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Indicators of Success
® Top Quartile in Nuclear Safety as
measured by NRC and INPO
® Top Quartile in Capacity Factor
® Top 10 in Production Cost
@ Top Decile in Industrial Safety

Nuclear Safe
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ONS Improvement Plan Focus Area Annunciator Panel
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Oconee Nuclear Station

2000 Site Incentive Goals
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Oconee Nuclear Station

2000 Site Incentive Goals

ONS PRODUCTION COST DUKE ENERGY EARNINGS PER SHARE
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Oconee Nuclear Site
NRC Performance Indicators Annunciator Panel

| ased Regulatory Response |
| uired Regulatory Response I

~ 1Quarter 2000 e
# NRC Performance Indicator Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3
“|initiating Events: i
T [Unplanned Scrams Per 7000 Critical Hours
{automatic & manual during previous 4 quarters)
White > 3.0 | Yellow > 6.0 | Red > 25.0
IE-2 [Scrams with a Loss of Normal Heat Removal
(over the previous 12 quarters)
White > 2 | Yellow > 10 | Red > 20
IE-3 |Unplanned Power Reductions (Transients) per 7000 Critical Hours
(over previous 4 quarters)
White > 6.0
- |Mitigating Systems: Trrm— e
MS-1 [Safety System Unavailability (SSU) - Emergency Power 2% ]
(average of previous 12 Quarters)
Threshold values are still being developed for Keowee.
MS-2 | Safety System Unavailability (SSU) - High Pressure Safety Injection
'(average of previous 12 Quarters)
White > 1.5 | Yellow > 5.0 | Red > 10.0
MS-3 | Safety System Unavailability (SSU) - Auxiliary Feedwater
‘(average of previous 12 Quarters)
White > 2.0 | Yellow > 6.0 | Red > 12.0
MS-4 |Safety System Unavailability (SSU) - Residual Heat Removal
‘(average of previous 12 Quarters)
White > 1.5 | Yellow > 5.0 | Red > 10.0
FMS-S Safety System Functional Failures
‘(over previous 4 Quarters)
White > &
Barrier Imm: T e T
Bl-1 JReactor Coolant System (RCS) Specific Activity
‘(maximum monthly values, % of Tech. Spec. Limit, during previous 4 Qtrs.)
White > 50.0 | Yellow > 100.0
Bl-2 JRCS Identified Leak Rate
(maximum monthly values, % of Tech. Spec. Limit, during previous 4 Qtrs.)
White > 50.0 | Yellow > 100.0
Emergency Preparedness:  ~~~ T T
EP-1 |Drill/Exercise Performance
'(over previous 8 Qtrs.)
White < 90.0 | Yellow < 70.0
EP-2 |ERO Drill Participation (% of Key ERO personnel that participated in a
(drill or exercise in the previous 8 quarters)
White < 80.0 | Yellow < 60.0
EP-3 JAlert & Notification System Reliability
(% reliability during previous 4 quarters)
White < 94.0 | Yellow <80.0
Occupational Radiation Safety: e T T
OR-1 [Occupational Exposure Control Effectiveness
(occurrences during previous 12 Qirs.)
White > 2 | Yellow > 5
Public Radiafion Salety — —
PR-1 [RETS/ODCM Radiological Effluent Occurrence
(occurrences during previous 4 Qtrs.)
White > 1 | Yellow >3
Physical Protections — —— —
PP-1 |Protected Area Security Equnpment Performance Index
(over a 4 quarter period)
White > 0.080
PP-2 [Personnel Screening Program Performance
(reportable events during previous 4 Qtrs.)
White > 2 | Yellow > 5
PP-3 |Fitness-For-Duty (FFD)Personnel Remity Program Performance
{reportable events during previous 4 Qfrs.)
White > 2 | Yellow > 5




Nuclear Safety
INPO RATING

OCONEE INPO RATING TREND
i 4
¢
E o, (1 INPO RATING 3
{,‘;; 1991
i L

DEFINITION:

The INPO rating is determined through INPO's Evaluation and Assistance (E&A) program. These evaluations, performed every

12 - 24 months assess performance in eight areas: Organization and Administration, Operations, Maintenance, Engineering Support
Training and Qualification, Radiation Protection, Chemistry and Operating Experience. These evaluations assess performance of personnel,
systems, components, programs/ procedures and management effectiveness.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: INPO rating = 2.0

RED: INPO rating > 3.0

CURRENT MONTH STATUS:

RED: Oconee did not receive an INPO evaluation in 1999. The measure is RED based on our last review completed in October, 1998.

