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are hired and subsequently, just as you did with
your subordinates?

MR, CALICUTT: Yes,

MR. DAVIDSON: Mr, Johnson, when you
were hired on at the Peak, were you made aware of
the existence of any policies with regard to the
manner in which craft were to relate to QC/QA
personnel?

MR, JOHNSON: No.

MR. DAVIDSON: Were you evey made
aware of such policies?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, sir.

MR. DAVIDSON: When were you first
made aware of them?

MR, JOHNSON: it would be the latter
part of 1979, around November.,

MR, DAVIDSON: How is it that you wvere
first made aware of these policies when you were
first hired on, sir?

MR, JOHNSON: Concerning the QC
pregrams and stuff, I was involved with non-Q
buildings and temporary sites and things like tnat,
And then whenever it came time for me to be moved
down to hole, that's when I was indoctrinated on

policies with QC,

FEDERAL COURT REPCRTERS
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MR. DAVINSON: If I understand you

correctly, Mr, Johnson, what you're saying is tha:
your initial employment at the Peak did not involve
what is known as Q-related equipment or jobs, and
that the work you did was not subject to inspection
by QC/QA persconnel?

MR. JOHNSON: That's right,

MR. DAVIDSON: And therefore, you were
not indoctrinated to craft (QC personnel because it
was not related te your job function?

MR. JOHNSON: That's correct,

MR. DAVIDSON: Now, subsequent to that

time you wera2 hired as a carpenter, you were
transferred to arees that you would be employed in
work on safety-related equipment, that was Q
equipment, and that you would thereafter have to
relate to QA/QC personnel?
MR, JOHNSON: I think I understand

your question, Yes, that's it,

MR. DAVIDSON: And at the time that
you were assigned to the power block in a Q area,
that is the time that you were given indoctrination
into the policies of Brown & Root with rfespect to
vaft personnel were to relate

the manner in whickh

to QC/QA personnel?
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there would be no harassment of QC, because {f it

was, 1t would be subject to termination.,

MR, DAVIDSON: At any time subseguent
to your conversation with Mr, Hebert regarding these
pelicies, were you reminded or tocld once again about
the exiatence of these policies at Comanche Peak?

MR, JOHNSON: Yes.

MR, DAVIDSON: Could you relate to us
what those times or occasions were when that policy
was reemphasized to you?

MR, JOHNEON: I cannot relate no
special time as far as work with Raymond was
concerned, except that during the time installing
anchor bolts, hilti bolts, things like that, that
the procedures, qualitywise and QC-wise, would be
some differences of opinion., And we would discuss
what went on in the fileld, and again he would tell
me make sure that you don't mistreat or harass the
QC people.

MR. DAVIDSON: Wwhen you say "he," do
you mean Mr, Hebert?

MR, JOHNSON: Right,

MB, DAVIDECL: ~—id any of you~ other
supervisors remind you or reemphasize this policy?

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, sir,

FECERAL COURT REPORTERS
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1 MR, DAVIDSON: Who were they, sir? o |

2 MR. JOHNSON: James Calicutt, Hal

3 % Goodson, Hal Lawford, Doug Frankum,

4 MR, DAVIDSON: Subseguent to the time |

5 you began working for Mr. Hebert, at one time or

6 another did they remind you of the policies

7 regarding QC personnel?

8 MR. JOHNSON: Prior to working with |

9 Hebert? i

10 MR. DAVIDSON: Subseguent, |

il MR. JOHNSON: Yes. |

12 MR, DAVIDSON: Do you remember on

13 which occasions these individuals reminded you or |

14 reemphasized the policies in effect regarding the

i5 policies of QA/QC personnel? i

16 MR, JOHNSON: The only special timee I |

17 remember would be the time I was called in to Mr. i
|

18 Frankum's office about the intimidation charge

19 against Eddie Niedecken and Charles Reeves and Mike

20 Hundly. E

21 MR. DAVIDSON: So these were incidents ;

22 in which allegations were made that you might have 3

23 violated the policies of which you were aware, and |

24 Mr. Frankum was discussing those incidents with you ;

25 and reminded you of the policies and asked you for E
|
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in my office with the general foreman; scometimes
general foremen and foremen., And then after that
was done, to make a followup, talk to the pecple in
the fields and see if they had the word,

MR. DAVIDSON: Mr, Liford, did you
have any occasion to implement the policies about
wniciu you've testified here today?

MR. LIFORD: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: Did you have any
occasion to implement or give effect to the policy
you have described in which it is & termination
offense to harass, intimicdate or threatenm a QC/QA
perscn?

MR. LIFORD: Yes,

MR. DAVIDSON: Would you please
describe those incidents or those occasions on which
you gave implementation to that policy?

MR, LIFORD: PFrom the time I ccme oOn
site until now, I have had to terminate three
employees for threatening QC inspectors,

MR. DAVIDSON: When you say three
employees, you mean three craft employees?

MR, LIFORD: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: Who were under your

supervision?

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS



MR. LIFORD: Yes.
MR. DAVIDSON: Could you tell us about
each of those incidents where you were required to

4 | terminate craft personnel for harassing,

5 intimjdating or otherwise threatening 2 QC inspector?

6 MR, LIFORD: As far as giving specific

7 background on each cne, no, The last one ==

g MR. DAVIDSON: First, how many such

9 occasions were there, sir?

10 MR, LIFORD: Three, The last occasion |
11 was strictly a threat by construction hand against |
12 bodily harm of 2 Quality Control inspector, The j

‘ 13 other two were similar, but I can't remember the ’
14 details of them. |
15 MR. DAVIDSON: When you say you can't f
16 remenmber the details, are you saying that you cannot ;
17 remember the names of the craft individuals whom you
18 | terminated for viclation of the policies? |
18 MR. LIFORD: I don't. No, I can't,
20 ; MR, DAVIDSON: Do you remember the
21 name of the QC inspector or QC representative who
22 was invelved? ;
23 MR. LIFORD: ©No, 5
24 MR. DAVIDSON: Ca&n you remember who |
’ 25 the superintendent of the craft employee that you .
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told me about, was?

MR. LIFORD: Vaguely, yes, Two of

them worked for Gary Cox who was the superintendent
for me at the time.,

MR, DAVIDSON: In what discipline, sir?

