
him to make a career change, DeBARBA would have to "pay him off" (Exhibit 54,
pp. 5, 6, and 16). CHATFIELD stated that BETANCOURT went on to say that he
would be filing concerns until NU fired him. CHATFIELD took that to mean that
BETANCOURT would be "so much of a pain in the neck” until NU got tired of him

(Exhibit 54, p. 52).

Agent’s Analysis

This investigation was initiated to determine whether an employee was
retaliated against by his employer for having been involved in protected
activities, which included raising safety concerns and cooperating with NRC
inspections and investigations. BETANCOURT was someone with a personality
that did not mesh well with most supervisors and coworkers (NU employees and
contractors) within the NU environment. BETANCOURT s conduct and
interpersonal relations with coworkers make it difficult to separate what
~could be construed as retaliation, from what is a reasonable reaction to

disruptive conduct by a recalcitrant employee.

Most of the witnesses did not question BETANCOURT's technical ability, and
none of the witnesses provided first hand knowledge of acts of discrimination
by NU. Most of the witnesses who perceived possible discrimination were
simply reiterating information and perceptions passed directly to them by
BETANCOURT, or by similar hearsay information. However, after interviewing
numerous managers, supervisors and coworkers, it does appear that BETANCOURT
was someone who could be abrasive and difficult to get along with,
particularly with his supervisors or someone who sought to question his
actions. Numerous individuals recited examples of BETANCOURT's conduct which
they observed, and/or heard, and believed was personally offensive-and
disruptive to the work environment. BETANCOURT's interpersonal behavior has
overshadowed his expertise in the spent fuel pool area. The nexus between
BETANCOURT s involvement in a protected activity and the problems he
experienced are not clear; but what is clear is the nexus between his conduct
and the disciplinary and remedial action taken by his supervisors.
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The thrust of many of BETANCOURT's arguments has been twofold: (1) that NU
cannot take away his work, and (2) that he should be permitted to investiga
any concerns which he raises. Different NU supervisors acknowledged that t -
have permitted BETANCOURT to follow-up his concerns on many occasions, but
have told him on several occasions that he could not. BETANCOURT noted tha
DeBARBA told him that unless he disclosed and discussed his suspicion of a
concern with his supervisor, he would not be permitted to research the
potential concern. (See BETANCOURT @ Exhibit 23 pp. 126-129.)

The Code of Federal Regulations does not dictate what tasks a licensee
employee may perform, or that an employee has a right to resolve a safety
concern which he has raised. While retaliation can take place with changes in
work conditions, it is not evident that such action has happened to
BETANCOURT. While it may be ideal to permit each alleger to investigate any
and all issues they deem appropriate, it is not within the jurisdiction of the
NRC to tell NU "who" must perform “what tasks" to ensure the safe operation of
jts facility. It is clearly a labor/management issue, and outside the scope
of this investigation, when the question is what an employee will do on any
given day. (See DeBARBA @ Exhibit 57, pp. 25-28). The exception to this is
when an employer does change an employee’s working conditions, or creates a
hostile work environment, in retaliation for having raised safety concerns.
While an employee may raise safety concerns, it is the licensee’s
responsibility to resolve the concerns.

While BETANCOURT appears to be somewhat respected for his technical ability,
he apparently has chosen to take a path which personally pits him against many
fellow workers and supervisors. BETANCOURT's use of foul and offensive
language, around and about some of his coworkers and supervisors, has created
a hostile environment for many individuals who must work with BETANCOURT.
Because of this, his claim of retaliation for involvement in protected

activities cannot be substantiated.

BETANCOURT has made comments to CHATFIELD about how he (BETANCOURT) wants to
be "paid off" and that he will keep filing concerns until NU fires him, which
leads the reporting agent to question BETANCOURT's motivation for, what
appears to be, an escalation of his disruptive behavicr, at the same time he
is questioning NU's handling of it’s spent fuel pool and other matters
(Exhibit 54, pp. 5 and 6, 16, 48, 52, and 55).

kY Z
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Having spoken with many individuals who have worked with BETANCOURT at NU, it
is the reporting agent’s opinion that BETANCOURT can be a cooperative,
productive team player when he chooses to do so. When he does not, he can
become more than a catalyst for change; he can become a disruptive force,
which tends to obfuscate the prompt resolution of technical issues and the
smooth operation of an engineering staff. BETANCOURT's demeanor has .
exasperated many of the individuals with whom he must work. This is reflected
in the interviews of KOSTE, HINKLE, HONAN, GUERCI, McHALE, RUSSO, KOCON,
MARTINEZ, JOHNSON, McNAMARA, and others. Because BETANCOURT s own actions
have totally overshadowed his work history at NU, the reporting agent does not
find a basis for BETANCOURT's claim of harassment, intimidation or
discrimination.

Conclusion

It is concluded that the evidence developed during this investigation did not
substantiate the allegation that NU discriminated against BETANCOURT because
of his involvement in protected activities.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

BETANCOURT made a recording of a meeting he had with RONCAIOLI and DeBARBA on
August 1, 1995, regarding concerns raised by BETANCOURT, which appear on the
recording to be about McNAMARA. After several requests by OI, the tape was
provided to OI by Lou FERRERI, BETANCOURT's attorney, on April 17, 1996. A
review of the conversation on the tape did not provide any substantiated
information regarding the representations made by any of the parties. The
second side of the tape appears to be a recording of BETANCOURT explaining
certain events to a family member, perhaps at his home. There is no
indication that the second side contains relevant statements by anyone other
than BETANCOURT. Accompanying the tape are two pages of notes. Although
neither the tape nor the notes are included as part of this report, they are
being retained in the OI:RI office and available for review.
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regqulations
10 CFR 50.5 Deliberate misconduct

10 CFR 50.7 Employee protection

Purpose of Investigation

On October 31, 1995, this investigation was initiated to determine whether
Northeast Utilities (NU) discriminated against George GALATIS, an NU senior
engineer, for his involvement in protected activities (Exhibit 1).

. Background

This case was separated from the Office. of Investigations (0I) Case

No. 1-94-021, which addressed safety issues raised by GALATIS regarding the
Millstone Unit 1 spent fuel pool. GALATIS had been previously interviewed by
0I as part of that investigation.

AGENT’S NOTE: During other OI interviews, GALATIS raised issues of
harassment which were used as the basis for the initiation of this
investigation, which focused only on his discrimination concerns.

GALATIS raised concerns regarding the Unit 1 spent fuel pool in an NU internal
document ,CREF 92-73. Since 1992, NU has undergone several reorganizations,
one of which affected GALATIS’ assignment from the Berlin, CT, corporate
offices to Unit 3 at the Millstone Nuclear Power Station (Millstone).

In a memorandum (Exhibit 29) dated November 8, 1993, from John OPEKA, former
Executive Vice-president and Chief Nuclear Officer (retired), NU announced the
results of its reorganization (also known as an engineering re-integration).
This effort restructured the nuclear engineering staff located at the
corporate offices in Berlin and placed most of that staff at Millstone,
supporting the three units. The memorandum contained a listing of new
positions, new supervisors and new managers. There were fewer supervisory and
management positions in the new organization. According to OPEKA, as result
of the engineering reintegration, there were numerous job changes for
supervisors, managers and directors (Exhibit 13, pp. 66 and 67). And, with
those changes, there were numerous changes in the location of the supporting
staff positions. This reorganization resulted in GALATIS’ transfer to
Millstone Unit 3.

Interview of the Alleger

Pursuant to the opening of this investigation, GALATIS was interviewed by 0I
on January 31, 1996 (Exhibit 2). Also present during this 1nterv1ew was
GALATIS’ attorney. Ernest HADLEY.
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GALATIS started working for NU in 1982 as an engineer in its Fossil Hydro
Production Department. In 1985, he transferred to the nuclear group and his
supervisor was Al CIZEK. GALATI yas promoted to senior engineer Jgr 1986 3

position he heldil ' Vo RN,

GALATIS indicated that he was the victim of harassment, intimidation and

" discrimination as a result of having been involved in protected activities.

These activities involved the raising of safety concerns about the Upit 1
spent fuel pool and supporting others who had raised concerns (Exhibit 2,

pp. 4 and 5). One of the individuals he supported was CIZEK, his former
supervisor (see 0I Case No.# |

Protected Activities

GALATIS claimed to have first identified a safety concern regarding the
Millstone Unit 1 (MS1) spent fuel pool in March 1992. His concern was
formally documented in a memorandum in June 1992, and is the subject of REF

2C

92-73. He advised management that NU was in violation of its license because

of how it performed its refueling at Unit 1. He indicated that, as a result
NU had an unresolved safety question, which he stated was in violation of 10

CFR 50.59. He also raised an issue with regard to NU's not having updated its

final safety analysis report (FSAR) in four years, which he stated was_a
violation of 10 CFR 50.71(e). After reviewing the spent fuel pool cooling
jssue. GALATIS stated that he further advised management that NU had
additional deficiencies in supporting systems. GALATIS stated that he
received "tremendous support” from CIZEK, as they started the formal REF
process (Exhibit 2, pp. 5-7: see also Exhibits 67-70).

AGENT’S NOTE: GALATIS discussed several of his concerns with
Larry CHATFIELD, Director, Nuclear Safety Concerns Program, NU.
CHATFIELD maintained extensive notes of his conversations with GALATIS

and others at NU. These notes were read into the record of CHATFIELD's

interviews and support that fact that GALATIS raised safety issues and
document the numerous conversations that CHATFIELD had on those issues

(See Exhibits 5, 7, 8, 10-12, 33, and 43).

On several occasions, GALATIS discussed his concerns and other issues with
Eric DEBARBA, Vice-president, Nuclear Engineering. GALATIS stated that
DEBARBA knew that he had gone to the NRC and that he (GALATIS) had raised a
ot of allegations, including his involvement in the issues raised by CIZEK

and Subhash CHANDRA (Exhibit 2, pp. 151 and 152).

Assignment to Instrument Air
In December 1993. along with many other engihéers. GALATIS was reassigned to

Millstone. He was initially assigned to work for Robert KELLER, Supervisor of

the Auxiliary Support Engineering Group. -Shortly after his arrival, GALATIS
was re-assigned to work for Paul PARULIS, Supervisor of the Balance of Plant
Systems Group: both supervisors reported to Don GERBER, Manager, Technical
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Support Engineering, and Georgé PITMAN, Nuclear Engineering Director, Unit 3
(Exhibit 2, pp. 99-105).

GALATIS indicated that he had a lot of "exposure at the VP level. and the
executive vice president level, and the director of Nuclear Licensing."
GALATIS noted that other individuals, such as CIZEK and CHANDRA, who raised
issues, had been demoted in the reorganization, but he could not be demoted
because he was a senior engineer. He stated that what NU could do was to give
him "something on the order of a sweeping the floors to send . . . [him] a
message that, hey, you're not really important here, buddy." GALATIS felt
that some of the people who were promoted did not deserve to be promoted. He
likened his assignment to work in Unit 3, in "instrument air," to "sweeping
the floors." GALATIS felt this was basically an act of discrimination and an
attempt to stifle him from further involvement in critical issues or high
visible issues. He kept his same grade and same pay, and it was a position
that he could perform with a high Tevel of competency based upon his skills
and ability. GALATIS indicated that it was also the type of position that
would ensure that he was not involved in visible and critical issues such as
the spent fuel pool. GALATIS stated that "[yJou would not get nuclear safety
concerns from instrument air. You would not be going to the NRC because of
instrument air. Or you would be getting -- you would certainly get
disillusioned.” GALATIS believed that the message to him was "we don't really
want to hear from you and that's why you're going to work with instrument
air." GALATIS indicated that it was a conscious decision to assign him out of
the way; it was enough of a sophisticated position that he would still be
working in an engineering area suitable for a senior engineer, but one that he
was over qualified for. GALATIS stated that, "one, they couldn’t fire me and
legally get away with it. Two, they had no basis for demoting me because my
performance reviews are exceedingly high. The only choice they had was to put
me in a corner’ some place in an area that I could cause the least amount of

damage” (Exhibit 2, pp. 115-118).

AGENT’S NOTE: HADLEY described NU management as "folks . . . who have
the ability to be very artful co-conspirators. And who have learned
through trial and error, probably mostly by error, that there are
effective forms of harassment and intimidation which are not as direct
and which are much harder in the end to prove. And of which I [HADLEY]

think this is one example” (Exhibit 2, p. 118).

GALATIS also wanted NU to consider taking a look at parallel issues, including
CIZEK's issue (1-CU-29), the TBS issue, the TBCCW issue, and the reactor head
stud tensioning issue. He indicated that what he wanted NU to do, what it did
for Unit 2 back in 1993, was assess whether the plant was safe enough to start
up. GALATIS stated that a team was chartered to investigate "all this stuff”
which he raised, and come up with a lessons Tearned thing:; but the team was
not going to determine whether or not the unit was safe for start up. GALATIS
characterized the result as a "scam.” He believed that NU was not going to
delay start up. The unit was going to start up some time in the beginning of
May and that the report had to be done by May 20, 1994. He stated that he
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went to the NRC after the team charter was issued, which was April 26th, and
reported all of his allegations (Exhibit 2, pp. 122-123).

Time Records (070/000)

While working for PARULIS in Unit 3, GALATIS indicated that his time sheet
inappropriately reflected "personal time, 070," for time he spent meeting with
the NRC. He perceived this to be a form of harassment, which might lead to
his being discharged for taking "excessive personal time off.” He told
PARULIS, his supervisor, a couple days in advance of his meeting with the NRC,
because he knew he would be out of the office. When he filled out his time
sheet, he charged his time to company time, work related activities. GALATIS
recalled that he got a note back from PARULIS which indicated that he should
charge the day of the meeting with NRC to personal time, 070, but the company
would pay him. GALATIS questioned if everyone else who met with the NRC
during a recent inspection also charged personal time. After a short verbal
exchange, GALATIS stated that PARULIS grabbed the note from his hand. He told
PARULIS that PARULIS was going to have to deal with this because he was going
to report it. GALATIS recalled that PARULIS’ response to him was: "George, I
was told [by Don GERBER] to follow you. To keep an eye out for you.” GALATIS
stated that he reported all of this to DEBARBA, accusing NU of harassing him.
GALATIS stated that NU was trying to intimidate him, and that he felt
threatened in his position because he was being told that GERBER told PARULIS

to watch him (Exhibit 2, pp. 146 and 147).

GALATIS noted that, even today, people will make comments about him, 1ike,
“oh, there’s George. I don’'t want to eat lunch with him because if I eat
lunch with him I°11 get fired." GALATIS did not believe that these people
were doing that in jest. GALATIS asked DEBARBA why would a supervisor expect
an employee, who told his supervisor that he is going to meet with the NRC, to
charge his time to personal time. The only reason GALATIS believed his
supervisor was doing this was to eventually get him fired for using an
excessive amount of personal time (Exhibit 2, p. 148).

GALATIS told DEBARBA that he felt threatened down at Unit 3. And he was in a
situation with GERBER and PITMAN, where he believed that he could not succeed,
no matter how well he did. GALATIS stated that he would come into work every
day wondering what was next. He stated that he was afraid to take sick days
off because he wasn't sure how they would look at him being out sick

(Exhibit 2, pp. 151 and 152). While. GALATIS acknowledged that no one had
actually made a physical threat against him, he stated that he would not put
it past NU to "create a situation where . . . [he could] get harmed
physically, let alone emotionally” (Exhibit 2, pp. 154 and 155).

GALATIS stated that Bob PARUCLO, another engineer he worked with, told him
that he was "controversial” and "crazy" to attend a meeting which was
scheduled for October 25, 1995, on Mi11stone operations. GALATIS recalled
that PARUOLO stated that his health or physical being would be jeopardized if
he attended; he could get hurt. HADLEY also stated that he had concerns for

his client’s physical safety (Exhibit 2, pp. 208-210).
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In about September 1994, GALATIS was transferred back to Berlin. GALATIS
recalled a conversation he had with PITMAN a couple of weeks before he
returned to work in Berlin at the NU corporate offices. GALATIS stated that
PITMAN implied that he had a job for Tife if he'd "just kind of shut up and go
along. Just kind of go along” (Exhibit 2, p. 150).

Transfer Back to Berlin

In Berlin, GALATIS was assigned to work for Bohdan POKORA, supervisor, Nuclear
Mechanical Engineering Support Group, reporting to Matt KUPINSKI, Manager, and
Mario BONACA, Director, Nuclear Engineering (Exhibit 4).

GALATIS alleged that he was being further harassed by his new supervisor,
POKORA. For example, GALATIS recalled that, after returning from a meeting
with the NRC (Special Agent Don Driskill, with OI), POKORA asked GALATIS when
he going to start doing real work for the company (Exhibit 2, pp. 149 and

150).

GALATIS stated that he believed that a company policy (Exhibit 72), which had
recently been revised (Exhibit 73), required him to notify NU when he was
meeting with 0I. GALATIS felt that such notification was a breach of his
confidentiality and that he shouldn’t have to notify NU when he met with OI
(Exhibit 2, pp. 157 and 158). He indicated that he discussed this issue with
DEBARBA, BONACA, Virginia FLEMING, a manager of Human Resources, POKORA,
KUPINSKI. PARULIS, GERBER, PITMAN, and CHATFIELD. GALATIS recalled that most
of the people in his "direct management did not acknowledge the fact that it
was not a mandatory requirement. They viewed it differently as a -- they
viewed it as a requirement. It was a difference of opinion. That's the way
it came across. It didn't come across as a resolution. It came across as
well, that's a difference of opinion. There was no real acknowledgement as
to, yes, you're right or, yes, I'11 go talk to Lillian CUOCQO [NU Senior
Regulatory Counsel] about this and get some clarification on it. It was just
the opposite. It was an area of conflict” (Exhibit 2, pp. 168 and 169).
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He raised his concern about his performance evaluation to Virginia FLEMING,
Personnel Manager; Cheryl GRISE, Senior Vice-president, Human Resources; and
others. GALATIS recalled that when BONACA got pulled into this, BONACA was
extremely upset with the fact that "KUPINSKI did not champion this [GALATIS’
evaluation].” Once his performance review was eventually changed by BONACA,
he recalls being told personally by POKORA that he (POKORA) was his supervisor
for 1995 and would be able to see him for the entire year, and "That when it
comes to nuclear group procedures . . . (he) better not challenge him on them
because he will not change his mind." GALATIS believed that POKORA wanted to
know more about what he was doing, and GALATIS wouldn't tell him (Exhibit 2,

pp. 183-186; see also Exhibit 60) .

GALATIS stated that when he came back from NRC interviews he would be harassed
by POKORA. POKORA would inform management, including legal. For example,
after a meeting with OI, the next day POKORA, in the presence of his
colleagues, would ask GALATIS if he completed an assignment. GALATIS would
then have to say "no," because he met with the NRC yesterday. He would tell
POKORA that "raising nuclear safety concerns and getting those addressed is
real work for the‘company. Meeting with the NRC is real work for the company”
(Exhibit 2, pp. 186 and 187). He recalled that POKORA would respond to him
with statements like: "when are you going to do some work that the company is
paying you for?" or “"Have you gotten approval to spend company time addressing

your allegations?”

AGENT’S NOTE: GALATIS provided copies of two memoranda for review, one
dated June 9, 1995, and the other dated September 21, 1995. GALATIS
noted that the following individuals were listed as being part of the
distribution of the memoranda: KUPINSKI, DEBARBA, CHATFIELD, MILLER,
CUOCO, FLEMING, REILLY, and BONACA. Neither GALATIS nor his attorney,
HADLEY, would provide copies of the memoranda to 0I. A request for
these documents was made to NU. The request was denied, with a claim of
attorney/client privilege raised by C. THEBAUD, Esq., on behalf of NU

(Exhibit 2, pp. 188-190).

Spot Recognition

NU hired a consultant (Jim PARTLOW) to work with GALATIS on several of the
issues GALATIS raised. GALATIS recalled that PARTLOW told him that he
(PARTLOW) was meeting with OPEKA on GALATIS jssues and having "roundtable
discussions" with OPEKA. In the March 1996 time frame, GALATIS indicated that
PARTLOW sent a memorandum (Exhibits 40 and 41) to Rick KACICH regarding
GALATIS® work (Exhibit 2, pp. 120 and 121; see also Exhibit 71).
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GALATIS believed that the memorandum validated his concerns. He noted that
PARTLOW pointed out that, if the NRC came in, they would probably cite the
utility for 10 CFR 50.59, 50.9, and 50.71E violations. GALATIS stated that
PARTLOW said that the engineering organization needed to be intrusive; it was
not intrusive and the most successful nuclear organizations had intrusive
engineering organizations. GALATIS also indicated that PARTLOW noted to OPEKA
about the timeliness of resolving his (GALATIS’) issue and mentioned that he
should be rewarded. GALATIS recalled that PARTLOW mentioned that a sufficient
reward would be if OPEKA just sat down with BONACA and GALATIS over a cup of
coffee and talked. GALATIS stated that OPEKA never did that (Exhibit 2,

pp. 121 and 122).

GALATIS also claimed to have been helping CIZEK with the 1-CU-29 issue, during
the April to June time frame. He stated that he got invelved in that because,
in an indirect way, it was part of the allegation that he raised. He told -
CIZEK about the games that NU would play. He advised CIZEK not to take
somebody’s word, to get the paper work, and make sure that what they said they
did turned out to be valid, in terms of finally getting the issue properly

addressed (Exhibit 2, p. 198).

GALATIS indicated that he had identified issues which were later
substantiated, and he did not receive any recognition for his work. He
indicated that he received neither a "spot recognition” nor a "President Excel

Award" (Exhibit 2, pp. 95, 97, and 215).

HADLEY, with agreement by GALATIS, noted that Bob BUSCH's article in "TO THE
POINT," dated December 19, 1995, and Bernie FOX's issue of TO THE POINT,
denying any wrongdoing after the issuance of the NRC OIG statements on
December 5, 1995, was a continued effort to discredit GALATIS and another form

of harassment (Exhibit 2, pp. 212-214).

AGENT'S NOTE: At the conclusion of the initial interview, GALATIS
requested an opportunity to review his transcribed interview and OI
jndicated that it would 1ike to meet with GALATIS to refine some of the
information GALATIS presented during his interview. When the transcript
was available, HADLEY would not return telephone calls made in an
attempt to setup a meeting for the review. In a letter dated March 11,
1996, HADLEY wrote that his client was "terminating all contact with”
0I. HADLEY went on to indicate that he would "no Tonger allow .

[his] client to participate in any further interviews" with OI.

Coordination with Regional Staff

Several allegation panel meetings were held with the RI staff, and staff was
apprised of certain facts identified during this investigation. A copy of the
alleger’'s 0I interview, wit% attachments, was forwarded to the RI staff

(D. VITO) to ensure that all of GALATIS’ technical issues were addressed.

NOT_FUR PUBLIC. SISCLO OF

Case No. 1-95-046 s
7



Allegation: NU Discriminated Against GALATIS For Raising Safety Concerns

Summary

The following individuals were interviewed by RI:0I on the dates indicated
regarding the allegation that GALATIS was discriminated against for raising

safety concerns.
Name

Mario BONACA

Larry CHATFIELD

Al CIZEK

Eric DEBARBA

Joseph DIMARZO

Virginia FLEMING

George GALATIS

Don GERBER

Cheryl GRISE

Harry HAYNES

Richard HYKYS

Position

Executive Director,
Nuclear Safety & Analysis,
NU

former Director, Nuclear
Safety Concerns Program
(NSCP), Milistone, NU

Senior Engineer, NSCP,
Millstone, NU

former VP, Nuclear Technical
Services, NU

Senior Engineer, Nuclear
Mechanical Engineering
Branch, Millstone, NU

former Personnel Manager,
Nuclear, Millstone, NU

former Senior Engineer,
Nuclear Engineering Support
Services Group, NU

Manager, Technical Support,
Unit 3, Millstone, NU

_ Senior Vice-president,

Human Resources., NU

former Director, Unit 1,
Millstone, NU

Senior Engineer, Design
Engineering. Unit 1,
Mitistone, NU

Date(s) of Interviews

May 8, June 26,

August 7, & October 30,
1996 i
November 14, 1995,
January 24 & 25,
February 20 & 22, &
March 19 & 20, 1996
November 30, 1995,
January 24 & June 12,
1996

March 6 & July 18, 1996

September 11, 1996

December 14, 1995

January 31, 1996

September 24, 1996
October 10, 1996
May 15, 1996

September 12, 1996

N

—
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Robert KELLER Supervisor, Rapid Response December 5, 1996
Engineering Team, Millstone,
NU

Joan KOWAL Engineer.'who1esa1e September 19, 1996
Marketing Group, NU

Matthew KUPINSKI Manager, Nuclear Engineering December 12, 1995,
Support Services, Millstone, May 8 & October 29, 1996
NU

Andre LASSONDE Senior Engineer, Plant September 12, 1996
Engineering, Unit 2,
Millstone, NU

William LEPPER Senior Electrical Engineer,  September 24, 1996
Electrical Design Engineering,
Unit 1, Millstone, NU

George McGOVERN Senior Engineer, Condition September 12, 1996
Based Maintenance, Millstone,
NU

Terry McNATT Senior Engineer, Balance of  September 18, 1996

Plant Group, Unit 3,
Millstone, NU

Ray NECCI Director, Nuclear May 14, 1996
Engineering, Unit 2,
Millstone, NU

Paul PARULIS Supervisor, Technical January 4 &
Support, Unit 3, September 19, 1996
Millstone, NU

Robert PARUOLO Engineer, Design Engineering, December 3, 1996
Unit 1, Millstone, NU

Anthony PATRIZZ Fire Protection Program October 10, 1996
Coordinator, Millstone, NU

George PITMAN former Director, Nuclear May 15 & September 25,
Engineering, Unit 3. 1996
Millstone, NU

Bohdan POKORA Supervisor, Nuclear December 12, 1995,
Merkianical Engineering February 20, March 18,
Daort Group, NU May 8, & October 30,

1996
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Kathleen STOCKWELL Representative "A" (former) September 25, 1996
Nuclear Technician "B").
Simsbury District, NU

Gary SWIDER acting Supervisor, Balance September 18, 1996
of Plant Technical Support
Group, Unit 3, Millstone, NU

Roger Van WEY Senior Engineer, acting September 19, 1996
Supervisor, Maintenance
Engineering, Unit 3,
Millstone, NU

Michael WADKINS Senior Engineer, Electrical October 30, 1996
Equipment Qualification,
Unit 1, Millstone, NU

Michael WILSON Operations Manager, Unit 2 June 12, 1996
Millstone, (former Manager,
Nuclear Licensing), NU

Kathlyn VERONESI Nuclear Assistant, October 10, 1996

Mechanical Engineering
Support, Millstone, NU

Documents Reviewed

0I also reviewed records from the Nuclear Safety Concerns Program and numerous
notes/records retained, and/or prepared, by witnesses who were interviewed in

the course of this investigation.

