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History and Values

What became Nucor S .

: teel originall ; :

Corporatio - 1 onginally had nothin “h st ‘

Corrgul‘cants11 :t\.:h?éltlwlrtﬁ ;e gan i 1955 with the merggeion{:?}g:;h }\sdl e:l mgnufactunng, e

puclear industry requiring ms’e fﬂomal of capitalizing on what was hopedo orwoﬁ?;pxyambmd bfeuondfﬂn

GEO Kean Teerson; the Gorpany w:t“manglﬁiicn-xre and radiation studies. By 1965, accofding tg
101 ; ) n i i 1 ”

He had joined the company in 1962, coming ﬁ"gom é::g?dye‘t’:l:’usmesses with no clear purpose.”.

Almost immediately after he joined Nuclear Corporation, Iverson recommended the

acquisition of the Vulcraft steel joist manufacturing plant in Florence, South Carolina. He was
sent to run tpe plant, and, by 1965, Vulcraft was the only profitable ;;art of Nuclear’s.business
That year, Nuclear posted a $400,000 loss on $20 million in sales, the president resigned and
Iverson was tapped to lead Nuclear. “Although I was just 39 years old, I wasn’t too ﬂatt:ered

No one else wanted the job. It was mine by default.”

Joomed. CFO Sam Siegel and Iverson began selling unprofitable units 50 the
cus on what was working; they moved the headquarters from Phoenix to

, renamed the company Nucor Corporation.

culture based on four key principles:
uch a way that employees will

Bankruptcy
company could fo
Charlotte, and, in 1972

On Iverson’s watch, Nucor solidified a strong

. t i :oated to manage the company in S ’ o5
- hﬁ?&ie?p‘grfznﬁ;} ltgoa ecarn according 10 their productivity, often called “gainsharing” at
5 N;COII s — fm Lid feel confident that if they do their jobs properlys they will have a job
. “Employct
and must believe that they will be;
they are being treated

1tOmMOITOW; )
«Employees have the right 10 pe treated fmﬂi o e
“Employees must have a0 avenue of appe

unfairly.”
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» - 5" at Nucor becam, ’
- ajnsharmg’ 8 s
0's [eC-ESSiOﬂ, when ng din to Iverson, Stfengt_hened the ?hﬂr:‘:,,\
Durin tht;d e;a;l‘l)’ l‘isora qultur® and, Eé‘g; a other steel companies were a;ompan?
imes tosted (e 7 ! x powever, dro deg !
:2;?3: " During this €008 g IVasonmPslg;z;s) Epe % {alop, ™
. & i ines in corpoiet NucOl' - g
raxf e dg%%}t%:ce:;aﬂ;es in the wages © ther .

40% to (] anizaﬁﬂﬂal structure. . e hierarchy hag "

org the Chairman: hourly Y fay

" trait much valued by Iverson an

: at
or its very fl . ab
yee ident/general manager, and chﬁinr:i‘;y‘*v ‘
L A 3

ily)
jevel emp . .o pres
mﬂnﬂgelf, vice P o 13.1'1(1 in the CEO’S_]‘Ob‘

levels between ont
L, deparir | need four PTO

: e
supervisor/p:ofessmna s ol motion:

new employe€ at ad o aroumd | |
d autonomy- S PGOP‘ U , Nucor wh ,
y valuecrin }fﬁdﬂﬁg [verson, “‘and tge w;l;c‘lx g*le:liom comes quOthg}‘
choose o work for O COPE By more that O empl gers do,’ ssig "
“We’re the company- We co o tarted out as an‘_hour y employee. ‘It’s ﬂeVeramL§
Hanna, a safety managet mt{ui'l;g gifferent if you think it will make things work better y, a;g

i for trying some .
against you tryi it 2 o't iy

Jt’s a mark against YO y
2 hi mo
Dan DiMicco became CEO in 2000. In 2006, Nucor shipp re steel than gy %