This review resulted in a 3.0 (poor) rating. This followed a 2.0 (adequate) rating in 1996. Our 2000 INPO evaluation is scheduled
to take place August 21 - September 1, with the exit scheduled for October 4th.
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Oconee Nuclear Station Good

.
m Unit 1 Unit Capability Factor +
YID Through April, 2000
105%
100%
e S, SO, S ST, JUNS. Stme set
95% o e \
90% \
84.85%
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9
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4
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0% A pemee— oo e

[Cindust. Med. 1999 C1YTD Actual -+-2 Year Avg —-Tar Levell

Definttion:

Retlo of the avallable energy over a given Hime pefiod to the reference energy generation over the same time period,
expressed as a percentage. Avallableenergy generation is the energy that could have been produced under reference
ambient conditions considering only limftations within confrol of plant management, Reterence energy generation

is the energy that could be produced I the unit were operated continuously of full power undet teteronce amblont
condltions.

History Unit1 Untt2  Unitd Datg Source
1997  432%  79.0% 62.6% R A Williams, 382-8346
1998 80.9% 75.8% 79.9%
1999  83.2% 83S5% 98.0%

Contact
RH Anderson, 382-3817

AUnit 1 Notes:
feb - lorcad outage to repalt reactor coolant leak.

Unlt 3 Notes:
Jan - reactot ftip on 1/2,

Oconee Nuclear Station Good
Unit 2 Unit Capability Factor A

YID Through April, 2000
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Oconee Nuclear Station Good
Unit 3 Unit Capability Factor A
YTD Through April, 2000
100%
95% —
11N
90% —— - al 1ol Ja X
' - — o[ lol—a 85.92%
85% -
e
§ 0% -
®
75% -
70% -
45% -
60% T 1 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
i, A § O N D J F M A M ) J A s O N D
I—L‘Ellndust Med. 1999 C1YTD Actual ——2 Year Avg -+ Tar Level




Good Definition:
Oconee Nuclear Station ) Ratio of the unplanned energy losses during a given period of time, o the refersnce energy generation, expressed as
Unit 1 Unplanned Capabllify Loss Factor a percentage. Unplanned energy loss Is energy that was not produced during the perod because of unplanned
shutdewns, outage extensions, ot unplanned load reductions due o ¢ under plant management control. Energy
YD Actuaiei4.1% YTD Through April, 2000 losses are considered unplanned if they are not scheduled af least four weeks in advance.
25% History Unit 1 Unit2  Unit3 Rata Source
1997 38,1%  21.0% 34.8% R A Wiillams, 382-534¢
1998 18.9% 4.1% 6.2%
1999 11.6% 4.4% 4.1%
r RH Anderson, 382-3817
20% :
Feb - forced outage to repalr reactor coolant leak.
4»——.——0—\ r
= 15% —
c
] ] :
2 Apr « leaking Instrument vaive in side contalnment.
10% —1
e 5.02%
P At it _:s:a:a:smA
Jan - reactor trip on 172,
0% T T T T T T T Y T T T T T Y T T j
J A S (o] N o} J f M A M J J A S o] N D
[C3indust. Med. 1999 CIYID Actual <-2 Year Avg —- Tar Lavel
Good
Oconee Nuclear Station G?:d Oconee Nuclear Station T
YI0 Acluale0.7% Unit 2 Unplanned Capability Loss Factor YD Actual=l.7% Unit 3 Unplanned Capability Loss Factor
YTD Through April, 2000 YTD Through April, 2000
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i ' s & e A L L A o A L A
5% 7%
‘ ]
>——\ . o ’ * B &% p
“\ A—ie——A
4% 4.84%
5%
= -
Y 3 \ ——e \4\ /‘,-A—“"""_“*
O % (? i -
& Z
2% 3% -—-r
2% -
1% A
ﬂ 1% -
0% T T Y T s T T T T T T T T r Y T—mi 0%
J A S [e] N o] J F M A M J J A s (o} N D ’ i i j ! v ! r j ! T i T ! T T
J A K (o} N D J |3 M A M J J A S (o] N o]
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YD Actuai=0.00

Oconee Nuclear Station Unplanned Automatic Serams per Reactor Crifical Hours
YTD Through Aprit, 2000

Good
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Definitlon;
The numbet of unplanned automatic sctams that occut pet 7,000 hours of eritical operation.