Documents were provided to Ol by witnesses and NU, through its attorneys.
Also, through its attorneys, NU has requested the withholding of documents
from public disclosure pursuant to 10 CFR Section 2.790; the attorneys noted
that many of the documents contain personal information, the disclosure of
which would be an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

Evidence

Protected Activities

In the 1992-1993 time frame, CIZEK indicated that his group (which included
GALATIS) was heavily involved with the IST program and REFs (reportability
evaluation forms used to addrass operability jssues); and, as with other
elements of the organizatium. they were also responsible for making
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aware_of GALATIS’ and CIZEK's concerns at t

operability determinations related to engineering issues involving the plant.
During that time GALATIS "was assigned an ISAP topic which dealt with the
spent fuel pool in Millstone 1, and in the process of doing that he [GALATIS]

identified what appeared to be a concern with a license . . . . [I]t appeared
that . . . [NU wasgemoving fuel in a manner which was not consistent
with . . . [NU’s] Ticense.” CIZEK brought this to the attention of his

management and supported GALATIS (Exhibit 18, p. 8, Exhibit 62, gp. 32 and
33). POKORA, who would later become GALATIS' supervisor, was, along with

others, responsible for resolving issues associated with the spent fuel pool
concerns raised by GALATIS (Exhibit 62, pp. 34-46, and 49). '

Another point CIZEK noted was the visibility of GALATIS. CIZEK was the
supervisor responsible for the ISAP economic performance attribute. At the
time, the four attributes for ISAP prioritization dealt with: public safety,
personnel safety, personnel productivity and economic performance or the
ability of the plant to generate megawatts (Exhibit 37, and Exhibit 19,

p?. 39, 40, 44, and 45). ISAP was evaluating a rerack of the spent fuel pool.
CIZEK noted that GALATIS came across an inconsistency between the offload as
defined by the most recent Ticense amendment and common or routine practices.
CIZEK supported GALATIS in an effort to resolve this problem (see also OI Case

Nos. 1-94-021 and . The licensing organization and CIZEK's .

supervision (Peter AUSTIN, Manager, and Bob HARRIS, Director; Engineering
Department) were aware of the problem identified by GALATIS (REF 92-73) and
the support CIZEK gave to its resolution. GALATIS recalled CIZEK telling him
that AUSTIN said GALATIS was making a big deal out of something little,
inferring that GALATIS had better things to work on (Exhibit 2, pp. 56-58).

CIZEK noted that, in June 1993, he was asked to participate in a spent fuel
pool task force composed of Burt ELIAS, AUSTIN, GALATIS, HARRIS, A, and,
from time to time, Harry HAYNES (Director, Unit 1) and Richard KACICH
(Director, Nuclear Licensing). During these meetings, GALATIS also brought up
REF92-84. CIZEK became "the scribe® for the group, responsible for taking
notes (Exhibit 19, pp. 30, 31, and 33). GALATIS; CIZEK and others wrote
several memoranda regarding the spent fuel Eool issue; DeBARBA and others were
e _same t

, le were making
decisions on personnel selections for the new engineering organization
(Exhibit 19, pp. 35 and 36).

CIZEK noted that GALATIS became very unhappy with the way things were going on
the spent fuel 1 issues and made everyone aware of it: GALATIS even
withdrew from the task force in October 1993 (Exhibit 19, pp. 30, 36, and 37).
CIZEK also noted in a confidential memorandum to DEBARBA, dated October 15,
1993, that GALATIS “has the fortitude to contact the NRC unless reasonable
complete satisfaction is acquired. Furthermore, George [GALATIS] expressed

his desire to take definitive action, possibly with the NRC . . . . I [CIZEK]
feel compelled to convey this to you directly to preclude any '
regrets . . . . I .. . support the reconmendation made by George . . . ."

(Exhibit 19, pp. 35-39 and Exhibit 42).

~ .
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BONACA recalled that he spent a lot of his time with GALATIS and PARTLOW on
the resolution of GALATIS® spent fuel pool concerns. BONACA stated that his
interaction with Bud RISLEY was "pretty intense, because . . . [BONACA] was
irritated that the call hadn’t been made the way it should be made" on
1-CU-29. BONACA also spoke with CHATFIELD and DEBARBA about the operability.
of 1-CU-29. BONACA recalls telling DEBARBA, "This is a hell of a problem,
because you guys are not making a call. You've got to make a call. And it
seems to me, the more you beat around the bush, the more this valve seems
inoperable” (Exhibit 23, pp. 46 and 48). )

BONACA noted that KUPINSKI, CIZEK, GALATIS and others attended a meeting he
(BONACA) called on the status of the 1-CU-29 issue. At the time, BONACA was
concerned about how long it was taking to resolve the issue. Additionally, he
had discussions with GALATIS about the valve (1-CU-29). GALATIS had also
advised the NRC resident inspector about the meeting, and the resident
inspector called BONACA during the meeting. BONACA felt that it was more than
just a resolution of an issue with GALATIS. BONACA felt he was being "set up”
by GALATIS by having the resident call during a meeting on 1-CU-29. BONACA
acknowledged that he was "irritated" by GALATIS’ presence, since GALATIS had
not been invited by him and was "already involved and very active . . . on all
kind[s] of issues" (Exhibit 23, pp. 46-48, 53, and 54; see also Exhibit 57).

BONACA noted that he found a chilling effect at NU which worked in several
ways. He believes that it existed with regard to issues, such as 1-CU-29, and
perhaps other issues that were raised by GALATIS. But, he also felt a
chilling environment existed in the. way some individuals have raised issues
with managers; and, then put that person (the manager) on the spot because of
the chilling way they reacted. BONACA stated that "once you develop an .
adversarial relationship . . ., then suddenly, you . . . have a general
chilling effect all over the place. There is no more openness. There is a
lack of trust.” BONACA recalled that DEBARBA referred to CIZEK as~"not very
effective in closing issues,” which he suspected were GALATIS' issues
(Exhibit 23, pp. 63-65).

Mike WILSON, a Nuclear Licensing Manager, stated that he had discussions with
GALATIS regarding the spent fuel pool concerns (REF 92-73) that he raised
(Exhibit 15, pp. 45-48). HAYNES, former Unit 1 Director, indicated that he
became aware of the issues raised by GALATIS, regarding the spent fuel pool,
between 1991 and 1994. HAYNES did not recall discussing this issue outside of
his Unit 1 organization. While HAYNES indicated that he was generally aware
of 1-CU-29, he did not have any specific recollection of it and its ultimate
resolution ﬁrior to his departure as the unit director (Exhibit 25, pp. 13-21;
see also Exhibit 8, pp. 71 and 72).

BONACA stated that it was his opinion that employees who raise concerns do not
have a right to investigate those concerns, but, when possible, the employee
should be part of the process. The concerns resolution process should be
open, so the person can know about the progress of the resolution of the
allegation (Exhibit 57).
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1993 Engineering Reintegration

According to NU, the "engineering reintegration” of 1993 was designed to
improve the operation of NU’'s nuclear facilities. The selection of
vice-presidents, directors, managers and superviscors was announced publicly
with the issuance of OPEKA's memorandum on November 8, 1993 (Exhibit 29).

In an October 31, 1995, letter (Exhibit 6), addressing the resolution of a
safety concern regarding 1-CU-29, CHATFIELD identified a decision process at
NU which showed "a pattern where the site engineering organization looked very
myopically at determinations involving operability.” CHATFIELD stated that
"they weren’t looking closely enough at operability determinations from a
yea/nea standpoint. They were tainting them toward keeping the plant
operable.” When CHATFIELD talked with "DEBARBA about that, he [DEBARBA] noted
that that was part of the reason that a reorganization was made November,
1993." CHATFIELD also stated that, "DEBARBA indicated that there had been an
inherent conflict between [the] engineering division and the drive to complete
operation, and that is what he saw as one of the major thrusts in reorganizing
the engineering department . . ." (Exhibit 5, pp. 21 and 22; Exhibit 6, p. 3).
From a conversation with BONACA, CHATFIELD recalled them agreeing that NU was
operationally conceited to myopically Jooking at keeping the plant operating
and that sometimes sound engineering was out of balance (Exhibit 7, p. 10).

The 1993 Reorganization Selection Process

OPEKA said that, based upon self assessments that were done in 1990-1991, NU
determined that they had some significant problems that needed to be
addressed. They came up with a Performance Enhancement Program (PEP) and
committed to hire 450 people; but, they did not have time to integrate the
engineering and maintenance functions (Exhibit 13, pp. 6-8). After the new
structure was created, they were aware that a number of positions would be
eliminated because of the duplication which existed. The decision was made,
in August 1993, to place all engineering functions under one vice president,
DEBARBA (Exhibit 13, pp. 8-10; Exhibit 16, pp. 59 and 62-74).

OPEKA stated that he was the person who made the final decision on who would
fi11 a particular position, but he relied heavily on the people that reported
to him. "[He] did not know & lot of the people that were being selected at
the supervisory ranks and relied heavily on his officers, but probably most
heavily on the director of unit engineering” for people in the new
organization. The directors told him that they had a lot of non-supervisory
people that probably had better skills than some of the existing supervisors
and should be considered for the reorganization (Exhibit 13, p. 29).

NECCI recalled that the unit directors had a lot to say about who had the
qualities that they were looking for in the new organization’s supervisors.
NECCI stated that DEBARBA had discussions with the unit directors about
certain people. Although NECCI did not recall any rankings which were placed
on paper, he did say that DEBARBA, RISLEY, and PITMAN knew the people and were
a good check to see if they were customer focused, etc. (Exhibit 22,
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pp. 32-34). NECCI stated that there was "a general discussion about people to
fi1l positions” and they “sugported each other with discussions of people’s
backgrounds and questions” about where people were in the organization. He
relied on DEBARBA and the other engineering directors in staffing his
organization (Exhibit 22, pp. 28-30). At the time of the reorganization.
GALATIS was a senior engineer and was not asked to undergo any pre-screening -
by the HAY Group, nor was'he considered for appointment to a supervisory
position in_the new organization. ,

OPEKA stated that he generally accegted incumbents, where the same position
existed in the new organization, uniess there was an issue of performance
(Exhibit 13, pﬁ. 29-31). DEBARBA stated that "everyone was on an equal
footing” and they selected the ﬁeople they felt were "the best candidates for
those positions regardless of where they were previously.” DEBARBA indicated
that they did not do an analysis of each candidate and compare one against the
other; they simply asked "who is a good selectee for that particular position”
(Exhibit 17, pp. 53 and 54).

POKORA, who was a principal engineer at the time, was promoted to a
supervisory position in the new organization. POKORA did not receive any
prior screening by the HAY Group and did not receive ‘any notice of his
selection prior to November 8, 1993, when supervisory and management
appointments were announced to the company (Exhibit 62, pp. 10 and 11).

OPEKA stated that he had never considered, or discussed, whether someone had
raised a safety concern, in his decision to select an individual for a
position_in the new organization. He did note that had people been laid off
or out placed that might have been an issue for discussion (Exhibit 13, pp. 51
and 52). DEBARBA acknowledged that they looked for who could work with each
other, team players with predicable performance (Exhibit 17, pp. 31 and 32).

DEBARBA described the selection process as follows:

I think that typically there would be a discussion on the merits
of the person that’s being proposed. And there may be some
discussion that ensued. And if somebody had a question about
somebody, that question was pursued . . . . I can’t remember any
specific instances -- but there may have been someone’s name
proposed and somebody said, "Oh, gees, you know, I’'ve worked with
that _person,” or, "That person worked for me at one point in time,
and I’'ve observed this."

You know, "How has his performance been lately? Are you still
observing that characteristic? I've got this question in my
mind," or, "Yes, you got that person, but what about this person?
Did you consider that person because I think that person would be
a good candidate, too, for that job." So it was with those kind
of ‘discussions that ultimately led to a consensus relative to,
"Okay, we’ve got that person or persons as candidates - - any
questions? Yes, there’s some questions"” -- questions get
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answered. Either a change is made or it’s left. That’s the way
it went (Exhibit 17, pp. 59 and 60).

BONACA did not recall attending any meetings at which the selection of all the
supervisors was discussed. However, he did discuss with DeBARBA the filling

of one supervisory position (Exhibit 23).

PITMAN discussed the selection process, whereby he picked some managers and
others were already in place. PITMAN noted that he did not know PARULIS, who
had worked in another unit before the reorganization. PARULIS was assigned to
him in Unit 3 without discussion; PARULIS’ name was already in a box on the
chart (Exhibit 14, pp. 16 and 17). PITMAN also indicated that he did not know
GALATIS at the time of the 1993 reorganization (Exhibit 14, pp. 32 and 33).

Re-assignment to/from Unit 3

PITMAN did not recall selecting GALATIS to work in Unit 3 in December 1993.

In the same context, he did not recall whether one of his managers may have
had GALATIS on a list, or that he bid for GALATIS. At that time, he only
recalled GALATIS by name, not by face, and he was not aware that GALATIS had
raised any safety concerns with regard to Unit 1 in 1993. He did not recall
having any discussions with DEBARBA regarding the placement of GALATIS at
Unit 3 in December of 1993 (Exhibit 50, pp. 6-8, 46, and 47). However, PITMAN
advised OI. in an earlier interview, that, "George was put on unit 3 as_a
place to have an opportunity to do a good job" (Exhibit 14, p. 32). PITMAN
stated that his earlier statement was probably based on what he Tearned later.
He further stated that the earlier statement was conjecture on his part

(Exhibit 50, p. 12).

BONACA stated that, during the selection and placement of engineers, he
recalled GALATIS’ name being mentioned by PITMAN. After hearing GALATIS’
name, PITMAN said, "he's a good engineer” and then took GALATIS for Unit 3.
During this process, they were trying to accommodate personal preferences
about staying in Berlin (Exhibit 24 and Exhibit 58, pp. 109-112).

At the time GALATIS was being reassigned from Unit 3 to Berlin, PITMAN denied
tel1ing GALATIS that, "if he would just shut-up and go along, he’d have a job
for life" (Exhibit 50, p. 16). PITMAN acknowledged that GALATIS wanted to
work in Berlin from the beginning, and that being assigned to Berlin was
initially one of GALATIS’ three choices. PITMAN also indicated that he "made
a point of finding out where . . . (GALATIS) sat, once he [GALATIS] came to
Millstone, and going over and introducing” himself and trying to strike up a
relationship (Exhibit 14, p. 33}. PITMAN indicated that this was not an
attempt to single GALATIS outl as_& new employee. PITMAN indicated that he
tried to meet with other new empioyees as well (Exhibit 50, pp. 18 and 19).

PITMAN indicated that the time GALATIS spent in Unit 3 was “non-productive”
(Exhibit 14, p. 33 ard Exnibet 9Q. pp. 19 and 20). PITMAN explained that his
comment referred to GALATIZ” lack. of production and spotty, not poor,
performance on Unit 3 activities, (Exhibit 5CG. pp. 19 and 20).
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GERBER recalled that GALATIS had been assigned to his group by "upper
management, " referring to the director and vice-president level of management.
PITMAN brought GALATIS into Unit 3. GERBER does not recall if his input was
solicited by PITMAN regarding GALATIS. But, GERBER stated that GALATIS was
not someone he selected. GERBER did note that this was a difficult time for
him, since five or six people who had been demoted ere assigned to him.

. ! e N 7

including thef

In late 1993, PARULIS received a call from PITMAN, the new Engineering
Director, Unit 3, who indicated that PARULIS was selected as a supervisor in
Unit 3. This was a lateral transfer for him, since he was already a
supervisor in Unit 2 prior to his Unit 3 appointment. He recalled that
Bob KELLER, Steve SUDIGALLA, GERBER. and he met with PITMAN regarding the
selection and appointment of engineers for their groups. PITMAN had a 1ist of
engineers who were displaced in the reorganization and were reassigned to
Unit 3. KELLER was the Auxiliary Group (diesel generator, ventilation
systems, and the air & gas systems) supervisor, and SUDIGALLA was the
supervisor of a_group responsible for the NSSS (Nuclear Steam Supply System)
and reactor coolant system. Each of the supervisors selected people they
needed for their groups (Exhibit 32).

GERBER recalled that GALATIS' desire was to remain in Berlin. GERBER stated
"that in terms of trying to resolve issues with George [GALATIS], that it was
felt that a change in venue might benefit the situation.” However, he could
not recall who said that to him, but he did recall that it was the “philosophy

that . . . [he] was dealing under.” He recalled that “the purpose of the
assignment to Millstone was to provide . . . a different set of
challenges . . .. a change in career path" (Exhibit 49, pp. 10 and 11).

GERBER stated that he was present in the Berlin conference room when
selections were being made of the displaced engineers, and that he was not
even sure if GALATIS' name was among the pool of individuals. He thinks that
perhaps GALATIS' name was slotted in with Matt KUPINSKI's group, with the
engineers who were going to remain in Berlin, and that's why he did not recall

it (Exhibit 49, pp. 13 and 14).

GERBER assigned GALATIS to work for PARULIS. He believed that GALATIS had
worked in a similar group while in Berlin, and that PARULIS' group was best

suited for GALATIS' talents (Exhibit 49, p. 20).

GERBER first became aware of the fact that GALATIS had "outstanding issues of
nuclear concerns” at the time GALATIS was assigned to his group in 1993. He
learned about GALATIS from a conversation with either DEBARBA or PITMAN.
GERBER speculated that the assignment to his unit was an opportunity for
GALATIS to interact with “different personalities,” although he was not aware
of whether there were any personality conflicts in GALATIS’ previous

assignment (Exhibit 49, pp. 14-17).
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GERBER spoke with GALATIS when he first arrived in his group and thought that
"perhaps management had not listened to him in the past, when he had a
concern.” GERBER said he made an effort to determine if GALATIS felt
comfortable in his new environment, and he wanted to learn from GALATIS “"where
potentially management had failed in the past.” GALATIS told him that the
concerns he raised related to Unit 1 and that he did not have any concerns

about Unit 3 (Exhibit 49, pp. 17 and 18).

In September 1994, GERBER felt that GALATIS was productive at Unit 3 and
GERBER was "happy with the work he was doing.” But a decision was reached
among DEBARBA, PITMAN and BONACA to transfer GALATIS back to Berlin to work
for BONACA (Exhibit 49, pp. 37 and 38). GERBER did not recall any discussions
he had with GALATIS where GALATIS expressed a concern for his personal safety

(Exhibit 49, pp. 54 and 55).

PARULIS recalled that GALATIS started working for him in December 1993, as a
result of a reorganizational transfer (Exhibit 31, p. 6). He knew GALATIS was
a mechanical engineer, strong in theory, who was previously assigned in
Berlin. PARULIS selected GALATIS based on GALATIS’ strong mechanical
engineering background, which he believed would fit well into his new group
(Exhibit 32). PARULIS described GALATIS as an engineer, with a good
background in engineering mechanics and not much experience with plant
operation, so there was going to be some transition period where GALATIS
"would have to learn more about dealing with the day-to-day plant operations
and would have less and less theoretical type engineering” (Exhibit 31,

pp. 6-8). At that time, PARULIS stated he was not aware that GALATIS had
raised safety concerns (Exhibit 32) and did not have any "recollection of a

reputation" for GALATIS (Exhibit 31, p. 9).

KELLER recalled meeting with GALATIS upon GALATIS' arrival at Unit 3. GALATIS
was with KELLER only a short period of time before being re-assigned to
PARULIS’ group. KELLER recalled that, after discussions with GALATIS and
PARULIS, it was decided GALATIS’ background would better fit within PARULIS’
group than his. KELLER stated that GERBER was advised of the change, but
GERBER was not part of the discussions he had with PARULIS (Exhibit 75).

PARULIS recalled that GALATIS told him, when first assigned to his group, that
he (GALATIS) had raised a safety concern about Unit 1. He remembers that
GALATIS told him that it could get ugly and that NU was not Tistening to him
(GALATIS). GALATIS also told him that NU hired a consultant (PARTLOW) to work
with him on his concerns, but that things were not progressing well

(Exhibit 32; see also Exhibit 31, pp. 11-13).

PARULIS thought that GALATIS was paranoid. PARULIS recalled that GALATIS
would tell him that site security was watching him (GALATIS), and that someone

was watching his (GALATIS’) car (Exhibit 32).
POKORA stated that GALATIS started working for him in about October 1994, as a

senior engineer, and he was assigned responsibility for the Life Cycle
Management program. POKORA indicated that one day he was called into
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KUPINSKI’s office and told that GALATIS was going to be transferred from
Millstone to Berlin because he (GALATIS) "felt that his safety was jeopardized
at the Millstone site because he had raised safety concerns” (Exhibit 20,

pp. 5 and 6; see also Exhibit 34).

POKORA and KUPINSKI had several discussions and POKORA agreed to accept
. GALATIS into the group, creating the Life Cycle Management Coordinator
position for him. POKORA recalled that BONACA told him that GALATIS felt his
1ife was in jeopardy, but he does not recall ever discussing this issue with
GALATIS’ previous supervisor, PARULIS. POKORA described himself as being
somewhat skeptical of GALATIS® claim and really did not pursue that issue
after GALATIS arrived at his group. POKORA indicated that he had no reason to
believe that GALATIS® talk about a threat was credible (Exhibit 20, pp. 6-10).

GALATIS indicated to OI that PARUOLO told him he was crazy to attend an
October 25, 1995, meeting (Exhibit 2, pp. 208-210). While PARUOLO may have
said GALATIS was "controversial,” PARUOLO denied telling GALATIS that his
health or safety was in jeopardy if he went to the meeting. PARUOLO
acknowledged that he may have said it would be "stressful,” in light of the
Time magazine article and the 2.206 petition (Exhibit 74).

Time Records (070/000)

Referring to his notes, PARULIS recalled that on August 26, 1994, GALATIS came
to speak to him about his "meetings next week with the NRC about his
allegations."” GALATIS told him that he would "be using the incident

where . . . [PARULIS] had originally requested him to change his time a few
months ago to Personal Code 070 as an example of how the company harasses
employees who talk to the NRC." In addition GALATIS told him that he would be
with the NRC August 29 and 30, 1994 (Exhibit 31, pp. 27-35 and Exhibit 32)

PARULIS noted that during the week ending April 30, 1994, there were fourteen
total hours that were indicated as an 070 submittal for GALATIS. Because
PARULIS was trying to deal with how to document the hours that GALATIS was
away from the station, he felt that an 070 code was applicable to this type of
situation. GALATIS was not involved in Unit 3 specific work, and GALATIS’
time away did not involve systems that were his responsibility at Unit 3. In
his discussions with GERBER, it was agreed that 070 was an appropriate code
for extended periods of time that were taken away from Unit 3 specific
activities. PARULIS noted that code 070 does not hold any type of penalty;
it’s simply a code that indicates that you were not performing unit specific
work at the time. When he looks at 070, it just means that the person was not
performing engineering functions within the unit, and it did not -fall under
one of the other codes for non-productive work. At the time, he felt that the
assignment of this code was appropriate. After checking, there are no other
similar entries. PARULIS did not feel that seeing a code Tike 070, that
appears every once in a while on someone’s time sheet, would cause an alarm to
GALATIS, especially if he knew why that person had to assign that code.
PARULIS acknowledged that GALATIS discussed his concern about the
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inappropriate use of an 070 code and, after discussing it with GERBER, it was
agreed not to be used again (Exhibit 31, pp. 27-35 and Exhibit 32).

PARULIS stated that he did not oversee GALATIS any more than he did other
individuals in his group. He would go out to the field and check work for all

the engineers in his group (Exhibit 32).

PARULIS admitted that he told GALATIS to use code 070, personal time, on
GALATIS’ time sheet, when GALATIS met with the NRC. PARULIS had also spoken
with GERBER and PITMAN on this subject and they advised him that it was the
correct action to take. PARULIS stated that, as a supervisor, he had never
received any instruction on which codes should be used; to him, it was just
common sense. He recognizes that meeting with the NRC is company business.
PARULIS noted that using 070 for personal time would not affect GALATIS' leave
or anything else. PARULIS stated that he believed that going to the NRC was
not Unit 3 productive work and, therefore, GALATIS' time should not receive a

Unit 3 work code (Exhibit 32).

AGENT’S NOTE: In his first OI interview PARULIS did not recall
discussing the use of 070 with anyone other than GERBER. However, in
his second interview, nine months later, PARULIS recalled discussing the
same issue with both GERBER and PITMAN (Exhibit 31, p. 28 and

Exhibit 32).

PARULIS recalled that GERBER told him to "keep and eye" on GALATIS, to watch
what GALATIS was doing. PARULIS believed he was supposed to track how much
time GALATIS was spending away from the unit, meeting with the NRC. PARULIS
did not believe that he was doing anything wrong and was just following the
instructions he received from GERBER. He did not keep any written records or
documentation on GALATIS and the meetings GALATIS had with the NRC. But,
PARULIS would call GERBER and tell him when GALATIS was going to be out of the
office for an extended period to meet with the NRC. PARULIS stated that
GERBER told him that there was a concern that GALATIS was spending too much
time away from the office in dealing with the NRC; but PARULIS could not say
how much time was appropriate. He did not question GERBER about who was
concerned with how much time GALATIS was away, or why the question was being
raised. PARULIS stated that neither GERBER nor PITMAN approached him on any
of the technical issues that GALATIS was invoived in. He knew GALATIS was
working with BONACA on the resolution of concerns (Exhibit 32).

AGENT’S NOTE: When he was first interviewed by the NRC-OI on January 4,
1996, PARULIS was asked whether he had ever "watched” or "kept book" on
GALATIS. PARULIS responded "Absolutely not" (Exhibit 31, p. 37).
PARULIS clarified his original response with a written annotation to
that transcript. He noted that, at that time, he was really responding
to whether he was "keeping book" on GALATIS, i.e., keeping detailed
written records or having people follow GALATIS. PARULIS stated that he
did not keep any records on the total hours that GALATIS spent with the
NRC. But, as per GERBER’s instructions, he did keep track on the time
GALATIS spent with the NRC. As an example, he noted that when GALATIS
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was going to be away from work for a two day meeting with the NRC, he
informed GERBER. He cannot recall how many other times, if there were
any, he reported to GERBER on GALATIS' meetings with the NRC. PARULIS
clarified his earlier interview-with the following statement: "The
previous question should be clarified to state that I would absolutely
not follow him, have him followed or keep detailed written notes on his
behavior or activities. We both were aware that his time outside the
normal work activities assigned on MP3 may be monitored (Exhibit 32).

