Case No. 1-95-045

EXHIBIT 17



1 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA S

2 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
3 + 4+ + + + +

4 ) OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS

5 INTERVIEW

§  m—mmmemm-mm-o-sms-so—--sss-ooooSss X

7 IN THE MATTER OF:

8 INTERVIEW OF : Docket No.
9 ERIC DEBARBA : (not assigned)
10 :
11 e Rl Ry e e R X
12 ~ Thursday, July 18, 1996
13
14 Simulator Building, Room 4
15 | Millstone Nuclear Power Plant
16 _ Rope Ferry Road
17 Waterford, Connecticut
18
19 The above-entitled interview was conducted at

20 9:00 a.m.

21 BEFORE:

22 KEITH LOGAN Special Agent
23

24

25

I S o
CASEND. 1-95-046 pace__|_oF 70z pace(s)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

APPEARANCES:

of:

ON BEHALF OF NORTHEAST UTILITIES AND ERIC DEBARBA:

CHARLES C. THEBAUD, JR., ESQ.

JAY M. GUTIERREZ, ESQ.

Morgan, Lewis, and Bockius, L.L.P.
1800 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036-5869

(202) 467-7466



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

9:30 a.m.

COURT REPORTER: Raise your right hand please.”

Do you swear Or affirm that the testimony that you’re
about to give will be the truth, the whole truth, and
nothing but the ﬁruth?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, I do.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Thank you, Mr. DeBarba.
If you would please state your full name for the record,
spelling your last name.

MR. DEBARBA: Sure. Eric A. DeBarba, D-e-B-a-

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Thank you. My name is
Keith Logan; I’'m a special agent with the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Office of Investigations, King of
Prussia, Pennsylvania. Mr. DeBarba, you’'re appearing
today with counsel, is that correct?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, I am.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Mr. Thebaud.

MR. THEBAUD: Yes, I’'m Charles C. Thebaud,
Jr., the law firm of Morgan, Lewis and Bockius, L.L.P, and
we're representing Mr. DeBarba individually in this case,
as well as the company. I believe in an earlier interview
with where Mr. Gutierrez was also present today, he had an

appearance on behalf of the firm representing both the
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company as well as Mr. DeBdrba, and at that time expiained
on the record the nature of the dual representation.

All that information, we understand, he is
well aware of, understands. We’'ve certainly not seen any

evidence to suggest there’s a conflict between him

individually and the company, but should one arise in the

unlikely event, we, of course, would have the obligation
of ﬁotifying him immediately of that conflict, and then
with his approval, we’d be able to withdraw from him
representing -- be able to withdraw from representing him
individually, but could continue with the company.

As I say, we’'re not aware of any such
circumstances which would lead to that at this point. Jay
probably wants to enter his appearance right now, too.

'MR. GUTIERREZ: Just for the record. My name
is Jay M. Gutierrez, and I am here in the same capacity as:
Mr. Thebaud just indicated and I previously indicated in
earlier transcripts.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

SPECIAL. AGENT LOGAN: Thank you. Mr. DeBarba,
bearing in mind that Mr. Thebaud and Mr. Gutierrez do
represent the corporation as well as other individuals
that we have interviewed durihg the course of this
investigations and others, is it still your desire to have

them here as counsel today?
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MR. DEEA#BA: Yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Thank you. And for the
record, we have met on two prior occasions'éna/those
interview transcripts are dated -- I believe it’s October
19, 1995, and March 6, 199?. And you’ve had an
opportunity before going on the record today to review
both of those transcripts with counsel, is that corréct?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And I believe you
indicated also that you wanted to clarify a point that was
mentioned on a couple of the pages in the March 6, 1996,
transcript, is that correct?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, that is.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Please identify the
pages of the transcript, and I will attach them to this
interview and this report of investigation, and your
clarification will be noted in the course of this
interview.

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, it's page 33 through
approximately page 35. It might continue on through 36.
And\the general topic is "Selection Process for the
Supervisors Dufing the 1993 Reorganization." During that
discussion, I alluded to the fact that -- I alluded to

ratings being used, and I was referring to matrices that

we had developed and prepared consistent with an action
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plan, 1.2.3 that was specified in that interview.

But I was incorrect in how I portrayed that.

It was -- those matrices were used“éﬁ the director level
and at the manager level, and we spent a lot of time, many
days, working on those selection criteria at the manager
and director level.

To the best of my recollection and knowlédge
for the supervisors, we did not actually use ratings. For
those people who were not previously supervisors, we did
have some reviews performed by the Hay Management Company
to go out and actually gather some data as to how well
these people would perform in supervisory areas. But we
did not, to the best of my recollection and knowledge,
actually fill out selection rating forms that gave weights
in numerical numbers for all the supervisory people or
really for any of the supervisory people.

" SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: It was a totally
different process that was used for the supervisors as you
had used for the vice presidents, directors, and managers;
is that correct?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And it’s my
understanding that for those individuals who had not been
supervisors, the Hay Group did, in fact, put together

quartile ratings, which separated the group of, I guess,
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potéﬁtial candidates into four gquartile rating groups; is
that correct?

MR. DEBARBA: /Yeé]/éhat is consistent with my
recollection.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. So there were
ratings used in each; however, they are separate and
distinct. 1Is that correct?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. I think that the
record, certainly with other interviews, is also clear
that there was a different process used when it_came to
selection‘of supervisors as opposed to the selections of
the group of managers, directors, and vice presidents. Is
there anything else ;hat you wanted to clarify from your
prior interviews at this time?

MR. DEBARBA: Not at this time.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: All right. I'd like to
-- if you would, please state for the record your current
position with Northeast Utilities.

MR. DEBARBA: I'm vice president of Nuclear
Technical Services.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I believe that’s a
different position than you held the last time we spoke,

is that correct?

MR. DEBARBA: No. I think the last we spoke
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was in March of this year, Keith?

SPECIAL AGENT,LOGAN: March. So that was
effective in Februaf}é

MR. DEBARBA: So that was effective February
1st.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. I've got to kind
of keep track with the changes that are taking placé with
Northeast. Okay. I just wasn't sure if that was the same
one or not. All right. I would like to go over with you
just a couple of points, I guess, that’s an outgrowth of
the prior interview, most certainly; the first one that’s
a continuation of our March éth discussion.

It has to do with spot recognitions. And I
asked you at that time whether you were aware of whether

\./

or not Mr_[w Mr.w‘; and Mr. Galatis had been "

recommended for spot recognitions; I think I talked about
the fact that it was my understanding that perhaps Mr.
Partlow had recommended them as well as Mr. Chatfield.
it's those points I’d like to go over with you at this
time.

Let me ask the question again: are you aware
of whether or not those three individuals have been
recommended for spot recognitions?

MR. DEBARBA: You know, I do recall there were

some discussions around recognitions for individuals, but

Prtons Lorthiald €Y 1
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as I stated in the previous interview, I didn’t recall

anything specific as a recommendation, something that was

-- perhaps was contained in a report that was an action
item for me to reward people with a spot recognition, for
instance, as a forﬁal recommendation or any specific
recommendation that I had received in any specific way,
rather than maybe just a discussion, an informal
discussion, "Gees, maybe you ought to consider this," that
type.

I think that -- I dori’t recall anything that
was a formal recommendation. There may very well have
been informal discussions where that --

SPECIAIL AGENT LOGAN: I‘m not aware of any

" action item that you’ve indicated earlier about, that you

indicated in prior interview. I'm not aware that there
waé an action item, per se. But I am aware that Mr.
partlow in his correspondence did recommend to Mr. Kacich
-- have you read the Partlow memos to Kacich on
recognition of individgals? It actually was not captioned
that way. I’ll be happy to share that with you.

Since we’re going into that -- I hate to break
it up -- let me just do this. I’ve got a March 7 memo,
1994, it’'s Bates stamped GAL-0777 and it’s through 0783;
it’s a memo from Partlow to Kacich. It talks about the

resolution of nuclear safety issues raised by George
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Galatis.

There are a couple of issues in here and I've

highiféhted them. They talk about addressing the
deficiencies about plant operations and about the
perception of originators -- perceptions held by
originators of REF’s. And what I‘d like you to do is to
for a minute if you’d just take a look at certainly the
first memo, March 7th, and tell me if you recognize that
memo and if you’ve seen it before.

MR. DEBARBA: There’s two memos here, you just

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Yes, the first one --
the first one is the one I’'d kind of like for you to just
take a look at for the time being. Now you can look at
both now and refresh your recollection.

The second memo is dated January 17, 1994. It
is attached to that one.

MR. DEBARBA: Okay.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And that’'s followed up
with a memo, a GAL-0788, 0789, dated March 15, 1994,‘from
Mr. Partlow to Mr. Kacich. Paragraph 4 on the second
page, Mr. Partlow indicates: "I believe that management
should favorably recognize George Galatis for his

willingness to work within the NU system over a long

period of time in seeking resolution of an issue which
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causdd him to question his management’s actions versus
thgirravowed policies."

While that’s not directed to you, it’s to Mr.
Kacich. My understanding is that this was brought to your
attention. The record shoﬁld note that Mr. DeBarba’s
currently reviewing that document.

