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INT[RVlg\; REPORT
BERNIE BUTEAU

On December 18, 1996, BUTEAU was interviewed by the reporting agent.
The interview was conducted under oath in Conference Room C, Vermont Yankee
il Nuclesr Power Plant (VY), Tmning Center, Brattleboro, V7. BUTEAU was
resented during the interview by J. Patrick HICKEY, Esquire, Shaw, Pitman,
Potts & Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20037-1128.
HICKEY's office talephone number 1s (202) 663-8103. HICKEY stated that he
represented BUTEAU and VY during the interview. BUTEAU stated that it was his
choice to have HICKLY represent him, and he understood that HICKEY might share
with VY managemenit information discussed during the interview. BUTEAU stated
that he was not under any precsure from VY management to have !IICKEY represent
him. BUTEAU ?ravidnd the following information rogardmg an allegation that
former VY employee James MASSEY was discriminated against because he had
::(1!35.‘)’ concerns with a design change for the VY Advanced Off Gas System

BUTEAU wa
number 1
His home
(802) 258-4”_y. ification
gnduated from the University of Massachusetts at Lowell in
achelor of Science ‘n Nuclear Enerw.wﬂe was ewployed by Ya

§0

3
Atomic

- Energy Company (YAEC) from 1976 unt 79, and worked as an engineer on the
( VY Pro‘)ect. was hired by VY in 1979. He has been the Improved Technical
Specification Project Manager since September 1996. His supervisor is

Robert SOJKA, VY rations Support Manager. From October 1995 until June
1996 he was the Reorganization ‘oordinator. From February 1991 until October
1995 he was the Director of Nuclear Engineering. Jim PELLETIER, Vice
President Nuclear Engineering, was his supervisor almost until the end of that
assigrment, after which he reported to Jay THAYER, who was on loan from YAEC.
IE)ur}ng the ADGS design change project, he was the Director of Nuclear
ngineering.

BUTEAU stated that he can document job performance problems with MASSEY dating
back 10 1993, but he can recall MASSEY performing poorly from the February
1991 time period, when he witnessed MSEEY': presentation techniques and
demeanor while making presentations to the Plant Operations Review Committee
(PORC). BUTEAU said tnat he first realized that MASSEY had performince
deficiencies because there was a difference between MASSEY and what he saw and

from his other Senfor ineers. He said that he began, over time,
to call into question how MASSEY fit ir* the VY Nuclear Engineering
Department, alt from the beginn' 4 of the time that Y was in his
management chain, always g:ve MASSEY the benefit of the doubt. He recalls
that MASSEY tried to avoid the PORC process as much as possible.

He said that MASSEY had an overall bad attitude with VY after the 1991
reorganization which combined the Construction and Engmeering rtments
into a new Electrical Engineering & Construction rtment (EEAC). BUTEAU
(‘ commented that up to the 1991 recrganization, MASSEY was the Electrical
Construction Supervisor and acted in a fairly autonomous manner; he was
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8llowed to act and suparvise his small group of employees in his own way.
After the 1991 reorganizatton, MASSEY was no | r a supervisor, and he
(BUTEAU) made 1t known that he expected work to be performed in comp)iance
with Wres. He also eliminated the Mechanical and Electrical

Const fon Department's one million dollar budget, which was used to perform
work that the Maintenance Department didn't want to perform, BUTEAU focused
the new EE&C department into a more project criented group.

BUTEAU said that he counseled Dave PHILLIPS, EEAC Wanager, rv?ardw his
rmrﬂ supervision of MASSEY and spoke to MHILLIPS for allowing MASSEY,
lectrical Engineer Mike TESSIER, and Tom REGAN (who was fired), to take more
than the allotted time for coffee breaks on work time in general. BUTEAU said

that MASSEY didn't 1ike that.

BUTEAU also recalls that in 1992 an Licensee Event Report (LER) had to he sent
to the NRC on fire protection barrier seals, and that MASSEY was the Cognizant
Engmnr on the issue with the seals in 197¢ « 1980, but that the problems
with the material were not discovered until .»92. An investigative team was
assembled to review the issue and MASSEY was asked to participate because he
had performed the original work, but MASSEY's response was so negative and
abrasive that he was taken off of the team. BUTEAU said that Jim PELLETIER,
Jim DeVINCENTIS, and Scott LUCAS, were some of the other team members. BUTEAU
said thet he addressed that and other job performance deficiencies through
PHILLIPS' job performance goals and expectations, regarding his supervision of
MASSEY, so that MASSEY would meet his ?ob performance expectations, with
PHILLIPS working with MASSEY to make him a productive employee.