GERBER recalled that GALATIS spent a "significant amount of time" involved
with the NRC, PARTLOW, DEBARBA, BONACA, and others working on Unit 1 problems,
and not able to support Unit 3 activities. GALATIS was initially charging his
time to "000," which is the normal time code for GERBER's organization. At
some point, GERBER said he was called into a meeting in his office with PITMAN
and DEBARBA. This was the only time that they were ever in his office
together the entire time he worked for NU. After a considerable amount of
discussion, the meeting was over. He left that meeting with the understanding
that GALATIS should be charging his (GALATIS’) activities to something other
than "000." He cannot specifically recall if it was personal time, "070."
GERBER recalled that the key part of the discussion was that the time away
from Unit 3 should not be "000" coding; it was inappropriate (Exhibit 49,

pp. 23-25, 28, and 34).

GERBER stated that GALATIS was the center of their discussion. He recalled
PITMAN telling him that, "this is how you charge the time, that is how we
charge everybody’'s time." But, there were not any other individuals he was
aware of who were raising concerns with the NRC. As a result of the meeting,
he did not give any instructions to any other supervisors with regard to any
other employees. GERBER acknowledged that, based upon the directions he was
given, the only person who was being treated differently concerning the
recording of time, as a result of having meetings with the NRC, was GALATIS
(Exhibit 49, pp. 49-51). GERBER noted that Unit 3 has multiple owners who are
responsible for the costs of its operation. There was some question in his
mind as to whether a Unit 3 code ("000") should be used when GALATIS® issues
concerned Unit 1 and not Unit 3. The time that was to be recorded as "070"
was to be the time away from Unit 3 and not just the time with the NRC
(Exhibit 49, pp. 51-54). GERBER is unaware of any policy which requires an NU
employee to advise management that they are meeting with the NRC (Exhibit 49,

pp. 55-58).

GERBER felt he was "admonished, for having been too loose in terms of giving
George (GALATIS) the freedom to resolve those issues” which he raised. Within
his organization, he had other people pick up GALATIS' workload. He left the
"meeting [with DEBARBA and PITMAN] with [a] very strong understanding that the
action that . . . [he] had taken in the past was inappropriate,” that he
needed to change and "to expect a normal week out of George" (Exhibit 49,

pp. 25-27).

The next day GERBER directed PARULIS to modify the time keeping according to
the direction he received at the meeting. GERBER also gave PARULIS directions
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that GALATIS "would be putting in a 40-hour week, working on the unit
projects." GERBER stated that he probably told PARULIS that if GALATIS was
going to be working on the concerns, GALATIS would have to do it on his time.
GERBER does not recall telling PARULIS to "keep an eye"” on GALATIS any more
than he would have for other employees. However, he suspects that he gave
PARULIS “direction . . . to keep sufficient watch to ensure that . . . the
expectations that" he had been given were upheld Exhibit 49, pp. 28-31).

Within a week of the meeting with them, word came back to him from PITMAN and
DEBARBA that he had not done what they intended, and that he was to cease.
GERBER remembers being "very upset with this situation” and feeling as though
his legs had been "cut out from under" him. He expressed his frustration to
PITMAN. in the context of, "what is going on here?” GERBER felt that the only
reason that it came back to him was that it created a problem "in the higher
Jevels of the company.” GERBER stated that he lost a "fair amount of trust”
and felt as though he "had been cast adrift.” GERBER stated that, because of
this incident, he had "lost credibility” with GALATIS and was "not getting
support from above"; he “felt betrayed” (Exhibit 49, pp. 31-34).

PITMAN’s first recollection of anything specific to GALATIS was DEBARBA’s
questioning of him as to why GALATIS "didn’t charge personal time for some
visits he had with the NRC" (Exhibit 50, p. 9). PITMAN also discussed with
DEBARBA the issue of GALATIS spending time on other units while a part of
Unit 3; he passed that question on to PARULIS (Exhibit 50, pp. 9 and 10).
PITMAN suspects that the issue arose because GALATIS was spending a lot time
dealing with the NRC on another unit's issue that caused him to raise an issue
of how GALATIS’ time was being charged at Unit 3. However, PITMAN could not
recall if these conversations took place before or after GALATIS raised the
issue about having to take personal time to meet with the NRC. PITMAN could
not recall having a conversation on a similar subject with GERBER (Exhibit 50,

pp. 10 and 11).

PITMAN denied that he suggested that GALATIS charge his time to 070, when
GALATIS met with the NRC. He recalled being told by PARULIS that it was
GALATIS who suggested the "070" designation on his time card. He may have
agreed with it, but it was not his suggestion. He did not remember DEBARBA
saying anything about that subject, but did recall DEBARBA stating that
GALATIS should be working on Unit 3. He recalled that a meeting and
conversation may have taken place in DEBARBA’s or GERBER's office. He took
from DEBARBA's statement that GALATIS should be taking "vacation time or
something” for those meetings; he does not think that they specifically talked
about how to charge that time (Exhibit 50, pp. 23-25, and 51).

PITMAN acknowledged that there may have been a meeting with DEBARBA, GERBER,
and him about keeping track of GALATIS' time, but denied ever directing
GERBER, or anyone else. to use a particular time code. PITMAN said it would
be unusual for someore t¢ aven ask what time code to use, and thinks that,
perhaps, he was being setup by GALATIS when the question was asked. PITMAN
denied ever telling SERRER to "keep an eye on him, or anything like that”
(Exhibit 50, pp. 25-30).
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PITMAN expected PARULIS, in his status of supervising professionals, to
"simply speak to George (GALATIS) about the need to pay more attention to Unit
3." He expected PARULIS to "have an increased awareness of George’s
production on Unit 3, as a result of the feedback” he received from DEBARBA
about GALATIS (Exhibit 50, pp. 30 and 31). PITMAN was aware that GALATIS had
raised an issue of personal safety while working at Unit 3, but chose not to
discuss the problem with him. PITMAN interpreted GALATIS' statement about
personal safety as simply a pretext, "as a reason to get back to

Berlin . . . (and PITMAN) presumed that anybody working in the field as long
as he (GALATIS) did, didn’t think that it would have been aberrant reaction,
accident that put his life at risk, or his ability to leave the site”
(Exhibit 50, pp. 34, 35, and 38).

GALATIS also raised with FLEMING an issue relating to his timekeeping. When
asked by PARULIS what he was working on, GALATIS would indicate that he was
working on nuclear safety issues, which were confidential and could not be
disclosed to PARULIS. FLEMING recalled that GALATIS told her that his time
should have been recorded as 000, when in fact it was recorded as 070, excused
absence, personal. FLEMING acknowledged that this issue was resolved, but
that GALATIS still considered it to be an example of harassment by NU.
FLEMING stated that GALATIS told her that, after the time keeping situation
with PARULIS, GERBER asked PARULIS to keep a better handle on where GALATIS
was, "what he was doing, what work he was engaged in, and so on." She
recalled that GALATIS related to her that PARULIS told GALATIS that he had
been instructed to have a better knowledge of GALATIS’ whereabouts

(Exhibit 35, pp. 21-24).

Instrument Air

PARULIS recalled having assigned to GALATIS the following:

o Condensate Storage: There was a problem with either a relief valve
or lifted disc in an overpressure system for condensate storage.
This was general mechanical system work.

o Vacuum System: There was a problem with not getting proper
vacuum. He assigned GALATIS to troubleshoot; GALATIS did a very
good job.

o] Safety Evaluation for Abnormal Plant Condition: GALATIS prepared
an SER.

o Special Training: With short notice, GALATIS attended a special
school for backflow preventer training.

PARULIS did not view Instrument Air as an insignificant system. He stated
that if this system does not work, the plant will not operate. PARULIS noted
that he may have told GALATIS that GALATIS was going to be assigned to
Instrument Air. but he is not sure if GALATIS ever spent any time working on
that system. PARULIS stated that this system was eventually transferred from
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his group to KELLER's group and Jeff YOUNG was the engineer assigned to it

(Exhibit 32). GERBER stated that he did not see instrument air as a dead end,
sweeping the floor system. While there were some systems that he could put in
that category, Instrument Air was not one of them (Exhibit 49, pp. 40 and 41).

KELLER believed that Instrument Air had been part of his group since he was
its supervisor in December 1993. KELLER did not recall ever assigning
Instrument Air to GALATIS, but he could have. Instrument Air is a system he
was very familiar with. While he feels that Instrument Air is an important
system, it is not a critical safety system, nor is it real challenging.
Instrument Air certainly would not have been the best assignment match with
GALATIS’ background, but it would have been a reasonable assignment and within
GALATIS® skill, to work on that system. When assigning work, he made
assignments based on the work he was responsible for, and the individuals 1in
his group who could do the work. KELLER stated that he could understand how
GALATIS may have felt that being assigned to Instrument Air was beneath him
(GALATIS), but any assignment 1ike that by KELLER would simply have been on
the basis of the work available. Instrument Air is a system that would have
had to be assigned to someone else, if not assigned to GALATIS (Exhibit 75).

None of GALATIS® coworkers agreed with GALATIS' concern that being assigned to
Instrument Air was an adverse action. Joan KOWAL, an engineer who worked with
GALATIS at Unit 3, stated that Instrument Air is an important system within
the plant; it is a primary system for the balance of plant. She does not
believe that it is demeaning to be assigned Instrument Air as a system. She
did not see PARULIS treat GALATIS any differently than others in the group;
nor did she see that PARULIS paid any more attention to GALATIS than anyone

else (Exhibit 46).

Terry McNATT, another senior engineer coworker at Unit 3, also disagrees with
GALATIS’ comment that an assignment to instrument air was beneath a senior
engineer with GALATIS’ experience. Because GALATIS was assigned to a group
which already had engineers assigned to it, it would be appropriate to assign
GALATIS whatever was left. He also feels that Instrument Air is an important
system. It has safety aspects, but it is not as glamorous as reactor coolant
or the feed and condensate systems. He believes that the new people in the
group were given systems that others decided not to keep, as new engineers

joined the group (Exhibit 44).

Roger Van WEY, another senior engineer at Unit 3, stated that he was assigned
system air, also called Instrument Air. He described it as not an "exotic”
system, but a system which had some problems. Van WEY thought that it was an
interesting system to deal with. While it was not real challenging in the
technical sense. he found real challenges in dealing with the problems that
arose. It is his understanding that Instrument Air was not designed as a
safety system. He did mot feel that when he was assigned to the system that
someone was, in some way. dumping on him, or that it was harassment. He
thought that everyone was assigned a major system and less significant
systems. He does not: fee! that an Instrument Air assignment is an indication
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that someone has less ability. He is unaware of what work or systems were
assigned to GALATIS (Exhibit 51).

& Performance Evaluation Scores >

PARULIS recalled that he did a performance evaluation of GALATIS and sent it
to POKORA for completion. PARULIS indicated that GALATIS was with him until
September 1994, and then transferred to the Berlin engineering offices.
During September, the plant was returning from a shutdown. December. 1994 and
early January 1995 was when performance evaluations were done. Dur1ng those
months, PARULIS stated he was actually working at Unit 2, on loan for the
refue11ng outage. He prepared performance evaluations of the people who had
worked for him during 1994. Knowing that GALATIS was not in his group
anymore, PARULIS knew that something had to be done to get GALATIS an
evaluation for the period of time GALATIS worked for him. Consequently, he
coordinated that with POKORA, so that he would do a performance evaluation, to
the best of his knowledge, and send it to POKORA. The remainder of that
performance evaluation would be completed by POKORA and management in Berlin
(Exhibit 31, pp. 9 and 10; see also Exhibit 66).

PARULIS kept notes on the work GALATIS performed as part of his group. At the
time of his OI interview, PARULIS noted that he still had copies of his
"performance evaluation” of GALATIS for 1994, a "reference to a previous
evaluation that was performed by his previous supervisor," and a listing of
occurrences where . people who work for him perform activities that he feels are
noteworthy. There were three areas that PARULIS listed as noteworthy for
GALATIS. PARULIS identified them as follows:

(1) February 10th through 12th, the D Feed Regulating Valve
Oscillations. The feed regu]at1ng valves are very important components
in the plant, they allow feed water from the secondary system to go to
the steam generators to keep them filled. PARULIS indicated that he had
notes from operations that there were some oscillations in the valve and
it was not performing smoothly. GALATIS aided the investigation by the
Instrument and Control Department for evaluating these oscillations and
performing some troubleshooting to restore that feed regulating valve to
a smooth operating condition. This work had not been assigned to
GALATIS, but he took the initiative to go out and support this activity.

(2) April 29th through May 20th, the E Condenser Water Box Failure and
Recovery. During that period of time, PARULIS indicated that they had a
outlet valve that closed and ruptured the E Condenser Water Box. During
the recovery, GALATIS provided engineering input to the operability
issues for running a condenser with one sump pump and some of the set
points for the steam dump valves associated with the operation of the
condenser at power. He remembered this being a review that GALATIS had
done and had provided some good engineering justification.

(3) GALATIS worked with KOWAL during the May/June time frame-on vacuum
priming problems:.. GALATIS took over the vacuum priming system. There
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are two separate systems that comprise vacuum priming. One is a plant
vacuum priming, which essentially takes air and non-condensable gases
out of the condenser. The other vacuum priming system is a system that
extracts air from the discharge canal, which allows the outfall of the
circulating water and service water to discharge from the plant more

efficiently.

GALATIS spent quite a bit of time working on the yard vacuum priming
system, which takes the air out of the discharge canal. He did
troubleshooting for this system, which had been a problem at NU for some

" time. GALATIS developed a troubleshooting plan and executed the plan
with the Maintenance Department.

PARULIS felt those results showed a good effort by GALATIS. In August, there
was a period of time when he did not have the people that he thought he would
have available to attend a "back flow preventor training session.” At the
last minute, PARULIS asked GALATIS if he could represent the group and attend
this training; GALATIS attended the training. PARULIS also thought that was a
very good effort and a very good response by GALATIS, i.e., to attend the
training when it was not initially part of his responsibilities (Exhibit 31,

pp. 11-19).

PARULIS stated that when he completed GALATIS' evaluation he reviewed the "N~ j?C:,
me of his [GALATIS'] previous supervisor” with the ones that he gave. '

UL1S claimed that the evaluation was based on his evaluation and

interpretation of GALATIS' performance. He did not compare the one he did

with previous evaluations, but simply used them as a reference to see what

other people had said about GALATIS in the past. He recalled that he probably

reviewed CIZEK's evaluation of GALATIS just prior to doing his evaluation of

GALATIS. What PARULIS said he would be looking for in a previous evaluation

were areas of improvement that would be noted, or noteworthy events that may

have occurred that he should be aware of, or any particular requests that the

employee had made, under an employee development plan, to see whether those

were fulfilled during that period. At no time, did he contact the previous

supervisor, CIZEK, for input (Exhibit 31, pp. 19-21).

PARULIS knew that he would have to prepare an evaluation. Since he supervised
GALATIS for the majority of 1994, he felt that it was important for him to do
the majority of the evaluation and provide it to POKORA. PARULIS stated that
he did not know what POKORA did with the evaluation he prepared. Until he
spoke with counsel (prior to the OI interview), he was unaware of how GALATIS

received his 1994 evaluation (Exhibit 31, pp. 22-24). ~

PARULIS did note that he had some other records concerning GALATIS. For
example, he had notes which indicated that on April 28, 1994, GALATIS notified
him "that he submitted [a] nuclear safety concern for issues associated with
Unit 1." PARULIS felt that this was significant enough to warrant noting it
in his records because GALATIS had come to him stating that he was raising a
safety concern. When he had originally come to the group, GALATIS mentioned
prior concerns that were raised, but this was different, because it was done

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE ouT —

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS

Case No. 1-95-046 33
7



(RAN L Lals' LSRR

while GALATIS worked for him and he was specifically told about it. It may
well have been the same concerns that GALATIS mentioned to him in December
1993 (Exhibit 31, pp. 25-27).

PARULIS stated that he did not view the evaluation he gave GALATIS as a

in his performance rating. PARULIS indicated that he based the :
performance evaluation on his understanding of the work that GALATIS performed
while working for him at Unit 3. The performance evaluation done by his
previous supervisor (CIZEK) was done for an engineer who was working in the
Berlin office and performing certain tasks. Those tasks are not necéssarily
the same tasks that are performed down at the site. PARULIS stated that he
could only evaluate GALATIS based on his performance. and in his (PARULIS)
understanding and in comparison to the other people within his organization.
From what he observed, GALATIS was “very adequate, aéis very acceptable,
there were on his evaluation.” PARULIS did not feel that there was a

deficiency in any area that really would have required GALATIS to perform some
extraordinary duties to bring him back up to a PARULIS felt
that GALATIS' performance was “either " and
based on his understanding of the work that IS performed for him
(Exhibit 31, pp. 40-42).

ARULIS felt that GALATI

i " but that's something that GALATIS could DUTld On as time
went on. He added, "That is an acquired trait in many cases, learning who the
people are, learning.what they do. learning how to best interface with
orgag;zz;;ons at the site, and that. takes time to develop” (Exhibit 31,

pp. A4U-%2). ' : :

POKORA indicated that, at the time he did his review in December 1994, GALATIS
was not, to his knowledge, spending a great deal of time working on GALATIS’

"

safety concerns. POKORA felt GALATIS was more oriented towards doing the work

that was assigned to him.. In preparing GALATIS' evaluation (Exhibit 66). he
had not seen any copies of his revious performances, so he did not know
whether the evaluation he (POKORA) gave was better or worse than what he
“{GALATIS) hadreceived in the past:—In comparison-to-the-other-performance

reviews that were done within ,pK ’ r that particular year, POKORA
believed that GALATIS received As a supervisor of a
newly formed group. POKORA's policy t were all starting from

S Y
ground zero; a fwas a goodmthen he would work it either up or

down (Exhibit 2Y, pp. 6-8).

POKORA recalled looking at the evaluation done by GALATIS® previous supervisor
at Unit 3. PARULIS, and he also looked at the additional input that was
provided by Rick KACICH, Don MILLER, and CHATFIELD. In his mind, there didn't
seem to be any basis for substantive or a substantial change in the "
performance review. While POKORA acknowledged that he probably discussed
GALATIS® evaluation with KUPINSKI, he did not recall discussing it with
BONACA, even though BONACA made changes in the evaluation (Exhibit 21.-

pp. 6-8). | |
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POKORA stated that whether GALATIS was involved in raising safety concerns, or
working on NRC related matters, was not an issue in the performance evaluation
he prepared, in terms of whether GALATIS received %than GALATIS
thought was appropriate. He does not recall asking GALATIS "when he was going
to stop working on NRC related matters and do some real work for the company?” ;a::
POKORA stated that he has never asked anyone to follow or keep and eye on -
GALATIS (Exhibit 21, pp. 8-10). But, he did have a concern as to whether
GALATIS was in fact meeting with the NRC on all the occasions GALATIS left
work, purportedly, to meet with the NRC (Exhibit 21, p. 19 and Exhibit 60).
POKORA denied ever telling GALATIS: "that when it comes to nuclear group
procedures he better not challenge him on them because he will not change his

mind" (Exhibit 60).

AGENT’S NOTE: THEBAUD, representing NU and others, noted that due to
pending negotiations between GALATIS' attorney, HADLEY and NU, it was
agreed that POKORA would not prepare a performance evaluation of GALATIS
for 1995 (Exhibit 21, pp. 22 and 23; see also Exhibit 20, pp. 13-15).

POKORA noted that GALATIS' evaluation for 1994 represented work that GALATIS
did under two different supervisors, and it included comments from both
supervisors. KUPINSKI and he signed the evaluation. He recalled that, as of
February 2, 1995, GALATIS did "not believe that this performance review
adequately describes his contr1but1ons to the company over the past year and
therefore, refused to sign it." POKORA noted that there are four possible
ratings : unsatisfactory, which is "U," needs improvement, "N," "Q," which
means quality work, and "E," which is excellent or exceptional work. GALATIS®
evaluation contained comments from: CHATFIELD, KACICH, and Don MILLER, former
Senior Vice-president at Millstone Station, BONACA and DEBARBA (Exhibit 20,

pp. 14-29 and Exhibit 66).

POKORA indicated that the evaluation he prepared contained input from each of
the preceding individuals. After talking with KACICH, MILLER, and CHATFIELD,

he noted that GALATIS deserved reco-n1t1on for h1s_safety s1-|1 ;h&ha.work
— ,'[ SRR ';"' ' MF POKORA indicated that, in 7C
many respec S, he deferred to the ra ngs- ass1gned by PARULIS, since PARULIS
had superv1sed GALATIS for most of the year. While he deferred to PARULIS’
W review. POKORA stated that
s) rating of him was "harassment,

opinion, he felt that GALATIS had a
intimidation or retaliation" (Exhibit 20, pp. 15-29).

GALATIS never told him that his (POK

FLEMING recalled that she met with GALATIS on February 14, 1995, to discuss
several issues, one of which was GALATIS’ 1994 performance evaluation; GALATIS
received the performance evaluation in accordance with NU's Performance
Management Program (PMP) (Exhibit 35, p.. 17; see also Exhibit 12, pp. 71-78).
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by his supervisor at that time. She recalled that GALATIS wrote comments to

his 1994 performance review, and POKORA told him that he was going to staple

the comments to it. The comments of MILLER, CHATFIELD, and KACICH would also
become part of the permanent record (Exhibit 35, pp. 27-31).

GALATIS told her he felt that was not sufficient recognition for his affartc’
GALATIS indicated that he continued to seek. through management,

: After this happened,

GALATIS' comment to her was: "I deserve it, you know, [ mean, these are things
that I feel I need to have happen.” She recalled that BONACA made some
additional changes to GALATIS' performance review before the issue was closed
(Exhibit 35, pp. 27-31 and Exhibit 66). :

FLEMING recalled GALATIS telling her that he felt his performance had been

deliberately degraded by POKORA and PARULIS to_harass and intimidate him; and,
this was also done to start a degradation trail that would eventually lead to
his discharge. GALATIS was alleging that they couldn’t do an adequate review
and that they were intentionally harassing him (Exhibit 35, pp. 39-40). After

reviewin LATIS' 1994 evaluation, FLEMING indicated that she thought that it
was a (Exhibit 35, p. 47).

In reviewing her notes, FLEMING indicated that BONACA went through the
performance review with GALATIS and made changes to it in terms of upgrading
some of the competencies, literally changing them while she watched. BONACA
also prepared a memorandum on GALATIS® performance. She recalled that BONACA
indicated that, while GALATIS® teamwork was indeed noteworthy, he could be
difficult and hard. BONACA went on to indicate that if people disagreed with
GALATIS. GALATIS could be pretty rigid: there were times when people had
difficulty in communicating their point of view to GALATIS. She stated that
BONACA talked about the fact that there had been no intentional degradation of
performance ratings by GALATIS® supervisors, and he also pointed out that
POKORA and PARULIS believed that they had rated him fairly, according to what
they knew about his performance. FLEMING recalled that, in BONACA's opinion,
GALATIS had some very significant job responsibilities and that GALATIS had
been recognized as a competent employee. FLEMING noted that GALATIS talked
about the fact that, if POKORA and KUPINSKI wouldn’t champion a fair
performance review for him, why would he bring a nuclear safety concern to

them (Exhibit 35, pp. 55-59). L

FLEMING indicated that POKORA sent her a note, dated May 22, 1995, which
talked about POKORA being in an intolerable situation in his dealings with
GALATIS. The situation undermined POKORA's credibility as a supervisor and
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made him unable to meet his work commitments. It forced POKORA to sign work
timesheet approvals of an unspecified nature, and it was affecting the morale,
motivation, and cohesiveness of his group. This note was attached to a
memorandum to the company (NU) requesting some clear and specific direction on
the issue of dealing with GALATIS. POKORA was concerned that GALATIS was
pursuing nuclear safety concerns work that GALATIS had given a higher priority
over his scheduled assignments, including the Life Cycle Management work.
POKORA was finding it very difficult to sign off on timesheets, when, in fact,
he really didn’t always know where GALATIS was or what he was working on
(Exhibit 35, pp. 73 and 74 and see also Exhibit 56).

GERBER did not have any specific recollection of talking to PARULIS about
GALATIS’ evaluation in 1994 (Exhibit 49, pp. 22 and 23).

Spot Recognition

PARTLOW was hired by NU to work on the resolution of GALATIS’ safety concerns.
In a March 7, 1994, memorandum to KACICH, PARTLOW noted that the originators
of REF 92-73 and REF 92-84 were "left with the impression that these REFs were
not viewed as being necessary and could result in the need for plant
modifications which were not considered necessary by the plant staff”

(Exhibit 41, p. 3). In a second memorandum, PARTLOW recommended to KACICH
that "management should favorably recognize . . . Galatis for his willingness
to work within the NU system over a long period of time seeking resolution of
an issue™ (Exhibit 40, p. 2).

On several occasions, CHATFIELD suggested to DEBARBA that some kind of
recognition be given to GALATIS and others for the work they had done

(Exhibit 39). In his initial response to OI questions, DEBARBA could not
recall specifics about his discussions with CHATFIELD or spot recognition
recommendations. In particular, he stated that he did not recall any specific
recommendation, to him from PARTLOW, concerning GALATIS. However, in his
second OI interview, DEBARBA did recall that there were some discussions about
recognition for individuals, but he could not recall anything as specific as a
recommendation (Exhibit 17, pp. 8-12 and Exhibit 16, pp. 10-13).

On July 17, 1995, CHATFIELD and DEBARBA discussed the consideration of spot
recognitions for GALATIS and CIZEK on 1-CU-29, and GALATIS on the spent fuel.
issues. They also discussed possible "spot recognitions" for two others.
CHATFIELD stated that the basis for the recognition might be fortitude, since
each "persevered through thick and thin to bring their issues forward"
(Exhibit 10 pp. 285 and 286). On August 4, 1995, CHATFIELD talked to DEBARBA
about their previous discussion regarding "spot recognitions;" DEBARBA
indicated that it was not a closed issue and recommended that CHATFIELD send
him an E-mail, after DEBARBA’s vacation, to remind him of their discussion
(Exhibit 11, pp. 15 and 16).

In a memorandum (E-mail) dated August 10, 1995, CHATFIELD specifically

recommended to DEBARBA a "spot recognition” for GALATIS, CIZEK and
George BETANCOURT. CHATFIELD wrote that he "felt (they) deserved recognition
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for their fortitude in sticking with and fighting for issues that they felt
strongly about until proper resolution (had) been achieved." In particular,
CHATFIELD wrote that in GALATIS’ case it would be for "his involvement and
perseverance on the MP-1 spent fuel pool issue as well as . . . his
involvement on MP-1 valve 1-CU-29" (Exhibit 39).