MR. DEBARBA: Okay.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: 1In addition, Larry
Chatfield wrote you an E-mail dated August 10, 1995, and
it says: "Reminder of spot recognitions." Take a lock at
that. 1It’'s GAL-1184.

You’1l note that Mr. Chatfield has indicated
that there were other discussions in addition to the E-
mail message that he sent Lo you with regard to spot
recognitions.

Go back to my original premises next. Spot
recognitions or some sort of recognitions for a Mr.
Galatis, Mr.w, or MX'M Do you recall
discussing with anyone the suggestion that any or all of S(L’
those three individuals receive.a spot recognition for the
work that they had done at Northeast Utilities?

MR. DEBARBA: There’s several correspondence
there, and I think as you read those that you reflect back
on them, and you say, "Okay, I do remember having read

this before." The one that was specifically --

RTions wrthild BX 10
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SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: That’s why I brought
them with me to kind of help you out.

MR. DEBARBA: Right. The one that was
specifically frém Mr. Partlow has a very specific
recommendation in there.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Yes, it does.

MR. DEBARBA: And what it recommends is ﬁhat.
Mr. Opeka sit down over a cup of coffee with Mr. Galatis
in a very non-showing, very soft way to recognize George,
and that during that meeting that Mr. Kacich and two other
people should be present.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I believe it’s Mr.
Bonaca and Mr. Chatfield. The memo you're referring to --

MR. DEBARBA: Right.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: ~-- is March 15, 1985.

MR. DEBARBA: Right. Right. I’‘m not aware of
if that ever happened or didn’t happen or not. I don‘t
recall any specific recommendation to me, Keith, that I
needed to be involved with that activity or that I ought
do something specific coming out of the Partlow
recommendation.

If, you know, if Mr. Opeka had the
recommendation that I follow up on that action, I'm sure I
would have been given an assignment to do that.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Right.
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MR. DEBARBA: And that -- I don’t recall ever
haviné had an assignment to do that. If there was some
recommendation that I follow up on that was done
informally, I don’t recall it.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay.

MR. DEBARBA: That’'s specific to that item.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: All right. I just~
wanted to -

MR. DEBARBA: Now, you want to move on to
this?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: To Larry Chatfield’s E-
mail memo and his discussions with you on spot
recognitions. And that’s, again, GAL-1184.

MR. DEBARBA: Right. 1I’ve had a lot of
conversations witﬁ Larry Chatfield over the period of time
he’s been quite active in these matters; he’s got opinions
on matters. In looking at this, this does -- this does
trigger a recollection of him talking about his viewpoint;
that he thought that, perhaps, a spot recognition might be
helpful.

I don't recall ever awarding any spot
recognitions; but at least, as I think back now, it
strikes me as thinking -- and I think I talked to Larry
about this -- a concern of how that would be viewed by the

organization. And my concern was that it would be viewed
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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.

But more it was, because the situation had now
gained a lot of attention, that was why it was being done.
I think it would have been a wrong message to them; I
think it would have been a wrong message to the
organization. and I think that the fact that I did not
give spot recognitions, and I don’t think I did to any of
these individuals, doesn’t strike me as being inconsistent
as I sit here and think and‘reflect over maybe some of
these conversations that have occurred between myself and
Mr. Chatfield.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: So I take it that your
feeling is that a spot recognition would not have been the
right decision for the reasons you’ve indicated.

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, 1 think as I sit here now,
I don’'t think that that would have been the right -- in my
opinion, I don’t think that that would have been the right
thing to do.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Were your feelings
uniform across the board with regard to Mr.w
Mrm, and Mr. Galatis, or were they perhaps different

T think it’s alluded to a

Rzting, Wwrthkild-E T1e_

with regard to Mr.
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little in that memo.

MR. DEBARBA: Are you referring to the part
where it talks about his reservations?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Yes. I just want to
make sure that your comments apply to all three and not
just to perhaps two of the three.

MR. DEBARBA: It may have been for some

slightly different reasons. You know, I think in the case

of -- in the case of Mr. FB k T think it would have

been viewed by the organization at large as being almost ’X/L/

folly to granteidib'ﬁaan employee spot recognition award.

For the other people, it would not have been
that way; I would have been morevconcerned about their --
how they would have received that. I think that they
would have received it negatively. And I think that
that’s also indicative of Mr. Partlow’s comments that it
ought to be -- if it were done, it ought to be done in a
very quiet, discreet way -- in a way that does not, you
know, gain a lot of attention.

So in terms of -- in terms of that I think it
is consistent that -- that the spot recognition has a lot
to do with how it’s received and how it’s viewed more sO
than just the, you know, hundred dollar award. The award
itself is not significant.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I believe, and 1’11 have

P foris Wrtikdd-EC1C
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to check that memo for a minute, but I believe Mr.

Chatfield also suggested Mr.: for a spot

recognition for the work that he did, his perseverance, 2s
well. Would your comments also apply to him?

MR. DEBARBA: I don’'t recall. I don’'t recall

. recommendat ions relative to Mr.

MR. THEBAUD: Keith, what did you say that
this referred to?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I don't have it in front
of me now. Let me just check. I can -- No, this one does
not, but Mr. Chatfield did, in fact, relate to me.that he

had grouped Mr. in at least during one of his

conversations with you that with regard to Mr.

Galatis, Mr. M and Mr.

using his words -- persevere through thick and thin to

that they --

bring their issues forward, and that he thought that Mr.

'”?P]>shou1d have been recognized with a spot

recognition.

He went on to, certainly, indicate that his
organization, nuclear concerns -- nuclear safety concerns
-- does not have the ability, I guess, with their funding
and so forth to go ahead and make those kinds of awards to
people and that was why he brought it to your attention.

I believe that conversation takes place approximately July

21st of '95.

Ritios withiald -EC. 10
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And I guess your answer is you don’t recall a
discussion with regard to a spot recognition for Mr.

o

MR. DEBARBA: ©Oh, he may have; I just don’t

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: All right. MrM

-- ah, excuse me, Mr. Partlow also mentioned in his March

recall it.

7th letter, and you had an opportunity now to read that,
and I'd be interested in your comments on his comments.

They start at the bottom of page of GAL-778 and carry on
to the first couple of‘paragraphs on GAL-0779, which is

the March 7, 1994, memorandum.

and he talks about integration of the NU
nuclear organization into a team where "an intrusive
engineering organization 1s welcomed and respected by the
staff."” And he goes on to indicate "the strongest nuclear
organizations which I have seen are those in which the
engineering and operating staffs are both strong and well-
palanced in carrying out nuclear safety work.

“In these organizations the engineering
department not only serve the operating staff by
addressing known deficiencies and plant requests, but they
are pro-active in éuestioning the status quo in seeking

out ways tc improve plant operations,” skipping a

sentence.

%—ﬂ?;m’s wrthkeld~ B¢ 76
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"My discussion with some members of the NU
engineering staff had given me the impression, at least
preliminarily, that the Millstone Station does not enjoy
these attributes; at least, that is the perception of
some. Instead, their perception is that those who
question the operability of equipment or identify the need
to correct plant deficiencies are not treated as goo&,"
excuse me, "are not treated as a member of the Millstone
team. They sense that the message to them is that good
engineering team members are those who find a way to
concur in plant staff decisions and are willing to defer
to those with long experience in plant operations." Next
paragfaph.

"7 noted this perception in reviewing the
history of REF-9273, as well as in talking with those
involved in REF-9284 regarding the containment isolation
system and REF-9315 concerning excessive flow through the
TBSCCW heat exchanger. The long period needed to resolve
the issues and the nature of the communications with the
originators apparently has left the impression that these
REFs were not viewed as being necessary and could result
in a need for plant modifications which were not
considered necessary by the plant staff."

Having read that, I’'d like for you to take a

look at the memo again, and I'd be interested in your
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comments with regard to Mr. Partlow’s comments. Why'dbﬁ't
we just go off the record and give you a chance to do
that.

(Whereupon, the foregoing matter went off the

record at 9:58 a.m. and went back on the

record at 10:00 a.m.)

GPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Mr. DeBarba, now that
you’ve had a chance to look at that, I'd appreciate any
comments that you care to make with regard to Mr.
Partlow’s comments.

MR. DEBARBA: As he’s stated in here, these
are his preliminary impressions of things that are
perceptual in nature that address the operating staff and
the engineering staff. And I think on reflection it’s
quite clear in the engineering organization that we have
been working very hard over the last several years to make
sure the engineering organization is intrusive -- I
personally used those words -- with our staff to make sure
that that is clearly understood.

I think that it is clear that we did not have
the best of communications between the corporate
organization and the site based organization for a number
of reasons, and that is exactly why we decided in the
early '90's to bring the organizations together. And I

think that Mr. Partlow clearly recognizes that the notes
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in here that differences in judgments about the issues
were observed and this is expected.

It is true that we do get differences in
judgments -- that’s okay -- but that we had some questions
around roles and responsibilities, and I think those got
clouded. And I think our whole idea of moving the
organizations to the site was to make sure our roles and
responsibilities were clear and that people were able to
see each other eyeball to eyeball, understand what their
jobs were individually and be able to work out these
things expeditiously so that they -- they didn’t take a
longer time to address.