MR, LIFORD: In piping. The last one

! believe was Gene Everson,
MR. DAVIDSON: Was he a superintendent

also, sir?

MR, LIFORD: He was also a piping

superintendent,

MR, DAVIDSON: WwWhen, if you recocllect,

did Mr, Everson come to you teqatding the problem
that you ultimately resolved by terminating a craft

person?

MR, LIFORD: Mr. Everson did not have

the opportunity to come to me first,

MR SJAVIDSON: in other words, you

became aware of the incident noet through Mr, Everason

who reported to you, but through some other means?

MR, LIFORD: The superintendent over

the Quality Control inspector came to me,

MR, DAVIDSON: Do you remember who

that was, sir?

MR, LIFORD: I'm guessing, but I think

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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it was Bob Siever,

MR, DAVIDSON: And what did Mr, Siever
teil you?

MR, LIFORD: He explained what had
happened per his inspector's view of the sitvation,

MR, DAVIDSON: When you say "what had
happened,”™ do you remember what it was he told you?

MR. LIFORD: Yes. There was a
disagreement over over the interpretation of a
procedure, Construction hand got irate and
threatened to whoop the QC inspector's ass, |

MR. DAVIDSON: So from what Mr, Siever
told you, had there been a vioclation of two pelicies;
first, the way in which to resolve an agreement with

QC person, which was to take it to a supervisor

rather than to dispute it with the QC inspector, and

the second one was that he lost hie temper and made

a threat?

MR, LIFORD: Yes,

MR. DAVIDSON: What did you do after
Mr, Siever told you that this individual, whose name E
et this time you can't remember, had apparently |
violated these two policies?

MR, LIFORD: As a normal run of events

on any instance concerning any disagreements, both ,

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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parties were called in, in this particular case, to

my office with both myself and the Quality Control
superintendent 2nd the two individuals involved., We

interviewed both of them separately, both of ther

together, dismissed both of ther back to the field,

then made a determination as to what had te happen,

who was wrong and who was right,

MR. DAVIDSON: Did you consult with cr
have Mr, Everscon present, who was the immediate
superior of the craft person involved, as you now
remember?

MR, LIFORD: Yes, I did consult with
Mr, Everson on the situation,

MR, DAVIDSON: Was he present at any
of these interviews that you had with the craft
person involved and with the QC inspector?

MR. LIFORD: No, he was not,

MR. DAVIDSON: After you concluded the
interviews that you and Mr., Siever held jointly with
these individuals, is that when you consulted Mr,
Everson?

MR, LIFORD: That is right,

Mil, DAVIDSON: And what did you say to
Mr, Everson?

MR, LIFORD: ¥e went over the

-
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interview with both parties with Mr, Everscn and

teld him what my decision was as to the ocutcome,

MR, DAVIDSON: And what was your
decision, Mr, Liford?

MR, LIFORD: Te terminate my employee,

MR, DAVIDSON: The craft person?

MR. LIFORD: The craft person,

MR, DAVIDSON: Because he had viclated
the established poliicies?

MR. LIFORD: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: Did you communicate
this to the craft person?

MR. LIFORD: Yes.,

MR, DAVIDSON: How did you to that,
sir?

MR, LIFORD: When the decision was
made, 1 called the superintendent and the craft
person into my office, told the craft individual
what was going to happen and why it was going to

happen.

MR, DAVIDSON: When you say why it was
going to happen, what did you tell him?

MR, LIFORD: He was wrong., That was
the main thing I wanted to convey to him, was the

fact that he was wrong. I wanted him to understand

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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that he was wrong and why he was wrong.

MR. DAVIDSON: WwWell, why was he wrong,
Mr. Lifrrd, in your view?

MR. LIFORD: He violated the
precedures, the policies, and he let his temper rule
when he should not have,

MR, DAVIDSON: How long after the
incident with the QC inspector occurrxed -- that is,
after this craft person apparently made a threat to
the QC inspector -- how long after that did the
interviews that you had witn him occur?

MR. LIFORD: That day.

MR, DAVIDSON: And how long after the
interviews that you and Mr, Siever conducted with
the craft and QC inspector involved d4id you make
your determination to terminate that employee?

MR, LIFORD: Same day.

MR. DAVIDSON: And how long after you
made that decision was that employee terminated?

MR. LIFORD: The same day.

MR. DAVIDSOM: MNow, Mr, Liford, roing
back to the other incident or incidents that you
recall, that is the two employees that you recollect
worked for Mr, Gary Cox, can you give us similar

background information, as you have now, with
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respect to how those matters were handled?

MR. LIFOCRD: I cannot give you any
details because of the time span from when {t
happened to now,

MR, DAVIDSON: How long ago did the
incidents with Cox's employees occur?

MR. LIFORD: Sowmewhere between three
and five years,

MR. DAVIDSON: Somewhere between three
and five years ago?

MR. LIFORD: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: Wwhat about the

incidents invelving Mr, Everson's employee; how long

ago did that happenT?
MR. LIFYORD: Approximately two years.,
MR, DAVIDSON: About two years ago,
Other than these three incidents in which you gave
implementation to the policy for dealing with QC/QA

personnel, were you involved or aware of any cother

incidents where that policy was given implementation?
And I mean specifically the policy against harassing, |
intimidating and threatening QA/QC personnel.

MR, LIFORD: Yes, The policy -- well,
let me beck up a step., During the course of events

since 1 have been cn site, we have had an ongoing

e e el e pcrnii 5 it
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training program training craft personnel into their

procedures and any revisions thereto, During almost
all training sessions, this subject is brought up
when it comes tou the section in the procedure that
is appropriate fsr this.

MR, DAVIDSON: When you you say "this
subject,” do ycu mean the policy that disagreements
with QC/QA personnel are to be dealt with in a
professional manner, and if they cannot be dealt
with in the field, they should go up in the chain of
command and the fact that there will be no
toleration of harassment, intimidation and
threatening of QA/QC personnel?

MR. LIFORD: Yes,

MR. DAVIDSON: ' think, however, my
question was directed at something else., What I was
asking about, Mr, Liford, was, were you invelved in
or aware of any other incidents where the policy
against harassing, intimidating and threatening
QA/QC personnel was implemented by termination of
the craft person accused of doing that or otherwise?