After reading PARTLOW's memorandum, DEBARBA recalled PARTLOW's recommendation
that OPEKA, BONACA, CHATFIELD and GALATIS sit down over a cup of coffee; but,
he does not recall if that happened. DEBARBA indicated that he declined to
give CIZEK a "spot recognition" for the work GALATIS had done, because he
thought it would be perceived by the organization "as disingenuous, that given
what had transpired with these situations, that these individuals would not
feel that it was being awarded to them in a way that it was originally
intended.” DEBARBA stated that he thought that such an award "would have been
a wrong message to them . . . [and] to the organization."” DEBARBA also noted
that he thought that GALATIS and CIZEK "would have received it negatively"

(Exhibit 17, pp. 11-15).

Harassment, Intimidation. Etc.

With the exception of GALATIS, none of the individuals interviewed as part of
this OI investigation indicated that, based upon their observations, NU or any
of its employees harassed or discriminated against GALATIS. However, in
CHATFIELD s notes of a conversation with GALATIS, CHATFIELD indicated that the
organization certainly could have been capable of retaliation, although he had
not identified any retaliation (Exhibit 8. p. 110).

AGENT’S NOTE: At the time that CHATFIELD made the statement to GALATIS
about retaliation, CHATFIELD was referring to the resylts of an
gation he conducted on a concern raised by EINEENEE

investi

N bl s

PARULIS, GERBER, PITMAN, POKORA, KUPINSKI, BONACA, and DEBARBA all denied any
discriminatory treatment of GALATIS (Exhibits 14, 20, 21, 23, 24, 31, 32, 34,
49, 50, 54, and 56-61). CIZEK, DIMARZO, McGOVERN, LASSONDE. HYKYS, McNATT,
SWIDER, KOWAL, LEPPER, PATRIZZ, STOCKWELL . VanWEY, VERONESI and WADKINS, all
coworkers of GALATIS at some point, were unable to identify any examples of
harassment, intimidation, discrimination, or retaliation which they had
observed. While several individuals thought that there might have been
discrimination, their conclusions were based upon what they learned from the
media and statements made by GALATIS (Exhibits 18, 19, 26-28, 30, 36, 44-48,

51-53, and 55).

One former coworker, Joe DIMARZO. a senior engineer, stated that, based on
what GALATIS had told him, he believes that GALATIS was the victim of
harassment and intimidation. But, DIMARZO does not have any first hand
knowledge or personal observations which he could provide to support that
statement. DIMARZO stated that he does believe what GALATIS told him, because
GALATIS is an honest and moral person. DIMARZO stated that NU's failure to
respond to GALATIS’ concerns, in a timely manner, was a form of harassment.
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DIMARZO understands, from his conversations with GALATIS. that NU was playing
games with GALATIS at meetings in response to his issues (Exhibit 26).

PATRIZZ worked with GALATIS under POKORA. PATRIZZ did not see that POKORA
treated GALATIS any differently than others in the group. He learned about
GALATIS' raising of concerns from GALATIS, and while he never observed any
harassment, PATRIZZ did talk to GALATIS about being too loud on the telephone

(Exhibit 52, pp. 12-18).

BONACA believes that the way GALATIS acted has also created a "chilling
environment” at NU. By example, BONACA recalled GALATIS’ intervention on
issues such as 1-CU-29. When BONACA called a meeting with KUPINSKI, Don DUBE,
and CIZEK, CIZEK appeared with GALATIS. By that point in time, GALATIS was
already involved with issues other than the spent fuel pool. BONACA indicated
that CIZEK told him that he (CIZEK) needed help on the 1-CU-29 issue and asked
GALATIS to come to the meeting. He let GALATIS attend. During the meeting,
BONACA stated that he received a telephone call from the NRC resident
inspector, inquiring how the meeting was going. BONACA felt that GALATIS was
setting him up, by attending a meeting he (BONACA) called on CIZEK's issue and
then having the NRC resident inspector call during the meeting (Exhibit 57;
see also Exhibit 23, pp. 46-48, 53, and 54).

BONACA does not believe that he has treated GALATIS unfairly on any issue, but
recognizes GALATIS’ tenacity. BONACA feels that it may be that same tenacity

SOOI SONACA does not believe that NU discriminated 77 -
against GALATIS, but indicated that NU did not respond fast enough to GALATIS’

concerns. The units were not listening to anyone about GALATIS' spent fuel

pool concerns. GALATIS took everything that he (GALATIS) did not Tike as

discrimination (Exhibit 57).

Also, while in BONACA's division, GALATIS worked for POKORA and KUPINSKI.
GALATIS was assigned the LCM project. BONACA felt LCM is a "choice job."
GALATIS also attended EPRI (Electric Power Research Institute) meetings.
BONACA noted that GALATIS complained to him because he (GALATIS) did not want
to travel on the weekend to an EPRI meeting and wanted NU to pay for him to
travel on Friday. BONACA did not see that having GALATIS travel on the
weekend was treating him unfairly; there were twelve other individuals who
traveled on Sunday for a Monday meeting (Exhibit 57).

-

BONACA observed that people did not want to associate with GALATIS, because
they were afraid he (GALATIS) would start something, not because there was any
discrimination involved. When GALATIS was called to a meeting, GALATIS would
not go or would say “call my lawyer." He believes that NU drove GALATIS to
not being perceived as a team player by not responding to GALATIS™ issues

(Exhibit 57).

BONACA indicated that the "chilling effect" throughout the company is rea11y
NU's inability to handle allegers. GALATIS talked about handling technical
concerns, while NU talked about Mark training as a way to handle employee
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concerns. No one knew how to handle GALATIS. BONACA stated that, at NU,
there is misdirection in dealing with people and not learning how to deal with

the substantive issues they raise.

According to BONACA, unresolved allegations at NU create a "chilling effect.”
This comes from an apparent rejection of technical issues and how that
rejection can affect your job. Actions are directed at pleasing, supporting
the plants. You have to go through a certain process to get unpleasant
engineering decisions accepted. It is very hard to tell the plants that it
will cost money to do something or they will have to shut down. Tenacity is
required. But, it is the same tenacity which is used by the service provider
that does not please the plants. BONACA stated that NU's lack of sensitivity
to the requirements of the CFR caused the problems (Exhibit 57).

1996 Reorganization

On January 11, 1996, NU laid off approximately one-hundred employees, many of
whom were involved in licensed activities associated with Millstone, as part
of what NU has referred to as a workforce reduction. The process, according
to NU, "force ranked" employees "based on their last two performance reviews
and how the manager believed the employee was 1ikely to perform in the
future.” The employees were ranked among their peers and against five fixed
competencies and five supplemental nuclear competencies. These rankings were
prepared by managers on a matrix (Exhibit 9; see also Exhibit 63). GALATIS
was one of many employees who were ranked and not released by NU.

As GALATIS® responsible manager, KUPINSKI stated that he asked each of his
supervisors to do the matrix evaluations for his group. Then, based on the
competencies and performance assessments, his supervisors recommended
candidates to be considered for workforce reduction based on their performance
or lack of competencies (Exhibit 61, p. 24). Based upon a second review by
his staff, KUPINSKI had eight candidates that were put on a summary list of
the lowest rated candidates; this included a cross-section of people’s names
from all the groups that were under his management (Exhibit 61, pp. 26 and

27).

In preparing the matrix, KUPINSKI noted that they looked at the people, their
value to his organization, and the impact of their departure to his group.
With this in mind, KUPINSKI and others believed that GALATIS should certainly
be one of the candidates considered for workforce reduction (Exhibit 61, p. 30
and Exhibit 56). However, he recalls WGNiagIoNImENSGRMAIINICISRaN N
#¥% the original rating having been done by POKORA (Exhibit 61, pp. 39-42).
KUPINSKI believed that the change he made was either in team work or
effectiveness (Exhibit 61, pp. 31-33).

POKORA reca11ed that he got together with the other supervisors and KUPINSKI,
and they had a "fairly vigorous discussion” as _to who the n was that
th¢,~w9p1dvbemlgsjng. Iywwas decidedv§h§t_'“ T i SR
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ever been involved in raising safety concerns and the subject was not
discussed (Exhibit 59, pp. 17-19 and Exhibit 56).

POKORA noted that GALATIS was the individual with theW L i

sl POKORA indicated that GALATIS did not do work that was assigned to

im and ‘did not keep POKORA informed of work that he was involved in. POKORA
described GALATIS as ftSSautlsmibigiiioNmNIRRF While POKORA was -
technically GALATIS’ supervisor, based upon management and legal advice, he
was no longer Tequired to evaluate GALATIS' performance. At the same time,
POKORA prepared a matrix, addressing a number of factors, including "team
building, communication, job performance, etc. (Exhibit 59, pp. 20-27 and

Exhibit 56).

BONACA recalled making one change to the matrices which were
to him:. it was for GALATIS. BONACA felt that GALATIS

BONACA told KUPINSKI. . ?76?

repared and sent

BONACA recalled getting a telephone call from DEBARBA, who to im that he
had “a problem . . . with the rating on teamwork for George Galatis because it
seems very high, given the fact that nobody can work with the guy. I mean he
doesn’t want to work with anyone," et cetera. BONACA told DEBARBA that he
instructed KUPINSKI to raise GALATIS’ rating in consideration of GALATIS’
protected status. DEBARBA reminded BONACA that they "should not have any
considerations on these ratings based on any issue that has nothing to do with
the work activity.” Consequently, after talking to DEBARBA, he reduced
GALATIS' rating back down to where KUPINSKI had it. BONACA was concerned
because "the story from Human Resource was you go through the matrix, et
cetera, and if there are special considerations . . . [they would] have legal
consideration of the issue . . . at the end of the process . . . we will
recognize protected status.” BONACA indicated that, after his conversation
with DEBARBA, Jeb DELOACH (Executive Associate to DEBARBA) brought the
matrices back to BONACA and KUPINSKI changed the scores. He recalled that, at
this point, no one had been X’d or identified for termination (Exhibit 58,

pp. 50-52).

After submitting the matrices back to DEBARBA, DEBARBA called BONACA and
indicated that he "had looked at the matrix, looked at the bottom of the four
branches, and . . . he picked up . . . seven or eight names that were on the
bottom of the four branches" (Exhibit 58, pp. 45-59 and 87-95). BONACA
received the names of those who were to be .released from DEBARBA, with the
understanding that they were the Towest on the matrix Tist. BONACA believed
that if they were not the lowest then he could have changed the names

(Exhibit 58, p. 130).
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BONACA stated that he "would have a problem with George Galatis being laid

of f" because he had an issue about whether or not GALATIS' performance really

was s in the department. BONACA questioned whether GALATIS' teamwork

was YeWMS because he's born with this kind of terrible trait or” was NU

"driving him to that kind of situation?” BONACA acknowledged that GALATIS

"was probably one of the most effective guys jn bringing up a number of issues -»

~of important (sic)" and "should be rated“ He should be right to the /C
top." These were the kinds of considerations that BONACA did not see being

identified at the time of the layoff (Exhibit 58, pp. 96-100). BONACA feels

that he went overboard to protect GALATIS in the layoffs, when others, like

KUPINSKI, wanted GALATIS placed on the 1ist (Exhibit 57).

BONACA had several conversations with DEBARBA, explaining that he had already
lost people to retirements and vacancies, and that he could not afford to lose
more people. DEBARBA held fast and gave him several names from the matrices
that BONACA’s group prepared, indicating to BONACA that they were on the
bottom of his 1ists. GALATIS' name was not among those identified for release
(Exhibit 58, pp. 69-84). BONACA stated that during this process he "never
felt undue pressure” from DEBARBA to give him a particular name (Exhibit 58,

p. 129).
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

20, 1996, GALATIS entered into

(see also

GALATIS is
with C. GRISE, Senior Vice-president, NU).
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Exhibit
No. Description
1 Investigation Status Record, dated October 31, 1995.
2 Transcribed Interview of GALATIS, dated January 31, 1996.
3 Organization Charts, dated October 1993.
4 Organization Charts, dated April 1994.
5 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated November 14, 1995.
6 Letter to Concernee from CHATFIELD, dated October 31, 1995.
7 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated January 24, 1996.
8 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated January 25, 1996.
9 Letter from FEIGENBAUM to LANNING, dated February 15, 1996.
10 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated February 22, 1996.
11 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated March 19, 1996.
12 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated February 21, 1996.
13 Transcribed Interview of OPEKA, dated May 14, 1996.
14 Transcribed Interview of PITMAN, dated May 15, 1996.
15 Transcribed Interview of WILSON, dated June 13, 1996.
16 Transcribed Interview of DEBARBA, dated March 6, 1996.
17 Transcribed Interview of DEBARBA, dated July 18, 1996.
18 Transcribed Interview of CIZEK, dated January 24, 1996.
19 Transcribed Interview of CIZEK, dated June 12, 1996.
20 Transcribed Interview of POKORA, dated December 12, 1995.
21 Transcribed Interview of POKORA, dated February 20, 1996.
22 Transcribed Interview of NECCI, dated May 14, 1996.
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23 Transcribed Interview of BONACA, dated June 26, 1996.

24 Interview Report of BONACA, dated August 7, 1996.
25 Transcribed Interview of HAYNES, dated May 15, 1996.
26 Interview Report of DIMARZO, dated September 11, 1996.
27 Interview Report of McGOVERN, dated September 12, 1996.
28 Interview Report of LASSONDE, dated September 12, 1996.
29 OPEKA Memorandum, dated November 8, 1993.
30 Interview Report of HYKYS, dated September 12, 1996.
31 Transcribed Interview of PARULIS, dated January 4, 1996.
32 Interview Report of PARULIS, dated September 19, 1996.
33 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated March 20, 1996.
34 Transcribed Interview of KUPINSKI, dated December 12, 1995.
35 Transcribed Interview of FLEMING, dated December 14, 1995.
36 Transcribed Interview of CIZEK, dated November 30, 1995.
37 Interoffice Memorandum from KACICH to HARRIS, dated February 16,
1993, Re: ISAP.
38 Draft Interoffice Memorandum from KUPINSKI to BONACA, dated
June 6, 1995.
39 Memorandum from CHATFIELD to DEBARBA, dated August 10, 1995.
40 Memorandum from PARTLOW to KACICH, dated March 9, 1994.
41 Memorandum from PARTLOW to KACICH, dated March 7, 1994.
42 Memorandum from CIZEK to DEBARBA, dated October 15, 1993.
43 Transcribed Interview of CHATFIELD, dated February 20, 1996.
44 Interview Report of McNATT, dated September 18, 1996.
45 Interview Report of SWIDER, dated September 18, 1996.
46 Interview Report of KOWAL, dated September 19, 1996.
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48
49
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51-

52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62

64

65

67

Interview Report of LEPPER, dated September 24, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of STOCKWELL, dated September 25, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of GERBER, dated September 24, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of PITMAN, dated September 25, 1996.
Interview Report of Van WEY, dated September 19, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of PATRIZZ, dated October 10, 1996;
Transcribed Interview of VERONESI, dated October 10, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of GRISE, dated October 10, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of WADKINS, dated October 30, 1996.
Interview Report of KUPINSKI, dated October 29, 1996.
Interview Report of BONACA, dated October 30, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of BONACA, dated May 8, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of POKORA, dated May 8, 1996.
Interview Report of POKORA, dated October 30, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of KUPINSKI, dated May 8, 1996.
Transcribed Interview of POKORA, dated March 18, 1996.
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Executive Summary of the Millstone Employee Concerns Assessment

Team Report, dated January 29, 1996.

Executive Summary of the Report of the Fundamental Cause
Assessment Team, dated July 12, 1996.
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Memorandum from OPEKA to GALATIS, dated October 26, 1993.

68 Memorandum from GALATIS to OPEKA, dated October 27, 1993.
69 Memorandum from OPEKA to GALATIS, dated October 28, 1993.
70 REF 92-73 Memorandum, dated September 28, 1993.
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Memorandﬁm from KACICH to PARTLOW, dated December 14, 1993.

71
72 NU Nuclear Group Policy 4.2, dated December 10, 1994.
73 Memorandum from OPEKA to A1l Nuclear Group Employees, dated
October 17, 1995.
74 Interview Report of PARUOLO, dated December 3, 199%6.
75 Interview Report of KELLER, dated December 5, 1996.
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SYNOPSIS

On November 16, 1995, an investigation was initiated by the Office of
Investigations, Region I, to determine whether Northeast Utilities provided
false, inaccurate, or incomplete information in a November 30, 1990, submittal

to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regarding a “Proposed Revision
to Technical Specifications Cycle 4 Reload -- Spent Fuel Storage.”

The Office. of Nuclear Reactor Regulation’s review of this matter, with
concurrence from the Office of General Counsel, did not identify a 10 CFR 50.9
violation. Therefore, OI is closing this investigation as having no
underlying regulatory violation.
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ACCOUNTABILITY
The following portions of this Report of Investigation (Case No. 1-95-048)

will not be included in the material placed in the PDR. They consist of pages
3 through 9.
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\ DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Requlations

10 CFR 50.9: Completeness and accuracy of information
10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate misconduct
18 U.S.C. Section 1001: Statements or entries generally

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated to determine whether Northeast Utilities (NU)
deliberately provided false, inaccurate, or incomplete information in a
November 30, 1991, submittal to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
(Exhibit 1}.

Backaround

On November 30, 1990, NU submitted a document to the NRC titled, "Millstone
Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3 Proposed Revision to Technical
Specifications Cycle 4 Reload -- Spent Fuel Storage." The submittal’s stated
intention was to request a license amendment to remove the Cycle 3 restriction
that Timited the storage of spent fuel in the spent fuel pool to that spent
fuel generated through Cycle 3 operation (Exhibit 2).

The November 30, 1990, submittal states: "Further analysis was required to
qualify the SFP cooling system beyond Cycle 3. This analysis has now been
completed and the purpose of this Tetter is to request a license amendment to
remove the Cycle 3 restriction (Exhibit 2, p. 1) . . . The proposed change
qualifies the Millstone Unit No. 3 SFP cooling system and piping and the spent
fuel structure out to the end of 1ife. The analysis is bounded by the
original design basis acceptance criteria and since the design SFP
temperatures are not exceeded, there is no adverse impact on the results of
any previously analyzed accident” (Exhibit 2, p. 2).

Attached to the November 30th submittal (Attachment 2) is a "Millstone Nuclear
Power Station, Unit No. 3 Description and Evaluation of Proposed Change to
Technical Specification" which, in part states (under "Description of
Change"), "The beyond Cycle 3 thermal hydraulic analysis has_now been
completed on these structures and components for spent fuel with a maximum
enrichment of 5.05 weight percent extrapolated out to the end of life and
consequent]y this restriction is no longer necessary" (Exhibit 2, p. 7).

On August 22, 1995, NU employee (NN : ',_A

NRC Region I (RI) PrOJect Engineer Ken JENISO that the information prOV1ded
to the NRC in NU’s Nowegler 30, 1990, submittal for License Amendment 60 is
materially false. ACHNENENS i
NRC in grant1ng Licen ndment 60 are based on the false statements
contained in the submittal (Exhibit 3, p. 3). .

Case No. 1-95-048 7
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On August 28, 1995 g and NU emp]oyee

reiterated th1s a11egat1on in a supp]ementa] 10 CFR 2.206 petition.
Specifically, that with regard to Millstone Unit No. 3, there was a material
false statement in the November 30, 1990, submittal (Exh1b1t 4, pp. 1 and 2).

November 28, 1995, Interview of(BETANCOURT/

maﬂeges that the piping analysis portion of the analysis that NU
reported as having been completed in the November 30, 1990, submittal, was not
completed by. that date, and still has not been comp]eted (Exh1b1t 5, pp. 8-13,

14-25, 36-40, and 80- 81)

Walso alleged that in the November 30, 1990, submittal, NU asserted
that they would continue their practice of treat1ng an emergency event as a
routine event beyond Cycle 6. alleges that this practice conflicts

with the Millstone Unit No. 3 Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) (Exhibit 5,
pp. 11 and 12).

}~‘f”u'rf”ﬂ alleges that change number 91-21, dated June 1992, of the Millstone

nit No. 3 FSAR (Exhibit 5, p. 89} and NU document number 813641 (Exhibit 2)
are in conflict with each other and that one of them is a false statement.
Specifically, the .FSAR states, "A maximum of six full-core off-loads are
assumed to occur over the 1ife of the plant (Conditions 3 and 4 _combined)"
(Exhibit 5, p. 89), while in the November 30th submittal, alleges
that NU was going to only do emergency full-core off- 10ads (Exh1b1t 5,

pp. 8-20).

Interviews of Northeast Utilities Employees

On December 13 and 14, 1995, the reporting agent interviewed NU employees
William C. FAYE (Exhibit 6), Ravindra JOSHI (Exhibit 7), and Steven V. DUMAS

(Exhibit 8).
Coordination with the NRC Staff

A copy of g-transcribed interview (with attachments) and the FAYE,
JOSHI, and DUMAS interview reports were provided to Phillip McKEE, Director,
Progect Directorate 1-3, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), for staff
review. The Office of Investlgat1ons, Region I (OI:RI), transmittal
memorandum to McKEE referenced the stated interviews and requested assistance
in identifying the potential regulatory violations (Exhibit'9).

Closure Information

NRR’s review of this matter, with concurrence from the Office of General
Counsel, did not identify a 10 CFR 50.9 violation (Exhibit 10, pp.-1-4).
Therefore, 0I is closing this investigation as having no under1y1ng regulatory
violation. If, at a future date, information is developed which indicates
that a regu]atory violation did occur, OI:RI will re- eva]uate the matter.

2C

7C

e

e o

Case No. 1-95-048 8 67?211{4\

;L



LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit
No. Description

1 Investigation Status Record, dated November 16, 1995.

2 Northeast Utilities Letter, dated November 30, 1990, Titled,
"Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3 Proposed Revision to
Technical Specifications Cycle 4 Reload -- Spent Fuel Storage."

3 JENISON’s Summary of mi}l\ﬂegations, dated August 22,
1995. ‘

4 Supplemental 10 CFR 2.206 Petition, dated August 28, 1995.

5 Transcript of Interview of® i dated November 28, 1995,
with attachments. )

6 Interview Report of FAYE, dated December 13, 1995, with
attachments.

7 Interview Report of JOSHI, dated December 13, 1995, with
attachments.

8 " Interview Report of DUMAS, dated December 14, 1995, with
attachments.

9 Letts Memorandum to McKEE, dated December 6, 1995.

10 McKEE Memorandum to Letts, dated February 1, 1996.
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LIST OF TATERVIEWEES

Exhibit
AHERN, Michael, Unit Project tanager, MiTistone

Engineering, NU . e e e e e e e 35
AYALA, Robert, Superintendent Myrock Sateliite Organ7zat1on

M1TTstone NU . . o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 26
BERGH, Neil. former Manager, Maintenance Department, Millstone

Unit 1 (still employed at NU) . . . . . e e e e e e e e e 22
BIBBY, Jeffrey, Engineering Manager, Connecticut Yankee

Decommissioning, NU . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e 7
BLANK, Harry, former Engineer, Design Engineering, Millstone Unit 2, NU . . 31
BURKE, Carol,-=Associate Eng1neer Des1gn Eng1neer1ng Millstone Unit 1,

NU L. . . . 28
CARNESI, Steve, Engineer, Design Engineering, Connecticut Yankee, NU . . . 52
CHILOYAN, John. retired Senior Engineer, Design Engineering,

Connecticut Yankee, NU T o0
CHOI LEE. Sung, former Associate Engineer, Design Eng1neer1ng

Connecticut Yankee, NU . . . . . . . . . . . .. .o e e e e 53
COLLINS, David- former Generation Spec1a11st Design Eng1neer1ng

Connectixut Yankee, NU Coe Ce . . 42
CRISTALLO, Capmen. Senior Engineering Technologist, Millstone Unit 2, NU . 39
FOUGERE, Joseph, Supervisor, Instrumentation & Control,

Millstone Unit 2, NU . P <1
FOX. Kenneth., Senior Engineer. Design Engineering, Millstone Unit 2, NU . . 38
GLADDING, Clint, Manager Design Eng1neer1ng Connecticut Yankee,

NU L. e e e e Y X 2
HASELTINE, John, Engineering Director, Connecticut Yankee, NU . . . . . . . 47'
KISKUNES, John, retired Supervisor, Maintenance Department,

Millstone Unit 1, NU . . . . . . . . . . ..o 23
LEDUC, Donald., former Station Eng1neer1ng Spec1a11st Site )

L . P 24

Facilities, NU
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PATRIZZ, Anthony,
Coordinator

PETERSON, Richard,

PHINNEY, William,

Engineer, Fire Protection, Wi T Tstore WUnit 1,
for Millstone and Connecticut Yamkee, NU

Supervisor. General Mairterance, w1 1stone Unit 1, NU

Engineer, Design Enginssring, ¥iilstone Unit 2, NU

and Program

. 29
. 24

. 40

PITMAN, George, Director, Nuclear Engineering. Miilstone Unit 3, NU ..

PROVENCAL. John, Supervisor, Site Facilities, Millstone, NU . .

REGAN, Jeffrey, former Supervisor, Des1gn Engineering, Millstone

Unit 2, NU
SANKOWSKI, Marie,

............
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate misconduct
10 CFR 50.7: Employee protection

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated by the U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
igat j 0 Reqi on September 19, 1996, to

(NRC), Office of Inyestdgations (i
e William SCACCIAFERRO,

determine whethengg N
Donald LEDUC, Harry . and David COLLINS. tormer employees of Northeast

Utilities (NU), were selected for layoff in the NU work force reduction on
January 11, 1996, in retaliation for having raised safety concerns

(Exhibit 1).

Background

On March 5, 1996, an NRC Task Force (Task Force) began work on a comprehensive
review of NU's work force reduction process, as it was applied to employees
who had previously engaged in protected activities. The Task Force was
seeking to determine if there was sufficient evidence to suggest that it was
1ikely the process was utilized to discriminate against such employees.
Certain aspects of the Task Force efforts were previously referred to OI for
investigation, specifically to determine whether four former employees were
selected for layoff in retaliation for having raised safety concerns (See Ol

Case Nos. 1-96-007 and 1-96-014).

WWere both contacted by 0I, however, on the advice of their

counsel they #efused to be interviewed by the NRC. Both of these former

~ employees stated they were negotiating with NU on a settlement and did not
want to involve OI. Based on the statements bw no further

investigative effort was made on their behalf.