Avsumptions:
Trips wete sef at 3 fot Target .
Unit 1 Notet: Irps YID

0

25215

Unit 2 Notes; Ipe YID
0 2903.0

Unit 3 Nofes: Ttips YID
0 2445.4

Data Source ; Auto Trips
C M Misenhelmer, 382-6751

Data Source ; Critical Houra
R A Willkams, 382-5346

Contact
R H Anderson, 382-3817

Irp History

1996
Unit 1 - 2/28/96 Trip due fo anticipatory reactor tip on loss of main feedwater
Unit 3 - 3/146/96 Loss of Main Feedwater

1997
Untt 3 - 3/20/97 Pinched wire in connectot shorted out.

1998
Unlt 2 - 11/3/98 damaged cable during fire stop work.
Unlt 3 - 12/31/98 broken wire assockited with CRD fuse.

1999
UnHt 2 - 2/28 main turbine conttol vaives closed quickly causing a reactor trip due o high reactor coolant pressure.
Unit 2 - 6/19 slectricat ground that gave a high water level In the MSR's.
Unit 1 - 7/7 loss of aux feedwater,
Unit 1 - 8/18 due to control rod group five drop.
Unit 2 - 12721 ground on Intercept valve
Unit 2 - 12/24 ground on intercept vatve

2000




Oconee Nuclear Station Good
Unit 1 Thermal Performance *
Monthly Through April, 2000
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Oconee Nuclear Station G:’d
Unit 2 Thermal Performance
Monthly Through April, 2000
N %
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Definition:
Ratlo of the design gross heat rate (cotrected for mods,
the ratie of total thermal energy produced by the react

the genetator.

History
1997
1998
1999

Unlt | Notes:
Feb - running on two pumps,

Untt 1
99.33
99.73
99.99

Unit 2
99.87
99.99
99.99

Unit 3 Data Soyrce

99.92 L P Jamagin 382-7786
99.95

99.99

can not calcukate TP,

Mar - running on two pumps, can not caleulate TP!.

Feb - running on two pumps,
Mar - running on two pumps,

Feb - running on two pumps,
Mar - running on two pumps,

c¢an not caleulate TP,
¢an not caleulate TPI,

can not calculate TPI.
can not calcuiate TPI,

Contact
ME Smith, 382-5386

efc.) fo the adjusted gross heat rate. Gros heat rate Is
o to the total gross electricat energy produced by

Oconee Nuclear Station Good
Unit 3 Thermal Performance *
Monthly Through April, 2000
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Oconee Nuclear Station G‘fd Definition: . ( )
The steady-state primary coolant lodine-131 activity (mi ries/gram), corrected for framp contribution and
YT Actuat=0.000001 Unit 1 Fuel Rellability powet levet and nomafized to a common purification rate and average Inera heat generation.
YTD Through Aprll, 2000
History Unit 1 Unit 3 mg_ggm
1.0E-02 1997 5.026-05 1.21£-04 4.61E-04 8 D Chapman, 382-6782
I 1998 5.426-05 5.14E-05 7.72E-04
1999 5.426-06 5.14E-05 7.72E-04 Gontact
Al Boshers, 382-6151
1.06-03 0.0005 | yvy Notes:
// .\\ ek ——h—h——A—h—A—h——h—&—A | Zoro fuel defocts.
1.08-04 1
x ynit 2 Notes:
§ Zero fuel defects.
1.08-05 T
Unit 3 Notes:
2ero fuel defects.
1.08-06 Sr—TOT—TT—#
1.0€-07 t + t + + + + : + + ¢ $ # 3 + t e |
, A S O N D J F M A M J I A S o] D
[C3Y™ Actual =3 Month Avg —&-INPO Tar Lovel]
Oconee Nuclear Station Good Oconee Nuclear Station Good
Unit 2 Fuel Reliabillty ¥ Y10 Actual=0.000001 Unit 3 Fuel Rellability
YTD Through April, 2000 YTD Through Aprlt, 2000
1.0-02 1.0E-02
1.0£-03 r -— . 0.0008 1.0E-03 0.0005
1.0£-04 1.0£-04
§ ﬂ »
1.0€-0 ;‘n‘ " 1oe0s
1.0£-06 4—4——0—4 ¢ 1.0£-06 1 Pr—TbT—TOT—T$
1.08-67 ::::.::::.::-:: i 1.08-07 ' b L A P U —
J A § O N O J F M A M) J A 8§ O N D 3 o N n J 3 M A v ] 3 A s o N D
[COYTD Actual -3 Month Avg =+ INPO Tar Level [C2YTD Actual +-3 Month Avg —4~ INPO Tar Level