MR, LIFORD: The only other instance
that I can think of right now is the ones concerning
Mr, Johnson and the allegation against him of

harassing or trying to intimidate QC,

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS




MR, DAVIDSON: All right, You were
_ . 2 not involved ia the rcsclution of that issue, were
3 you? |
4 MR, LIFORD: Yes,
S MR. DAVIDSON: VYes, you were or you
6 were not?
7 MR, LIFORD: Yes, 1l was.
8 MR, DAVIDSON: Well, after Mr., Johnson
9 has had an opportunity to tell us about it, perhaps
10 we can have you supply some additional detail,
11 With respect to the policy for the .
12 resolution of disagreements between craft and QA/QC
. 13 personnel, were you involved in the implementation }
14 cf that policy? In other words, did anyone at any
15 time, any subordinate of yours, bring to your |
16 attention a disagreement between craft and QA/QC
17 personnel that had proceeded up the chain of command |
18 and brought to you for resolution in accordance with ;
19 that policy? ?
i
20 MR, LIFORD: Talking in terms of other
21 than the three that I have discussed? Reask the I
22 question shorter, {
23 MR, DAVIDSON: Well, Mr, Liford, what .
24 I'm getting at is, you told us how you gave i
. 25 implementation to the policy that prohibits the |
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harassment, intimidation and threatening of QC/QA
perscvnnel., When it was brought to your attemtion
that some three individuals had engaged in that
prohibited conduct, you made inquiry, ycu dealt with
the matter and you terminated them,

MR, LIFORD: Yes.

MR. DAVIDSON: S0 therefore, you
understood the policy; they understood the policy.
Yo gave effect to the policy; you implemented the
policy.

Mow, you also told us in your testimony
here today that in addition to the policy that
prohibits harassment, intimidation and threatening
of QA/QC personnel, there is also a policy or
procedure for dealing with disagreements between
craft and QA/QC personnel, You've told us that
where craft cannot resolve 2 difference of opinion
with QC or QA personnel in the field, that instead
of earguing with QC/QA persconnel, they are to take
the wmatter up with their superior, their supervisor,
who would attempt to resolve it, and this matter
proceeds up the chain of command until resclved.

My guestion to you, sir, was, were you ever
involved in any situation where such & problem was

brought up the chain of command to you and you were

FPEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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regquired to resolve the dispute and, therefore, you

were giving implementation, you were giving effect,
te the policy you spoke of?
LIFORD:

MR. Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: Would you please
describe those incidents, as best you reccllect them,
in which you gave effect to the policy we've just
discussed,

MR, LIFORD:

On almcst any major 5

revision of a procedure, and effectively on minor

revisions to procedures, there is an sgreement on

the interpretation of that procedure, When these
disagreements on the interpretation of a procedure --

or when my people run inte those disagreements, they

bring theam to me.

MR. DAVIDSON: They always bring them

to you? They don't resolve those differences

themselves? |
MR. LIFORD: In most cases where there

is a disagreement over an interpretation and it cannot

be solved or agreed upon by QC or the craft 1

personnel, the combination of the two, it has to be

brought up to the quality engineers, the Quality |
control su.ervisors and the craft supervisors to sit

down and discuss the words written into the l
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1 procedures s0 everybody can interpret the procedure !
2 the sane way, i
3 MR, DAVIDSON: And is it your
3 experience, bas2d on what you've just related, that |
5 ' most craft personnel understand the manner in which
€ they are to deal with QC/QA and how they are to .
7 resolve differences or report differences to their
8 superiors? ?
9 MR. LIFORD: Yes, ;
10 MR. DAVIDSON: Do ycur subordinates %
11 also give implementation to this peolicy? ;
l

13 MR, DAVIDSON: Mr, Calicutt, you have
14 testified here to the existence of two policies with

15 regard to the relationship between craft and QC/QA

16 personnel, the first being that harassment,
i7 intimidation or threatening of QC/QA personnel by

18 craft will not be tolerated, that it is a

19 termination offense; the second policy being that

20 craft personnel are to behave professiconally in

21 dealing with QC/QA, and should they have a

22 disagreement with QC/QA personnel, they are not to

23 fight with personnel about it, but to take it up to
24 their supervisors and it rises up the chain of

25 command until it is properly resolved; is that
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correct?

MR, CALICUTT: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: With regard to that
first policy, the one involving the problem of
harasgment, intimidation and threatening, have you
ever been involved in the implementation of that
policy; that is, carrying it out and giving it
effect?

MR. CALICUTT: That directly invelved,
ne. But I knew of the three cases that it happened,

MR. DAVIDSON: When you say the three
cases that had happened, to what do you refer, Mr.
Calicutt?

MR, CALICUTT: The three cases Mr.
Liford talked about.

MR, DAVIDSON: Did Mr, Liford report
his action, with respect to the three individuals
reported here, to you as a responsibility of your
subordinate?

MR, CALICUTT: Yes, he did,

MR, DAVIDSON: Was he required to deo
80, Or secure your approval for his action?

MR. CALICUTT: Not for approval.

MR. DAVIDSON: But he was

appropriately required to inform you?

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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MR, CALICUTT: Correct,

MR, DAVIDSON: But he did not require
your approval in order to terminate them?

MR. CALICUTT: No, he didn't,

MR, DAVIDSON: Did you express to him

any opinion as to his action?

MR, CALICUTT: We talked about it, yes.

MR. DAVIDSON: Did you agree with Mr,
Liford's action?

MR. CALICUTT: Yes, I did,

MR. DAVIDSON: ©Did you think he
handled the matter properly?

MR. CALICUTT: Yes, I did.

MR, DAVIDSON: And in accordance with
the procedures and policies at Comanche Peak?

MR, CALICUTT: That's correct.

MR, DAVIDSON: Other than these three
incidents of which Mr, Liford made you aware, were
you personally involved in the implementation of
that policy?

MR, CALICUTT: Not to termination
offense, no.