AGENT'S NOTE: HICKEY provided PHILLIPS' job performance evaluations
sat:;::ed)‘{or tml{gpsam lmd c:'l‘:ndar yr::rs and 2\&5?5: is ?ucu:sed
n ; $0, prov reporting agent with copies o
not.s (attached) that he took during his meetings with BUTEAU, where
BUTEAU talked with him about supervising MASSEY. The notes corroborate
that BUTEAU was dissatisfied with PHILLIPS' supervision of MASSEY and
tha.t‘ BUTEAU wanted PHILLIPS to “work on EJM [MASSEY] about doing senior
work . "

He recalls t™st during the 1992 outa?t Main Transformer Replacement Project,
MASSEY was . «ken to about an (SHA violation. BUTEAU said that he witnessed
MASSEY's response to that discussion, and told MASSEY that his actions and
response were unacceptable. He is not sure {1f MASSEY received a written
reprimand for that violation. BUTEAU cited enother instance of what he
perceived as poor performance by MASSEY during the transformer replacemert,
when he observed MASSEY becoming very agitated and excited during a discussion

with the proa:ct contractor. said that MASSEY's behavior got to 2
gomt where directed PHILLIPS to intervene and s MASSEY. BUTEAU cited
hat as a personal experience where he observed not meeting his

expectations of a Project Manager.
BUTEAU recalled that, during the interviewing process to replace PHILLIPS as

the EEAC Manager, Pat (who at that time was MASSEY's peer) told him
that he believed that MASSEY was not performing to the level e ed of
MASSEY's grade of Senior Engineer. selected CORBETT to be the EEAC
Case No. 1-96-005 2
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Manager. At that time, CORBE.. became MASSLY's supervisor.

BUTEAU said that the ADGS design was removed from the outage work 11st because
of the failure to deliver the design changes in time to the outage planning
grou?. which was led by Stan JEFFERSON. BUTEAU stated that there is pressure
on all VY loyees to deliver the designs on time to the outage planning
group, but i1 the ADGS design was delivered to CORBETT, 1t did not compy
with VY procedures and was totally unacceptable. That led to MASSEY receiving
& written disciplinary letter from CORB on November 15, 1994, BUTEAU
commented that, not only had MASSEY failed to deliver a design which met VY
procedures, he realized, at that point, that he had a Senior Engineer in the
department who did not understand the design process

BUTEAU believes that a lot of the performance issues that CORBETT had with
MASSEY resulted from CORBETT holding MASSEY accountable for his Job
gerfornonce. BUTEAU said that there 15 no doubt in his mind that they were
putting the squeeze® on MASSEY, that he at least perform as well as other
engineers and that he follow and comply with VY procedures. He added that
every en?ineer of MASSEY's grade had 1isted in their job description that they
will follow VY procedures. BUTEAU said that MASSE( was subsequently removed
from the ADGS design change project because of poor job perfurmance.

BUTEAU said that he was aware of the concerns that MASSEY had regarding the
AOGS des1g? change, and because of those concerns, he had MASSEY's supervisor,
Pat CORBETT, perform an independent review of MASSEY's concerns. and the
project, in general, to see 1f 1t could continue: he didn't know who was
right, MASSEY or CORBETT. BUTEAU said that the review was conducted by VY
Electrical Engineer Pat McKENNEY and YAEC Senior Instrumentation and Control

Engineer George HENGERLE, who concluded that the design change should continue

as stated in CORBETT's June 20, 1994, memorandum (attached) document1n? a
June 9, 1994, meeting between CORBETT and MASSEY. BUTEAU said that. a though
MASSEY disagreed with the decision to continue the design cha project,
MASSEY agreed to continue working on 1t. BUTEAU said that MASSEY's concerns
with the ADGS design change were 'deefly investigated” and that the acts that
were taken against MASSEY were not taken because he had the concerns. but
because he did not perform to the level of a Senior Engineer. He added that
MASSEY failed to utilize resources, did not follow procedures, and did not
deliver on a project that VY management felt a qualified Senior Engineer with
his experience should have been able to deliver on. He said that his opinion
was validated through McKENNEY's and PENGERLE ‘s discussion with VY Electrical

Engineering contractor Rick ROUTHIER and others during their independent
review.