Department of Labor (DOL) Filings

LEDUC and COLLINS also filed discrimination complaints with DOL regarding
their layoff in January 1996 and NU's use of General Releases during the
layoff process. The DOL has assigned this matter to be heard before an
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), commencing at 10:00 a.m., on Monday, May 5,
1997, in New London, Conmnecticut (Exhibit 54).

Documentation Review

1. A review was conducted of the following documents during the course
of the investigation. An NU provided organization chart reflects NU
nuclear activities. with various dates shown per department, with all
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dates around the summer of 1995. Exhibited with this report are: the
Index: Chart 2, reflecting Engineering; Charts 5A and 5A-2, reflecting
Millstone Maintenance [SCACCIAFERRO]; Charts 5F and 5F-3, reflecting
Site Facilities [LEDUC]: Charts 2B and 2B-1, reflecting Millstone Unit 2
Design Engineering [BLANK]; Charts 2D and 2D-1, reflecting Connecticut

Yankee Design Engineering [COLLINS] (Exhibit 2).

2. An NU provided Workforce Reduction Matrices for SCACCIAFERRO
(Exhibit 3). LEDUC (Exhibit 4), BLANK (Exhibit 5), and COLLINS

(Exhibit 6).

3. An NU provided performance evaluations for: SCACCIAFERRO 1993 and
1994 (Exhibits 7 and 8); LEDUC 1993 and 1994 (Exhibits 9 and 10): BLANK
1993, 1994, and mid year 1995 (Exhibits 11, 12, and 13); COLLINS 1993

and 1994 (Exhibits 14 and 15).

4. A letter by BLANK to Chairman Jackson. NRC, dated September 18,
1996, detailing his concerns with the NU workforce reduction in January
1996. Specific concerns expressed in this letter were addressed by
BLANK in_his interview with OI and will be detailed in the testimony
section of this report (Exhibit 16).

5 A June 27. 1995, memorandum to Steve SUDIGALA from Jeff REGAN,

John PLOURDE, and Richard JOHNSON. This memorandum reflects the efforts
of the three to investigate and report the cause of the loss of shutdown
cooling during the fast +ransfer timing test conducted on June 22. 1995.
BLANK had written the procedure for conducting this test. This
memorandum focuses on this as an unanticipated event and page 3, Item 3
in the "Contributing Causes” section, noted: “Personnel involved (see
attachment 2) in preparing, reviewing and approval of the test procedure
had insufficient detailed knowledge of the following facts: The fact
that thezLow Pressure Safety Injection (LPSI) pump was being utilized to
provide ghutdown cooling. The basic function of the LPSI pump is to
provide gecident mitigation. and it was assumed that it would not be
running during the refueling outage. The effect of the fast transfer
scheme on LPSI pump, with 94TG open and without a Safety Injection
Actuation Signal (SIAS) signal being present. LPSI pump is used during
the outage and is not designed for fast transfer to the Reserve Station
Service Transformer (RSST)." This memorandum does not indicate whether
the personnel preparing, reviewing and approving of the test procedure
should have known the effect on the LPSI pump (Exhibit 17).

6. An NU provided Adverse Condition Report (ACR) No. 2470, which as
testimony presented later in this report indicates, was ordered by the
Millstone Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) after the PORC was
presented with the June 27, 1995, memorandum to SUDIGALA as the root
cause analysis. This document includes the original ACR 2470; the
June 27. 1995, memorandum; and considerably more detail and fact finding
information related to the cause of the pump trip during the fast .
transfer test. This report was approved by Michael AHERN, signing for
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Joseph VARGAS, on May 14, 1996. AHERN vy shgeed Unis report as the
reviewing manager and again as the memager respossitrle for corrective
actions concurrence.

The Executive Summary to this report includes a gection entitled, "5.0
Conclusions/Root Causes.” Item 1 of this section notes, "Personnel
Error/Inattention to Detail: The design engineer who prepared the test
procedure, while understanding that the LPSI pump would be affected by
the fast transfer scheme test, was not knowledgeable or experienced
enough to understand that during modes 5 & 6 ‘the LPSI pump was also used
for shutdown cooling. He was also unfamiliar with the proper method of
procedure preparation which would have listed the equipment affected
during the performance of the test, and associated cautions.” The next
section of the Executive Summary is entitled, "6.0 Corrective Actions,”
and item 1 states, "The Design Engineer was counseled to ensure that
future test procedures would be prepared with more intensive and formal
reviews conducted.” This report indicates at least partial
responsibility by BLANK for this event (Exhibit 18).

7. A DOL Tetter to NU, dated July 9, 1996, conveys COLLINS' detailed
complaint of illegal termination for having raised safety concerns.
These concerns are discussed later in this report, in the testimony
section, specifically in the interview with COLLINS and the interviews

of pertinent witnesses (Exhibit 19).

8. A memorandum from George TOWNSEND to John HASELTINE, dated

August 25, 1995, commends the efforts of COLLINS, along with two other
employees in the group. for completing the CY Technical Evaluation
packages; which support the extension of Technical Specification
Surveillances (TSS) for a 24-month fuel cycle. This memorandum 1is
further discussed in the testimony section of this report, specifically
in the interview with COLLINS and the interviews of other pertinent

witnessé§j(Exh1b1t 20).
Allegation: WP iam SCACCIAFERRO was Discriminated Against by NU
Interview with Alleger - William SCACCIAFERRO

SCACCIAFERRO was interviewed by OI on October 8. 1996 (Exhibit 21). and stated
he had a high school degree. worked for General Dynamics on the nuclear side
for 10 years, and began his employment as a "B" mechanic with NU in 1982 or
1983. Within a year of his NU employment, SCACCIAFERRO was promoted to an "A"
mechanic and spent his entire career in the Millstone Unit 1 (MP1) Maintenance
Department until his Tayoff in January 1996. During SCACCIAFERRO's last
couple of years of employment at NU. John KISKUNES was his supervisor and

Neil BERGH was his manager. However, he occasionally worked for Joe AQUITANE,
Jack LAW. and Douglas DICKERSON. Dick PETERSON, an electrical supervisor,
often acted in BERGH's absence (Exhibit 21. pp. 8-10).
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SCACCIAFERRO discussed three different incidents, one of which occurred in

1986, where there was some disagreement with management. However, he never

raised any concerns to the Nuclear Safety Concerns Department, or to the NRC.
SCACCIAFERRO stated he did not suffer any repercussions from these incidents

and they had nothing to do with his Jayoff (Exhibit 21, pp. 16-25). /;7<:

SCACCIAFERRO stated he tesiified in g Department of Labor (DOL) hearing in
S . ' @ Because of this testimony,

June 1995, on behalf ol _
SCACCIAFERRO believes he Wwas selected for layoff in January 1996 (Exhibit 21,
. SCACCIAFERRO said two other employees, |l .
who testified at this hearing, were also terminated in

a ~1996. When“asked why only 3 out of the 6 employees who testified at
% hearing were terminated, SCACCIAFERRO said, "he heard through
Fumors' - that somebody upstairs made a mistake, "Somebody made a paper mistake,
or somebody caught wind of something, and they said, stop the layoff. So they
didn’t layoff the other three" (Exhibit 21, pp. 34 and 35).

SCACCIAFERRO believes that the only ones who had anything against him were
BERGH and PETERSON, because "I didn’'t party with them” (Exhibit 21, p. 36).
SCACCIAFERRO related that he sometimes talked to Don MILLER, then the Senior
Vice President at Millstone, and Bill RIFFER, then the Millstone Unit I
Director, compTaining that immediate management was not responding to their
needs. SCACCIAFERRO did not offer any specific examples. SCACCIAFERRO stated
that management was always going with quick fixes, but he did not know if
management resented him for offering Tong term fixes, as management never

showed it (Exhibit 21, p. 41).

SCACCIAFERRO believes that his peers would say he was about average in his
performance and that his evaluations each year reflected he did about average

work. Each year SCACCIAFERRO would meet in a room with four or five
supervisors, where his evaluation was discussed. They were supposed to
provide areas needing improvement, but SCACCIAFERRQO said they were always

broad comments.and were not specific as to any problems (Exhibit 21, pp. 11
and 12). =

AGENT'S NOTE: SCACCIAFERRO was advised that BERGH had been interviewed
earlier in the year by the NRC and had made specific comments regarding
SCACCIAFERRO. The following reflects SCACCIAFERRO's responses to those

comments.

SCACCIAFERRO said BERGH was a "liar" (Exhibit 21. p. 48), he (SCACCIAFERRO)
I in terms of skills. Asked about his

was not at thesigy e
Jacking communication skills, SCACCIAFERRO said BERGH would not know about
communication, because BERGH never came into the shop, and further, he — C
[SCACCIAFERRO] always kept his supervisor apprised of the work he had done '
during the day. Asked about being disruptive, an instigator, feeding

information to the group, SCACCIAFERRO said BERGH did not know what he was

talking about. SCACCIAFERRO did not think BERGH was competent to make these
<tatements about him: they would have to be based on feedback from PETERSON.
SCACCIAFERRO said KISKUNES and AQUITANE would state he was doing SSNEmEmwer)

work (Exhibit 21, pp. 47-52).
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SCACCIAFERRO said about 2 months before the layoffs, he told BERGH he was

concerned about testifying in the” hearing. He said BERGH told him,

"you will never be laid off, you will retire out of this company” (Exhibit 21,

p. 53). SCACCIAFERRO said he was subpoenaed by SR and testified about 7C,
bad management, in particular, that BERGH was a poor manager because he was

never in the shop. SCACCIAFERRO again stated it was his belief that he was
selected for layoff because of his testimony in the, » hearing.

SCACCIAFERRO added that Roger BOYER and Bob LORD, two supervisors, have

"hated" him since 1983, because he was not part of the original group

(Exhibit 21, pp. 62 and 63).
Testimony of SCACCIAFERRO's Immediate Management Officials and Peers

BERGH was interviewed on April 2, 1996, by the Task Force (Exhibit 22). BERGH
began his employment with NU in April 1980. In 1988 he was promoted to
Manager of the Maintenance Department at Millstone Unit I and remained in that
position until September 1, 1995, when he started a one year assignment as
Robert BUSCH's Executive Staff Assistant (Exhibit 22, p. 6). BERGH said he
had PETERSON prepare a rough draft of the matrix for the Maintenance
Department's downsizing. Then, with his [BERGH's] 7 years experience in the
department, toek into account past performance reviews and did a comparison
between employees in developing a final matrix (Exhibit 22, pp. 12 and 13).

BERGH said he put Xes next to four mechanics, recommending them for layoff,

and submitted his matrix to Human Resources (HR) for review. BERGH said the

company had been slimming down for sometime and believed with the leverage

between all 3 Millstone units and the Connecticut Yankee (CY) and Seabrook

units. he could further reduce his staff and still accomplish their duties.

BERGH said his.immediate supervisor was Bill RIFFER. who had come to the

company the previous spring. but they did not discuss the matrix. ’77(:,
Ann of HR requested written support for two of the employees

OHNSON -
Xed, " y but BERGH was not regyested and did not
submit any fuether information for SCACCIAFERRO andw the other two

recommended foe Xes. had th ‘score on the matrix, followed
in order by SCACCIAFERRO .S

BERGH said that SCACCIAFERRO was definitely at the _ »
in technical skills. his communication was lacking, and he was disruptive at
times by passing on inaccurate information about others (Exhibit 22, pp. 24
and 25). BERGH was not aware of any concerns raised by any of the four
employees he recommended for layoff. BERGH noted that SCACCIAFERRO did ;7(2’
testify at B DOL hearing, but that several othe mechanics, ingluding
‘ T T T T DA 21s0 testified at

“Yhe Same hearing and they were nof recommended for layoff. BERGH stated that
s g

e P

-

had been terminated in 1994 due to performance issues. most
'specifically, for having been off site during company time and not engaged in
company business. A DOL hearing found in favor of NU and is pending Secretary

of Labor approval (Exhibit 22, pp. 26 and 27).
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KISKUNES was interviewed on November 20, 1996, by OI (Exhibit 23) and stated
he had taken advantage of NU's offer of early retirement in late 1995.
KISKUNES had been the supervisor of the electrical group in the MP1
Maintenance Department until approximately mid-1995, when he was laterally
transferred to the mechanical group in the Maintenance Department. KISKUNES
stated that upon his retirement in Tate 1995, NU immediately brought him back
for about 3 months in his same supervisory position in the mechanical group.
KISKUNES said he supervised SCACCIAFERRO 1in the mechanical group for several
months in 1995, until his layoff in January 1996. KISKUNES said he had no
input into the downsizing process and had no idea how management arrived at
their decision as to which employees to layoff (Exhibit 23).

KISKUNES said he has known SCACCIAFERRO for years, they even live in the same
neighborhood. KISKUNES said SCACCIAFERRQ was an "okay" employee that did the
work assigned him. He, acknowledged, however, that SCACCIAFERRO was one of
the RENIRMNEMEENRY in the department. KISKUNES has talked with SCACCIAFERRO
since the layoff, but SCACCIAFERRO never mentioned he believed he had been
laid off for raising concerns, only that he believed there were others who
were not laid off with lesser skills (Exhibit 23).

KISKUNES was aware that several people. including managers, testified at
<M088% hearing, but he was not aware that SCACCIAFERRO had testified.
including PETERSON and BERGH, would discriminate against any individual.
KISKUNES added he did not believe that SCACCIAFERRO had been laid off for
testifying at {4 B hcaring. First, because PETERSON and BERGH would not
do such a thing, and secondly. because not everybody testifying at the hearing

was laid off (Exhibit 23).

PETERSON was interviewed by OI on November 21, 1996 (Exhibit 24), and stated
he was promoted_into his current position of maintenance general supervisor in
1989 or 1990. “BERGH had been PETERSON's immediate manager for about 6 years,
until October & November 1995, when BERGH went on a special assignment.
PETERSON said there were five supervisors under him, including KISKUNES,
AQUITANE, LAW,”PARSELLS, and DICKERSON. Other employees worked for different
supervisors, depending on if the plant was in an outage or in operation.
SCACCIAFERRO worked for KISKUNES during operations, but during outages he
worked with DICKERSON (Exhibit 24, pp. 4-7).

PETERSON said he prepared the scores on the initial matrix for the department,
although he did pgt. place an X next to_any employee’s name. The Xes next to
SCACCIAFERRO., SNSRI wcrc placed there by RIFFER, and
John SAUGER, who was acting for BERGH. PETERSON said he told SAUGER he could
work with anyone, that they were all worth keeping. PETERSON acknowledged
that SAUGER did not know any of the personnel on the matrix, and that BERGH
did sign the matrix. PETERSON said he based his scoring on his years of
experience with the employees and used a comparison basis between employees
and how he thought they might be in four or five years (Exhibit 24, .

pp. 16-26).
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PETERSON said that, although SCACCIAFERRD s SN,y 0N the matrix

(Exhibit 3) than on his [SCACCIAFERRO] evaluatdons for 1993 and 1994

(Exhibits 7 and 8), he did do comparison grading between employees. PETERSON

said his scores worked out well in relation to other amployee 0. skills

and productivity. PETERSON opined that "SCACCIAFERRU -and s i were the-;7(z\\
ARG nechanics we had" (Exhitit 24, p. 55). PETERSON :
acknowledged that SCACCIAFERRO was disruptive in the shop by passing around

rumors. feeding information, talking about people, that sort of thing.

PETERSON did name five other individuals that were similarly disruptive.

PETERSON added that SCACCIAFERRO was a good person to have on your team, but

he was a follower, not a leader. Additionally, SCACCIAFERRQO had a hard time
learning; he just could not take a test (Exhibit 24, pp. 33 and 58). PETERSON

said some employees did not want to work with SCACCIAFERRO because he would do

the menial work and not get into the responsible work "where your head’s on

the line for procedure compliance” (Exhibit 24, p. 34).

PETERSON said he did disagree with the whole downsizing process, “"why did we

take three people out of our organization and other departments and other

units took one? . . . . But in reality, I guess, corporate was looking at the ;7(2_
whole number and they didn’t really care where it came from” (Exhibit 24 .
p. 29). PETERSON said he was aware that several people testified at W
hearing, but he did not know that SCACCIAFERRO had testified. PETERSON was

not aware of any concerns raised by SCACCIAFERRO or any Adverse Condition

Reports (ACR) prepared by SCACCIAFERRO (Exhibit 24, p. 38).
Allegation: Donald LEDUC was Discriminated Against by NU

Interview with Alleger - Donald LEDUC

LEDUC was interviewed by OI on October 9, 1996 (Exhibit 25), and stated he
began his employment with NU on April 15, 1974. He said in October 1977 he
began working=¥n fire protection for Site Services until October 1994, when he
was moved to he construction side of the same department. John NICKERSON, a
new employee.=was brought in to head up fire protection, and LEDUC was told
there were eridugh people in fire protection and that is why he was moved to
the construction area. LEDUC was laid off in the downsizing at NU in January
1996 Jack PROVENCAL was the supervisor for Site Services and was the
individual who moved LEDUC to the construction area. Frank ROTHEN was the
Manager of Site Services. Moe CLARK was the lead in construction, and
NICKERSON was the fire protection lead. PROVENCAL was promoted to supervisor
in late 1993 or early 1994, replacing Bob AYALA, who had been in that position
for 17 or 18 years (Exhibit 25, pp- 5-12). AYALA prepared LEDUC's 1993
evaluation (Exhibit 9), and PROVENCAL prepared the 1994 evaluation

(Exhibit 10).

In 1992, LEDUC received an award from management for suggesting that American
Nuclear Insurers (ANI). who were already on site, do the outside independent
audits (inspections) (Exhibit 25, p. 15). According to LEDUC, the ANI did
some write-ups and management was somewhat embarrassed, and when NICKERSON
later realized what happened, he said they were not going to have ANI anymore
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because NRC looks at the reports and they didn’t want that to happen. LEDUC
said NICKERSON worked out a deal with Maine Yankee to do each others outside
audits. LEDUC acknowledged that he and NICKERSON did not get along very well,
so he [LEDUC] thought it was a good idea to move to Construction. LEDUC said
he never told PROVENCAL of his difficulties with NICKERSON, because PROVENCAL
would support NICKERSON. LEDUC admitted he never reported any concerns to the
NRC or to the Nuclear Safety Concerns Program {Exhibit 25, p. 23).

LEDUC, when asked how his termination was connected to raising safety
concerns, stated that things had built up over a 10 year period because of
issues he picked up in the plant as a fire marshall, and because of that, he
was viewed as a bad guy. LEDUC said that AYALA supported him, but PROVENCAL
did not. LEDUC said after he submitted his reports. heads of departments,
and/or their personnel, were reluctant to take corrective action. These
problems would be carried over until an ANI or NRC inspection forced the
jssue. LEDUC cited a couple of examples from the mid-1980s where follow up
corrective action was very slow (Exhibit 25, pp. 38-43).

LEDUC said he felt harassed at times because when he would walk into a
department, people would look at him 1ike here comes the troublemaker. LEDUC
added that mamagers and directors were upset at some things he put in reports
because the NRC would be looking at them. LEDUC also stated that in the
mid-1980s there were some department heads who gave him instructions, which
allegedly had come from Wayne ROMBERG [former senior NU official], to keep the
NRC away from problem areas. LEDUC acknowledged there was nothing negative in
his performance appraisals for having raised concerns as a fire marshall

(Exhibit 25, pp. 44-49).

LEDUC believes that PROVENCAL gave him a {ijNiBSRBGNNEy for 1994 (Exhibit 10)
because he [LEDUC] was not well liked for having done his duties properly as a

fire marshall. In addition, he kpew there was going to be a 1Wased on
e. FEDUC said he M , . » to ROTHEN about his 45 7<

performanc

3 bt did not get a response. LEDUC was advised of the e

i t by—NU Personnel, but he opted ASHEINEESHEE% He thought if he made
waves he wouldget fired in the upcoming reduction in force (Exhibit 25,

pp. 53-56).

LEDUC said, as a fire marshall, he found an unacceptable door as a fire
barrier, and the Operations Department was required to post a Tive body on
watch until the problem was resolved. LEDUC said the QOperations managers,
though he could not recall which specific ones, often asked him to do
unofficial inspections, but he refused, and on a couple of occasions they
asked, "what did you do this for? We don’t have enough people to put out
there. This is going to cost us money. We are going to have to go and hire
more people now to watch these doors” (Exhibit 25, p. 70). LEDUC said
management was unhappy because these doors were inoperable for several weeks,
and the doors had to be manufactured and sent to the site. LEDUC said he was
"responsible for preparing the PR reviews and readjustment of the fire doors
position. I was constantly harassed when the procedures and guidelines were
changed and doors previously satisfactory were later determined unsatisfactory
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because of the change in the guidelines"” (Exiaibit 25, p. 71). LEDUC described
his harassment as those situations where management warited to know why the
guidelines had changed, specifically, "That they weren’t notified that things
were changing, which they were because they gat the covers of the procedures
that show the guidelines were changed” (Exhibitv 25, p. 72).

LEDUC said that in late 1994, while doing construction work on two warehouses

and the satellite cafeteria, PROVENCAL and CLARK said not to issue any design

change notices (DCN). They said just do the work shown on the drawings,

because they did not want work held up. LEDUC said an electrical power supply

to the buildings affected the power 1ine, which was used for emergency shut

down, so he filed a DCN. He said as a result he suffered harassment from S
CLARK and PROVENCAL in the form of the 1994 evaluation. LEDUC said -
Carol GAZDA, a Unit 3 engineer, was pretty upset when she found out that

PROVENCAL and CLARK wanted to use another procedure and not file a DCN. GAZDA

and PROVENCAL then had a disagreement about this DCN, and PROVENCAL became

upset. LEDUC related a similar incident with PROVENCAL in early 1995,

relative to the new cafeteria being connected to a fire monitoring station.

GAZDA was again involved in this incident and would support LEDUC’s position

that CLARK and PROVENCAL tried to bypass the DCN process (Exhibit 25,

pp. 77-85).

LEDUC summarized that PROVENCAL discriminated against him for his 15 years of
fire protection activities and_the two construction incidents involving DCNs.
PROVENCAL gave him axsigiiiisusiSoNeE cvaluation for 1994, which led to the

rix used in the downsizing. LEDUC said PROVENCAL was "a 4:7Z:“,

performance based mat
very sneaky person. He did a lot of things and nobody knew what in the hell

he was doing." LEDUC said he did not know if any managers or directors
encouraged PROVENCAL to give him (LEDUC) the“ evaluation (Exhibit 25,

p. 95).

Testimony of [EDUC’s Immediate Management Officials and Peers

 AYALA was intefviewed by OI on November 20, 1996 (Exhibit 26). and stated he
began his emphoyment at NU in January 1977 and was the Manager of Site
Services for approximately 17 years. AYALA said he was promoted to his
current position as Superintendent of the Myrock Satellite Organization in
January 1994. AYALA said his old position was filled by PROVENCAL, but the
position was lowered from a manager's Tevel to a supervisory level when
PROVENCAL took over the department. PROVENCAL, at that point, had already
been a department supervisor for 6 or 7 years (Exhibit 26, pp. 6-14).

AYALA had also been the Fire Marshall for fire protection activities at
Millstone. He said there was also a fire protection group in the corporate
offices in Berlin, and they did all the engineering work, while he [AYALA] was
responsible for surveillance and housekeeping activities. LEDUC was assigned
primarily to fire protection duties and later two other individuals were added
to this effort. LEDUC accompanied both the NRC and the insurance company in
doing fire protection audits, and an engineer from the Berlin office was also
assigned to these audits. LEDUC would also do surveillances and prepare
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_to do the work called for in their job description. PRO

reports and send them to the responsible managers to have issues resolved
(Exhibit 26, pp. 15-18).

AYALA said LEDUC did "pretty good work” and he was happy with h1s performance.
Some managers sometimes complained over the years about some of his [LEDUC’s]

findings, but AYALA said he always supported LEDUC. These complaints were not

directed at LEDUC, but were disagreements about the findings. NICKERSON and
Bruce WOODSBY, from the Berlin office were hired by AYALA because they were
creating a 1arger fire department (Exhibit 26, pp. 20-30).

AYALA, in commenting on the differe
PROVENCAL's, stated that gl ,
?rob1em accordlng to AYALA, ‘was that LEDUC wasqim M to a pay grade

ate in 19 LEDUC was the same grade as Sl ' t there was no
compariso was much better. AYAPA said tHat he and PROVENCAL also
had differeft perceptions (Exhibit 26, pﬁ 33-36). AYALA said he believed
there were people in the Berlin office who
there were others who did not. AYALA acknowle
would be a mistake t him to a Grade

expectations. But a UC"s” insistence, AY
pp. 52 and 53).

PROVENCAL was interviewed by OI on November 20, 1996 (Exhibit 27), and stated
he began his employment at NU in 1983 and had been a supervisor in Site
Facilities for several years, when he took over AYALA's job in December 1993.
However, he remained a supervisor and did not get the managerial title.
PROVENCAL said there was a reorganization in February 1996 and half of his
department, including fire protection, which had grown much larger, was moved
under another manager, Carl CLEMENT (Exhibit 27, pp. 10-13).

ces}between h1sva-qra1sa1fofiLEDUC versus

had a good opinion of LEDUC, and
ed that he had told LEDUC it
because there would be more
promoted him (Exhibit 26,

: ?he in his department for layoff, LEDUC,
Y

any value . . 'hey were’not contributing any work. And I can tell you
based on a year go1ng by, that has proved to be true.” PROVENCAL added that

were selected "Because they weren’t adding

A

.

the-efficiency of -the department improved and no one was brought in to rep]ace

.any of them (Exhibit 27, pp. 17 and 18).

PROVENCAL has known LEDUC since 1983 and there was some 1nterface between
them, but none involving fire protection. The significant interaction
occurred when PROVENCAL replaced AYALA in 1994. PROVENCAL stated that his

- fire protection expertise was about the same as LEDUC's, just what they

learned from reading codes. NICKERSON was also in fire protection when
PROVEgCALdagggmed responsibility for fire protection act1vit1es (Exhibit 27,
PP an .

PROVENCAL said he and AYALA differed in management philosophy, spec1f1ca11y
AYALA would never give work to a person that he did not think could do the
job, therefore, nobody ever failed. PROVENCAL believed Beop]e should be able
ENCAL, in discussing
between LEDUC’s 1993 and 1994 evaluations (Exh1b1ts 9 and 10), stated
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he had not known LEDUC had been promoted_fo a Gradquﬂ until he took over the
department. NICKERSON was also a Grade @# with greater abilities and a high -, ~
performer, whereas LEDUC did not have as much ability, had been doing this

work for years and was in a rut (Exhibit 27, pp. 28-32). ‘

There was an audit in early 1994, PROVENCAL believed by NRC, and NU did not

* fare very well. NICKERSON then took charge of the fire protectign activities.