MR. DAVIDSON: Were you involved in
any matters in which the allegation at hand was

craft harassment or intimidation or threatening of

FEDERAL COURT REPORTEKRS



QA/QC personnel?
MR, CALICUTT: In Mr, Johnson's case.
MR. DAVIDSON: You mean in rescolving
certain allegations made against Mr. Johnson?
MR, CALICUTT: VYes,
MR, DAVIDSON: Other than that matter

on which we may have received some of your testimony

after Mr., Johnson has spoken, were you involved in

any other such incidents?

MR, CALICUTT: There were two
incidents that I can recall was brought to my
attentien, Me, George Tanley and Mr., Bob Siever -~

MR, DAVIDSON: I'm sorxy, sir, I
don't think I heard you?

MR. CALICUTT: There were two
incidents that 1 can recall was brought to my
attention, Me, George Tanley and Beb Siever --

MR, DAVIDSON: Were involved in what,

20 ' MR. CALICUTT: Where it was brought to
21 my level, {
22 E MR. DAVIDSON: An incident invelving
‘ |
23 alleged harassment, intimidation, or threatening by
24 craft to QA/QC personnel? E
‘ 25 MR. CALICUTT: Yes,
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MR. DAVIDSON: Was this merely a
disagreement between a craft person --

MR. CALICUTT: This was merely a

disagreement, }

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me then ask you ?
guestions about that, With respect to the second {
pelicy about which you've testified here today, |
namely the policy that governed the manner in which '
craft were to deal with disagreements ith QA/QC
personnel, namely not to attempt to resclve them ﬁ
themselves but to take them forward up the chain of |
commands, were you ever invelved in the resolution i
of such a disagreement? i

MR, CALICUTT: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: Would you please state
the circumstances,

MR. CALICUTT: Mr, George Tanley came

to me when we started installing snubbers and told

me he was having problems with QC, I approached Mr.,

Bob Siever, We met in my office and got the problem
resolved,

MR. DAVIDSON: Now, who was Mr, Geozrge

Tanley at the time?
MR. CALICUTT: Beoilermaker, millwright

superintendent,
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MR. DAVIDSON: And Bob Siever?
MR, CALICUTT: QC superintendent,
MR, DAVIDSON: And it's your testimony
that there was a disasgreement between the creft and
QC personnel regarding the installation of certain
snubbers?
MR, CALICUTT: Yes.
g MR, DAVIDSON: Anéd that craft had
9 reported this to their foreman or superintendent, 5
190 George Tanley? é
11 MR, CALICUTT: Yes,
12 MR. DAVIDSON: And the matter was
‘. | ultimately brought up to you for resclution? |
14 MR, CALICUTT: Yes,
15 MR. DAVIDSON: And how did you go
16 about resolving it?
17 MR. CALICUTT: Had Mr, Siever and
18 Tanley in my office, é
19 MR. DAVIDSON: Do you recall what |
20 exactly the disagreement was? g
21 MR, CALICUTT: Torque and safety bar. |
22 MR. DAVIDSON: Can you think of any
23 other occasions in which the matter was brought to E
24 your attention which regquired resclution of the |
. 25 disagreement between craft and QC/QA personnel? E
|
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MR, CALICUTT: Yes. On a stainless ;
. 2 . suhp, Mr, Tanley brought me & welding problem, Mr, ;
3 i Lawrence, Mr. Tanley and me got that straeightened ;
‘ out, |
5 | MR. DAVIDSON: Let me just backtrack a
6 bit., Wwhen did the snubbers inclident occur, {if you
7 recollect? E
8 MR, CALICUTT: Approximately two years :
9 ago. ;
10 MR. DAVIDSON: What about the cone ;
11 invelving stainless steel suhps?
12 MR, CALICUTT: Between two, two i
. 13 and-a-half years ago, ‘
14 MR, DAVIDSON: All right, Now, Mr. ;
|
15 Tanley again brought to your attention a problem Z
16 where his craft employees weére having a difference t
17 of opinion or disagreement with QC/QA regarding
18 inspections of welds; is that your testimony?
19 MR, CALICUTT: Yes,
20 MR, DAVIDSON: Do you recollect what E
21 the problem was, or disagreement? :
22 MR, CALICUTT: Visual inspection of %
23 the welds, He thought the QC person was being too
24 tight, g
. 25 MR, DAVIDSEON: Now, there was no claim ;
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of any harasswent, intimidation or threatening by
craft of QC personnel, was there?

MR, CALICUTT: No, there wasn't,

MR. DAVIDSON: And none vice-versa?
MR. CALICUTT: No.

MR. DAVIDSON: Just a2 matter of

disagreement that the craft had brought up with

their supervisor?

MR, CALICUTT: That's correct.

MR, DAVIDSON: And dc you know whether
Mr, Tanley took any action to rescolve the matter
himself?

MR, CALICUTT: Yes, I do.

MR. DAVIDSON: Do you know what he d4id?

MR, CALICUTT: He had met with some of

the QC lead, probably Cappy himself, bdut they didn't

17 reach an agreement, é 1

18 MR. DAVIDSON: When you say "Cappy ; ‘

19 himself,” do you refer to Cappy Lawrence?

20 MR, CALICUTT: VYes.

21 MR. DAVIDSON: Do you remember what i

22 hisr position was at the time of the occurrence? |

23 MR. CALICUTT: HNo, not specifically I E

24 don't, %
" 25 MR, DAVIDSON: What is your best ;

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS




e e e e
|
1l tecollection of wkail position he held at the time in |
pi the QC organization?
3 MR, CALICUTT: He was a QC lead !
4 inspector, non-ASME inspector. |
¥ MR, DAVIDSON: That's non=ASME?
6 MR. CALICUTT: Yes.
7 MR. DAVIDSON: Sucseguent to Mr, ;
g Tanley's effort to resolve the issue, he brought it
9 to you; what di . you do? ;
10 _ MR, CALICUTY: %ie sat down, went over
11 the p;ocedazen. talked among ourselves, i
12 “R. DAVIDSON: When you say you talked
. 13 amonyg yéuueivcs. you mean you, Reorje Tanley and |
14 | Mre Larcence?
15 Ma, CALICUTT: kight, :
16 | MR. DAVIDSON: Was anjone else ;
17 involved? é
18 MR, CALICUTT: No¥ ri;ht at the l
19 present, no, |
20 MR, DAVIDSON: You meat aot at that i
21 time? L |
22 MR, CALICUTT: No.
23 MK, DAVIDSON: After Yoa had this g
24 dtlculehon. did you <ieach » resolu‘.ion?
. 25 , MR, CALICUTT. VYes, e did, ‘
!
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MR. DAVIDSON: Was anyone else
inveolved?