He specifically mentions in here: "Prompt
attention to issues raised by employees in good
communication will in the future improve the Station’s
perception of management’s perfofmance." He goes on to
say: "As more engineering personnel are transferred to the
site caution needs to be exercised to ensure that
engineering maintains a questioning attitude and the
checks and balances found in a traditional site and
corporation organization arrangement are not lost.”

We’ve been working very hard on that, and I
think we’ve been able to do that by really focusing on
roles and responsibilities of a system engineering

organization versus a design engineering organization as
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well as a licensing organization. 1 think we’ve helped
clarify that, and I think it’s helped the situation a lot.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Are You familiar with
REF-9315 concerning the excessive flow through the TBSCCW
heat exchanger?

MR. DEBARBA: I'm not familiar with the
specific REF number; I'm familiar with the technical
issues.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And the person who was
involved in that technical issue, do you recall who that
was?

MR. DEBARBA: Ah, vyes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Who was that?

MR. DEBARBA: :frk as well as

people from Millstone 1vengineering staff.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Mr. Partlow notes that
long periods were needed to resolve these issues, and he
did refer to the TBSCCW as one of those issues. Do you
recall why it took so long to resolve the heat exchanger 
issue?

MR. DEBARBA: dJust from a high level viewpoint
I do.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. Why was that?

MR. DEBARBA: Because on the one hand you had

somebody who was very technically competent analytically

Rl wthkeld~ B 2¢
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who had shown through calculatiéﬂs, predictions, that the
two vibrations were excessive. The two vibrations would
be excessive given the flow rates that that heat exchangér
was now seeing, on the one hand.

On thevother hand, you had people who were
site based, field oriented, who worked side by side with
that heat exchanger day in and day out, basically took it
out of service during refueling outages and had done a
number of inspections, as I understand it, and their
conclusion was the heat exchanger physically loocked in
great shape.

and so the two were inconsistent. You had an
analytical model that was saying this heat exchanger is
not working, it’s not right. And you had the other people
saying, "Well, I understand that, but practically, this
thing is performing fine. We have no evidence whatsoever
hardware—wise-that there’s any indication that there’s
trouble here."

So you had two different camps that looked at
the same problem from different angles.and it took gquite a
while to get that sorted out.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Wasn’t there also an
issue in the heat exchanger matter that it was rated for
900 gpm’s and it was operating well in excess of that?

MR. DEBARBA: Well, I think that that’s what I
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was alluding to, was that’ﬁhe calculations showed that by

virtue of going to higher flows you now put yourself into

a vibration regime which was going to effect the =
structural integrity of the tubes. And the hands-on
people looking at it sayiné, "Well, I can understand the
calculations, but the hardware looks fine." And maybe
there’s something that’s not quite right in the
calculation. Maybe-the models aren’t really predicting
the vibration as well as they should because there may be
some other factors that haven’t been considered.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Was thét the same heat

exchanger that had been in operation since the plant was

licensed?
MR. DEBARBA: I believe so.
SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. Moving ahead.
The ’93 engineering integration effort -- again, we talked

about that briefly on March 6th, I'd like to get into that
a little bit more right now. And concentrate, if you
will, on the superﬁisory selection process.

I‘'ve had an opportunity to talk to some of the
people who were inv&lved in that process which I hadn;t
had an opportunity to deal with the last time we spoke.
And I think the last time, in general, we talked about the
entire selection process, vice presidents down to

supervisors.
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If we could just go back a minute and revisit

the supervisory issues, and if you could explain for the

record how the supervisory selections were made within —
your organization. And I believe if we look at the

organization charts -- we’'re looking at chart 2 which is

CIZ-0634 as the primary chart and starting off point.

There were, I believe, five directors that reported to you

under the new organization: Bud Risley, Ray Necci, George

pPitman, Haseltine -- I don’t recall his first name.

MR. DEBARBA: John.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: John. And Mario Bonaca.
And what I'm trying to identify is which of these
individuals was involved in the selection of the
subordinate supervisors and whether or not any managers
were also involved?

MR. DEBARBA: Okay. To the best of my
recollectidn, that the discussions that were held looking
at supervisors for this new organization, which was a much
flatter organization, there were fewer positions available
than what had beeﬁ in the previous organization -- and it
was a new organization with a different focus -- that the
people who were present in that included my boss at the
time, John Opeka, as well as myself.

To the best of my recollection it was the

other officers who were there at the time -- and I was



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

25 .

just thinkiﬁg who those other officers were -- I think it

was Steve Scace, Wayne Romberg, perhaps, and John Stetz --

I think. -

I believe we had somebody from our human
resources group as well as the Hay management group. We
had a ?epresentative there.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Sam Madoono?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, that’s correct. And I
believe the people who were present during at least some
of these discussions included Mr. Risley, Mr. Necci, Mr.
Pitman -- I don’t think Mr. Haseltine was an employee at
that time; I think we brought him aftgr that. But I think
Mr. LaPlatney had been designated as the person to be the
CY person. So I think Mr. LaPlatney was fﬁere. And Mr.
Bonaca may or may not have been -- I don't recall if he
was or was not.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I haven’t heard anybody
indicate they recall him being there yet. But, I guess --

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, he may not -- I don’t
recall him being there --

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Do you recall --

MR. DEBARBA: -- which strikes me that --

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: -~ why?

MR. DEBARBA: Maybe he wasn’t available, he

was out of town or on vacation. I don’t know. Don’t
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SPECIAL AGENT LOG%N; I understand that, in
fact, you did make offeréﬁéb Risley, Necci, and Pitman to
serve in their new director positions prior to the time
they were invited to attend the selection meetings?

MR. DEBARBA: I believe Mr. Opeka did that,

yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I thqught that you also
did that.

MR. DEBARBA: I think that -- I don’t think
so. |

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: No?

MR. DEBARBA: I don‘t think so. I might have
-- I might have done some follow-up after Mr. Opeka did.

I think he did it as best of my recollection. I think
that also included Mr. LaPlatney.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And that Mr. Bonaca was
not so advised. Did you make any effort -- did you recall
to have Mr. Bonaca attend any of that -- any of those
supervisory meetings or supervisory selection meetings?

MR. DEBARBA: I just don’t recall. I just
don’t recall.

| SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Do you recall consulting
with Mr. Bonaca in terms of fillinQ supervisory positions

which would have been under him or manager positions which
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would have been under him and -- his chart is 2-E and it’s
on 0648. I believe thé@ includes Kupinski, Schmidt, Dube,
and Guerci. Do yéﬁﬁrecall discussions with Mr. Bonaca
about those positions?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes. Yes, I do.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Prior to the time they
were filled?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. And did Mr. -~
what were Mr. Bonaca's comments about those manager
positions?

MR. DEBARBA: Well, I think that he was --
just trying to remember in ‘time here -- the organization
that we were coming from --

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I believe there’s also a
chart there too. 1It’s -- the counsel has that. It starts
on 0564. 1It’s also chart 2.

MR. THEBAUD: Which one was that?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: 0564. That’s where
chart 2 starts. Bonaca starts down on that. That’s 0579.

MR. DEBARBA: 0579. Right. And I recall
having discussions with Mr. Bonaca on the reorganization.
He was the director of nuclear engineering prior to the
change, and he was the director of nuclear engineering

after the change. So in the grand scheme of things his
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job changed very little compared to the others. In fact,
in some ways it/didn’t change.

%ﬁ;re were some shifts though. And I remember
-- I recall Mr. Bonaca having a lot to say relative to
what the new organizational alignment would be. He had
some specific input into the fuels area, as well as the

manager of safety analysis function and the manager of

radiological assessment. and as you could see on the

selection, ultimately, the people who ended up getting in
those positions, Don Dube, was somebody that Mario had a
lot of input into, relative to the selection of Don Dube.
Don Dube was some person that he knew and had a lot of
confidence in in terms of being in that manager position.

The person who was in fuels before that wasm ‘

ﬂ: . i and he was somebody that didn’t report directly

v

to Mario. And Mario had voiced to me on several occasions }(
B

dissatisfaction with Mr.'f“7:‘”r* and felt

that on a going forward basis that Mr. Guefci, who was one
of the supervisors, would be a better choice.
and ultimately he was -- Mario had a lot of
input relative to those particular positions. I do recall
im saying he was less familiar with this group called
Nuclear Engineering Support, and he ;— while he knew Mr.
Kupinski, he did not know him that well. And so I think

his comment was that in that area he didn‘’t know Matt, he

%ﬂﬁmﬁ wrhdd = B¢
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didn’'t know the people in that group, he had regard for
the peoplg in that group, but that he, you know, he was
lookihé for other'peoéle's opinion as well, rather than
his own because he had less knowledge of the individuals.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Now moving down from the
management level to the supervisor level. Did you have a
similar discussion with Mr. Bonaca with regard to
supervisors? ™

MR. DEBARBA: I don’t recall that. I don’'t
recall the specifics on the supervisors. Are you talking
about all supervisors in nuclear engineering?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: His supervisors. The
ones who would report to Kupinski, Schmidt, Dube, and
Guerci. In particular, you have a new supervisor, Nelson
Azevedo, a new supervisor, Bo Pokora -- those were the two
new supervisors that would report to Mr. Kupinski. And
you also had, I believe, Ms. Oswald --

MR. DEBARBA: Right.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: -- who would be a new

supervisor. And I guess the question is did you discuss

their appointments as well as the ones that you previously

discussed at the managerial level?

