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I’m glad to have the opportunity to address the recent changes to work hour rules for covered nuclear
workers. I’d like to illustrate why I think the changes have been counterproductive, and need to be revisited. |
would also like to make recommendations as to how we could make the WHR’s better and still safe for all of

us.

First, there should never be a set of rules that makes you violate WHR’s when ybu take more time off. If you
are on an & hr schedule or Hy_brid and you work some overtime at the beginning of the cycle with some 8 hr
days at the end of the cycle to keep you below the 10 hr worker and then you need a day off at the end of the
cycle for a death in the family or because you are sick you could violate WHR by takirig that day off because
your average now makes you a 10 hr worker and you need more days off that cycle. How does this help us
become more rested? How can you possibly tell someone sorry we want to make sure you are getting enough
rest so ydu have to work today you can’t stay at home. It makes no sense and at a minimum should be changed
so that you are either always a 8 hr worker if you are on an 8 hour/ Hybrid schedule or always a 12 hour worker

if youareona 12 hr schedule.

Second, the number of last minute forces in the operations department has skyrocketed. It may ﬁot look like
it on paper because there is‘ usually someone who will take the force last minute to be a nice guy especially if
someone else had plans, but make no mistake they don’t want to be here and there is usually someone who does
want to be here. The people that want to be here aren’t allowed to stay sometimes because of a few days of
overtime they had 5 weeks ago, and instead of being allowed to work, we have to force someone who doesn’t
want to be here. We should never have a 6 week cycle that prevents you from working 1 day in the middle of

your 6 days off (on hybrid schedule) because you worked some hours 3, 4, or 5, weeks ago. Having two days |
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* off then coming to work for one then having 3 days off is plenty of rest for me. I don’t need more rest because 5
weeks ago I worked some overtime. A solution to this would be to base things on a weekly schedule. Make the

minimum rest requirement at least one day off per week.

Third, it is way too complicated to figure out if you are allowed to work or not. If we had a one day off per
week rule this would eliminate the hassle of a computer program to see if we are able to work something and
hoping the person checking doesn’t make any mistakes putting the hours in the program. Only one or two
people check this in the computer to see if you are violating. If we had a simple rule such as you must have one
day off per week, it would be easy for an operator to check if they meet this requirement. It would then take less
than 5 rﬁinutes to peer check every operator has met this requirement just by opening up the call-outs for the

“week.

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to express how I feel about the new WHR’s and would like to
end by one more time recommending the following rules replace the current WHR. 1. You are either always an
8 hr worker if you are on an 8 hour/ Hybrid scheduie or always a 12 hour worker if you are on a 12 hr schedule
instead of changing back and forth based on how many hours you work in a cycle. 2. Ensure we get 1 day off
per week instead of basing days off on a 6 week cycle. We can still keep the 72hrs a week, and 10hrs between
shifts if you feel it helps with ensuring we have enough rest, but please make it less complicated so that we can

look at our hours and tell if we violate WHR’s without the aid of a computer program.

Thank You
Sam Cato

Lasalle Station EO
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