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I'm glad to have the opportunity to address the recent changes to work hour rules (WHR's) for covered
nuclear workers. As a part of LaSalle Station's operations department, the rules have had a considerable impact
on my life already, and I have found that I was not nearly the only person hoping to have such a chance to
petition for their revision or removal. I'd like to illustrate why I think the changes have been completely
counterproductive, and need to be revisited.

There are several points I would like to make about the work hour rules portion of the new FFD rules,
the first being that the rules that are supposed to make workers better rested and more able to focus on the task
at hand, in fact sometimes have the opposite effect. For example, having a day off while on day shift during an
outage is a good way to recharge and allow a worker to refocus, but half or more of the affected employees
work 12 hour midnights. In theory, a "day off' on midnights should have the same effect, but in practice, I find
myself tiptoeing around the house at night trying not to disturb my family while I struggle to find a way to stay
awake during the wee hours. If I give in and go to bed "early", I interrupt my circadian rhythm and I feel worse
when I go back to work than if I would have worked it. This is especially pronounced during the 2 "days off'
periods during the outage.

My second point is that the work hour rules are too cumbersome to track. I work a rotating shift
schedule that is a hybrid of 8 hour and 12 hour days. The new requirements of a 6 week rolling average and
how this applies to an 8, 10 or 12 hour worker are convoluted at best and sometimes outright ridiculous. There
is a scenario where a worker can work a few 12 hour shifts with some 8 hour shifts scheduled later in the cycle
that would keep him below the 10 hour worker threshold. If the worker calls in sick for one of his 8 hours shifts,
that could bump his average up to the point of moving him into a 10 hour worker and causing him to violate the
new restrictions by not coming in to work! These rules have caused me on a personal level to have to adjust to a
new lifestyle of coming into and going home from work at 0300. In 10 years of working rotating shifts, I have
left or went home at this absurd hour 2 times until the new rules went into effect. Now it is almost routine to do
so. The reason why I am coming and going at this time is the new rules won't let you have only 8 hours off
between shifts, so we have "split" the shift and tacked it on to the midnight or afternoon shift. I end up working
these so I will be low enough on the list to not get forced at some other time which might be more inconvenient,
if that is possible. Working the 1500-0300 or the 0300-1500 has been like taking a beating compared to just
working a double. For some reason it messes up my sleep pattern more than working a double shift.

My third point is the adverse effect on the level of skills and knowledge of nuclear plant workers. The
nuclear power industry prides itself in having the most experienced and highly trained workers to maintain and
operate US nuclear facilities, but the new work hour rules place this distinction in jeopardy. I know the
Commission has no interest in how much money nuclear plant workers make. I agree that pay should not be the
Commission's concern, but I believe that the loss of knowledge and skills involved with the loss of income
should be of concern. I'm sure the Commission recognizes the fact that people come to work at nuclear
facilities to support their families as best they can, and it is for that reason that refuel outages can no longer
attract the contractors who are the most highly skilled and experienced. These contractors are in demand in
other industries even during this recession period because they do have the knowledge and skills it takes to
perform in a nuclear plant. Now they can make more money elsewhere by not having to take the days off
required by the new FFD rules and it seems they are now choosing to work elsewhere. Before these rules went
into effect I had never heard a fellow operator discuss moving to another department or industry, but now it is
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co'imonklace. The operators who are looking elsewhere have between 5 and 25 years in operations, and all of
their knowledge and experience will be lost if they go into another job. You can make significantly more money
doing other work for a lower hourly wage than you can as an affected employee because of the new WHR's.
Several people in this department have already applied elsewhere.

My fourth point is the WHR's have actually caused people to work more compulsory overtime. Before
the new WHR's, forces (compulsory overtime) only happened around the holidays, emergent plant conditions
and people calling in sick. Now forces are routine. There is rarely a week that goes by that someone is not
forced for overtime that someone else is willing to work, but cannot due to the new WHR's. In the past there
were the people who were hungry for overtime and those who were not. The people who were hungry were
usually relatively younger and more able to work the extended hours and made preparations to work them. The
people who didn't like to work overtime were usually older or had other things going on in their lives that did
not support odd hours. Now the company ends up forcing a guy on short notice who has not slept well before
his shift because the guy who slept all day before he came in is ineligible because of some shift he worked 2
weeks ago. So the end effect is instead of having well rested, content workers you have less well rested,
disgruntled workers working emergent as well as planned overtime.

While I do not think the entire ruling needs to be scrapped, some requirements such as the 10 hours off
between shifts, 34 hours off in 9 days and the so many days off in a rolling 6 week period that varies as to how
many hours average you work should be eliminated along with the different online/offline outage hours. These
are the rules that have created confusion and hardship for the nuclear industry as a whole. I believe that the 72
hours in 7 days and 24 in 48 rules were adequate to ensure the health and safety of the public. I do believe there
should be a mechanism for self declaration of fatigue and also for the evaluation of worker fatigue, because one
cannot always predict the effects of the odd hours we work on ones body.

I would like to again thank the Commission for taking time to read my comments on this matter and
would like to say that I applaud the Commission's attempt at enhancing the safety of the public by attempting to
ensure that the workers of this nations nuclear facilities are better rested, but I think these new rules have had
unforeseen consequences and should be reviewed.

Thank you,
Paul West
Equipment Operator
LaSalle County Generating Station
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