MR, CALICUTT: Mr., Tanley got back
with the craft pecple and Mr, Lawrence got back with
the QC personnel, and everything was solved.,

MR. DAVIDSON: Thank you, Other than
the incidents of the snubbers and the stainless
steel suhps, were you involved in the implementation
of the policy for the resolution of disagreements
between craft and QA/QC personnel?

MR, CALICUTT: 1'm sorry. I didn't
understand you,

MR, DAVIDSON: I may noet have phrased
that correctly., Other then these two incidents that
you just mentioned, were there any other occasions
on which you were required to resolve the
disagreement between craft personnel and QC/QA, thus
giving implementation to the pelicy that we have
been discussing here?

MR. CALICUTT: 1I'm sure there probably
were, but 1 can't remember & specific instance,

MR, DAVIDSON: Mr, Johnson, were you
ever involved in an incident concerning the policy
that QC/QA personnel not be harassed, intimidated or

threatened by craft?
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MR, JOHNIOON: Yes, sirc,

MR. DAVIDSON3 Could you describe that
fncident or incidents .n which you were involved in
tae implementation or application of that policy?

MR. JOFNSON: The first one was with
Charles Reeves and Mike Kennedy. They were Class S
non-ASME inspectors., It happened one time we was on
night shift with a2 Task Force group to set up =-- to
finish the hangers in the Auxiliary Buildings
Safeguards, whatever.

MR, DAVIDEON: About when was that,
siz?

MR, JOHMNSON: About two yesars ago,
something like that,

MR, DAVIDSON: About July or August of
19827

MR. JOHNSON: Something like that,
About two years ago.

And we were having ptcblems selling hangers
orf on the night shift. | d ctalked with George
Bunt who was over the .y «~. /. 't pesple and also
trying te take care of the hanger people on days.
Whenever 1 come in on night shift in afternoons,
George would get ‘th me and tell we what e needed

done that afternocon and tell me what kind of
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problems they had during the daytime, what was sold,
what wasn't, so on and se forth,

When George would give me his turnover, he
would tel]l] me what we had to do on nights., We would
go in the field, get lined up and we'd start to work,

MR. DAVIDSON: You were, at this time,
a hanger superintendent?

MR. JOMNSON: Night shift hanger
superintendent,

MR, DAVIDSON: And you would consult
with Mr, Bunt, the Task Force leader, in the
Auxiliary fafeguards Building regarding hangers and

find out what work would be assigned to you and that

would be necessary tc be completed during the

evening shift?

MR, JOHNSON: Right.

MR, DAVIDSON: Would you please t
continue,

MR, JOHNSON: Most of the time, two
hours or so after we got to work and trying to sell
off hangers, we would have the same problems come up
with the two inspectors I just mentioned, They
would not buy off what the day shift pecple bought !
vii wecause Of thneir i1nterpretation ©f the {

procedures.,

it
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help of their supervisors who were more readily
available during the day, and also because they
would have access to engineering, soc that any NCR's |
or unsatisfactory IR's could be evaluated properly?

MR, JOHNSON: That's true,

MR. DAVIDSON: And who asked you to
make the recommendation on how to improve the
situation? |

MR. JOHNSON: Ken Liford.

MR, DAVIDSOM: Mr, Liford asked you to
look into the matter as to why so few hangers were
being bought off, and to make a recommencdation to

whom?

MR, JOHNSON: To make a recommendation

MR. DAVIDSON: Was that recommendation

designed to explain to Mr. Liford what the problem

was? ;

MR, JOHNSON: We were always -- as
supervisors and managers in this position, we were
always looking for more efficient ways to do our job.
And that being Mr. Liford's job, he was looking for
ansvers to solve our problems on night shift,

MR. DAVIDSON: And did you prepare g

this recommendation? ?
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MR, JOHNSON: NO, Ssir, Il never got to
the point of doing that,

MR, DAVIDSON: why did you not get to
the point of making the recommendation?

MR, JOHNSOCN: Yes, 1 did make it
verbally.

MR. DAVIDSON: You never wrote it up?

MR. JOHNKSON: No.

MR. DAVIDSON: I think I interrupted
you when you were saying you had a conversation with
Mr. Mike Kennedy and Charles Reeves, the two (C's
who worked with Mike Randall on the night shift in
the Auxiliary Building. And what {; it you were
discussing with them?

MR. JOHNSON: I discussed what 1 had
been asked to do as far as the recommendation was
concerned, and 1 did not want to hit them on the
blind side., 1 waes going to make a recommendation
that they be sent days.

MR. DAVIDSON: You were going to make
# recommendation that Mr, Kennedy and Mr. Reeves be
transfecrred from the night staff to the day staff?

MR. JOHNSON: Not by name, The QC
personnel on nights, non-ASME side, because I think

there was three at the time.
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let my people come to me and show me the procedures
that we had to work with in the construction
procedures,

Then 1 would have to go get with them and
talk with them about it and see what they had to say
and try to figure ocut what was right and what was
wrong., And by the time all this got done, you
probably lost anywhere from twe hours ¢o half a day.
And the time I'm doing this with them I got more
inspections ready. 8o actually, usually lost five
or six hangers,

MR, DAVIDSON: So it was your idea
then to have Mr, Bunt, or whoever was the
superintendent in the daytime, spend all this time
resolving these problems so that you could just
spend your time supervising your employees in
producing hangers for inspection?

MR. JOHNSON: No, sir, that's not
quite right,

MRk, DAVIDSON: Why did you thimk that
having the inspections then during the daytime would
safe you time in the evening?

MR, JOHNSON: Because the day shift
pecple was buying off items that the night shift

personnel would net buy.
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MR, DAVIDSON: So you thought there
was inconsistency in the way im «hich the procedurec

were being implemented?

MR.