YTD Actual=1.000

Oconee Nuclear Station
Unit 1 Chemistry Performance indicator
YD Through April, 2000

Good

Refinttion:
Comparison of selacted Impurtties and cornoslon producis in the secondary skie to to a liminting value.
These limlting values are the Industry medians based on 1993 results. 1.0 ls the lowest value attainable.

Indust. Med. 1999 C1YID Actual - 1 Year Avg —~Tar Level|

[CTindust. Med. 1999 CIYTD Actual -1 Year Avg - Tor Level|

History Untt  Unt2  Unitd Data Soyrce
1.06 1997 1.090 1.030 1.030 MS Alley, 382-4509
1.08 199 1.020 1.020 1,030
A A A A A A a A —A—a 1999 1000 1.002  1.003 Contact
1.05 Ak A=Ak ——h——A—k——h R H Anderson, 382-3817
Unlt 1 Notes:
1.04
1.03
Unit 2 Notes;
=
3 1m
£
1.01 \
1.00 b ¢ .
0.99 1
0.9 , ———r e
1A © N D J F M A M 1 J A 5 O N D
[C3indust. Med. 1999 CO1YTD Actual - 1 Year Avg -+ Tar Level]
Oconee Nuclear Station Good Oconee Nuclear Station Gﬁ’fd
Unit 2 Chemistry Performance Indicator Unit 3 Chemistry Performance Indicator
YTD Through April, 2000 YTD Through April, 2000
1.06 1.06
T 1.0 1.05
1.08 Ak kA 1.08 Ak Ak ——h—A
1.04 1.04
1.03 1.03
% x
3., 3102
£ 3
— -
ro1 \ 1.0t
T4 e ot —b
1.00 1 1.00 = o=
0.99 1 0.99
Q.98 ™ T T ~T T T T T T T - T T
0.98 A=—r————p——pl—
SA o N D ! ¥ A M 3§ 1 A s O N D 4




YTD Actuai=0.671%

Oconee Nuclear Station G%?

Unit | Safety System Performance-HPi
YTD Through April, 2000

d

2.5%
2.0%
1.5% 1
5
o
Q
8 1.00%
1.0% - kA Ak
0.5% 1 T T
4W‘ o
0.0% A+—r— et e
J A § O N o] J F M A M 4 J A s © N D
ﬁ:] All units less than L YTD Actual -2 Year Avg - Tar Leve/l]
Good
Oconee Nuclear Station
Unit 2 Safety System Performance-HP!
YTD Through April, 2000
2.5%
20%
1.5% 1
£
o
Q
3 1.00%
1.0% Atk
0.5% 1 T
b
0.0% +—mreo—r——— "
J, A s O N D J F M A M J J A s O N D

CO All units less than CIYTD Actual -2 Year Avg -+ Tar Leveﬂ

Ratio of the hours a fraln was unavallable to the hours system was required to be avaliable
fot service. For & unt, It is the average of the train unavallabliifies for the system.

Hifory Untl Untt2  Unt3 Date Source
1997 0.26% 0.30% 4.38% C M Misenheimer, 382-6751
1998 024% 0.41%  0.36%
1999  0.35% 020% 0.20%

Contact
R H Anderson, 3823817

Unit 1 Notes:
Jan -planned pm's on 1A and 1B pumps.

Unit 2 Notes:
Jan -planned pm's on 2A and 28 pumps.

Unit 3 Notes:
Jan -planned pm's on 3A and 38 pumpt.