MR. DEBARBA: You know, I don’'t recall. I
don’t recall having had those discussions with Mario other

than I do recall him saying somewhere along the lines,
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particularly in the Kupinski group, that he knew the
people less. How that manifested itself in terms of
ultimate selections I don’t recall. And even in that
case, if you look at Elizabeth Oswald, I’'m not -- it'é not
clear to me what Mr. Bonaca’'s role was in appointing Ms.
Oswald to that position or even having her screened for
selection. I just don’'t recall.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: ©Now, I think we’ve
talked -- and certainly you said there were a number of
meetings which took place during the filling of the
vacancies -- looking, if you will --

MR. DEBARBA: Which vacancies, Keith?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: All of the vacancies in
the new organization. |

MR. DEBARBA: You mean from vice presidents --
all the way down. Okay.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: But I’'d like for you to
focus on the meeting where you started to fill the
supervisors. And I think you did earlier on. What was
the input for Mr. Bonaca’s group thgn? If he wasn’t there
who was making suggestions? And was that your job, was
that Necci, Risley, Pitman, how did that process work if
Mario wasn’t there?

MR. DEBARBA: I think what we were doing

overall was we were looking at all supervisors in all
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departments and everybody who was at that meeting was
participating in the discussion and talking about who
would be a good supervisor, who would be a high potential
candidate for consideration in that particular arena; in
other words, who had the technical skills and who did
people view as having good interpersonal skills who would
be considered for those particular groups?

So I think that it was everybody who was at
those meetings was having input. In fact, I think that
there was fairly lively discussion during that as to who
might be a good candidate.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Wasn’t it also true that
most of the people there deferred to you when it came to
filling your supervisory positions? Because I know that'’s
what Mr. Opeka said.

MR. THEBAUD: Can I ask you a question? When
you say "filling your supervisory positions," are we now
talking what?

- SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: The supervisory
positions under Mario Bonaca, under Bud Risley, any of the
supervisory level -- not manager, not director, ﬁot vice
president.

MR. DEBARBA: I think that if people had
input, they knew the people, their skills and what not,

then they spoke up, is best of my recollection. 1 guess
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it wouldn’t be that surprising to me that Mr. Qpeka
wouldn’t know some of the people here. So in that case if
he didn’t know he wouldn’t have much input because, you
know, how could he comment on that type of thing?

Certainly I knew all these people. I had some

input. And the other people I named I believe all knew

these people. So I think they all had input as well. The
other officers, 1 think, to a varying degree, depending on
the person, knew some and didn’t know others.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Would it be incorrect to
say that you were -- you were really the de facto
selecting official for the supervisory positions within
your area which would have been engineering services,
Nuclear Engineering Sgrvices?

MR. DEBARBA: I don’t think so. I think it
was more collegial than that. I think that there were
inputs gained from a number of people. And as I recall,
at least the first meeting, we had identified a number of
people we thought were high potential candidates to fill
positions. But that meant we wanted to go out and get
some additional information before any selection was made.

And so I know for instance in the case of,
say, Elizébeth Oswald -- well, my impressions of Elizabeth
Oswald were pretty good. I didn’t know her that well. I

think she was regarded well in the organization. Probably
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not a lot of people there knew Ms. Oswald, but that we
wanted to get a Hay assessment profile or ranking on Ms.
Oswald before we ultimately made a final selection.

What I don’t know is that along the course of
the way what were the other imputs. For instance, did
Mario Bonaca have an input into that?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And I don’t think we can
establish he was there yet.

MR. DEBARBA: Well, either there then in that
snapshot in time or the dialogue that occurred afterward
that ultimately led to the selection.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: The dialogue between you
and Mario dt a non-meeting ‘time?

MR. DEBARBA: Or at another meeting. I don’‘t
know. I just don’'t recall.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I haven’t found anyone
who recalls him being there. So I thought perhaps you
might have had a conversation with him one on one that --

MR. DEBARBA: I might have. 1It’s just that,
you know, it is -- it would be surprising to me that any
of these selections would ultimately have made their way
to paper without Mario knowing about it or having input
into it or having had some discussion or some input. It
just would be surprising to me.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: It was surprising to me,
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too, because I asked him about some of them, and he éaid
he wouldn’t have made the selections that were made for
them, and that he didn’t make those selections.

MR. DEBARBA: Really?
SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Yes. The -- Larry
Chatfield had an bﬁportuﬁity to respond to a concern

and he did his investigation

which, I guess, did not substantiate

Qf}s concern
that he was discriminated against as a result of the '93
reintegration.

And you were interviewéd by Mr. Chatfield, and
I was provided with a copy of the notes that you prepared
and what I'd like you to do -- I'm having trouble reading
these notes, they’re handwritten notes and I'm sure you’'d
have just as much trouble with my handwriting probably as
I'm having with yours. If you could kind of walk me
through the notes -- and I’'1l be happy to share them with
you -- I’1l1l give you an opportunity to look at them as
well. Let’s just go off the record.

(Whereupoﬁ, the foregoing matter went off the

record at 10:25 a.m. and went back on the

record at 10:32 a.m.)

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: All right. Mr. DeBarba,
you’ve had an opportunity now to review the three pages

which I believe constitute notes that you have prepared on
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a, I guess, a memo from Larry Chatfield dated September
12, 1994; your comments back to him are dated, I believe,
September 28 of ‘94. .If we could start on page -- well,
it’s page 2 of the document, one of two of the actual
gquestions.

And if you could kind of read this into the
record. And while the queétions that are down here, Mr.
Chatfield’s questions, are clear, it would probably help
to clarify the record if you would also read them as well
as the written response.

MR. DEBARBA: Right. Just to put it in
context, I was responding to a request that Larry had
given me relative to a concernee who had brought a
question to him, and he was asking for my help or support
in responding to the questions that he’d receive. Do you
want me just to read these bullets --

SPECIAL, AGENT LOGAN: Read the bullets --

MR. DEBARBA: -- and then my handwriting?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN:  -- and then the comments
after the bullets.

MR. DEBARBA: Okay. First oﬁe: "In
conjunction with concernee statement number 2," concernee
statement number 2 -- it doesn’t say what that is. "The
concernee questioned the memory and the truthfulness of

the selection committee." And my response, my handwritten
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response: "The report reflects my memory very accurately.
PEP action plan 1.2.3 on selection was clearly used to
avoid potential for favoritism -- the reason the PEP
action plan was undertaken to begin with.

"Also, the seleétion process was patterned
after a similar process used" -- broken off there, but --
win CSO, Customer Service Organization, who had gone
through a downsizing and deselection. Worksheets were
used during the process but were not retained to the best
of knowledge for confidentiality reasons." That was the
first point.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. Now, were you
talking about -- for all the positions or just the
supervisor positions?

MR. DEBARBA: Right. No, I was talking about
thevprocess that was set up that, to be clear, that
process was a process that was used at the vice president,
the director, and the manager level; at the supervisory
level it ended up being different.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. I just wanted to
make sure I understand which process you went back
addressing here.

MR. DEBARBA: Go on to the next one?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Yes.

MR. DEBARBA: It says: "Please provide the
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names of all the people who had any input in the selection
process as it applied to the concernee."”

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Do you know who the
concernee was?

MR. DEBARBA: I believe I did.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay.

‘MR. DEBARBA: I believe I did. Yes, I did.
Yes, I would have had to otherwise I couldn’t have
addressed it.

SPECIAI, AGENT LOGAN: Well, it makes sense,
but I just wanted to make sure.

MR. DEBARBA: Right. Right. I put; "To the
best of my recollection, Opeka, Romberg, Scace, Stetz,
DeBarba, Eckenroth, Madoono, LaPlatney, Risley, Necci,
Pitman," and there’s a circle around Bonaca with a
question mark.

| SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay.

MR. DEBARBA: All right. *In conjunction with
concernee statement number 3, the concernee states, ’‘In
the absence of any objective candidate evaluation process,
the selection process most likely became a popularity
contest.’ Can you comment on the concernee’s conclusion
that the selection process became a popularity contest?

"There was nothing popular at all about

deselecting or having to release long-term employees who
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had made contributions tb the company over the years." It
was a tough unpleasant job that had to be done and was
done using the best tool that we had while moving ahead
quickly."

Where are here? Right here? "In conjunction
with concernee statément number 4, the fact that no one in
the selection process can recall the concernee’s namé
being mentioned is disturbing to the concernee. In
conjunction with this thought, the concernee would like to
know why he was not mentioned or considered as a candidate
for various management positions. Did management believe
that he was not qualified for any of the managerial or
supervisory positions. If this belief is true, what is
the basis of the belief?"

And in handwritten, "I believe he was
considered amongst many others; however, his name doesn’t
stand out, but frankly, no one’s does. The discussions
were business-like, frank, and direct. We operated on a
belief that he was qualified but decided that others would
be more successful."”