Mite

JOHNSON:

DAVIDSON:

That's true,

And that you thought if

the night inspectors were transferted to the day

shift, that they would then become aware of what the

proper .tandards were and, more likely than net,

would start buying off more hangers? f
MEB, JOHNSON: That's true, %
MR. DAVIDSON: Did you tell that to é

Mr, Kennedy and Mr. Reevea? j
MR, JOHNSON: That's true, 7
MR, DAVIDSON: WwWhat did they say when |

you said that?
MR.
MR,
them?
MR,
MR,
yceu?
MR,
MR.
to speculate.

MR.

JOHNSON:

DAVIDSON:

JOPRNSON:

DAVIDSON:

JOMNSON?

DAVIDSON:

JOHNSON:

They didn't say anything.
Did you get angry with
No, #ir.

Did they get angry with

Evidently, they did.

I'm aot asking for you

Did they raise their voices?

They did not raise their
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voices,

MR. DAVIDSON: Wwas there any harsh
words exchanged between yocu and them?

MR, JOHNSON: No, air.

MR, DAVIDSON: After you had that
conversation, you left?

MR. JOHNSON: That's true,

MR, DAVIDSON: What happened then?

MR, JOHNSON: We continued to finisbh
off that night, come in the next afternoon, [ went
to see C.C, Randall in the early afternoon, and he
was a little bit irritable or that way towards me in
the afternoon, and we talked just a2 few minutes,
And he asked me abour why I was cussing him and why
1 had made the position against him I had made., 1
asked him what he was talking about,

MR, DAVIDSON: He said you had been
cussing him?

MR, JOHNSON: From his QC people.,

MR. DAVIDSON: Someone had told him
you had cursed him out?

MR. JOHKSON: Yeah,

MR. DAVIDSON: Wwhat did you say when
he accused you of making these¢ statements?

MR, JOHNBON: I asked him how long I
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1 had been working with him on nights. 1 said, "How E
: .' 2 many times have you heard me curse since I’ve been E
3 on nights?"® He sajid, "Not any." 1 said, "That
’ should tell you something about the story you're %
) getting." |
6 MR. DAVIDSON: What else had he been ;
7 tolé, other than that you were supposed to have
8 cursed?
9 MR, JOHNSON: That I had run down his ;
10 credibility and his knowledge of his job. ;
11 MR, DAVIDSON: Wwas this true? 5
12 MR, JOHNSON: No, sir. i
. 13 MR. DAVIDSON: Who had told Mr, |
14 Randall this, so far as you know?
15 MR. JOHNSON: So as far as I know, it
16 would be the two QC personnel we talked about, ?
17 MR, DAVIDSON: But you don't know that
18 for a fact? E
19 MR, JOHNSON: I don't know, %
20 ‘ MR, DAVIDSON: After you said to Mr.
21 ! Randall, "Have you ever known me to use profanity?"
22 and he said, "No, never,"” what then did you discuss?
23 MR. JOHNSON: He told me of the
24 accusations made against me, not prier to this day
‘. 25 by Mr. Charles Reeves and Mike Tanley. i
|
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MR. DAVIDSON: What accusations had |
been made against you?

MR, JOHNSON: That I had run down his
knowledgeability of his job, his credibility, and
that I wanted to try and get his people moved from
nights to days. And he said he had a2 letter there,
and I asked him could I see it, He gave it to me,
I read the letter anéd discussed it with him,

MR, PAVIDSON: Who was the letter by?

MR, JOHNSON: The letter was by Mike
Kennedy and Charles Reeves,
MR, DAVIDSON: 8¢ in other words,

these two individuals with whom you had had the

discussion the prior evening and prepared a letter
or memorandum to Mr, Randall in which they accused
you of having said some unkind things about Mr.,
Randell and also engaging in some kind of conduct
that they thought was improper?

MR. JOHNSON: That's right,

MR. DAVIDSON: 1Is that correct?

MR, JOHNSON: That's correct. |

MR. DAVIDSON: Did you read the letterx?

MR, JOHNSON: I read the letter.

MR, DAVIDSON: And what, te your

recollection, did it say?

S UISISDRSERSS SIS L
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MR. JOHNSON: The letter said that 1
had ran down his credibility and knowledge of his
job, and that I had got upset with QC inspectors.

MR, DAVIDSON: S0 they accused you of
losing your temper?

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, they did,

MR, DAVIDSON: Were the fact in that
letter or memorandum true?

MR, JOHNSON: No, sir.

MR, DAVIDSON: Did you tell Mr.
Randall whether they were true or not?

MR. JOHNSON: 1 discussed each item
that was discussed in the letter with Mr. Randall,
the ones that was true and the cocnes that was not
true,

MR, DAVIDSON: And was he satisfied
with your explanation?

MR, JOHNSON: Whenever I left there,
he and I was under the general understanding that it
was basically blown out of proportion,

MR, DAVIDSON: And you had not
intended to or in fact harassed, intimidated or
threatened either of these two individuals, Mr,
Kennedy or Mi. Reeves?

MR, JOHNSON: That wes my
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MR, DAVIDSON: And was that Mr,
Randall's understanding, as far as you knew?

MR. JOHNSON: As far a2s 1 knew,

MR, DAVIDSON: Is that the end of the
incident?

MR, JORNSON: No, sir.

MR. DAVIDSON: What happened after
that? |

MR, JOHNSON: 1 took a copy of the
letter that Mr, Randall let me have, went into my
office and wrote a reply or & statement concerning
that letter and turned it in to my superiors.

MR, DAVIDSON: And to whom did you
turn it in?

MR, JOHNSON: I gave the copy to Mr,

Lifora,

MR. DAVIDSOWR: Mr, XKen Liford? Did
you give it to anyone else?
i MR, JOHNSON: Mr, Frankum got a copy
of the thing,

MR, DAVIDSON: S0 the only copy that

you gave out or distributed was to Mr, Liford?
4 MR, JOHNSON: Yes, sir.

.' a2l MR, DAVIDSON: And did you discuss
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this letter or memorandum with Mr, Liford, and your

response?