1.S. manufacturer.
¢ Nucor Way of Setting Policy

Th
g facility were given one §a§ig instruction; “Ty
your instincts.” AS the company grew, size forced it 10 add some policies that were uifyy
across the entire company, but Nucor had few such policies. Qne qf the few company-i;
policies was the drug policy, and Nucor’s values gave an mte‘re_stmg spin to how Nucor create(:
policy that many companies se¢ as run—of—the—mglL The decision to have a company-wide dn;

ed by the employees and instituted because of management’s willingness s |

Plant managers at each manufacturio

policy was initiat
listen.
at employees fairly, management had to be willing to lister,s
d Nucor’s leadership. 'This was one reason why e
manufacturing units were kept small and flat in structure, so lines of communication coulé &
cleaner and less cluttered than in a larger, more cumbersome organization.
surveyed. Asdng

d that, because of

To adhere to its value to tre

. As part of this emphasis on listening, employees were routinely
grew in the general population, the regular employee surveys indicate .
dangerous nature of t.tfe work in the steel manufacturing plants, the employees were incteass?!
concemieg about t@e risks of working around others who were under the influence of alootd ¢
S:):g\i;ant te:' i‘lr’;hhocnd; ;nd productivity depended on a safe work team, and the emvioyeﬁ; (:
. on ad hoc plant-by-plant decisions. ‘The Tear O

i employees wanted ol¢

governing alcohol and drug use affecting the workplace. e

Management, how | . ’ AM
tenet of Nucor’s culture ;::r{h“;as il‘emctant to limit the autonomy of plant mﬁﬂﬁgﬁ.s'&i’,w

at plants and work teams were rewarded — and P2
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their own decisions; top V=S CASE JOoyurn AL
the employee i manage 5 .

Yees and much debg ment S job was 66

ate by Manag tos;ay out of th
Cment, N C way. Afier much

S h pressure from

rogram, still
P A one of the few compan
- V-wid ~» INucor ado
€ policies, Pted a company-wide drug testing

Au ;
tonomy in Practice

Nucor zealous]
of economies of Y guarded the

was a strong ‘sen::a é:i Th‘? benefit }??cznomy of each plant, ew
use of supply and di tribuy_-m, individua} [ gamnered in return fmeg though that could mean loss
Bonuses depended stribution channels creativity, and initiativ e possible loss of cconomies
on what each pi and other situations un; e. This allowed plants to make
blant produced, not on hoWﬁgu;:;xb gé?tr_lt and each region.
y ormed as a whole.

Freedom to make i
t happen

was Py

there was no one else to blame @ driving force in the Nucor culture

) . If a plant or team failed,

In exchange for thi )

. s this freed

particular piece of equipm om, Nucor found .

its employees. pment was rated as able to prodt:;; ltht anwksm‘foi"dm zo e
> e creative productivity of

Iverson quot i
quoted a mill manager to illustrate the power of autonom:

Dave Chase, our h . :
s ot mill man: - ) .
when he told me, “People come fog ?m?xﬁll?(;kgl;n’ s i
atti : and they see our i
‘PI’, migfiﬁmtf,he:f eXtt;]ZC;rdme}ry numbers of tons peryhour, am;?q tl;l;;):nslale)’?t
ought to ]%n o cquipment.” *Good ides,” 1 tell them, ‘but you,
ow, it’s not the equipment turning out all that steel. It’s the

b

people.

Workers on the floor in a Nucor plant made

ded significant capital purchases. Al
was responsible for influencing the
awarded based on the team’s

‘employees Wor
decisions regarding the team’s composition.
i . Team members depended on each other—

productivity and, as a result, teams bonded tightly
and their paychecks reflected the weaknesses as well as the strengths of the team.-

Autonomy extended to the work floor.
decisions, made suggestions, and even FecOmmMEn
ked as members

» said Iverson, “but virtually all of it comes from

perform is intense,’ ! i
rather than from anyone in management.