They hired a couple of technicians, including WOODSBY, a Grade! fire

protection engineer, and they wrote four procedures and eliminated eleven jk::
other procedures. NICKERSON has a degree in fire protection, 1s a Connecticut
qualified fire marshall, chief of a local volunteer fire department, and

teaches night classes at the university in fire protection. Besides the poor

audit, PROVENCAL cited other incidents where LEDUC’ sy o

j
ond St B

PROVENCAL said that NICKERSON was a1soiii§iﬂgﬁ§n with LEDUC's performance.
PROVENCAL said that under him, LEDUC was forced to work gugt in the open, under
“ with higher

closer surveillance, and was being evaluated as a Grades

standards, not the Grade ¢ he had been under AYALA. PROVENCAL acknowledged j?CZL
gl 0 the 1994 evaluation disagreed with the

that LEDUC’s ‘WEHRRtnti:
evaluation, but said he did sit down and discuss this disagreement with LEDUC

(Exhibit 27, pp. 37-41).

PROVENCAL said he moved LEDUC from fire protection activities to the

construction area in August 1994 because he thought LEDUC would improve and
would ". . . get away from where he had been for all these years sitting and

just vegetating" (Exhibit 27, p. 44). However, LEDUC's performance as a

Gr‘adeg in the construction area was alsogiiil

-

PROVENCAL did acknowledge that, although he rated LEDUC vernyor 1994

and later the next year (1995) recommended him for layoff, he had not directly

provided any dfrection for improvement, nor provided ongoing feedback as to

LEDUC's perforfance. PROVENCAL stated he had not written LEDUC off in early A
1995, after giging him the 1994 evaluation, but certainly by October 1995, -
when he knew for sure there was going to be a layoff, he had written LEDUC off

by that point (Exhibit 27, pp. 48-51).

PROVENCAL said he was not sure if he or CLARK ever instructed LEDUC not to
write a DCN, because LEDUC would not normally write DCNs. PROVENCAL said the
electrical engineer on a job would request a DCN, if necessary, and he did
recall working with Carol BURKE on many jobs. PROVENCAL could not recall a
specific DCN where LEDUC was involved and where there was a disagreement.
PROVENCAL said he had the utmost respect for BURKE, and although they
sometimes differed, there were not any arguments (Exhibit 27, pp. 53-58).

PROVENCAL then discussed at length that he was not upset with LEDUC for

wanting to write any DCNs, and did not recall LEDUC requesting to write one.

'LEDUC was the only employee he had ever given (1994 evaluation) an overall 7 C
et bl . | PROVENCAL said he was upset because LEDUC just never .

Tada an effort: he had been there all those years. and was now a pay grade the
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same as other more highly skilled and productive performers (Exhibit 27,
pp. 61 and 62). y

PROVENCAL identified his signature on the matrix for construction workers

(Exhibit 4) and acknowledged that LEDUC was the Jibiemiisiassy PROVENCAL said

he disregarded prior evaluations in preparing this matrix and used the guides

and descriptions given him to rate the employees. PROVENCAL added that the

scores came out pretty much the way he thought they would (Exhibit 27,

pp. 72-78). PROVENCAL noted that the day before the reductions were ”’;7(::
announced, LEDUC went to Human Resources, either Virginia FLEMING or

Marie SANKOWSKI, and asked to be laid off. LEDUC was told that it was not a

voluntary process, it was forpthos?;9h9§en:JHPBQVENCAE¢$;ﬁ}1!Z-fwiwéangEDUC’s

motivation was based on his 4
B

vsv

Carol BURKE was interviewed by OI on November 21, 1996 (Exhibit 28), and
stated she had married and that her maiden name was GAZDA. BURKE began her
employment with NU in June 1992 and was an electrical engineer in Design
Engineering and-in July 1995 transferred to the non nuclear side of the
company. BURKE said she recalled LEDUC from working with him on a few
assignments in 1994 and 1995 (Exhibit 28, pp. 5-9). _

BURKE said she did encounter some problems with PROVENCAL; "My role was to
insure that they had all the proper paperwork filled out, to make sure they
weren't impacting any of the nuclear plants. And that held up work a lot.

And I know Jack wasn’t happy about that, so I always -- you know, we had a lot
of discussions on the whole process and the work" (Exhibit 28, p. 11). BURKE
said she and PROVENCAL were looking for the best way to get the work done.

She never saw him do anything wrong. or direct anyone to do anything wrong,
although some employees may have felt pressured to get a job done (Exhibit 28,

pp. 13 and 14)=

BURKE said the=whole process "boggled down" PROVENCAL's work and was quite
burdensome. BURKE said at the time she left her position in July 1995 NU was
trying to come up with a process that would work easier. All the issues with
PROVENCAL were resolved, except for one they were working on when she
transferred positions (Exhibit 28, pp. 14 and 15). BURKE said she did recall
filing some DCNs involving LEDUC, although she could not recall the specific
jobs. BURKE did not recall LEDUC ever telling her that PROVENCAL or CLARK did
not want him filing DCNs. BURKE acknowledged that she became upset a lot of
times with PROVENCAL's group because she had to ensure the paperwork was done
properly. BURKE added that the process was not appropriate for doing this
site work, but it was the only process they had (Exhibit 28, pp. 19-21).

BURKE later said she did not have any "battles” with PROVENCAL: they had
discussions, and she believed if the process had been simpler, there would not
have been as many discussions because the work could have been done faster
(Exhibit 28, pp. 22 and 23). BURKE believed the process could have been
simpler, and she understood why people are resistant to DCNs: "you don’t want
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WOODSBY, both ef whom had T Sitkin
were Bis main contacts. After WOODSBY left the group,
-became the firgemarshall. LEDUC did. on occasion, still assist PATRIZZ and

to go in an[d] make twenty documents to go < sometkimg that's not going to
impact the plant when you know it doesn’t" (Exhibii 28, p. 25). BURKE later
added that if she saw something being done improperly, sne notified PROVENCAL
and the issues were always resolved (Exhibit 28, p. 26). BURKE said she did
not recall encountering anymore problems with PROVENCAL on LEDUC's .
assignments, than with any other employee (Exhibit 28, p. 34).

Anthony PATRIZZ was interviewed by OI on November 20, 1996 (Exhibit 29), and -
stated he currently holds three job titles, all of which involve fire
protection. PATRIZZ began his employment at NU in 1981, has always worked in
the fire protection area, and has known LEDUC since he [LEDUC] began working
for AYALA in 1983. PATRIZZ stated he was a few courses short of three
bachelor's degrees, including Fire Protection, Arson, Fire Administration and
Engineering, and is considered an expert in the field (Exhibit 29, pp. 3 and

PATRIZZ said that LEDUC’s job was to assist AYALA checking fire hydrants,
making sure fire extinguishers and hoses were in the right places, and there
was paperwork associated with that activity. The large fire protection focus
was done from the Berlin office, including engineering and the technical work.
LEDUC was the—tnterface for Millstone with Berlin if they need something done,
such as providing badging and helping to arrange to have the right people in
place when there was an insurance inspector onsite (Exhibit 29, pp. 6 and 7).

In the 1980s, LEDUC was the lead on putting together a package for management
to institute a site wide fire department. PATRIZZ said this job., which should

have been simple, was donew® ) i L o . ! .
% and management rejected the proposal. Ten years later the site wide
fire department was established, which, according to PATRIZZ, should have been

established much earlier (Exhibit 29, p. 8).

PATRIZZ lost da¥ to day contact with LEDUC 4

RSON

the Berlin office in their fire protection efforts (Exhibit 29, pp. 17 and
18).

PATRIZZ said that LEDUC possessed minimal fire protection skills, and although
.he was helpful and friendly, "I was concerned sometimes when I talked to him I
would get some blank stares back, like, yeah, what am I supposed to do. He
didn’'t have, he didn't have the oomph to make things happen. He had to be
directed to make things happen. You would have to tell him every step of the
way" (Exhibit 29, p. 21). PATRIZZ related an incident where LEDUC had found
that the New London, Connecticut, fire department hoses would not fit certain
fire hydrants at Millstone. LEDUC had these hydrants welded shut, rather than
have them rethreaded so they would be compatible (Exhibit 29, pp. 20-22).

PATRIZZ said LEDUC, during his normal duties, would find things he was
uncomfortable with and would then call the Berlin office looking for support

NOT EOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WI ROVAL
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and direction. PATRIZZ said he never heard anyone being critical of LEDUC for
being too conservative or writing too much paper (Exhibit 29, pp. 24 and 25).
LEDUC’s transfer to a construction representative position was not a bad
thing; PATRIZZ holds that position in high esteem. PATRIZZ did not believe
that LEDUC was taken out of fire protection because he was too good at his
job, but because fire protection was becoming more critical and requiring more
expertise (Exhibit 29, pp. 30 and 31). WOODSBY and WICKERSON had definite
backgrounds in that field and excelled in their jobs, and LEDUC "was just
given something else to do” (Exhibit 29, p. 32).

Marie SANKOWSKI was interviewed telephonically on February 24, 1997, by 0I
(Exhibit 30) and stated she was a Human Resources representative for NU and
was familiar with LEDUC. SANKOWSKI said that LEDUC proached her just prior :;7

to the January 1996 layoff RO 3 4 S B¢ and
volunteered to be laid off in the impending downsizing. SANKOWSKI could not

recall if LEDUC explained it would be better financially to be laid off for
GrecastRdRN ORI o 1T she assumed that when he M;and

requested to be laid off. SANKOWSKI told LEDUC that employees were not
allowed to volunteer, as the layoffs would be based on selection. SANKOWSKI
said a few other employees came in about the same time and volunteered to be
laid off because they were in good financial shape and did not want others who
needed their jobs to be laid off. These other employees were also not allowed

to volunteer for layoff.

Allegation: Harry BLANK was Discriminated Against by NU

Interview with Alleger - Harry BLANK

BLANK was interviewed by OI on October 9, 1996 (Exhibit 31), and stated he

worked as an engineer for General Dynamics, Electric Board Division (nuclear
submarines). from 1979 until he went to work for NU on April 16, 1993, as an
engineer. BLANK's first manager was Jeff BIBBY, until sometime in 1994, when

Michae] AHERN became the manager for approximately 8 months. Jeff REGAN was* ;7<:f
BLANK's supervasor until approximately June/July 1995, when he [REGAN] mdlk: -
il BLANK did not have another immediate supervisor until

Detembar 1995 when Joseph FOUGERE was promoted. AHERN was replaced by

Steven SUDIGALA about January 1995 and BLANK was Taid off in January 1996

(Exhibit 31, pp. 5-8).

BLANK said he had a good relationship with REGAN, but SUDIGALA was upset with
how long the last outage had taken and seemed to hold REGAN responsible.

BLANK said there were about five people who left the department because of
SUDIGALA, and in October 1995, he [BLANK] went as a volunteer to Unit I to
help with the outage, remaining there until his Tlayoff. BLANK said he was
never given a reason why he had been selected for layoff, only that the layoff

was a cost reduction measure (Exhibit 31, pp. 10-12).

BLANK believes he was selected because of events that occurred before June
1995 involving the outage, specifically, the fast transfer system. The fast
transfer has to do with two power lines that feed the plant and provide water
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flow around the reactor and safety devices: ome of these 1ines is normal
(NSST) and the other is a reserved line (RS5T). Sihould tihe normal 1ine fail,
then the reserve line must take over. The 1ites mwe 60 cycles per second,
and when the normal line goes down there has to he @ *fast transfer, within 6
cycles or one-tenth of a second, to the reserve liwe {Exhibit 31, pp. 13-16).

BLANK said they (his department, including him anc REGAN) were given an
assignment and they created an elaborate procedure to test the transfer, which
was reviewed by over 15 people. The test took place on June 22, 1995, and one
of the pumps, a low pressure safety injection pump (LPSI), that was providing
shutdown cooling, unexpectedly tripped. BLANK said he was too inexperienced
to know this particular pump provided shut down cooling, but others who had
approved this test should have known better. The pump was restarted in less
than 3 minutes and was not a reportable event. SUDIGALA was visibly upset
over the incident and requested a root cause evaluation. BLANK believes he
and REGAN were held responsible by SUDIGALA (Exhibit 31, pp. 16-18).

A root cause evaluation was performed and Adverse Condition Report (ACR)

No. 2470 was generated. BLANK noted that this event did not delay the outage,
but felt that SUDIGALA was "so distraught already over the outage taking over
200 days that~he would have done anything. This is an item that I suspected
he felt made him look bad. He was very much into, you know, a perceived image
of how we looked” (Exhibit 31, p. 20). According to BLANK, this event did not
cause any procedural or NRC violations of any kind (Exhibit 31, pp. 19 and

20).

BLANK said REGAN later counseled him that, “"we should have picked up the fact
that it was used for shutdown cooling and it would have tripped during the

fast transfer." BLANK did not believe that REGAN held him at fault for this
event. because everybody else signed off on the procedure (Exhibit 31, pp. 23

and 24).

A second incident involved the refuel pool and fuel skimmer tank, during this
same outage, where there was a "chattering” pump. BLANK described the
situation andsaid the remedy for fixing this problem could not be done until
after the outage was completed. BLANK said there was no violation of
procedure and did not delay the outage, but SUDIGALA "was visibly upset about
that when he found out that it was going to be an open item that would have to
be cleared up after the outage was over” (Exhibit 31, p. 25). BLANK said this
item was later brought up in his performance evaluation review by SUDIGALA

(Exhibit 31, pp. 24-27).

BLANK acknowledged that his evaluations from 1993 to 1994 (Exhibits 11 and
@ in ratings, particularly in quality and quantity, where he

Sl

OISR B ANK said REGAN told him that Robert BUCSH, vice president of

the corporation, declared in December 1994 that all employees must receive ¥ (;7 a
Wand that was the reason he [BLANK] received the!llﬂ REGAN was the rating
supervisor and signed BLANK's 1993 and 1994 evaluations. BLANK's mid year

1995 evaluation was signed by SUDIGALA, who had been there about 8 months.

BLANK said that, due to his volunteer efforts at Unit I, he only worked for
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SUDIGALA about 2 mopths. ] et that his 1995 mid year evaluation

(Exhibit 13) g S
evaluation his and ssatisfaction with SUDIGALA.

BLANK said he and SUDIGALA did not discuss his [BLANK s] W on the -
Tuation. BLANK acknowledged the notatiuns on his evaluations about /)<\
4 ‘ AN M@ but noted he had been in thojgs TN

i A2 -
3 e S8y

BLANK stated that management did not inform the employees of the specific
reason for theminiliSeee of REGAN in June/July 1995. BLANK stated he met

with REGAN after thouiiuiNmee and REGAN told him he felt he had been ;7
singled out for the sole cause of extending the outage; that it was an
embarrassment to Unit 2 management. BLANK said, "At that point I felt Steve
already had a vendetta against anybody that was associated with the outage”

(Exhibit 31, p. 38).
BLANK believes that BIBBY and AHERN would state they were very pleased with

his performance and that his peers would also add favo able comments as to his ;a::
m’ @ on the matrix in :

performance. BLANK did not know why he was
his department: he believed his performance wasvAijfjjjs& (Exhibit 31, p. 41).

AGENT'S NOTE: BLANK was asked about allegations he made in his letter
to NRC Chairman JACKSON (Exhibit 16) and addressed the following

specific points.

BLANK was asked about his comment in the letter, "Dubious and subjective

employee qualities as leadership, team work, commitment to change”
(Exhibit 16, p.. 1) were used in the workforce matrix. BLANK was asked why he

thought leadership, team work and so forth were dubious qualities. BLANK
stated dubious-may have been an "ex eous word” (Exhibit 31, pp. 50 and 51).
wt that DOL

Regarding the TOL comments on the tase (Exhibit 16, p. 1),
determined the workforce reduction matrix used by NU was flawed and resulted

in individuals being specifically targeted and discriminated against for
raising safety concerns, BLANK said his comments were based on a June 15, 7;761:
1996, article in the Hartford Courant, and he had no further information

except the news article (Exhibit 31, p. 51). BLANK said his comments that

laid off NU personnel have been ‘black balled’ from working for outside

contractors (Exhibit 16, p. 3) were true and cited Mike SMAGA of NU as the

source of that information. SMAGA is the supervisor BLANK had worked for in

his volunteer assignment to Unit I. BLANK acknowledged his comments that NU

used the matrix process "to eliminate those employees it deemed to pose a

threat to it continuing its method of placing profit in front of safety"

(Exhibit 16, p. 4) and stated, "it seems to be a common thread, that they had
raised concerns about one thing or another and they ended up on a layoff 1list”

(Exhibit 31, p. 60).
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Testimony of Immediate Management Officials and Peers

SUDIGALA was interviewed by the Task Force on April 4, 1996 (Exhibit 32), and
by OI on February 11, 1997 (Exhibit 33). SUDIGALA began his employment with
NU in February 1977, became MP2 Manager of Design Engineering on June 1, 1994,
and in April 1996 became a reactor engineering supervisor after the Design
organization was split up. As Manager of Design Engineering, he reported to
Ray NECCI, the director. SUDIGALA sajd there was no set layoff number below
Eric DEBARBA's level, but did recall some discussion of a cumulative reduction
for 1996 and 1997 of three people from his area (Exhibit 32, pp. 5. 6, 9, and

10).

REGAN was a supervisor under SUDIGALA who L ae in a joint management
decision by SUDIGALA, NECCI, and DEBARBA. BLANK had worked for REGAN until
REGAN’s il W . BLANK had 2 to 3 years experience with NU at the time of

the downsizing in January 1996 (Exhibit 33, pp. 8 and 9).

SUDIGALA identified his signature on the work force reduction matrix for
Design Engineering, Unit 2, dated December 18, 1995 (Exhibit 5). SUDIGALA
stated he prepared this matrix without anyone’s input (REGAN had already s
W) . DUt in the other matrices he prepared for his department, the
respective supervisors provided input. SUDIGALA said it was his decision to
recommend BLANK for layoff and two levels of management r view did not change
that decision. BLANK was selected because he had the i on the

matrix (Exhibit 33, pp. 10-13).

SUDIGALA identified his signature on BLANK's 1994 evaluation (Exhibit 12)., as
well as REGAN's signature and NECCI's initials. SUDIGALA also identified his
signature on BLANK's 1995 mid year evaluation, dated September 11, 1995

(Exhibit 13). The first page of the 1995 mid year evaluation was prepared and
written by REGAN prior to his SR and page 5 of this evaluation, with
paragraphs numB8red 1 through 4, was prepared and written by SUDIGA
SUDIGALA said, zud mi;v;;w~aig_<,Auﬁ,r:;'ia;;=§'f‘; i

DIGACA sai “'éeﬁéréT“oid not do a good job evaluating employee
performance (Exhibit 33, pp. 15-19).

.......

SUDIGALA said BLANK spent significant.amounts of company time on the telephone
~and computer doing personal business.: SUDIGALA overheard the phone
conversations and talked directly to BLANK about this issue, but was only
aware of the personal time on the computer based on information from REGAN and
BLANK's peers (Exhibit 33, pp. 21-23). SUDIGALA added, "The projects he had
were not meaty projects, not ones that required a great deal of challenge
because we felt that's what he could handle. Other engineers got the more
difficult assignments. On more than one occasion he did not follow procedures
and I have first hand knowledge of that because I had spoken to him on that
myself, on that issue. He either chose not to follow procedures or after a

NO UBDIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL
OF DIRECTO —INVESTIGATIONS

gase No. 1-96-034 - 21

A

7C

7C

. T



period of two years plus years with the company was unwilling to understand
the procedures” (Exhibit 33, p. 21).

The fast transfer test was a small project where BLANK wrote the procedure for
the test. but did not conduct the test himself. The test failed because a
shutdown cooling pump tripped and SUDIGALA expected that BLANK, based on his
<kill level. should have known about this problem. SUDIGALA requested a root
cause analysis that resulted in a June 27, 1995, memorandum to him

(Exhibit 17), written by the three people assigned to do the analysis, which
included REGAN. Page 3, item 2, of this memorandum, "LESSONS LEARNED, "
indicates that people should have had a better understanding of the integrated
plant system response to the fast transfer test. SUDIGALA said he held BLANK
accountable for this procedure not working, and BLANK did receive a formal
verbal warning from REGAN because of this incident. The fast transfer test
was an assignment given BLANK, it was not based on any concern raised by BLANK

(Exhibit 33, pp. 24-29).

A second issue involving a skimmer and a chattering pump was another
assignment given BLANK. SUDIGALA said BLANK came up with a quick fix to the
problem that -did not work, and a more extensive design change was going to be
needed. However, before BLANK could execute the testing, the plant
configuration changed, such that the level of the refuel pool had been lowered
and the time had passed for being able to execute the retest on that side.
SUDIGALA expected that BLANK should have completed the task before the
configuration changed, but he [BLANK] failed to do so. SUDIGALA stated that
his displeasure with BLANK on both of these issues was because BLANK did not

perform well (Exhibit 33. pp. 30-32).

BIBBY was interviewed by OI on January 15, 1997 (Exhibit 34), and stated he
had been the MP2 Manager of Project Services at Millstone from April 1991
until December_-1993, when he moved to Connecticut Yankee. In Project
Services, one af the supervisors below him was REGAN, and in 1993 they hired

BLANK as an erigneer (Exhibit 34, pp. 3-5).

BIBBY identified his signature on BLANK's 1993 evaluation (Exhibit 11) as the
approving manager. Although he had just left the department, he signed it as
the incoming manager, Michael AHERN, did not really know the employees. BIBBY
said he had close daily contact with BLANK, even though BLANK was located at
the Millstone site and BIBBY was located with the group in the Berlin office

(Exhibit 34, pp. 6-10).

BIBBY said BLANK was & likeable person, seemed talented, and there were no
performance issues. BIBBY received a favorable impression from REGAN

regarding BLANK, but could not recall why BLANK had received«dii® on his “,(::
first evaluation, which was unusual (Exhibit 34, pp. 11-14). BLANK was not /%
known to have raised any safety concerns, although it is the nature of their

work in the design group, where at any time a professional disagreement on the
course of action to take, could arise (Exhibit 34, pp. 17 and 18). _BIBBY did
ecall a written reprimand to BLANK in 1993 when BLANK Mot
Siacaneinienomcialildiilieleic the incident to Security as required. BIBBY

NOF FOR\PUBLIC WITHOUT APPROVAL
OF DI . OFFICE OF S

gase No. 1-96-034 . 22

T




did not recall any spot recognition or commendations given to BLANK
(Exhibit 34, pp. 25-28).

AHERN was interviewed by OI on January 15, 1997 (Exhibit 35), and stated he
was first employed by NU in 1981 and on December 10, 1993, was appointed MP2
Manager of Design Engineering. In April 1994, AHERN moved to the Maintenance
Department, but in April 1996 returned to MP2 Design Engineering as manager,
where he remained until December 1996. SUDIGALA replaced him in April 1994,
but he (AHERN) returned and replaced SUDIGALA in April 1996, when SUDIGALA was
demoted to another area. REGAN was a supervisor during AHERN's first 4 month
tenure in Design Engineering, but was gone when he (AHERN) returned in April

1996 (Exhibit 35, pp. 6-11, and 28).

BLANK worked for REGAN, and AHERN identified his signature on BLANK's 1993
evaluation (Exhibit 11) as the manager of the department. However, the
previous manager. BIBBY, also signed it as he had managed the employees for
1993 (Exhibit 35, pp. 11 and 12). Regarding BLANK's 1993 evaluation, AHERN
said, "It told me he was very new, and I would characterize it as a Tukewarm
review, which is often seen for new engineers” (Exhibit 35, p. 14). AHERN

said he saw the evaluation as lukewarm because, "It is the narrative on the -
first page, Ufder supervisory summary, that I would characterize as lukewarm, N
specifically there is a phrase, so far, and so forth, that makes you think,
okay, well, he is a new employee, he seems to be working out"” (Exhibit 35,

pp. 14 and 15). AHERN said Yl in such a situation was not unusual. AHERN
said he did not recall anything more about BLANK, during his [AHERN] four
months in Design Engineering, other than that shown on the evaluation

(Exhibit 35, pp. 14 and 15).

AHERN became aware of the fast transfer test when he was the Maintenance
Manager and a member of the Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC), which
reviewed the results of the test. They were conducting a test to isolate
coolant to the=reactor core, and a very serious result of the test, which had
not been anticYpated, was the tripping of a pump. The root cause analysis
found BLANK's Performance to be part of the cause (Exhibit 35, pp. 16-18).

The memorandum_dated June 27. 1995, to SUDIGALA (Exhibit 17) was not the root
cause analysis and did not find fault with a specific individual, but focused
on the pump trip as an unanticipated event. AHERN said the eventual root
cause analysis, ACR No. 2470 (Exhibit 18), reflected negatively on BLANK'S
efforts. which in turn reflected negatively on the supervision of REGAN and

SUDIGALA (Exhibit 35, pp. 19-23).

AHERN said he had worked with REGAN on and off over the years and thought he
was a reasonably good supervisor. When asked why SUDIGALA was GOSNy AHERN

responded, "I think that the belief was that the management team would be >
stronger with me in design" (Exhibit 35, p. 28). AHERN did not recall BLANK

ever raising any safety concerns and stated he had nothing to do with the
selection of BLANK for layoff (Exhibit 35, pp. 25-28, and 34).
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REGAN was interviewed by OI on January 16, 1997 (Exhibit 36), and stated he

began his employment with NU in 1974 . becoming a supervisor in 1983 in an
t through several reorganizations. REGAN was

engineering group that wen - C
ullfillll';ygn August 1995 by SUDIGALA and NECCI, his manager and director, /’
respectively. Prior to SUDIGALA, his manager was AHERN for about 4 months,

and before him it was BIBBY. BLANK was hired in April 1993 (Exhibit 36,

pp. 3-8).