MR. JOHNSON: He had the opportunity
to read it before I ever got back to the job, And
then when 1 got back the next afternoon is when Mr,

Frankum wanted to talk with me, And after the fact -~

after ! talked with Frankum, I talked to Mr, Liford |

again, and he told me that's what I should have donc.l

MR, DAVIDSON: You were asked by Mr., :

Frankum to meet with him regarding this incident? |

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, i

|
MR, DAVIDSON: Was anyone else present

at the meeting that you had with Mr, Frankum? E

MR, JOHUSON: Mr, James Calicutt, F

MR. DAVIDSON: Mr, Calicutt was

present, And what did Mr, FPrankum tell you?

MR. JOHNSON: Every word he said 1 do

not remember., But we talked about jeb policies and
how our work relationships with QC would be handled,

MR, DAVIDSON: Did you understand him

to be reprimending you?

MR, JOHNSON:

I venderstood him, in i
areas that 1 may have been vague in, to have been !
|

reprimanding. The other areas that I had done like
!

I was supposed to have done,
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MR, DAVIDSON: When you say, "In the
areas | was vague in, I was reprimanded and the
other areas 1 was not," what do you mean? Wwhat did
you mean?

MR, JOHNSON: That maybe 1 should not
have went as far as I did, discussing with two QC
persons what my recommendation was going to be until
I first talked to their leaders,

MR, DAVIDSON: Their supervisors?

MR, JOHNEON: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: was that the end of the
incident, sir?

MR. JOHNSON: That was it,

MR, DAVIDSON: Were there any other
incidents in which you were involved concerning the
policy against harassing, intimidating ox
threatening QA/QC personnel?

MR, JOHNSON: Ed Niedecken,

MR, DAVIDSON: Could you tell us the
cirtcumstances and facts regarding that incident?

MR, JOHNSON: The circumstances. I
was over the Paint Department in Reactor Number 1,
trying to get it painted out, We had a foreman
named Danny Ackery in one ares in putting in

applications with the inspector by the name of Ed
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1 Niedecken working with him, Next te Danny Ackery ;
" 2 was a foreman named Renny -~ that was wrong. Name f
3 of Henry, and 1 don't kaow what his last name was. é i
4 And he had approximately 20 hangers that were ready i
b} for prime coat application to 't put on, ,
6 And we did not have a QU inspector to
7 inspect the hangers to say if we could or couldn't
3 put it on them., 1 spoke with Ed Niedecken about it, |
9 He said he was busy putting a finished coat i
10 application on those, 80 I went up to the QC to see
11 if I could find QC lead. They were not in the
12 trailer office, Coming out of the office, Ed i
‘ 13 Niedecken was up there, and 1 asked him at the time {
14 what was he doing, and he told me nothing., ;
15 And 1 asked him again about being able teo
16 do the inspections for the primeable coat
17 application inspection, He said he was not going to
18 do the primeable coat applicetion inspection, I
19 left him and went to try to find a QC lead, 1 come E
20 back around to where Danny was at, and Eddie was i
21 back down there again, i
22 80 I discussed with Danny Ackery how many ;
23 people he had busy and he told me he had them all '
24 busy painting except for one, maybe two finish coat
. 25 painters. S0 then I asked Eddie again was there any :
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way he could possibly inspect those hangers over
there, because I could put those painters doing
something else and ! needed those other things
painted,

And a2bout that time Jim Ewely, which was
his supervisor, came up, heard the conversation and
Jimmy told him that's what we would do, And FEddie
got hot, shrinked off, used a few cuss words, said
he would not dc¢ today what he had been deoing. And
Bob Morey saw all this going on and he asked Eddie
Niedecken could we have a word with him, and they
had a word or two on whatever,

And the next morning is when I found out
that 1 had been written up, along with Bob Morey,
for intimidation of QC persconnel.

MR, DAVIDSON: Did you know why Mr,
Niedecken had written you up?

MR, JOHNEON: I did not know why at
the time, and I still do net know the real reason,
other than they were trying to say that I was trying
to tell QC where to go.

MR, DAVIDSON: And what work to do?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, sir,

MR, DAVIDSON: Well, how did you find

out that you had been written up by Mr., Niedecken?
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MR, JOHNSON: Bob Morey told me about
it the next morming.

MR. DAVIDSON: And did anything occur
after tha*, after you were written up or told that?
MR. JOHNBON: Yes, sir,

MR, DAVIDSON: what happened?

MR, JOHNSQN: Mr. Boyce Grier called
me to his office and he wanted to know what had
happened.,

MR, DAVIDSON: wWho is Mr, Boyce Grier?

MR, JOHNSZON: 1 don't know who he is
or what his title is, All I know is that I was told
he investigates all allegations to which craft and
gC have problems,

MR. DAVIDSON: And did you speak with
Mr, Griex?

MR, JOHNSON: Yes,

MR. DAVIDSON: And did he tell you
anything about the incident?

MR, JOHNSON: He asked me about the
incident,

MR, DAVIDSON: And you've told him as
much as you've told us here about what had occurred?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes,

MR, DAVIDSON: 0Did4 he say anything
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after that?
MR, JOHNSON: No,

MR. DAVIDSON: Dig¢

sir,

anything happen

after your interview with Mr, Boyce Grier?

MR, JOHNSON: Mr.

MR, DAVIDSON: Mr.

MR, JOHNSON: Yes,

Doug Frankum called

Frankum?

MR. DAVIDSON: And what did M.,

Frankum want from you?

MR. JOHNSON: Mr.

Frenkum wanted to go

over it one more time on our policies as far as (QC

is concerned, that we do not tell QgC vhere to go,

what to inspect, and that we must or should get

ahold of the QC lead to tell him what we needed done.,

And by that time I told him my side of the story,

that the only reason I didn't go
because we were all out in other
being trained.

We only had one QC lead

period of time, and he was doing

to QC lead is

schoecls that were

that day for that

something else in

the building; I couldn't find him, And 1 told him

from then on, 1 would be sure to get ahold of the QC

leads.

MR. DAVIDSBCOHN: Anything else happen
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1 after that? ;
2 MR, JOHNSON: No, sir.