Next bullet. "In conjunction with statement
number 4, the concernee is of the opinion that his
deselection was based on his unpopular but correct
position on safety sensitive issues that had come to a

head around the time the selection process was going on.
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0E103B. 1In this light, the concernee is tryingtio
understand how the process was applied to his individual
case."

I wrote in there: "We looking" -- it’s written
incorrectly. It should have said "we're looking." "We're
looking for the best available candidate to fill a new
position that was predominately site-based énd less
specialized, i.e., mechanical/civil engineering, not
balance of plant engineering or engineering mechanics. It
was a new," underlined, "érganization fo; which there were
no incumbents." I think that’s the end of it.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Does that second line
also address concernee?

MR. DEBARBA: Oh, vyes, I think it does go on.
Right. "The concernee was highly specialized, analytical,
and corporate focused. The committee was looking for
candidates using the assessment criteria who provided a
new business focus as a compliment to technical skills.
The concernee in this regard was no different than Mr.
Cizek, Hodge, Cornelius, or McMullen."”

All right. "Can you comment further" -- oh, I
guess that’s the same part of the same question.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Yes, I think so. Yes.

MR. DEBARBA: Do you want me to read that --

"Can you comment"?
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SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: No, that’s okay.

MR. DEBARBA: "As a final issue in this area,
the concernee mentions being confused as to why management
now holds him in high regard and would consider him for
future positions. Can you-comment on his question as to
what has changed between then and now, and does it imply
that he was not held in high regard at the time of the
reorganization? If so, why?"

The response: "Nothing has changed. Always
have held him high regard. He simply was not our choice
for those," underlined, "positions at that," underlined,
ntime. I believe he could very well be a good choice for
supervisor somewhere some time."

Next item. "In conjunction with concernee
statement number 6, the concernee mentions three projects
which were taken away from him after he raised concerns or
took positions not popular with ﬁanagement. Can you
comment on the concernee’s-reassignments on the projects?
Note." Comment is: "See previous page. Only reassignment
I'm familiar with is MOV’'s.™ |

2nd it says, "Can you comment on what his
safety concerns or unpopular positions might have been?"
The response: "They were not unpopular with me. It’s not
unusual in engineering space to have differing technical

views. The only one that I am aware of is with TBSCCW
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wherein analysis apparently showed the heat exchanger to
be operating beyond their flow velocity design point.

"While others believe that from a practical
standpoint that the heat exchanger had operated
satisfactorily in this regime for many years, including
inspections during refueling outages, the question
surrounded tube flow velocity as a specific design
criteria, I believe."

The last item. "In conjunction with
concernee’s statement number 7, the concernee suggested a
corporate culture punitive in nature. Can you comment on
this opinion?" The comment: "I’'m not sure, but he may be
referring to the situation involving P. Blanch. I
personally don’t believe that culture existed within
engineering services at that time or now. |

"I have perscnally taken and supported mény
positions which had direct impact on operations of the
plants without being chastised. I would not tolerate such
within my organization. I am, however, tolerant of
differing technical positions and bringing such to a
conclusion.*

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Is there anything with
regard to your comments that you’d like to change or
elaborate on at this point based on what you know today?

MR. DEBARBA: I think we did clarify the point
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on the supervisory selection, the selection -criteria as it
relates to supervisors being different from that of
directors and managers. I think I've clarified that
before.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: What about corporate
éulture? You still feel there’s no corporate(culture that
tends to discriminate or is punitive in nature?

MR. THEBAUD: What time period are you
referring to? Now? Or are you referring to when Mr.

|
DeBarba wrote this back in early 19 -- well, in September

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: He wrote this September

28, 1994.

MR. THEBAUD: Right. So are you asking him
whether --

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN:. Well, his opinion as of
today -- does he still believe that that’s the case at

Northeast Utilities?

MR. DEBARBA: From my --

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: He might not have been
aware of it in 1994. But are you aware of anything today
that would have changed your opinion with regard to ’'94°7

MR. DEBARBA: No. From my experience, I don’'t
believe that there is a corporate culture that is punitive

in nature. I do know that there are perceptions on the
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part of people who have voiced duriﬁé'surveys and the

like, maybe lack of trust and concerns-of retaliation and

that type of thing,’so I think that there are some o

perceptions out there.

I am not aware, nor do I believe that there is
a culture that is punitive in nature that is intentionally
looking to punish people for raising concerns. My
experience has not been that.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: What about in terms --
if we don’t just talk about it in raising concerns -- I
think that’s a pretty black and white issue -- but it’s
taking positions which are not the popular positions. I
think one of the issues that came up was raised by George
Galatis and George Betancourt as they talked about the
spent fuel pool and, I guess, what, I guess a fairly
visible one is a full core offload, I think.

I mean, that was something that was pressed --
that full core offload was being done, it sho;ldn't have
been done, it wasn’t safe. I think as it turned cut that
the full core offload was not approved by the NRC, but was
eventually approved after the request went in. I think
that’s the case, isn’t it? The NRC did approve it
eventually?

MR. DEBARBA: ¥es, it did.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: You know, so the -- I
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think the issue concerned following up on what appeared to
be a discrepancy in the license and the culture is not
responsive to that. And so, I'm not saying that, yoh/’
know, -it’s you raised a safety concern, I'm going to step
on you. It’‘s a question oﬁ not being responsive much like
Mr. Partlow talked about in his letter.

MR. DEBARBA: Well, timeliness was someﬁhing
that Mr. Partlow talked about, and we agreed, timeliness
has been an issue. We'’ve made progress in that area. We
do some things much different than we’ve done before.
That is an issue. But, I don’t think it’s correct to
construe timeliness and a punitive culture in the same
way; they’re not the same. And what I do not see are
things done in a punitive way. Certainly some things
could have been done in a more timely way. It does not
mean that they were done to punish. It’s notb—— that’s
not the case. It’s not my experience.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: How would you compare
that to the memo that Matt Kupinski wrote to Mario Bonaca
talking about a chilling environment? Do you recall that
memo? It was several years after the reorganization
concerning CU-29, generally, but it did reference back to
the 1992, ‘93 time frame on the CU-29. How would you
compare that kind of environment? If you’d like I’'ll get

the memo so you can read it again.
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MR. DEBARBA: Well, I responded to that in one
of ﬁhe previous interviews.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: You did. /Yoﬁvaid. And,
I guess, I'm asking you in terms of -- you said timeliness
and not punitive nature, and yet, clearly what’'s talked
about there is a chilling environment which -- I mean, can
that be a resul; of timeliness and not being punitive?

MR. THEBAUD: Do you want to get the memo?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: It’s here some place. I
kﬁow'counsel’s got it too just in case I don’t --

MR. THEBAUD: To be honest with you I don't
have it with me.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: It does date back to the
192, '93 time frame. I think in the beginning there
that’s why I asked that. |

MR. DEBARBA: Okay.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: We were tal#ing, I
guess, the chilling environment that was referred to in
the Kupinski memo, the timeliness versus punitive nature.
I'm getting a feeling that timeliness in some way is
relevant to punitive in that I think Tim Martin has talked
about engineering problems away; I think other people have
said you can pencil whip a problem; procrastinate long .
enough it gbes away. Isn’t that all a part of the timing

of a response to an issue? Didn’t that chilling
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environment exist in ‘92 at about the time, ’92, ’93, when
this reorganization was taking place?

MR. DEBARBA: No, I think that -- first off,
the memo that we’re looking at is a draft memo from
Kupinski to Bonaca with cdbies to Guerci and myself, and
it has to do with lessons learned on the Millstone 1 CU-
29. And after we had a review of the CU-29 -- this was in
the 1995, June of ‘95 time frame, May and June -- that
that decision was made to declare one CU-29 not operable
which was a very conservative based decision. It involved
lots of people in the organization.

And we view those situations where you have a
fairly charged environment that makes a critical decision
like this as a real opportunity to go in and assess
ourselves. And part of our culture has been to improve
ourself and looking at ourselves right at the moment when
you have situation to find ways to improve ourselves. So
I think this is indicative of a healthy, questioning
attitude of going back and saying, "Let’s tear this apart
and see what we can learn from this and where we might be
able to improve ouréelves."

This is a perspective that Matt shared with
the group and there was a discussion upon it. Certainly
his opinions might differ and did differ from perspectives

of other people of other parts of the organization,
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particﬁlarly at the site-based part of the organization.

And he specifically uses words in there of

senders and receivers were wo%&s_that I specifically used.
And that’s all in the idea of making sure that we all keep
our ears open, and we become very good listeners, and we
become good communicators back and forth, and we have two
hundred percent accountability at every interface to.make
sure we don’t lose things in the crack..

I complimented the people for doing a good job
in this case of coming to a technical decision not based
on lengthy periods of time and using a -- I forget what
words were used previously -- technically arrogant way of
pursuing something or a legalistic approach to something.

Here's a case where people actually went out and hired

‘technical experts to provide opinion, extrapolated that

data and made a conservative decision in a period of days
or a week or two as opposed to months or longer than might
have taken in previous years.