«The pressure 10
of the group—

s—the other members

o Vulcraft 1in® which involved ag intensely physical, well-
ed and welded steel joists. «“The copipany ZIves
in about 2 month if he’s

ceds to know: We work
o us some money- If a guy won ’t wqu,
o oo him. It’s about making

peer

a new guy on the crew
e it. At first, we

going to mak B A
hard at traininl g him cause, o, he's B0
though, the team will run bim © 3 ;: Srr;gk 3bo
a living. That man’s gotta make !
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se intense focus on measuri
shout Nucoj[ S lﬂ_ ) el Mg ke |
This level of autonomy would pot work with Bonuses Were paid on unit productiv; L

: nece.
pay to pcrfoﬁnaﬁﬂoughout the company ran roughly 75y, 0%
re were not uncommaon and map
al to 200% of the wage. Y

metrics and without closely tying o wages
not individual productivity. Nucor’s base o, or MO
the market wage for similar jobs- But bonuses of 100%

) . equt
times in the company s historys it paid producnmty bonuses €d
at annual of sepni-annual periods, Thi

eriod, rather than _
' - losses. Nucor’s focus was not op

Bonuses were paid each pay P - .
tied wages directly and immediately t0 Pl'Od“GtMty g: Ter(: more Pr
wages but on productivity- Nucor’s culture held that,

the employecs have a stake in the business.
strated how clearly the employees

vt 1 otion floor quickly i
A visit to a Nucor productio mem;‘er on the floor knew how many tons of steel per
d in prior years — and Some

. team
understood the corporate goals Any hat had been produce R
le to produce in the coming

day or per year the plant produced and W :
employees even offered estimates about what they thought possib

year.
Case [; 1995

The phone on Ken Iverson’s desk rang. Frank Epple,* [* indicates name changed] a
in Crawfordsvilie,

young entry operator at the reversing mill Indiana, hajd just been fired for
cheating on the production bonus system. Even though he’d only been with Nucor a couple of
years, he knew he had a right to appeal his dismissal, and he knew he could by-pass all the
Iverson himself.

management layers and talk directly to Ken

volved passing the steel back and jorth between giant rollers to yield

Epple’s job in
d five times, depending on the customer’s

thinner, higher grade sieel. The steel typically passe
intended use, before it was cut into sheets.

Mistakenly thinking he’d discovered a way to meet the production specifications ina
shorter time, Epple passed the steel three times on some runs, but he marked it as passing five
times, indicating that it met the specs. This quicker production time eamed him & higher
production bonus.

Epple said, “I didn’t do that to cheat the bonus sy <o it T didn’
b g N ystem. When I started doing it, 1 didn’t
realize it would affect my bonus. 1 did it to look like a better operator to the othersgin the work
team. I was new on the job and wanted to fook good to the older, more experienced guys

i itlfv]:’;:ﬁ:dc;)antin;;d, ‘I found out it made my bonus bigger about the time I got caught. I

I had to tum mvs;iel" in:nnceld 01? il'n e, but I didn’t get a chance 1o figure it out. The supervisor s

it happened, my and ask for mercy. He gave me two weeks to tum If in, so 1 did. AS
ppened, my supervisor was my brother-in-law, married to m); sister.” MRt B

The plant man,
ager and the department manager took a hard line when Epple confessed

what he’d been doing. T i :
g To them, it was cheating, and cheating had only one P anishment

oductivity equals more pay
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dismissal. In order to be
> . Consi
who d been cheat:mg the bon 1stent, they .
s System. . mtended o
at his act; .
Ons as they woul
d anyone

68

“T wanted té
s prove
¢hought this would myself 1o
got fired.” BAVE Rome time, A‘}t)h;:]totlg €r, more exner:
€ time T realszeerée;:c‘iisiuYS,ﬂ Epple insisted.  “1
't producin
g good steel, 1