3 MR. DAVIDSOH: Do you recollect when ;
4 you had that conversation with Mr, Frankum? f
5 MR, JOHNSON: Approximately four or |
6 five months ago. i
7 MR. DAVIDSON: So in March or April of |
8 19847 E
9 MR, JOHNSON: Yes,
10 MR, DAVIDSON: Other than these two ;
11 incidents that you've just mentioned in which you ;
12 were involved as the subject of an accusation of ,
i3 harassment, intimidation or threatening, were you ;
14 invelved as a superviso- in dealing with any '
15 incident involving the craft personnel that you
16 supervised? ;
17 MR, JOHNSON: No, sir. i
18 MR. DAVIDSON: Turning to the other ?
19 policy that has been discussed here today, namely i
20 the policy on how to handle disagreements between g
21 craft and QA/QC personnel, were you ever invelved in i
22 resolving a disagreement or dispute between craft 3
21 and QC personnel with respect to procedures? i
i4 MRe JOHNSON: Yes, sicr., |
» 25 MR, DAVIDSON: The matter had been
it R R T T e — " - - NoSe TR s
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brought up to your attention by a subordinate?

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, sir,

MR. DAVIDSON: Could you describe that
incident?

MR, JOHNSON: One of them card keys
was brought to my attention, I think, by Cleef Buck,
which was hanger general foreman, And what the
problem was, QC had made accusation that wve were
using smaller card keys in the pins than we should
be using, And we tried to tell them the only ones
we was using was the keys that come with the pins,
80 they were stil]l insisting that those keys were
too small,

S0 at that tiwe I discussed the matter with
the QC lead and also went to Pat Clark, and the
procedures was to change to allow any key to be used
as long as the heads would not go through the hole,
as long as it was satisfactory.

MR. DAVIDSON: Do you know oOr
trecollect what Pat Clark's position was at the time
of this incident?

MR, JOHNSON: My understanding is
preject engineer,

MR, DAVIDEON: Can you think of any

other occasion when you were involved in the
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resolution of a disagreement between QA/QC personnel

and craft?

MR, JOHNSON: One was with pipe
clearances in the R~-tunnel on which side they would
be on, They had to have a clearance of a sixteenth
of an inch, and the drawing would call for just
exactly one side and the pipe would be moved from
one side to the other, and you could never get it
exactly like it was supposed to be there., 50 we
went to QC leads and back through Pat Clark and
engineers and resclved that problem,

MR. DAVIDSON: Are there any other
incidents or occasions that you can recollect now
regarding you being involved in the implementation
of the policy for resolving disagreements between
QC/QA persconnel and craft?

MR, JOHNSON: Not specific stuff, no,
sir,

MR, DAVIDSON: HNothing right now?

MR, JOHNSON: No, sir.

MR, DAVIDSON: Mr, Liford, earlier in
the testimony here today, it was mentioned that you
had some involvement in one of the incidents in
which Mr, Johnson was accused of harassment,

intimidation or threatening of QC personnel; is that
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than a harassment and intimidation threatening type
situation,

MR. DAVIDEON: Mr., Liford, other than
Mr. Tolson and Mr, Frankum, was anyone else at that
meeting in which this incident was discussed with
you?

MR. LIFORD: No.

MR, DAVIDSON: After that meeting had
concluded, at which the three of you had agreed that
what was at issue was 2 misunderstanding rather than
an incident in which there had been harassment,
intimidation and threatening of a QA/QC perscn, what
happened?

MR, LIFORD: wWhen I left, it was
agreed that Mr, Tolson was going to call in the QC
lead and the two QC inspectors that were involved
with the letter, and he was going to talk to them,
Mr. Frankum was going to call {n Mr, Johnson and
discuss the matter with him, and both parties would
get together the following day. And if they had
anything come out of the meetings other than what we
had already discussed, then they would proceed
further, Otherwise, end of subject,

MR, DAVIDSON: Were you involved or

did you participate in any further meetings ox

~ FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS

.



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
i5

discussions of this subject?

MR, LIFORD: Only toc the point of Mr,
Frankume discussing with me later his discussion with
Johnsen and primarily what come out of his
discussion,

MR. DAVIDSON: Could you relate to us
that conversation that you had with My, Frankum?

MR, LIFORD: The end result was that,
due to the earlier discussions between Johnson and
the two QC inspectors concerning problems of getting
inspections and the results of imspections, when Mr.
Johnson went into the next subject, which was the
request for an evaluation and recommendation of the
problems on night shift and what to do about them,
they interpreted the switch from one subject teo
another as a threat against them personally more so
than a solution to a problem, That's what the
misunderstanding was.

MR, DAVIDSON: Anéd Mr, Frankum
explained this teo you?

MR, LIFORD: That was in the
conversation, yes,

MR, DAVIDSON:t After you had the
cenversation, was anything further done or said

about the incident?
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MR, LIFORD: Feo%t to my knowledge,

MR. DAVIDSON: Mr, Liford, were you
invoived in cthe second incident that Mr, Johnson
made mention of here today?

MR, LIPORD: Very slightly, I was
aware of the incident, 1 wa) awvare of some
cenversations on ghc sidject, Mr, Johnson did not
work for me direc .ly at the time, and I caose to
stend back and le! pecople that were involved with
take care of t.iat probl.m, and stay out of it,

ﬂi. DAYV1D8CE: Mr, Calicutt, you hea
Mr. Johnson testify abeot »n incident involving an
al wgation of harassment, intimidatdon and
threatening lodged by two Luality Control persons.
were you involved or lan any way made aware of that
incident?

MR, CALICUY": I was made aware of |
by Mr, Liford, and I was present when Mr, Fraokum

talhed to Wr. Johnson,

) * ' MR, DAVIDSON: Do you recollec* what

J;; P.ankum said to Mr, Ibphnson?
%, CALICUTT: Basically the samne
thing Mr, Liford just testjited to,
N MK. DAVIDSOVN; What is your

recollectior ot what Mr, Fraovk s sald, since you
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were present at the meeting and Mr, Liford has
testified he was not?

MR, CALICUTT: I don't think 1 could
add anything to that,

MR, DAVIDSON: Do you have any
recollection of what took place at the meeting?

MR, CALICUTT: Just sald that we would
do our business with the QC leads,

MR, DAVIDSON: Did you have any
involvement or were you aware of the second incident
that Mr, Johnson mentioned, the one involving Mr.
Eddie Niedecken?

MR, CALICUTT: | was aware that it
happened, 1 didn't have any involvement in it,

MR, DAVIDSON: That concludes ny

direct examination of this panel,
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