And so I think a lot had been improved. And
this was all in a broader context of migrating our
organization ultimately to be site-based where our roles
and responsibilities were a lot clearer. So I think that
there were really lessons learned here to improve our
performance overall. I get people so they can talk openly

and directly about these issues without a situvation
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“becoming polarized where there are accusations.

I don’t think that anybody in this entire

situation was viewed as‘béing pointed a finger at and
saying that you’re a bad person in some way, shape or
form. There were questions: could we do things better and
will we listen better? But not in the context that
somebody -- somebody is being punished in any way, shape,
or form.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Well, I think you talked
about this -- see it going on as an issue that was
resolved in a very short period of time. I think the memo
points out that it took a very long period of time to
finally resolve this issue.

MR. DEBARBA: Relative to what?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Several years. I think
that’s why it points by saying that this -- that this
issue first arises in the ’92, ’'93 time frame. But my
understanding is that Mario Bonaca asked Matt Kupinski to
do a lessons learned on this because it took so long. He
had expected the period of time even when they had the, I
guess the, the Kelsey Study in that it still took several
weeks after that for them to resolve the issue, and in his
mind it was anything but a short period of time; it was an
extended period pf time, and that’s why he told Matt

Kupinski to write this memo in the first place.
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MR. DEBARBA: Let me just give you my
perspective on that because I think that you’ve actually
tied a couple of’éh&ﬁgs together. In the 1992, ’93 time
frame, we had organizations that were not reporting
together. We had a site-based organization, we had a home
office based organization! and during that period of time
the information that existed at that time is not the same
information that existed now.

A decision was made in the-l992, 93 time
frame -- I’m not sure exactly how long it took -- but it
concluded that that valve was operable to the best of my
understanding and recollection.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: There were lots of
decisions in the 1993 and ‘94 time frame.

MR. DEBARBA: Well, no, this is -- I'm talking
specifically in the 792, ‘93 time frame on this when it
came up. And it was based at least in part on legal input
and what not into that ultimate decision that this issue
appeared again in 1995 based on some new input.

And based on that new input in a new
organization that had combined engineering basically
through that 1993 reorganization that we talked about
earlier in this interview got to a conclusion that was
totally technically based and ended up being a

conservative decision in a much shorter period of time
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well within the guidelines that we have within our

organization procedurally for doing operability reviews.

~ "  And from our judgment it was a good step

forward. Are we 100 percent satisfied that that’s good
enough? No. We’re always looking for ways to improve
ourself. And that’s what the context of this letter is.
In fact, I think Matt’s closing comment is: "It should be
acknowledged that this also includes constructive inputs
and observations from Al Cizek. It is hoped that this is
not construed in a negative manner, but as a genuinely
intended effort to provide an honest assessment that we

can learn from and which will make our organization

better."

So T think that’s clearly indicative of the
context that this is viewed in

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: - Okay. Why don’'t we just
go off the record for a minute.

(Whereupon, the foregoing matter went off thé

record at 10:59 a.m. and went back on the

record at 11:01 a.m.)

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Your feeling is then,
Mr. DeBarba, that in light of the fact that the memo --
again, we’re talking about the Kupinski memo -- that even
though it mentions the issue first existed in 92, 93

time frame, that that was an issue which was distinct from
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the one that was resolved in 1995 and was the basis for

this memorandum?

- MR. DEBARBA: Correct.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: One of the points that
Mario Bonaca made to me, he said that "The plant should
have given more attention to Cizek because of his
expertise with check valves. 1In addition, another
engineer with even more expertise than Cizek was asked to
make a call on the condition of the valve.

"After review of the second opinion supporting
Cizek’s conclusions regarding CU-29, instead of taking the
action the issue was assigned to yet another individual
and no remedial action was taken." He said, "At that
point, CU-29 issue should have been resolved in a few
days, not three weeks." And that was one of the reasons
that he directed Matt Kupinski to write what we looked at
earlier as the June 6, 13995, memo.

So I guess his position was it was not a rapid
reconciliation of a problem; it was one that had dragged
out longer than it should have, and he did point out that
the issue did start in the /92, ’93 time frame although it
was resolved, I guess, intermittently and did arise again.
But even at the point when it arose again, he felt it
still took too long based on the information that was

available.
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MR. DEBARBA: That’s why I focused so much on
this idea of senders and receivers and 200 percent
accountability because one of the things that we’ve come
to understand as an organization is that that’s an area
that we need to focus on. " And if you look at the training
programs we now are going to be putting all our people
through, this "Covey Seven Habits of Highly Effective
people, " habit number 5 is -- says something like: "Seek
first to understand before you seek to be understood, "
which says a lot about senders and receivers.

and I think that it’s easy for people to reach
a conclusion quickly that they were dismissed or they
weren’'t heard or what not. But the question really is:
have you done everything that you need to do to
understand? In other words, seek first to understand, ask
some questions yourself. Have you really understood this
issue yourself and done what you should? 1It’s easy to be
a victim or to point the finger at yourself. 1It’s more
appropriate, I think, to make sure you have 200 percent
accountability at those interfaces. That's what we're
trying to really prbmote here.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: So back to the selection
of supervisors. Let me ask you again. Was Al Cizek one
of those individuals that you considered for a supervisory

assignment in 1993 in the new organization?
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MR. DEBARBA: Well, when you say consider, I
think that basically everybody in the organization had,
you know, was on equal footing in that sense of
consideration. We selected the people we felt were the
best, the best candidates for those positions regardless
of where they were previously.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Well, did that mean that
you did consider him specifically as opposed to
generically? I think you've given me sort of a generic
answer -- yes, everybody was a candidate; however we made
the best selections. That doesn’t really get to the issue
of did I consider Al Cizek, Aid I look at him in terms of
could he have taken the job that, for instance, went to
Azevedo to Oswald to Pokora -- did I say is Cizek a good
candidate for this job or is, perhaps, Pokora a better
one? I mean that kind of an analysis not --

- MR. DEBARBA: We didn’t do that -- we didn’t
do that kind of analysis. Our analysis was really given
this position, who do we feel is a good candidate for that
position? Who were the people who were good candidates or
who is a good selectee for that particular position? And
we had some discussion on it. 8o it wasn’t a matter of
consideration of is there an incumbent because there
really are no incumbents for these jobé that we’re talking

about here.
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SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Well there were a few
incumbents that lost their jobs along the way. Not in
your organization, per se, but in the --

MR. DEBARBA: Right, for most of the
engineering jobs we’'re talking about here there weren’t
real incumbents. But we’re really talking who were the
best people available for those positions as opposed.to
who had been a supervisor before -- that really didn’t
enter into the discussions.

SPECIAI, AGENT LOGAN: Was there a list put on
a board that said this is our pool of incumbents and this
is our pool of possibles or did it go that far?

MR. DEBARBA: I don’t think it went that far.
I don‘t think we did that.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Just this is the
position --

MR. DEBARBA: Right. Here is the new
organizational structure. Who do we have in the
organization that might be a good fit or might be a high
potential candidate who is not currently in any kind of
management rank?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: So by the same token, if
you’d been having problems with a particular person -- and
I use the term "problems" in a very general sense, but if

you had had problems with a particular person, that person
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would not have been one that you would have raised their
name for consideration. Whether the problem was based on
the fact that they were a poor performer or whether the
problem was based on another issue their names instead of
being raised would have just been left tabled. You
wouldn’t have offered them as a candidate for this new
position.

MR. DEBARBA: I think that what we were
looking at were who are the people who'had the best
capability of -- for doing these jobs. We were not
looking at historical matters. I don’t recall any
discussion coming up at all about previous performance
people taking unpopular'decisions, which I think you’'re
alluding to -- just didn’t enter the picture.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: It didn't.enter the
picture in that -- you’re saying no one mentipned it, not
that it didn’'t come in saying, "Well, let’s consider
Subhash Chandra," and someone said, "Well, you know, what
about the TBSCCW and how he handled that" -- that type of
thing you said didn’t come up -- did not come up. Right?

MR. DEBARBA: Right.

SPECiAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay.

MR. DEBARBA: Right.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: But, the selection.

process was more of who do we want as opposed to who don’t
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we want.

MR. DEBARBA: Well, it’s.a matter of who would
be the best fit for that particular position. We éot some
new positions here that had some characteristics that we
were looking for, and we were trying to fit the best
people into those positions and do it quickly. Time was
important here.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: You were also looking
for team players, right?

‘ MR. DEBARBA: Looking for the best people in
the positions. People could work with others, yes, that’s
important.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Team players,

»predictable, performance --

MR. DEBARBA: You want high performers, yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Non-threatening.

MR. DEBARBA: Non-threatening? You want
people who can work with eaéh other.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Would you say that
someone would not be cénsidered if they had been taking
strong positions against management?

MR. DEBARBA: I don’'t know. I don’t think it
was viewed that the people you’re talking about took
strong positions‘against management. In fact, if

anything, I think the people that you’'re referring to are
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soft spoken people, are not threatening.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Al Ccizek, Subhash
Chandra?