Ken invited hi
5 : 1im to Char
His supervisor said. < o0® 0 talk to him, 13g o
s ve hl(}\m him " m, HlS supervisor izl

p with

sister every night. T just
Idd-” -' ] t}lought he needm 1nee he was th_ree_
Someone with him o??;: old, and 1 sleep with his

' 8 trip. He's a
pretty good

Epple and the s :

. ; upervisor/bro c

| tm—ho:_r u::- Jim Coblin, human r?g'm-law Who had fired him

worse for the trip and the lack of slee urces vice president, drove all night to make the

peen on that Jong drive from Ttid: P. Coblin added, “1 oted that they both looked 2 bit

ana. It can’t have been a ;2::““1 what the conversation had
ant trip.” Coblin was i
impressed

- with Epple’s politeness. Th
. The
e ey young man was clean-cut, nice looki
> ng in his work clothes, and a

Don’t ?:flzm they arrived, the plant manager from C
“Don” en get soft on this. This guy’ m Crawfordsville h N
” unified up here. We need to hang tough o  pretty good. Dot let Ken get

us out.” v n a case like ﬂﬂ?-- Don’t cave in and sell-
In making his case to Ken I ' |
ver ; ‘
but simply pleaded for mercy Sg:& El?c)lleezdmme‘i Py el Ko e
excellent record. If 1 didn’t, I wouldn’ g .good conduct in the future. 1 have a0 -

- Nucor, Il walk 1 wouldn € be here,” he said, “If you give me another chance 10 stay
wi ucor, walk over nails all the way from Charlotte back io Crawfordsville, and you'll

never hear anything about me but what it’s good.”
cted Epple, made him

Coblin said, “Ken was so good at these kinds of simaﬁc;ns. He gre
the young man had to say. Thenhe said, ‘1

feel at ease, and he listened carefully to everything
y as possible.”

appreciate you coming. We'llletyou know as quickl
t managers the freedom to run heir

ing plan
tory. What should Mr. Tverson do?

EXCUSES,

£ champion of giv

Ken Iverson was the chie
pple’s 8

own plants as they saw fit, but he believed E
Case T1: 2002

. DiIvﬁccb had joined Nucot in 1981 asa

of Nucot-Y amato, & joint venture

iMicco’'s desk razlg
: manager
enerel (2 e Nucor's CEO in 2000.
: fired. He'd tested

&b ad just been
soill i g Jbut e wanted 10 appeal his

metallurgist and mov
and the

with the Japanese comp
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| ick up the Phone
had to do W28 P and
Crawfordsville plant appeal, and they knew all they . ueg;
a meeting with the man at the top- veekend. Tn order t
" C 1d < et 1o sl
: i +4 had a cough and €0 :s wife’s prescripti
Martin tqld. DiMicco ]:l: dn};xt day taken SOIC 05 Ei o rand(fm drlptlon Codein,
he could make\ghmtohwork orteed for his ’shjft_. he was P?cm?ss od him, as specig'legdtést Which
cough{ ;Y;‘h?lp : hen Bhif:i stem. 1 ager dlsmlust Siacloss Aoy edic;li Nu"“r’s
ziflea ed e c; ] cme’ mdmg e <atcs that an employee ™ T on taey
whegnplg:?: sheuig:)osrts to work anc : & ocyh%em(i;:;ﬁ) [See Internal Documt;ﬁ?n i
someone else. Any viol r%mwhi'n u:n?hcdt;lﬁlant manager. 1Ney argued he was g ;Z'tg'é
th? i m ’ y

m : ,X;éf m I:;l;i his case for 4 made a mistake, put he hadn’t endangered them g,

they didn’t want him fired. ,
Nucor after stints at General Electric and Ingerso)

 Rand: “?nc;;’;:inigpﬁlef, management ig often scen as the l“mu'i1 Iguy, t:;he f;ufh a:)n;;:s;;l At Nucor,
the employees often saw op management as t00 soft, as too Wi k]mf ugj:] donllle Zo y a secong
chance. The guys on the floor believed they knew who was working out and who goesn t fit on
the team and may thereby put at risk everyone’s safety and performance pay.