REGAN identified his signature on BLANK's 1993 and 1994 evaluations
(Exhibits 11 and 12) and characterized BLANK 4 d employee. BLANK
received an for 1993, including a | which REGAN said was

t unusual. In 1994, BUSCH provided a new philosophy and direction to give —~
ﬁ and BLANK received : i

AN admitted he was forced
o look harder at the evaluations and gave BLANKh in this area because he

was a little weaker there. REGAN acknowledged t NK spent a lot of
personal time on the telephone and the computers, and REGAN tried to stop this
activity because BLANK was not concentrating as much on his work. REGAN said

he noted this excessive personal time on BLANK's 1995 mid year evaluation, but
he (REGAN) waw before he gave out thé review (Exhibit 36,

pp. 9-15). __

REGAN did not recall BLANK getting positjve regognition fo his efforts, but

he was given s e e Al o
NRIRNEEENE B it to Security as -
required. Personnel and Security wanied LOSS ,‘=,:%b;-pw,,REGAN;jntervened.
BLANK POBWOPIRE TS RTINS T N et S

k4

BLANK was also Ml as he

was held partially accountable for poor test results 1NVOIvINng a procedure he

wrote for the fast transfer test (Exhibit 36, pp. 22 and 23). REGAN believed

there were others who reviewed this procedure that were also accountable, but -
SUDIGALA and CI wanted to make BLANK a "scapegoat™ for this event, as they

"were in a moge where they felt that if anything ever goes wrong, somebody has

to be held acéeuntable, no matter what the situation is" (Exhibit 36. p. 24). — .
REGAN was onef three individuals assigned to do a root cause analysis that //2:
resulted in adune 27, 1995, memorandum to SUDIGALA (Exhibit 17). However,

the PORC said it needed to be in the form of a standard root cause analysis.

REGAN was "@MM@SINmg. before it was transferred into such a format (Exhibit 36,

pp. 27 and 28).

REGAN did not recall BLANK ever raising any concerns. The procedure for the
fast transfer test was a performance issue and the subsequent accountability
for the failed test was not discrimination for raising a concern, but rather
BLANK being held accountable for his performance. REGAN vaguely recalled the
spent fuel skimmer issue and may have commented on it in BLANK's 1995 mid year
evaluation. REGAN added, "It was a job he_had that didn't get done. and it is
because we fell outside the window of availability to do the job, as I recall.
And as I also recall, it probably could have gotten done if he was more
aggressive about pushing, you know, and bugging people to get the thing done.
‘In general terms, that is what I recall” (Exhibit 36, p. 40). REGAN added it

NGRS
AN
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did not help that BLANK spent so much time on the telephone and that SUDIGALA
was upset that BLANK had not finished this assignment before the end of the

outage (Exhibit 36, pp. 38-41).

REGAN said SUDIGALA did have daily contact with the employees, and he is sure
that SUDIGALA was aware of BLANK'S personal time on the telephone and the
computer. BLANK also had some good characteristics, such as having good
technical skills and volunteering to work on the weekends. REGAN added that,
although BLANK spent a lot of time on the telephone and the computer, it did
not make him [BLANK] a stand out non performer (Exhibit 36, pp. 42 and 43).

.

AGENT'S NOTE: REGAN discussed at some length hi
gt bl Sl R SR o S b LT

vvvvvvv

Y

REGAN said he has had conversations with BLANK since BLANK was laid off.

REGAN said he-told BLANK that the concerns BLANK was currently vocalizing
regarding the fast transfer had no merit, and that these concerns never
existed while BLANK was employed at NU. BLANK conveyed that he was being used
by SUDIGALA as a scapegoat for the fast transfer test that failed. REGAN
added that it was just not reasonable that BLANK had been laid off for being a
whjg;]gp]ower:_itudig,not'fit the conversations he had with BLANK: it was a

R FERRRE

Michael SMAGA was interviewed by OI on January 15, 1997 (Exhibit 37), and
stated he began working at NU in March 1982 and is currently a supervisor in
Condition Based Maintenance. which services all three Millstone units. From
January 1995 to_lanuary 1996 he was a project manager in Unit I Design
Engineering, whére Bill BECKER was his manager. BECKER had so many people
working for him=that SMAGA had a group of employees placed under him, and
they were respogsible for the shorter term assignments. SMAGA was more of a
lead than a supervisor, but he did prepare evaluations for the people in his

group (Exhibit 37, pp. 4-10).

SMAGA first met BLANK when REGAN introduced them, as SMAGA had previously done
work on the fast transfer tests for Unit I and BLANK was beginning work on a
fast transfer test for Unit 2. SMAGA provided BLANK with a copy of the—report
he had prepared on the Unit I test (Exhibit 37, pp. 11 and -12).

SMAGA next encountered BLANK when he [BLANK] came to him and volunteered to
work the Unit I outage. BLANK did not indicate he was having any trouble in
his permanent position or complain about any individual, so with SUDIGALA's
approval, BLANK came to work for him in October 1995 (Exhibit 37, p. 14).
BLANK remained with SMAGA until he [BLANK] was laid off in January 1996
(Exhibit 37, p. 20). SMAGA said he did not know BLANK had raised any concerns
while working for him. Just before the layoff, BLANK told him that he had
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disagreements with somebody in management, a:ﬁﬁfferﬁmg_pngfessiéna1 opinion,
and said he expected to be laid off (Exhibit 37, pp. Z5- 2%,

After the layoff, BLANK telephoned SMAGA iooking fowr a position through a
contractor, Proto Power, and SMAGA said he would be g1ad to bring him aboard.
BLANK's application eventually came through, but SMAGA's management said the
outage was winding down and they would not add anymore people. SMAGA said he
telephoned BLANK and informed him of management’s decision, that due to the
Sutage winding down they could not add anymore people. SMAGA stated he never
told BLANK that he or management had a policy against reemploying those
workg;s3;?1d off in January 1996 in contractor positions (Exhibit 37,

PP

SMAGA described BLANK as an average employee and a pretty good guy. He added,
"You know, the only thing that was happening that, you know, got a little bit
annoying, ou‘know ».nlle.heﬂwas work1n- for me, he was.d01ng I think he

7

sa1d he was low key on this 1ssut pecause TPRNC was there as a vo”unteer had
he been in a permanent position, SMAGA would have been more aggressive in
stopping this personal phone use (Exhibit 37, pp. 44-48).

SMAGA acknowledged that BLANK $ carrying on with persona] business d1d ippac
his ar-duct1vit”.:3 f .

Kenneth FOX was interviewed by OI on January 16, 1997 (Exhibit 38), and stated
‘he has been with MU since May 1986, has -always been in the MP2 Design
Engineering groups and became a senior engineer in 1992 or 1993. BLANK was
hired into the greup in 1992 or 1993, but was located at Millstone while the
group was in theBerlin office. FOX did not interact with BLANK until he
[FOX] moved with the group to Millstone in the summer of 1994 (Exhibit 38,

pp. 5-10).
In FOX's view, BLANK was pot a

surprised BLANK was i he was a \i producer, "and on one of
BLANK's jobs he followed up on, BLANK made mistakes in the paperwork that a
fully qualified engineer should not make (Exhibit 38. pp. 12-19). :
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FOX was aware of the fast transfer test that BLANK had worked on, as he [FOX]
was assigned by the PORC to assist with the root cause analysis for this test
failure. The analysis noted a human performance issue in the preparation of
the test, and although it did not mention BLANK by name, if you knew who ran
the test, you would say it made them look bad. FOX said SUDIGALA had also

brought this failed test up at a morning meeting and told the employees this
was an event that should have been anticipated (Exhibit 38, pp. 22-24). FOX
said he was not aware of any concerns raised by BLANK (Exhibit 38, p. 29).

Carmen CRISTALLO was interviewed by OI on January 15, 1997 (Exhibit 39), and
stated he had been employed by NU for about 9 years and assumed his current
position as a senior engineering technologist in the MP2 Design Engineering
group.in July 1994. REGAN was the supervisor at that time and BLANK was an
engineer in the group. CRISTALLO would sometimes provide support to BLANK and
BLANK would sometimes support him on their assignments. CRISTALLO said he was
a higher rank than BLANK and that he had 24 years experience in the nuclear
field (Exhibit 39, pp. 4. 5, 12, and 13).

CRISTALLO said, "Harry was a hard worker. In many cases he was able to handle
certain tasks_within his ability. There were some tasks that he was assigned
that went beyond his ability” (Exhibit 39, p. 14). BLANK missed things
another more experienced engineer would have caught or considered. CRISTALLO
discussed the fast transfer test and said that BLANK believed he was held as
the scaﬁegoat. in that many others who reviewed this procedure also did not 7
catch the potenti roblem. CRISTALLO said he knew BLANK had received a#ll[
review and w Efor his ‘efforts. but he did not know the specifics
of the . CRISTALLO opined this test result was a mistake that
occurred, that needed to be evaluated. and perhaps corrective action
identified and taken. But. this issue was never discussed as a safety
concern, it had been an assignment. CRISTALLO was not aware of any concerns

raised by BLANK (Exhibit 39. pp. 14-26).

CRISTALLO has-talked to BLANK since the layoff, but does not recall BLANK
~ expressing whyehe believed he had peen selected for layoff. CRISTALLO
recalled BLANK i . ’ v ‘ N SR

—C_

William PHINNEY was interviewed by OI on January 16, 1997 (Exhibit 40), and
stated he was hired by NU in July 1992 in the MP2 Design Engineering Group as
an associate engineer, and REGAN was his supervisor until August 1995+ BLANK
was hired in 1993, but was located at Millstone while the rest of the group

was in the Berlin office until Spring 1994, when the group moved to Millstone

(Exhibit 40, pp. 6, 7. and 9). v

'PHINNEY did not work with BLANK, but did review some of his work and opined.
"not enough attention paid to some detail of things. Surely some things can
be missed, but it didn't seem to me that he was that thorough on some of his
jobs. And technically he seemed okay. I mean, he didn't seem inept, ‘
technically in any way that I perceived at first" (Exhibit 40, p. 11).
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PHINNEY said BLANK was spending a lot of time on personal business and was not
that productive, specifically, in meeting goals and deadlines. PHINNEY sat
across from BLANK and observed thed e R

7

PHINNEY never knew BLANK to raise a safety concern. PHINNEY recalled that I"I

were mandated for all employees for the 1994 evaluations and he , 77(;\
PHINNEY said he got along well with REGAN and SUDIGALA, but believed

REGAN would have been better suited as a senior _engineer because of SUDIGALA’s

sub par organizational skills (Exhibit 40, pp. 16-26).

Kent SHIPMAN was interviewed by OI on January 16, 1997 (Exhibit 41), and
stated he began his employment with NU in 1981 and has been a generation
specialist in the MP2 Design Engineering Group since 1988. REGAN was his
supervisor/lead from 1981 into 1995 and SUDIGALA has been his manager since
1994. BLANK began work with the group in April 1993, but he was located at
Millstone, while the rest of the group was in the Berlin office. SHIPMAN did
not interact with BLANK until the group moved to Millstone, in July 1994
(Exhibit 41. pp. 3-8).

SHIPMAN said that BLANK .was a likable and capable engineer, but was not as
productive as others in the group. Other members of the group discussed

SHIPMAN was n&f;éurprised BUANK was selected for layoff because he did not get
along as well with management, in particular SUDIGALA (Exhibit 41, p. 16).
BLANK told SHIPMAN he expected to be laid off because SUDIGALA did not 1ike

him. SHIPMAN said that BLANK sometimes irritated SUDIGALA by hanging cartoons
up, and that probably did not help their relationship (Exhibit 41, pp. 23-26).

SHIPMAN was aware of the fast transfer test, but only on-the periphery; and he
was not involved in the root cause analysis. In group discussions, the group
seemed to agree that, although BLANK may have had some responsibility, this
was a complex test and many people reviewed the test and signed off without
noting any possible problems, therefore, the responsibility should have been
shared. BLANK told SHIPMAN he believed management was holding him [BLANK]
responsible for the pump trip (Exhibit 41, pp. 18-22).

SHIPMAN was not aware of BLANK raising any safety concerns. SHIPMAN was asked
if BLANK had raised a concern, or if he was being held accountable for a

THOUT APPROVAL
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failed test, and he responded, "But I think we may have had an argument
between management and Harry in regard to who was accountable and who was
responsible. But I wouldn’t know how that would turn into a safety concern”

(Exhibit 41, pp. 33 and 34).
Allegation: David. COLLINS Was Discriminated Against by NU

Interview with Alleger - David COLLINS

COLLINS was interviewed by OI on October 8, 1996 (Exhibit 42), and stated he
began his employment with NU on July 17, 1979, as a drafter, moved to the
Engineering group in 1987, and moved up to engineer specialist. COLLINS
worked in the Berlin offices until June 1994, when the engineers were
transferred to the plants and COLLINS was sent to Connecticut Yankee (CY).
COLLINS last supervisor at BERLIN was Mark SAMEK, who had been in that
position several years, and his manager was George PITMAN, who had been in
that position 4 or 5 years. George TOWNSEND became COLLINS® supervisor and
Clint GLADDING his manager in January 1994 and they remained in those
positions until COLLINS™ Tayoff in January 1996 (Exhibit 42, pp. 5-9).

GLADDING told-GOLLINS he had been selected for layoff because of his
performance. COLLINS said he believed he was better than average in his
group. He had just received a performance excellence award from his
supervisor and a letter of commendation sent to his director, John HASELTINE.
COLLINS said that after his layoff he met Steve CARNESI, a fellow NU employee
and Pete SCHIEFELE, his (COLLINS') brother-in-law at a hockey game. According
to COLLINS, CARNESI said that he was told by TOWNSEND that neither he
(TOWNSEND) or GLADDING had recommended him (COLLINS) for layoff and that other

people should have been layoff first.

COLLINS said his 1993 evaluation (Exhibit 14) reflected ?-Tﬂ teamwork and
interpersonal selations, but on the 1994 evaluation (Exhibit 15) it went to an

. TOWNSEND #eld COLLINS that the Engineering Director said that everyone
was to get som . but it was the policy of NU not to discuss the specific 7 C

‘reasons why ang is given. TOWNSEND did state that "other people” at CY said
they had some pfoblems with COLLINS. COLLINS noted that he had never gotten

along with Jack STANFORD (Exhibit 42, pp. 25-32).

COLLINS acknowledged that for the January 1994 bonus. which was for the year
1993, he was ranked as the-# g which had surprised him because

he always had above average performance reviews, COLLINS was ranked in the -

‘ # of ‘all engineers at CY, but TOWNSEND said it was not the e
policy of NU to discuss specific rankings. COLLINS indicated this ranking .
occurred right after he an other engineers had been reassigned to the plants.
COLLINS said he had previously been given a copy of the matrix used during the
January 1996 downsizing, and he noted that he had been SRR NINNEo:

Wik in 9 out of 10 categories (Exhibit 42, pp. 36-43).

COLLINS had earlier provided the NRC a copy of his Department of Labor (DOL)
complaint (Exhibit 19). COLLINS referred to page 3 of his;comp]aint, about
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the 1992 issue regarding the reactor vessel level technical specification, and
discussed the problems he had with Mike BROTHERS. BROTHERS was a system
engineer at the time, but is now a manager at Millstone Unit 3. After this
issue was raised and discussed, COLLINS went to CY in February or March 1992,
and in front of about four other engineers in the Instrumentation and Control
(1&C) office, BROTHERS warned him, "that I should be more careful who I ally
myself with" (Exhibit 42, p. 47). COLLINS could not recall who the other
engineers were that were sitting there and heard this warning. COLLINS said
this was an intense conversation, and he asked who BROTHERS was referring to,
but BROTHERS would not tell him. COLLINS added that Paul BLANCH had supported
him in raising this concern (Exhibit 42, pp. 46-51). v

COLLINS said that after this meeting he felt great animosity from other
people, citing that Joe FOUGERE and Madison LONG, would stop talking when he
entered the room. Other people just walked away from him, and an operations
shift supervisor's face would get all red and didn’t want to talk to COLLINS.
COLLINS stated he cannot say these people acted this way because he had used
Paul BLANCH's assistance in his technical issue, but he knew a change in
attitude took place after BROTHERS' warning (Exhibit 42, pp. 53 and 54).

COLLINS stated-that after. he moved to CY in 1994 things seemed to get better,
people talked to him and got to know him, and he did not have any problems.
COLLINS said that Sung CHOI. who had married and left NU and was a former
coworker, told him people at CY were saying bad things about him. CHOI told
COLLINS at one time not to tell anyone that he respected BLANCH. COLLINS said
other than BLANCH's support on this one issue, he had no other contact with

BLANCH (Exhibit 42. pp. 59-61).

COLLINS second issue had to do with reactor shut down set points and the third
issue involved instrument drift safety concerns. Regarding the set points,
during a meeting in 1994, FOUGERE and STANFORD (later the Operations Manager
at CY) believed COLLINS was doing unnecessary work. COLLINS also talked about
a book he devetoped over a period of time for doing set point calculations
that disappear&l one day from his Berlin office and later COLLINS found it
after moving t& CY. John LEDGER, who worked for STANFORD in I&C, was the only
other person te do these calculations. COLLINS suspected foul play because
the book disappeared right after he told them at a meeting that he was going
to go ahead and do all the set point calculations. COLLINS added, "they said
to themselves. we don't want Dave to find out that we are missing this
critical documentation, so we better create it quick. And the only way to do
it would be with that book" (Exhibit 42, p. 70). COLLINS suspects they were
trying to cover up how many set point calculations were missing. These set
point calculations were what TOWNSEND gave him a commendation letter for in

1995 (Exhibit 42, pp. 62-71).

Regarding the third issue, the instrument drift safety concerns, COLLINS told
STANFORD at a meeting that he [STANFORD] had been the I&C manager for many
years and it had been his job to evaluate the drift, but it had not been done
properly at CY and needed to be changed. STANFORD became very defensive and
said he didn't care what COLLINS said, he had done the job properly
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(Exhibit 42, pp. 72 and 73). STANFORD also said the set point calculations
had been done properly. COLLINS said STANFORD was basically ignoring a lot of
safety concerns, adding, "Now whether he did it intentionally at the time, I
don’t know. But he was certainly ignoring the concerns after I raised them to

him, face to face, in the meeting" (Exhibit 42, p. 73).

. COLLINS, when asked how these problems with STANFORD and or BROTHERS connect
to being the subject of discrimination in January 1996, responded, "I
speculate that he basically gave me some bad press amongst the management at
CY, specifically the CY engineer director, which I think contributed to my
termination” (Exhibit 42, p. 74). COLLINS added that he suspects STANFORD
influenced HASELTINE, but does not have any direct evidence. COLLINS does not
know if HASELTINE talked to BROTHERS about recommending termination for

COLLINS (Exhibit 42, pp. 74, 77, and 78).

COLLINS said it might have looked like he had not accomplished a lot of work,
because when he first started on these calculations, which was the biggest
part of his work, TOWNSEND took away some of COLLINS' other projects to free
up time to do the calculation work. TOWNSEND told COLLINS that if they tried
to make a project out of it, it could get shot down, so they just built it
into COLLINS ~existing schedule (Exhibit 42. pp. 86 and 87).

COLLINS said that TOWNSEND, when they were discussing why COLLINS P L
b in teamwork and interpersonal relations, never told him who it was that had

problems with him [COLLINS]. COLLINS suspects jt wgs,STANfORD and FOUGERE who

made the unfavorable comments that led to his G ¥ on his 1994

evaluation (received in early 1995), which was thg¢1é§£ evaluation he received
before he was laid off in January 1996 (Exhibit 42, pp. 101-103).

AGENT'S NOTE: NRC inspection staff have reviewed COLLINS' technical
issues; the results are documented in IR No. 50-213/96-11.

Testimony of CQ&LINS’ Immediate Management Officials and Peers

GLADDING was iAEerviewed on April 2. 1996, by the Task Force (Exhibit 43) and
interviewed again by OI on December 10, 1996 (Exhibit 44) . GLADDING began his
employment with NU in 1977, moving to CY about 8 years ago as the Engineering
Manager on the Tech Support side. and obtained his current position as Manager

of Design Engineering in early 1994 (Exhibit 43, pp. 6 and 7).

GLADDING identified his signature on the matrix for employees in his
department (Exhibit 6) and said the only differences between job titles in his
group were based on academic degrees and that is why all employees were on the
same matrix. GLADDING acknowledged that the SsiiSiNEE belonged to COLLINS
and that he was the only one laid off in his department

(Exhibit 44, pp. 12-15).
GLADDING said COLLINS had been doing "a pretty good job on what we had

assigned him to do, which was performing a lot of set point calculations. He
was doing a good job on that. But we were looking at his ability to do some
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of the other activities that he would be asked to do in the future,
multi-tasked engineer. - I know the biggest criticism of Dave was his ability
to do projects, interact with the other plant departments, and do that
effectively as far as running jobs, which is kind of what our bread and butter

was for design engineering” (Exhibit 44, p. 17).

GLADDING acknowledged he signed COLLINS' 1994 evaluation (Exhibit 15) as the
approving official, and in discussing why he [COLLINS] was not good on
projects, stated, "interaction with other plant departments did not go very
smoothly. He just did not aggressively handle the jobs. So his
communication, interaction skills with the other plant departments were not
very good. His I guess initiative and aggressiveness in handling jobs was not
very good in the past. He was not really actively working on a lot of jobs in
that area. He was primarily focusing in on doing these set point calcs at
that point in time. He was doing a pretty good job at that" (Exhibit 44,

p. 18).

GLADDING said thouidiiliiselabides in teamwork and interpersonal
relationships between 1993 and the 1994 evaluations (Exhibits 14 and 15) was
probably due_to different people doing the reviews. Additionally, NU was e
trying to be more critical of their people and giving them some areas to work ©
on. GLADDING noted that other pegple AiENIUNEs on their evaluations,

"" g T 994 evaluation (Exhibit 44,

including himself, whos#s@
pp. 21-23).

GLADDING cited COLLINS' individual rod position indication effort as one where
he had problems: the project took a long time. Jerry LAPLATNEY, the Unit
Director. was "very negative about Dave’s performance in the past and his
ability to really push projects forward. So he had fed that to me. [ know I
had told Jerry we were trying to work with Dave on those areas and that the
work that he was doing right now in doing the instrument set points
uncertainty ctcs. he was doing a good job on" (Exhibit 44, p. 25).

GLADDING said_be was aware, although not in detail, that COLLINS did have some
problems with“the I&C department over certain methodologies or how to proceed,
but until he read COLLINS' complaint he did not know there were the problems
cited by COLLINS. GLADDING said he thought there were just professional
disagreements related to set point calcs and instrument drift concerns and
that they had all been worked out (Exhibit 44, pp. 26-34).

GLADDING said that COLLINS was laid off because he was the ZeiiSENwbtls in the
department, but he [GLADDING] had not recommended him for layoff. GLADDING

said he did not make the recommendation because the department could not

afford to lose an employee, but higher management made the decision. 7 <
HASELTINE informed GLADDING that COLLINS had been selected for layoff.

GLADDING said he was not aware of what went into that decision. GLADDING said

he told HASELTINE and Fred DACIMO, the station vice president, that he was

concerned about reengineering and that Design Engineering was going to be cut
substantially. GLADDING added that there would be demands placed on them to

support additional activities with the present staff, and a cut in staff size
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would compound the problem. DACIMO responded that they needed to get over the
hump and they would use contractors, as necessary, and would eventually cut
down the work requirements of Design Engineering. GLADDING did acknowledge
that, if forced to layoff personnel, COLLINS would have been his choice

(Exhibit 44, pp. 36-48).

TOWNSEND was interviewed by the Task Force on April 2, 1996 (Exhibit 45), and
by OI on December 10, 1996 (Exhibit 46), and said he began working for NU in
the summer of 1982 in the Design Engineering Group. TOWNSEND received several
promotions and became the supervisor of the Design Electrical Group in
December 1993, which is his current position. The group was Tocated in the
Berlin offices until December 1994, when they moved to CY, and GLADDING was

TOWNSEND’s immediate supervisor (Exhibit 45, pp. 5-12).

COLLINS was laid off in January 1996 and CARNESI, an engineer in the group,
assumed the major portion of COLLINS® work. John CHILOYAN, an early retiree,
was brought back and all of the employees worked a lot of overtime to do the
work. TOWNSEND did not think the downsizing saved very much money

(Exhibit 46, pp. 10 and 16).

TOWNSEND did-prepare the initial scores for the matrix. but did not know if
those scores had been changed. TOWNSEND did not Tlook at the evaluations when
he prepared his initial scoring, but he did acknowledge that COLLINS had been
rated an QUAMEENNRIGE for both 1993 and 1994 (Exhibits 14 and 15). The 1994
evaluations did contain semg@sstor all employees, as they wanted to give

more accurate evaluations. COLLINS GiisiiiRaEsseemegis in teanwork and ¥l
his written comments on the last page i7 g

interpersonal skills, and TOWNSEND said
of the 1994 evaluation note that COLLINS had difficulty with the I&C section,
an area where he interacted a majority of his time. TOWNSEND said COLLINS had
problems with BROTHERS and STANFORD, although neither of them complained to
him [TOWNSEND]. COLLINS also had some personality clashes with other members
of the I& graup. TOWNSEND based his comments on both observation and hearsay
among the growp. Dave BAZINET and Dave MOORE had complained to TOWNSEND, on
more than one—gccasion. that COLLINS did not alert all members of a scheduled
meeting untilzjust prior to the start of the meeting and some did not find out

until after the meeting (Exhibit 46, pp. 18-33).

TOWNSEND read COLLINS® complaint and said he was surprised because he
[TOWNSEND] thought it was just a personality clash between COLLINS and
STANFORD (Exhibit 46, p. 38). There was a meeting in April 1994, where three
methods approved by ISA standards were discussed, and COLLINS and his fellow
engineer, Sung CHOI, wanted to use one method, while others from I&C wanted to
use another in determining uncertainty calculations at CY. STANFORD and the
I&C people never complained about COLLINS' demeanor or approach, they just
thought the calculations should be done another way (Exhibit 46, pp. 43-47).
TOWNSEND disagreed with COLLINS' complaint that I&C, STANFORD, FOUGERE, or
anyone in I& looked bad. He (TOWNSEND) viewed it as just a disagreement as
to which of the three approved ISA methods would be used (Exhibit 46,

pp. 51-53).
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TOWNSEND said he was unaware, until after he had read COLLINS' complaint, that
BLANCH had ever provided COLLINS any support. TOWNSEND said he was aware that
COLLINS had personality conflicts with other workers dating back to the late
1980s. TOWNSEND was not aware of any safety concerns that COLLINS had ever
raised, other than the everyday technical issues which come up as a normal
part of the job, all of which had been resolved (Exhibit 46, pp. 56 and 65).

TOWNSEND did not recommend COLLINS for layoff, but learned from GLADDING, just
prior to the layoffs, that COLLINS had been selected. TOWNSEND believed that
CY was very lean compared to Millstone and could not afford to lose any
personnel. TOWNSEND denied that he ever told anyone that others should have
been laid off before COLLINS (Exhibit 46, pp. 58-60).

HASELTINE was interviewed by OI on February 11, 1997 (Exhibit 47), and stated
he had 26 years experience in the nuclear field and came to work for NU in
March 1994 as the Engineering Director at CY. In a February 1996
reorganization he became a Systems Engineering Director, and in an October
1996 reorganization he returned to Engineering Director for CY (Exhibit 47,

pp. 3 and 4).