MR. .DEBARBA: Yes. I don’t think I view them
és threatening; they're very soft spoken. I mean, I can
see other people in the organization as béing far more
outspoken than that.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I certainly can, too.
So just let me clear it up. I think we’ve covered it, but
just let me clear it up now. Cizek’s name wasn’'t
mentioned, as you recall.

MR. DEBARBA: As the best of my recollection,
that’'s correct.

SPECTIAL AGENT LOGAN: It wasn’t mentioned
either for a position, and it wasn't mentioned negatively
in any respect. It just wasn’t méntioned.

MR. DEBARBA: Right. Right. And I would say
the same probably for all the people who were deselected,

the vast majority of them. I‘m just kind of thinking

through the names of the people who were deselected --

a number of them.

SPECTAL AGENT LOGAN: Right. When the names
were blocked in -- who actually wrote the names in? Was
that something John Opeka himself did or was someone

acting as sort of a scribe for him during that meeting?

%Uum w;%h)u{aﬂ’ Fx e
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MR. DEBARBA: You know, I don’t recall.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: All right. When you say
that the names were offered and it was based on a
consensus -- you indicated that earlier -- was there a
vote taken at the meeting?. Was a consensus --

'MR. DEBARBA: No.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: How did the discussion
get to putting, say, Bo Pokora’s name or Nelson Azevedo'’'s
name actually in that little box?

MR. DEBARBA: 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. Somebody might -- I can’t
remember any specific instances -- but there may have been
someone’s name proposed and somebody said, "Oh, gees, you
know, I'vé worked with that person," oxr, "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
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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 answered. Either a change is made or it’s
left. That’s the way it went.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And getting back to
Mario Bonaca’s group. .Do you recall any of the
discussions which regarded -- or which concerned the
filling of those vacancies in Bonaca's group?

MR. THEBAUD: Let’s turn to it so we know who
we’re talking about. Among the supervisors?

SPECTAL AGENT LOGAN: Among the supervisors
that’s below the manager level.

MR. DEBRARBA: Among the three supervisors?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Well, there were several
supervisors. I think there were three that we talked
about briefly -- Pokora, Azevedo, and Oswald -- but there
may be a fourth.

MR. DEBARBA: No, Tuthill, Pokora, and Azevedo
-- Klisiewicz was a later addition to Kﬁpinski’s group. I
think that those names were -- whether it was on a board
or a sheet or something were there, I think that there
probably was a discussion. Generally, best of my
recollection that these people were positively viewed by

everybody to the best of my recollection.
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SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Do you recall .what, if
any, comments Bud Risley may have had with regard to
people who were being selected for Mario Bonaca’s group?

MR. DEBARBA: No, I don’t. I don’t remember
specific comments.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: With regard to Mr.
Risley, he’s now on an aésignment to INPO?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, he is.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: 1Is that a promotional
assignment?

MR. DEBARBA: No, it’s not.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: What kind of an
assignment is it?

MR. DEBARBA: It’s a learning assignment.
It's a training assignment. It’'s experiential. And it’s
also to help us in our relationships with INPO. We have
for some time been really trying hard to promote this
loanee reverse loanee program that INPO offers. We
basically pay every year for two people to basically take
that position. And if we don’t have aﬁybody go down you
still pay for it. So I think that for us not to take
advantage of that, we're missing an opportunity.

And most other utilities have fairly senior
people spend periods of time at INPO and then return back

to their organization. In the past we have not been able
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to take advantage of that, and we’ve been really pushing

to do that. I stated an opinion I would like to see all

of our directors at some point in time do a stint at INPO
for a year, a year and a half period of time.

And I think it was in mid-95 that we had this
discussion in talking to each one of them -- I asked each
one of them to consider it, and some of the people
responded back that well, they’d like to do but they
couldn’t do it right now. I think Mr. Necci’s and Mr.
pitman had some comments along that line that they
couldn’t do it right now because of personal family
reasons.

and Mr. Risley said that although it would be
difficult that he could do it and felt that he would be
interested in doing that. He was interested in INPO; he
had gone to a summer course at MIT that was sponsored by
INPO in one of their executive management leadership
development courses and was interested in going out and
finding out what the best in the industry are doing and
bringing that knowledge and experience back to NU, and
also using this as an opportunity to try to help shape in
those beliefs and feelings of NU.

If you have no one there to understand what NU
is all about people might come away with a wrong

impression. And I think part of his job there is to help
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make sure that we as a company are ¢clearly understood in
that line. So I think it’s a lateral. He has no paid
degradation; his pay grade is the same. And we’ve told
him that upon his return he would be returning to a
similaf ér higher position -- that’s our expectation.
I've téld that to the INPO managers down there.

I visit periodically. I was in Atlanta less
than a month ago at a conference and, you know, speak with
Mr. Risley, talked to his superiors, see how he’s doing.
And it’s, you know, he still reports to me in that regard.
So I'm still concerned for his development and the like.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. Talked to you a
little bit about the Connecticut Yankee Turbine
Replacement that was done, I guess, in the ’93 time frame.
Are you familiarAwith that?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, I -am.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I understand that Al
Cizek had a hand in the decision to repair it as opposed
to replace it.

MR. DERARBA: That'’s correct. You’'re
referring to the high turbine on CY? Yes.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Who -- if you could just
walk through that with me for a minute. It’s my
understanding that the decision was made initially to

replace that high pressure turbine and then after analysis

-
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that was done by the staff at the corporate level, that
decision was backed off on and a decision was then made to
go forward with the repair of that turbine; is that-
correct?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, that’s correct.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: What -- if you could
kind of summarize for me why that decision was changed.

MR. DEBARBA: Why was it changed from a --

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: From replacement to
repair.

MR. DEBARBA: -- from a replace to a repair?
I think when they looked at the economics of the decision
and the needs analysis. When we're making large
expenditures like that our practice is to look at
alternatives that if they looked at the alternatives on a
cost justified basis, on an economic analysis, it showed
that the repair option was preferred over tﬁe replacement
option. I think there was a fairly detailed economic
analysis done on the two options -- that’s to the best of
my recollection.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Do you recall who had
the lead on that?

MR. DEBARBA: On doing the economic analysis?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Yes.

MR. DEBARBA: I believe it was our Capacity
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Planning Group typically does that work. I’'m not sure if

that’s what they are currently called. It may be

something similar to ﬁhat. P

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Do you recall what role
Al Cizek had in that?

MR. DEBARBA; Al was involved from the
standpoint that -- let’s see -- I think -- I'm not sure
how he directly connected into it, but I know he was .-- he
was either asked to participate by the plant staff or --

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I thought he was doing
an economic analysis on that.

MR. DEBARBA: Well I'm not sure who asked him
to do it or how he became involved. That’s not clear to
me how he was involved. But I know Al was involved, and I
know Al was, in looking at it, was of the belief that the
repair option economically made more sense.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Do you recall whaﬁ the -
- what the savings were in dollars for repair versus
replacement?

MR. DEBARBA: You mean the cumulative present
worth of the revenue requirements? I don’t remember
specifically, but I know we run those kind of analyses.

My recollection is that it favored the repair option.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: I guess at one point Mr.

Opeka had gone to the board. I guess they went overseas -
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- Connecticut Yankee --

MR. DEBARBA: That’s correct.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: w«”éhé/had made a pitch
or explained to them that, in fact, the turbine was going
to be replaced, and that he then had to go back and say
that, I guess, at some point further consideration was
done and now it was going to be repaired. Are you
familiar with those two meetings?

MR. DEBARBA: No. No. I don’'t attend CY
board meetings. I knew that both options were being
looked at -- where in sequence of time, who communicated
with whom I'm not real familiar.

SPECIAI, AGENT LOGAN: Okay. Do you recall
endorsing the repair option?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, I recall that it was --
there were some very strong opinions on the matter and
that I supported Al Cizek’s opinion‘from an economic
analysis standpoint that the repair option was tﬁe
preferred choice. Even though you can’t argue with a new
turbine being better because the problems.of the past are
gone; I mean, you’ve got something that’s brand new. 1It’s
like buying a brand new car versus --

SPECIAIL AGENT LOGAN: We know how many lemons

there are in the new car market.

MR. DEBARBA: Well, you don’t know. But I
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think if you ask most people they would rather have a new
car than they would have a used car. And can you fix your
used car so that it will be allzfiéht? Yes, you can. And
is it less expensive? Yes, it is less expensive, but  you
always have these guestions. If you're the plant
operator, you want the new car; right? That'’s quite
clear. If I were a plant operator I would want the same
thing.

So that engineering -- in fact, my role»was to
make sure that if we say the repair option is the economic
option, that it is a robust decision that can be
supported; because if it doesn’t work, then engineering
has failed in its responsibility. We had to make sure
that that repair option was the right one. and it’s
obvious that the operators will always want a new thing.
You know, I think most people would.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And I’'ll just show you
for the record a memo that you wrote and signed froﬁ your
office to John Opeka, July 20, 1993, which endorses that
second option. Would you take a look at it for just a
minute?