Dan DiMicco understood the Nucor culture and the freedom of plant managers; he is also
not Ken Iverson and must sct his own course for Nucor. What should Mr. DiMicco do? :

Case 1T

oblin, who came to

At Nucor’s corporate headquartefs in Charlotte, North Carolina, Executive Vice President
John Fariola* had just finished a meeting with Joel Graber,* a salesman for Felder Company.*
Graber sold electrodes used in electric arc furnaces 10 fire the melting process at seven Nucor

lants. Electrodes cost Nucor $6 to $7 per ton of steel produced, and the seven plants melted
roughly 20 miilion tons per year. . A '

In Fariola’s office, Graber had just offered Nucor a deal. “If Nucor will consolidate it
pu.r‘chases and buy all its electrodes from Felder Company, we can do a single billing with
delivery drops at your seven different plants. If we can get all your business, we can offer youd
30% discount.” Graber had given Fariola and Nucor’s top management "something to i
about. Nucor valued autonomy, and, as a result, all purchasing decisions were made at the platt
level, When productivity improvements were made, the plant was rewarded; when it fd

perform, it had no one else to blame.

any. Fariﬂla
jtg Strong
yeam 107

Currently, not all of the plants usin |
. g clectrodes buy th
ondred s i as o o e o vhes Newer i o s
1a5 101 on. He would take this to Dan DiM;j : y :
discussion. cco and the senior leadership

Shoulé Nucor centralize its electrode purchaging? Why or wh '
T why not?
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DRUG FREE W
CE : ent Revis X
General Polic % ion April 1, 2002
B L TESTING POLICY 4
To protect the well-bej G
employees from doin ing of its employecs \
g any of the followins customers and the publi 2
= ¢, Nucor probibits all of its '

1. Engaging in the
unlawful
mary
ufacture, distibution, di -
pensation, possession, or use of

drugs or alcohol
= on the job
facili > Joboron 4
Nucotzo?wr:)lrddad S Shcar), in a};;m:r S premises (including in any |
_ vehicle on Nucor pr ompany vehicle at any tim y locker, desk or other
property or at Nucor worksity% (i el?\fi place, or in a non-
- including parking lots);

2. Reporting to work
: . _or otherwi :
including inh se being on the j :
( 3 alants (other than nicofin e job lmder the influence of any illegal dru
employee s current use by a li €), any prescription drugs not wega} 88
-nd over-the-counter drugs th:lcemed health care professional or » u‘::l qumtm
manufacturer’s directions) # are ot used for their infended P\E; m:s accopr rding
R ] or “Smg ine al a Se ! to
oo Nucor’s business or could affect the egmpdxloyugee’(ge%fi;wb w;leere sgmh use is detrimental
rmance; and - '

3. Reportin ' ise bei '
Reporting 10 work or otherwise being under the influence of glcohol on the job.

B. Employee Consent

Prior to performing drug or alcohol festing on employees, the employee will be required 10

sign a form consenting to the testing listed on the form and acknowledging that a
it in disciplinary action. An employee’s refusal to consent and

submit 10 lawful testing will be considered misconduct and a voluofaly termination by the
dent festing as provided herein 3y

employee- dition, refusal 0 consent 10 post-accl ‘
result in the employce forfeiting the right to collect worker’s compensation benefits.
- ¢, Drug and Alcohol Testing
and vone gpecimens 10 test for

i : se breath, blood
ested: Nucor may U . o (umless prohibited b applicable

1 Zﬁhﬁﬁﬁlﬁe anfi bl ocimens, 803 nair specit
state law), M3Y used to test 1 drugs -
? and Au;;()ho}'lezﬁlt;nfg ]friﬂq;;ncc ¢ Coneﬁ and under the ﬁwm& conditions
alcohol tes - i - oyment offers Wil e coningent upon fche results of an
Z”Zﬁﬁina grug 1"
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L. 1 1 .
o Post-Accident: A test may B¢ sdministered 10 ST YOS i ociden,
or incident.
it i ds
- omployee exhibiting SIERS 8ac Symploms
. Resemtle ST er e B et
2 iﬂG S, ) m:
tested. These signs an d sym ptl body of breath odors, slurred Speec}%a‘g:f?i %
ee’s involvement in an acg; de:tl