BUTEAU said that, sometime in 1995, PELLETIER suggested that MASSEY be moved
to a position in the VY Maintenance Department, and that he (BUTEAU) and

Jay YER were involved in the tiations to effect that move. He said
that Gregg MERRITT, VY rat1on2e82partlent Superintendent, and Terry WATSON
(nf1) agreeu to take MASSEY into their organization with the same grade and
salary, but that MASSEY didn't agree to it. He recalls that MASSEY was going
to be told that the transfer was mandatory, but that was not done because of
MASSEY's involvement in tryiig to have the VY engineers agree to become part
of the union, and because MASSEY's attorney was involved at that time.
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BUTEAU 1s not aware of any hidden agenda to get rid of MASSEY. He said that
1t was just their objective to have a mfomoml staff which met his high
( standards, and MASSEY wasn't meeting them in almost every regard. He said
that they “"bent over backwards® to deal with MASSEY's "backlash® to their job
formance expectations, go1n? as far as offering him a position in the
intenance rtment, where 1t was believed that MASSEY could be successful.
He said that VY management and MASSEY never came to an agreement on his
position on the AOGS dmgn change, despite it being independently reviewed by
other experts who agreed that the design could continue. He said that he
;:ols‘t'nd about what has happened to Y. but that MASSEY brought it upon
mself,

Regarding MASSEY Tosing his office, BUTEAU said that MASSEY was not the only
VY employee to lose their office, because the whole Engineering building was

being rencvated at that time.
by:
Iy
\] YA
|
Jeffrey A. Teator, Special Agent

Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region |

Attachments:
( As stated
c Case No. 1-96-005 &
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Management
Performance
Review

Employse Name

)

! (
J
/ ’

Positon Title Date sasigned present position

Date of lest Performance Review

L, e

The purpose of Performance Reviews
8t Vermont Yankes is to provide »
systematic method for Supervisors
and Erployess to define job expects
tons. evalu~te performance discuss
developrnent planning opportunitios
end provide § rationasl snd consistent
basis for Personnal sctions throughout
the organization. Such discussions
frequentty produce improved job
performance and job satistection
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VERMONT YANKER NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION

MAIVEMENT PERFPORMANCE REVIEW

The purpose of Performance Reviews at Vermont Yankee L& Lo pravilde
a systematic method for Supervisors and Employees to define job
expectations, evaluace performance, discuss development planning
Opportunities, and provide a rational and consistent basis for
Personnel actions throughout the organization. Such discussions
frequently produce improved job performance and job satisfactior

PERFORMANCE REVIEW Priority Assignment
A. DEFINITION OF JOB = Highest priority
This section records - = High priority
previously determined = Mocderate priority
periormance regquirements
and provides additional
opportunity to clarify
what is expected of this
employvee and how periorm-
ance will be measured.

EVALUATION OF JOB Rating

PERFORMANCE Outstanding/

Record the description of Exceptional

the employee’'e achieve Very Good

ments in carrying out the Meets Requirements/
requirements of the job. Fully Satisfactory
How did the employee do? Below Expectation/
Record trends and changes in Needs Improvement

perfoimance If appropriate, Poor/Unsatiefactory
identify constraining forces

in organizution impacting

performance
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Goals/Performance Evaluation
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VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION

MAMAGEMENT PERFORMANCE REVIEW
s January 1993

" The purpose of Performance Reviews at Vermont Yankee

is to provide

a systematic method for Supervisors and Employees to define job
expectations, evaluate performance, discuss development planning

opportunities,

and provide a rational and consistent basis for
Personnel actions throughout the organization.

Such discusgions

frequently produce improved job performance and job satisfaction.

i. PERFORMANCE REVIEW

A.

DEFINITION OF JOB

This section records
previously determined
performanre regquirements
and provides additional
opportunity to clarify
what is experted of this
employee and how perform-
ance will be measured.

EVALUATION OF JOB
DPERFORMANCE

Record the description of
the employee’s achieve-
ments in carrying out the
requirements of the job.
How did the employee do?

Record trends and changes in

performance.

identify constrain!ng forces

in organization impacting
performance.

9

Priority Assignment

3 = Highest priority
2 = High priority

1 = Moderate priority

Rating

9-10 Outstanding/
Exceptional

7-8 Very Good

$-6 Meets Requirements/
Fully Satisfactoery

3-4 Below Expectation/

If appropriata, 1-2

Needs Improvement
Poor/Unsatisfactory
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