The reason I'm showing you this is the
question has to do with buyer endorsements. Was there a
prior endorsement that you had made for replacement of the

turbine which would have preceded this memo?
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MR. DEBARBA: I don’t see any reference. If I
had I think I would have refgrenced it. Yes, but I don’'t
think that that was my'rép;rt. Usually if I had a
reference I would have included it in a reference here.
Your question, Keith, was did I --

SPECIAL. AGENT LOGAN: Had you endorsed in
writing the replacement of the turbine prior to this time?

MR. DEBARBA: I don't recall. I do indicate
here that there was some new informatién from Westinghouse
-- Westinghouse -- repair options for the seal repair. So
it looks like maybe some new information came in aﬁ this
time frame. But quite clearly, we’re recommending the
repair replacement choice.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: The work that was done,
and the savings that were done, was there any
consideration given to the people that had worked on the

study to show the economic savings involved in the repair

"of the turbine? Were there any spot recognitions, letters

of appreciation, or anything else that had gone out to any
of the players involved in that?
MR. DEBARBA: I don’t recall. Not for me.
SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. You indicated
that you thought that it was clear that there was kind of
an effort to repair a turbine as opposed to replacing it -

- it was not the first choice of the operators or managers
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at Connecticut Yankee. Do you think there was any

animosity as a result of that decision?

MRZﬁDEBARBA: Animosity? I think there was
disappointment. I think that they would have preferred to
have a new high pressure turbine. I don't think thére was
any animosity. I certainly never felt it, and I was the
one that made the recommendation.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Well, there were
certainly others that made the recommendation to you which
you then endorsed. So, you didn’'t feel that there was
anything coming back to you nor to any of the other
individuals who worked on that?

MR. DEBARBA: No, I know people -- 1 worked at
¢y for four years, so I knew. I was invcharge of
replacing the whole low pressure turbine with an ABB
turbine. So ; know how people feel about it and at times
that is the right thing to do; it’s a lot simpler to do
that than it is to repair one.

S0, yes, you know, we're familiar with the
fact that people would be disappointed about that, that
they would just like to have the new device in there and
running and not have to be concerned about it anymore.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Last point again --
let’s go back to that ’93 reorg again. When decisions

were being made to place supervisors in those new slots --
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were there supervisory or performance evaluations
available on those individuals who were current
superviéb;;? Were they available to you for review or for
anyone to review if they had questions?

‘MR. DEBARBA: I don’t think so. I mean, if
somebody ultimately wanted them, could they get them?

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: No, no.

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, they could.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN:' Were they available?

MR. DEBARBA: Were they in the room or
something? No.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Most likely have things
here in this room. No. Okay.

MR. DEBARBA: I don'£ recall that at all.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: You don’t recall Cizek’s
name being mentioned one way or the other with regard to
Chandra, if we can just briefly again about him? Do you
recall his name as point of discussion for any of the
supervisory slots?

MR. DEBARBA: I really don’'t recall that.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: And did you consider
him? Obviously you didn’t nominate him that we’ve heard
so far. But you considered him for a position in the new
organization in ’93.

MR. DEBARBA: You know, I don’t recall his
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name being, you know, discussed, or his name appearing on

a chart or proposing his name.

SPECIAL AGENT
they thought his name was
MR. DEBARBA:
recall it. Don't forget,
SPECIAL AGENT

MR. DEBARBA:

LOGAN: I think one person said
discussed.

It's possible. I just don't
we're talk%ng --

LOGAN: I understand.

-- you know, probably, I don't

know, fifty names here during the course of the

discussion, maybe more.
SPECIAL AGENT
ago. So.
MR. DEBARBA:
SPECIAL AGENT
with maybe all the memory
that's been going on that
MR. DEBARBA:
SPECIAIL AGENT
MR. DEBARBA:

SPECIAL AGENT

LOGAN: It was a couple years

Right.

LOGAN: ~ I understand. I thought
recollection and refreshing

it might have all popped up.

No.

LOGAN: No?

No.

LOGAN: Okay. That’s all the

questions that I have at this time. Is there anything

that you’d like to add to

MR. THEBAUD:

the record?

We’'d like to take a break and

come back and let you know.

SPECIAL AGENT

LOGAN: I guess we can do that.
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Let’'s go off the record.

(Whereupon, the foregoing matter went off the

record at 11:33 a.m. and went back on the

record at 12:05 p.m.)

CROSS EXAMINATION

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Mr. Thebaud, there’s a
couple items that you_indicated you wished to place on the
record at this time.

MR. THEBAUD: Yes, there are. Thanks very
much for the opportunity to do that. Earlier in your
discussion with Keith he was talking about a conversation,
apparently, that he had with Mario Bonaca -- I don’t have
the exact quotes, obviously, that were used -- but
something to the effect that Mario would not have made
necessarily the selections that were made of him that
arose out of the 1993 reorganization.

- MR. DEBARBA: Yes.

MR. THEBAUD: Did you ever comment on that?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes. It’s one of surprise in
that to this day I'm not aware of Mario’s displeasure with
the selectees absent one, a possibility, and that would be
with Mr. Kupinski. I do recall during discussions of the
manager selectees of him raising questions relative to
both Mr. Cretella who was the manager of the fuels groups

and Mr. Kupinski who was somebody that was being proposead
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for this new manger position, and him ultimately
concluding that he felt that -- he felt positive about Mr.
Cretella not beihg there and that Mr. Guerci taking that
position.

I know he felt that way. I know he felt
somewhat uneasy about Mr. Kupinski, but in general viewed
that given the overall circumstances, that he was willing
to work with Mr. Kupinski to give him every opportunity to
be successful. But I‘m not aware of any other concerns
that he may have had about any of the other selectees.

MR. THEBAUD: Was is it during the time that
he was expressing concerns about either Mr. Kupinski or
Mr. Cretella? Did he say he also had specific concerns
with some of the supervisors?

MR. DEBARBA: I have no recollection on that.

MR. THEBAUD: Do you know whether at the time
of this reérganization was occurring in the November,
December 1993 time frame -- do you know whether Mr. Bonaca
knew Bo Pokora?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, I do know.

MR. THEBAUD: How do you know that?

MR. DEBARBA: Well, Mr. Pokora, prior to that,
had been for a number of years -- ten years oOr more --
been in the reactor plant systems group and was a

principal engineer in that organization, fairly high
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ranking. His job as a reactor plant systems principal
engineer was one to interface with the nuclear engineering
group a lot.

He had come from combustion engineering, had
extensive background in reactor systems, and interfaced
routinely with people from Mario’'s group and was viewed as
a technical expert in that particular area and was viewed
very positively by people in the nuclear engineering
organization. So, in that sense, I would say that Mario
would have known and did know Bo and viewed him
positively.

MR. THEBAUD: You were just describing a
little bit in your answer Bo’'s background -- can you tell
me whether or not at the time that Bo was slotted to the
position that he obtained as a supervisor in the 1993
reorganization, you supported his selection for that
position?

MR. DEBARBA: Yes, I did.

MR. THEBAUD: Can you tell us without
repeating everything you just said why you thought he was
the right choice for the job?

MR. DEBARBA: Sure. I think, you know, Bo had
an outstanding technical background in that particular
area. That function included some systems work as well as

programs. Bo was the expert we had in the company on
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appendix R which is a big fire and nuclear plant systems
based program that had come out in the 1980's.

He had extensive experience and knowledge of
all of our plants from a nuclear systems standpoint. He
had been acting supervisor for a number of years. He was
easy to work with. People enjoyed working with him. He
had a real keen insight into plant systems and wag very
good at getting -- a good questioning attitude, real good
at insights into design changes, was sought out for his
opinion quite often.

He was already a principal engineer, high

position, grade 17, basically the same level as a

" supervisor and was viewed very positively in terms of a

person for ﬁhat kind of a slot.

MR. THEBAUD: During the time again of the
reorganization or shortly thereafter, did Mr. Bonaca ever
express the opinion to you that either Mr. Cizek or Mr.
Chandra should have been given supervisory positions?

MR. DEBARBA: No.

MR. THERBAUD: Changing the subject slightly.
Towards the end of the interview with Mr. Logan, you were
talking about the replacement or the repair of the CY high
pressure turbine in 1993 -- in that time frame, and you
mentioned ﬁhat at one point I think there was a document

that reflected a memorandum that ybu had sent, putting
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forward your recommendation -- do you know whether Mr.
Opeka reacted favorably or unfavorably to the
recommendation to repair versus replace?

MR. DEBARBA: He was very favorable to having
a repair option.

MR. THEBAUD: Why was that?

MR. DEBARBA: Well, I think he wanted to have
options that included different scenarios rather than

having only one choice, and that was the most expensive

investment of capital -- one that was more spread out over

time that included lower levels of expenditures timed over
a longer period of time. So I think he was looking at --
he was pleased to see a second option.

MR. THEBAUD: I think that’s everything. Just
let me double check here. That’s all. Thank you.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Okay. Mr. Gutierrez?

MR. GUTIERREZ: I have nothing.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Mr. DeBarba, is there
anything else that you’d like to place on the récord at
this time?

MR. DEBARBA: No, not at this time.

SPECIAL AGENT LOGAN: Thank you for coming.

7 MR. DEBARBA: Thank you.
(Whereupon, the above interview of Eric

DeBarba came to a conclusion at 12:15 p.m.)