* uniusual behavior, recognizable 297
s 1ol status. An employ
anxiety and altered men have caused Or contributed .
, Wil be

: : ployee appears 10 &
the job to which the mpnajl()le suspicion testing.

SuiﬁCieﬂt gmunds
i -O, rand.ﬂm haS-
1 t%ted on a PaﬂOdl 15 for dl'ugs ang

of u‘sillg

d. Random: Employees may

alcohol. '
Leserves the tight at any tme to perform plang.yig,

_Wi s: Nuco:

Plant Xfﬁﬂﬁfﬁf testing on all employees as w?ll as personnel Peffﬂnnh:g

services on site to the fullest extent permitted by applicable law.

¢ Compliance Testing; Employecs who pasticipate in alcohol or drug rehabilitzron
as a condition to continued employment may be tested to determine te

employee’s compliance with rehabilitation. Testing may ocour at least once a year

~ for two years, th no advance notice. .

g Testing Required by Law: Employees may be required to submit to other drug
and alcohol testing when required by federal or state law, regulation, or by
contractual obligation. All employees subject to Department of Transportation

‘ ations will be tested for drugs and alcohol according to the procedures and
policies of the DOT regulations. Testing ander this Policy is under separate and
independent authority from Department of Transportation regulations.

D. Disciplinary Acﬁons

1. Disciplinary Action for Positive Alcohol Test Resuits: Nucor shall use the following

alcohol levels for administering disciplinary actions:

0 to 0.019 — Considered to be negative unless the employee’s normal faculties

impaired due to alcohol consumption.

0.020 to 0.039 — A minimum of 1 day/shift disci P
.0 1 . dﬂ”S}On v
set additional days and disciplinary mgon HE Cfﬁ: Fach &%

0.040 and Over — Immediate termination.



M

R S

M*“*n»._.;%ﬁﬂ Values and Transition

BUSINN CASg JOURNAL
" 2. Disciplinary Action for
who violate this Polic

72
Violationg of this
applicants with a

! i Policy Concernin Nlegal Drugs: Employees
Y tegarding illegal e ng e '.
confirm - drugs will be mmediately terminated. Al
ed test resuit for i)t
Confidentiality

ho ents, Oranda, test resyltg and similar in o seccived by Nocer,
including information related 1 a disability disclosed b\;m;:; c,].ﬁoyee ot 1 ertigkiyees prior
fawful drug use, shall be kept confidential and will not be disclosed except on a need 1o know
basis of as permitted by applicable lay Any employee who requests disclosure of the
information to a third party must sign a wr

and the duration of the consent

No Exp'ectation of Privacy

' . unced
Jpon reasonable suspicion of a violation of this Pol!:cy, Nucor may conduct unanno
searches of employees and their personal property while on

Nugcor premises. An employee;:
in discioli action up
fusal to consent to and cooperate with such searches can resmlt1 n dmsmph‘rga;yof bty
di luding termination. Nucor employees have no reasonable expectati
;n ¢ m?s premises, in company vehicles, at Nucor worksxtzs,_ or
ucor

in property brought onto
Nucor premises, including Nucor’s parking lots.

.
Wh

] other
] hol, paraphernalia, of
h s. Nucor reserves the right to seize all drugs, aloo-

chooses. gt

izntraband found on Nucor premises

Postin

l i icuous place.
etin board in 2 cONSPICUO
licy will be posted on an employee bull
. ; »
A copy of this po