HASELTINE said GLADDING was one of his managers. TOWNSEND worked for GLADDING,
and COLLINS had worked for TOWNSEND. HASELTINE said the five groups under him
moved to CY from the Berlin offices in December 1994, and he got to know the
employees by walking around and by attending technical meetings. HASELTINE
could not recall anything particular about COLLINS® performance or anyone
commenting on COLLINS' performance. HASELTINE did not recall reviewing
employee evaluations at the time, but recalled NU making a conscious effort to
change and be more realistic about employees' performances, which included
giving «SiSe (Exhibit 47, pp. 5-12).

HASELTINE said _there was a lot of discretionary work in his area, so with a
reduction in personnel via the layoffs, they would just put some of the work
off, and in br¥ef periods, as necessary, would employ contractors. There was
no plan or effgrt, however, to backfill laid off positions with contractors

(Exhibit 47, pp. 16-20).

HASELTINE stated that COLLINS was clearly ranked as ?
in his department. GLADDING and TOWNSEND, as did the other

managers and supervisors, prepared an initial matrix ranking the employees in
their areas. HASELTINE said he ensured there was fairness between his two
managers, so one did not grade easy, while the other graded harshly. These
two managers had already reviewed the supervisors under them to ensure
fairness. GLADDING submitted his matrices without any Xes on them, but after
reviewing them, HASELTINE selected COLLINS for Tayoff (Exhibit 47, pp. 20-25).

matpi; ibit 6) and acknowledged that COLLINS'

e AEIRSORE daiit RN RN vas not a big
divide, but was a divide one could see (Exhibit 47, pp. 26 and 27). GLADDING

told HASELTINE he did not want to Tay COLLINS off, but HASELTINE said, "I will
tell you honestly, I think Clint didn’t believe anybody should be laid off.
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So I don’t think he as -- I personally didn’t think he was differentiating
between Dave and others that were going to be laid off. It was basically my
decision . . . . We were told by management that we’'re going to make a cut
here. It’s going to be based on this and however the numbers come out is how
the numbers come out and that's what we’'re going to do" (Exhibit 47, p. 28).

HASELTINE said there was a meeting of all directors with DEBARBA, but he could
not recall when, just that it was prior to the January 1996 layoffs. The
employees recommended for lay off were put on a large board and they did a
collective sanity check to make sure that it was reasonable. HASELTINE placed
COLLINS’ name and others from his department recommended for layoff on the
board, but did not recall any conversation at his meeting regarding COLLINS

(Exhibit 47, pp. 29-32).

HASELTINE said GLADDING did object to the layoff of COLLINS, but no more
strenuously than to the others. GLADDING had known these people a long time
and he felt very bad about Taying any of them off. HASELTINE said he did not
check to see if any of those recommended for layoff had filed any concerns,
but added, "in the time that I was at Connecticut Yankee, I can’'t remember a
single safety concern that was raised, not one” (Exhibit 47, p. 34).

HASELTINE does recall the memorandum from TOWNSEND, dated August g

(Exhibit 20), thatgaf§iiiiielesr COLLINS and two other employees, EiSRTATESSNIEN
' for doing a good job on a project involving set point

calculations. HASELTINE recalled that MCCARTHY had overall responsibility for 7/6;
this project. HASELTINE did not sign COLLINS' 1993 evaluation, but did sign

the 1994 evaluation (Exhibit 15) reflecting that he had reviewed the )

evaluation. In the 1994 evaluation fSERLEN A TR R

£

L

HASELTINE admfﬁ%ed COLLINS was given a review for 1994 and a«gl K
T Afigust 1995 for doing a pson the instrument uncertainty

set point calcs, which was the majority of his work. HASELTINE, when asked -
why he would want to lay off an employee like this, responded, "You know, I /i7
think you could probably say what you're saying about everyone of the people

here.” This is why I require summaries, to have a synopsis of the year for

that person put on there so that you know when we do an evaluation someone

say's here’s what we did and he'11 call it out to you, that’s what it’'s meant

to do" (Exhibit 47, p. 40).

HASELTINE added that COLLINSsiausilivie@i on the evaluation and. "So in the
performance rating matrix, this came m It sounds like aw //&
to me. So that’s how I treated it. oesn’t necessarily mean a lot because
everyone had these things. I mean he’s not the only one that did a good work

that year. And he had a nice juicy project here too. It was a nice one to

work on. I will tell you it was late, so from that point of view it was not

necessarily the best planned one, but I do think the quality of the work was
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good. I'11 tell you later we had a few problems with tiris, with set points,
etc. when NRC came in" (Exhibit 47, pp. 40 and 41).

HASELTINE said there was no weakness in COLLINS' performance that jumped out
at you, like it did with some others. HASELTINE stated that LAPLATNEY, the
Unit Director at CY, did mention to him, on more than one occasion that he
thought the rod position project job was very late and was poorly managed by
COLLINS. HASELTINE said this issue had long been an irritant at CY, but it
looked 1ike COLLINS had done a reasonable job. LAPLATNEY also complained
about others and he was the top person at CY. However, it did not affect the
decision who to layoff, that was based solely on matrix scores. -HASELTINE did ';?(:
not receive complaints about COLLINS from anyone else (Exhibit 47, pp. 42-47).
HASELTINE spoke at some length about COLLINS’ i and believed
it was inflated. HASELTINE discussed COLLINS set point calculations and
problems with the NRC, but then stated COLLINS in his view was not at fault.
HASELTINE implied that COLLINS did not do very well, but then said it wasn’t
COLLINS® fault. HASELTINE said he was_not aware that COLLINS had these
concerns, the problems with other people and departments that he [COLLINS] has
complained about. HASELTINE said COLLINS never came to him, or mentioned any
such problems, or he would have supported his employee and got these issues
with other people resolved (Exhibit 47. pp. 47-52).

PITMAN was interviewed by OI on December 11, 1996 (Exhibit 48), and stated he

was first employed by NU in March'1973, and was promoted numerous times,

including becoming the Manager of CY Project Services Department from 1991 to

his promotion in 1993, when he became the Nuclear Engineering Director of

Millstone Unit 3. PITMAN acknowledged his signature as manager on COLLINS e
1993 evaluation (Exhibit 14), however. at that time, he [PITMAN] had recently o
been promoted.to a new position. Mark SAMEK had been COLLINS immediate

manager, but in a reorganization SAMEK vailSieiep in late 1993 (Exhibit 48,
pp; 9'13).

et

PITHAN belieq&d COLLINS was 2

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE W VAL
DIRECTOR, OFFI INVESTIGATIONS
gase No. 1-96-034 36



PITMAN was asked about SN on COLLINS' 1993 evmluation and responded, "in
reviewing it, I'm surprised that I signed Tt&‘s on it. Recognize, I was

on a different group at the time, and had assumed Millstone reviews for, for
130 or 50 people, plus, plus these.” But I, I can, I can say that the j;7le
individual who rated him was much like him, in terms of dynamics. And, and,

at the time he rated him, was no longer the supervisor, but was the person

most qualified to rate him . . . . And, if I had done my job right, I

probably would have had it changed” (Exhibit 48, pp. 25 and 26).

Asked about the S in one r on the evaluations,
PITMAN responded that he could understand suchl&. “every once in awhile,

asking again, is the guy working? Is, is the guy, you know, why is he always i;7 .
in his office, and why does it always appear that he's not busy? And, and you C:l
start looking at that, and well, when he’s there, he's not in the field. He's

not building the relationships. He's probably not aggressively leading his

projects, so. I can relate to, &ffjl. I can relate to it a lot more than

I can " (Exhibit 48, p. 27).

PITMAN attended the meeting with the directors and DEBARBA, sometime within

two months of the January 1996 layoff, where individual employees recommended

for layoff were reviewed and discussed. PITMAN did not recall whether COLLINS

was specifically discussed (Exhibit 48, pp. 28-30). PITMAN recalled the RVLIS C_
issue was an assignment given to COLLINS and was not based on any issue he ‘;7
raised. PITMAN noted that COLLINS' 1993 evaluation contains a note from SAMEK

that COLLINS had done a on the RVLIS project, however, COLLINS in his
complaint to DOL contended things did not go well on this project, an apparent
contradiction (Exhibit 48, pp. 38-42).

STANFORD was interviewed by OI on December 11, 1996 (Exhibit 49), and stated

he began his employment with NU in 1982 and received several promotions,

including. in November 1990, a promotion to Manager of I&C at CY, and in May
1994 a promotFen to.Operations Manager for CY. ~STANFORD added that. as of j;7<:j
October 9, 1996, of Nuclear Steam Supply Systems.

. This“‘ Has due to an event he was held at least partially responsible
for, which occerred on Labor Day 1996, involving a nitrogen bubble in the
reactor vessel (Exhibit 49, pp. 9-13).

STANFORD has known COLLINS since the 1980s. but did not interact with him
until 1990 when he [STANFORD] moved to the I&C department. COLLINS was
working out of the Berlin office. until a reorganization moved him to CY.
Initially, SAMEK was COLLINS supervisor, and then TOWNSEND became his
[COLLINS] supervisor (Exhibit 49, pp. 15-18). ‘ T

COLLINS was the project engineer on the set point calculations and the 24
month fuel cycles, and STANFORD recalled the April 1994 meeting involving the
set points. This meeting was a difference of professional opinion between two
groups, he and Joseph FOUGERE on one side, and COLLINS and Sung CHOI on the
other side.  STANFORD said that, prior to this meeting, he had talked at
length on this issue to COLLINS, CHOI, FOUGERE, and BROTHERS. FOUGERE was the
plant expert on set point issues and BROTHERS was also very knowledgeable.
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STANFORD remembered the meeting to be one where tney agreed to disagree and
COLLINS may have found that threatening, although it was not meant that way.
STANFORD said COLLINS' complaint to DOL read 1ike COLLINS felt he was
threatened and that he had a nuclear safety concern. STANFORD said he did not
consider this issue to be a nuclear safety concern (Exhibit 49. pp. 19-24).

STANFORD disagreed with COLLINS® complaint that his [COLLINS'] method was the
method used at the Millstone Units. STANFORD said the method proposed by
FOUGERE and himself [STANFORD] for use at CY was the method used at MP3.
STANFORD said he had complained to both TOWNSEND and GLADDING, several times a
year, about COLLINS' technical skills and that he did not offer solutions. An
engineer has the responsibility for making a project happen from cradle to
grave and STANFORD said COLLINS did not do that. STANFORD pointed to two
projects, the RVLIS probes and the individual rod position indication system,
where there was a big decrease in quality. STANFORD did not believe COLLINS
should have been put in these roles; he did not have what it took to execute
the role. STANFORD cited several others who would support his opinion of
COLLINS, including CARNESI, FOUGERE, John LEDGER, BROTHERS, Bill RINE, and
other I&C department personnel (Exhibit 49, pp. 25-30).

STANFORD said The problems with COLLINS existed long before the April 1994
meeting. Regarding the RVLIS probes, COLLINS was with Dave COOK, I&C
supervisor, and a Combustion Engineering representative at Windsor Locks, when
he [COLLINS] asked the representative if a specific 5 foot probe was one of
CY's probes. STANFORD said that question showed COLLINS' Tlack of skill, as
the CY probes are 38 feet long and very fragile, and an engineer would know
this from looking at a drawing. STANFORD cited another example where COLLINS
was at Westinghouse in Pittsburgh and again demonstrated his lack of
knowledge. STANFORD said he shared with TOWNSEND and GLADDING, as had others,
that COLLINS did not have the ability to do his job (Exhibit 49, pp. 30-33).

STANFORD denied=COLLINS' allegation in his DOL complaint (Exhibit 19,

Item 15), thatzhe [STANFORD] had loudly interrupted COLLINS in a September
1994 meeting amd that Steve CLAFFEY would back him up. STANFORD said there
was a discussion over whether to change the technical specifications on
control rods. and STANFORD wanted to be sure they discussed the pros and cons
of such an action. STANFORD had no knowledge about the missing binder cited
in COLLINS' complaint. STANFORD said that LEDGER was not doing any set point
calculations and would have no need of the binder. LEDGER was doing
calculations to support calibration, which is entirely different from the
calculations to establish reactor protection set points (Exhibit 49,

op. 41-43).

STANFORD said COLLINS® claim that he [SANFORD] would look bad because set
point calculations had not been done in the past was wrong, as it had been the
responsibility of SAMEK’s group, which included COLLINS, to do the ,
calculations. During the 1980s STANFORD was in Reactor Engineering and he had
written several license reports because of inappropriate set points he had

found (Exhibit 49, pp. 44 and 45).
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STANFORD was not aware of BLANCH ever supporting TULLINS on any issue.
STANFORD said he had supported BLANCH and all of the engineers in the spent
fuel issue at Millstone (Exhibit 49, pp. 49-51). :

STANFORD said he had shared with COLLINS, in the past, that he did not believe
him to be technically competent, but COLLINS never responded. STANFORD said .
. his reputation at CY "was the conscience of the station. And I do not agree
with any generalization which is made concerning me as an employee who would
like to sweep something under the carpet” (Exhibit 49, p. 64). )

FOUGERE was interviewed by OI on December 11, 1996 (Exhibit 50), and stated he
began as a contract employee for a couple of short periods in 1992 and 1993,
and in March 1993 was hired by NU as a Senior Engineering Technologist at CY.
In May 1995, FOUGERE was transferred to Millstane Unit 3 Design Engineering,
and in October 1995 transferred to Millstone Unit 2 as a supervisor of the I1&C
department (Exhibit 50, pp. 6 and 7).

FOUGERE was working as a contractor in February 1992. and John KOWALCHUK, an
NU engineer, was leading a project and SAMEK's group, including COLLINS, was
assigned as support engineering. The NRC had raised numerous and compliex
jssues during an I&C setpoint audit and KOWALCHUK told FOUGERE he could ask
SAMEK's group for help in responding to the NRC. but not to expect much help.
FOUGERE presented 5 questions, but COLLINS said he could not help with any of
them. Other members of SAMEK's group did provide assistance. FOUGERE said
KOWALCHUK's comment about not expecting much help was directed at COLLINS,
because he [KOWALCHUK] » b i N ) '

FOUGERE said he read COLLINS® DOL complaint (Exhibit 19), and he did recall
the April 1994 meeting where set point calculations were discussed. FOUGERE
.said -he had préviously been a member of the ISA committee that wrote the set
point calculatfons for nuclear power plants. and TOWNSEND may have recalled
‘that fact, and=that is possibly why he [ TOWNSEND] invited him to the meeting

(Exhibit 50, pE 24 and 25).

FOUGERE was representing plant engineering and COLLINS and CHOI presented the
approach- they were going to use. According to ISA standards. there are three
acceptable methods and COLLINS and CHOI wanted to use oné and FOUGERE and
STANFORD wanted to use another method. The set point affects I4C a great deal
because it affects all instruments. and FOUGERE and STANFORD wanted the method
that was an accepted procedure. was safe. and yielded a result that would not
result in as many changes in set points, or changes in the margin. COLLINS’
method would require more changes in.the plant equipment and more changes in
the tech specs. FOUGERE said the plant had very old equipment that may not
meet the criteria and would end up putting it closer to trip values

(Exhibit 50, pp. 26-29). .

FOUGERE reéé]]ed the meeting-as very professional, but ended without an

agreement as to the method to use. The decision belonged to TOWNSEND, and ,
FOUGERE and STANFORD provided their opinion as requested by TOWNSEND. FOUGERE
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does not recall STANFORD leaving the meeting upset, but if they had been
concerned enough they would have filed a Differing Professional Opinion (DPO).
However, they did not file one because it did not concern them enough.

FOUGERE was sure that the instrument drift concern COLLINS raised in his DOL
complaint was discussed at the April 1994 meeting, as the drift is what made
up the difference in the three ISA approved methods (Exhibit 50, pp. 29-38).

FOUGERE denied COLLINS, claim that he [FOUGERE] and STANFORD had intentionally
let set points remain improperly documented, either to avoid the considerable
work of resolving the concerns, or to avoid a reputation for raising safety
concerns. Both knew if the set points were reviewed in accordance with the
ISA standard criteria, it would raise a lot of questions about why the set
points were in such bad condition (Exhibit 19, pp. 17 and 18; Items 11, 13,
and 14). FOUGERE said it was absolutely false that he ever intentionally let
set points remain improperly documented. FOUGERE added that using any of the
three methods would show if the set points had been improperly set for years
(Exhibit 50, pp. 40 and 41). FOUGERE noted that when he was a contractor in
1992 assisting with the NRC audit regarding set point problems at CY; the
audit found no problems. FOUGERE questioned how COLLINS, in 1994, could claim
the problems went back five years (Exhibit 50, pp. 50 and 51).

FOUGERE said COLLINS had a reputation as a-«minr g

B FOUGERE said he never heard STANFORD or BROTHERS OftTering their
opinion as to COLLINS® competency (Exhibit 50. pp. 57-60). FOUGERE was not
sure of COLLINS' allegation regarding the reactor project system, which read,
"if FOUGERE had performed the check calculations in his Reactor Protection
System project” (Exhibit 19, p. 17: Item 12). FOUGERE said he does not know
what COLLINS' was imp]ying, as hg [FOUGERE] never worked on the system, which
was done in 1989 and prior to FOUGERE working for NU in any capacity

(Exhibit 50, p. 66).

John CHILOYAN=was interviewed by OI on December 10, 1996 (Exhibit 51), and
stated he too&advantage of early retirement and retired from NU in April
1996. TOWNSERD and GLADDING had been his last supervisor and manager,
respectively.=CHILOYAN had been employed with NU since 1970 and moved to CY
in 1993. CHILOYAN was a senior engineer for approximately the last 10 years
before retirement. Two weeks after his retirement, he returned to CY as a
contract employee and is still employed there (Exhibit 51, pp. 3-8).

CHILOYAN worked with COLLINS on a limited basis in 1994 and 1995 and said he
had no reason to doubt his [COLLINS] competence and that he appeared to get

along with the group. COLLINS kept pretty much to himself and seemed to have
respect for his colleagues and respect for the responsibilities delegated to

him (Exhibit 51, pp. 9-11). » -

CHILOYAN sometimes heard comments about COLLINS. although he could not recall
from whom, such as, "Well, something I would say like it sounds like he’s
trying to outsmart someone 1ike maybe words like that, 1ike he’s doing
something and he's going to outsmart someone and ‘Who is he?’” (Exhibit 51,
'p. 13). CHILOYAN interacted with COLLINS on occasion, and "I found him to be,
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again, pretty much a person to himself unless he kimwz you very, very well on
the friendly side. Then you can deal with him. Yeah, I enjoyed my dealings
with him. Okay? But I didn’t necessarily find his style of working in the
dealings I had with him necessarily the most pleasant to me as such”
(Exhibit 51, p. 15). CHILOYAN added, "It’s his nature, as [ said, to kind of
minimize eye contact when you deal with the person. That's a tendency that
you automatically feel a little bit annoyed” (Exhibit 51, p. 16). CHILOYAN
did not know of COLLINS ever raising a concern and never associated the term

whistleblower with COLLINS (Exhibit 51, pp. 13-20).

CARNESI was interviewed by OI on December 10, 1996 (Exhibit 52), and stated he
‘began his employment with NU in May 1992 as a design engineer and was a
coworker of COLLINS until his [COLLINS] layoff in January 1996. TOWNSEND and
GLADDING were the supervisor and manager, respectively, of the Design
Engineering group. CARNESI and COLLINS worked together on the 24 month fuel
cycle calculations for a period of a couple of months and they also did
uncertainty calculations. COLLINS started as the lead on this project, but
Bob MCCARTHY, a senior engineering technician in their group. took over the

lead (Exhibit 52, pp. 6-12).

CARNESI said e had 1imited experience with COLLINS, but things went smooth
and worked out fine while working with him. MCCARTHY did not seem to have a
problem with the way the effort was going on the project, but CARNESI was
aware some people did not admire COLLINS' technical ability. CARNESI noted
that people in I&C. he specifically mentioned that Dave BAZINET, a supervisor,
was not happy with COLLINS® efforts (Exhibit 52, pp. 14 and 15). CARNESI took
over COLLINS' project after he was laid off and Dave MOORE was the technical
support on the project. CARNESI said of MOORE, "I know he was relieved that I
took over the project, saying that Dave wasn't doing a good job and was behind
and not performing the way he wanted him to" (Exhibit 52, p. 16). CARNESI
said the I&C personnel were not happy with COLLINS, "he didn't expose himself
to the plant side of the house very much. He kind of shelled himself into our
office and didn’'t use the plant expertise as much as he should have. That's

what their fegling was" (Exhibit 52, p. 17).

CARNESI was not surprised at COLLINS® layoff, a lot of people suspected it and
talked about it ahead of time. CARNESI said it was his impression this talk
was based on “AREE R T g

SR - CARNES T, discussing the project he took over for
COLLINS. said. "At the point I picked it up. we were not in an emergent mode,
but we had deadlines to meet, heading into an outage. We were at the point in _

Connecticut Yankee's 11fe where the deadlines were important to meet and short :7<:;~

outages _w andatory. A

S T LHZtHV?Ii' pment itself was being built on time
y the vendor and it was designed, but “ R0 get approved and get
the work rolling in the plant in an effort to De ready for the outage was
virtually non-existent. The PDCR. you know, design change package, which

involves safety evaluations, reviews by other groups, the description of the
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job, and getting ready for changing the FSAR and ‘technical specifications,
there was nothing. We had deadlines and ali +his “in two months that we had to
start meeting. He had the project for a number of momths and our deadlines
were coming up very quickly, and there was not paperwork there” (Exhibit 52,

pp. 20 and 21).

CARNESI said TOWNSEND never made any comment to him, at any time, that there

were others who should have been laid off before COLLINS. CARNESI said that, ;?Cj
based on skills, he would rate COLLINS , . CARNESI

never heard of COLLINS raising concerns and had no reason to associate him

with the term whistleblower (Exhibit 52, pp. 22, 25. and 26).

Sung CHOI LEE was interviewed by OI on March 12. 1997 (Exhibit 53), and stated
she was employed by NU at CY from September 1992 until April 1994, first as an
assistant engineer and later as an associate engineer. CHOI was employed the
entire time in the Design Engineering group at CY and did work with COLLINS on
similar projects. CHOI did not recall COLLINS raising any safety concerns.
CHOI said during a conversation with COLLINS in the past 3 or 4 months, :
COLLINS referred to an ISA standards issue that he raised as a "safety issue.”
CHOI said the_ ISA standards issue involved a disagreement between two other
engineers, STANFORD and FOUGERE, versus COLLINS and CHOI. concerning which of
three sets of standards should be utilized in a particular application. CHOI
said that any of the three methods was acceptable, and this was only a
professional disagreement about which approach to use. It was not a safety

issue.

CHOI said COLLINS did not get along well with co-workers at CY, particularily
those in the I&C group. Technicians in the I&C shop would not be overly
helpful to COLLINS when he came into the shop to check on the status of his
projects, but 1f COLLINS had a specific question they would be addressed by
the I& shop. CHOI never witnessed any hostile confrontations or heated
exchanges betw@en COLLINS and other NU employees. CHOI did not believe that
COLLINS was hamassed by other employees or managers during the period of time
she worked witE COLLINS. CHOI was not aware of any perception by other CY
employees or mdnagers that COLLINS was a friend of BLANCH, or that COLLINS
respected BLANGH. COLLINS, in fact. told CHOI that he did not 1ike BLANCH and
did not respect him. CHOI said she never advised COLLINS to be careful of
whom he associated with at CY, nor did she ever tell COLLINS that people spoke
badly about him because of his perceived respect for BLANCH.

CHOL did state that techpicizns apdegiier engineers at N g8
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

This Report of Investigation is being forwarded to the United States
Attorney’s Office, New Haven, Connecticut, for their review.
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit
No. Description
1 Investigation Status Record, dated September 19, 1996.
2 NU Organization Chart, selected departments, dated summer of 1995.

3 R
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15 ARG
16 BLANK Letter to Chairman JACKSON,.dated September 18, 1996;
17 Memorandum to Steve SUDIGALA, dated June 27, 1995.
18 Adverse Condition Report No. 2470, dated June 22, 1995.
19 Department of Labor Letter to.NU. dated July 9, 1996, with
COLLINS® Complaint of I1legal Discriminatory Termination. ™
20 TOWNSEND Memorandum to HASELTINE. dated August 25, 1995. »
21 Transcript of Interview with SCACCIAFERRO, dated October 8, 1996.
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22 Transcript of Interview with BERGH, dated April 2, 1996.

23 Interview Report of KISKUNES, dated November 20, 1996.
24 Transcript of Interview with PETERSON. dated November 21, 1996.
25 Transcript of Interview with LEDUC, dated October 9, 1996.
26 Transcript of Interview with AYALA, dated November 20, 1996.
27 Transcript of Interview with PROVENCAL. dated November 20, 1996.
28 Transcript of Interview with BURKE, dated November 21, 1996.
29 Transcript of Interview with PATRIZZ, dated November 20, 1996.
30 Memorandum of Interview with SANKOWSKI, dated February 24, 1997.
31 Transcript of Interview with BLANK, dated October 9, 1996.
32 Teanscript of Interview with SUDIGALA, dated April 4, 1996.
33 Transcript of Interview with SUDIGALA, dated February 11, 1997.
34 Transcript of Interview with BIBBY, dated January 15, 1997.
35 Transcript of Interview with AHERN, dated January 15, 1997.
36 Transcript of Interview with REGAN, dated January 16, 1997.
37 T[;nscript of Interview with SMAGA, dated January 15, 1997.
38 Teanscript of Interview with FOX, dated January 16, 1997.
39 TE%nscript of Interview with CRISTALLO, dated January 15, 1997.
40 Transcript of Interview with PHINNEY, dated January 16, 1997.
41 Transcript of Interview with SHIPMAN, dated January 16, 1997.
42 Transcript of Interview with COLLINS, dated October 8, 1996.
43 Transcript of Interview with GLADDING, dated April 2, 1996.
44 Transcript of Interview with GLADDING, dated December 10, 1996.
45 Transcript of Interview with TOWNSEND, dated April 2, 1996.
46 Transcript of Interview with TOWNSEND, dated December 10, 1996.
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Interview
Interview
Interview
Interview
Interview
Interview

Interview

with HASELTINE, dated February 11, 1997.
with PITMAN, dated December 11, 1996.
with STANFORD, dated December 11, 1996.
with FOUGERE, dated December 11, 1996.
with CHILOYAN, dated December 10, 1996.
with CARNESI, dated December 10, 1996.
with CHOI LEE, dated March 12, 1997.

Labor Notice of Hearing, dated March 7, 1997.
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