Oconee Nuclear Station Good
Unit 3 Safety System Performance-~HP!
YTD Through April, 2000
2.5%
2,0%
_1.5%
8
§ 1.00%
1.0% - P—-m—*—.——*—-m—*—-t——*——r—t—n
0.5% -
4 D B N
0.0% 4+—r—v—r—ponoy— A .
J A S O N D J F M A M I ) A N D
[T All units less than CIYTD Actual ~-2 Year Avg -+ Tar Level|
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Oconee Nuclear Station

Good

¥
Unit 1 Safely System Performance-Aux Feedwater
YTD Through Aptil, 2000
2.5%
2.0%
1.5% 4
z
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O
b 1.00%
1.0% 4 Ak
0.5%
e o a
— ﬂ -
0.0% T T T T \ T m T T+ T T T Y T T T
J A S O N D 4 F M A M J J A s o N D
[0 Al units less than CIYTD Actual <=2 Year Avg - Tar Level]
Oconee Nuclear Station G?fd
Unit 2 Safety System Performance-Aux Feedwater
YTD Through Aprll, 2000
2.5%
2.0%
1.5%
z
]
(8]
2 1.00%
1.0% | Y, S gt e S S G Y O Y
0.5%
‘ j
o e I = T N
J A s [} N D J F M A M J J A S [o] N D

L:] All units less than T YTD Actual -+-2 Year Avg -4 Tar Level

Ratio of the hours a traln was unavallable to the hours system was required to be available for service.

Fot a unit, 1t s the average of the train unavaliabliitties for the system.

History  Unf1  Untt2  Unt3 Data Source
1997 0.26% 0.18% 0.32% C M Misenhelmer, 382-6751
1998 0.24% 041%  0.36%
1999 0.20% 0.30%  0.52% Centact

R H Anderson 382-3817

Mar - 31.2 planned houn total due to nomal scheduted maintenance

Unit 2 Notes:
Mar - 27.3 hours total due to PM on the 2A EFW traln

Mar - 18.4 planned hour total due to nomal maintenance on the 3A EFW traln

—
Oconee Nuclear Station Good
Unit 3 Safety System Performance-Aux Feedwater

YTD Through April, 2000
2.5%

2.0%

_18%

5

(8}

8 1.00%
1.0% A Ayl ——f\,
oe% 3’_‘~N—o—-¢\r .
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Definttion:
Oconee Nuclear Station G‘fd The number of accldents per 200,000 pemon hours worked for all utlity personnel permanently assigned
to the station that result In any of the following:
YD Actuai=0.38 Industrial Safaty Accidents - one or more days of restricted work (excluding day of ¢ idont)
YTD Through April, 2000 - one or more days away from work (excluding the day of the accident)
- fatatities
08 Data Source
Teresa Merck, 885-3020
o4 Statlon
' History Rest. Lost Work Fatall, Contact
1997 3 0 0 R H Anderson 382-3817
0.7 t— 1998 2 2 0
1999 3 2 o]
2
g 0.6 —_
=4
g. 05 - —ﬂ
(; 0.387
£ 04 fo— + 3 - > s -~ %= .= - A Hours Restricted Lost Work Fotalities
_8 L& a g A g 1,043,222 o] 2 0
Y 0a - Joreet [ I N O R
0.2 3~
0.1 4
0.0 T T T T T T T T T v T T T T T T
J A s o] N o} J F M A M J 3 A S [o] N D
ﬁ'_‘:]lndust. Med. 1999 C1YTD Actual -1 Year Avg —Tar LeveIJ
Good .
Oconee Nuclear Station 3 Definttion;
Ratlo of the houn a fraln was unavallable to the hours system was required to be avallable fot service,
YD Actuabe].92% Safety System Performance - AC Power Fot @ unt, It ls the average of the traln unavaliabliities for the system.
YTD Through April, 2000
3.5% History Station Data Source
1996 1.77% € M Misenheimetr, 382-467561
1997 212%
10% 1998 1.12% Contact
: _‘ 1999 2.03% RH Anderson, 382-3817
2.5% |
200% | AC powerNotes:
< 2.0% 1 itk Jan - planned work on ACB-2.
8 14
& Lsaf‘i”’*’/—‘x*’_*/ )

1.0% A

0.5% A

0.0% T T T T T T T T 1 T Y T T T T T

E All units loss than C1YTD Actual -2 Year Avg =k Tar Levej
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Oconee Nuclear Station Good

Collective Radiation Exposure per Unit v
YTD Through April, 2000

120
100
78.33
40 4
=
[=3
2
-3
a
Z 60 ﬁ
o
& & &
|4 " ke -
& A e -
40 +
20 A
N 23 L
0 . . v . . A L= L . . . T r . T . {
J A S (e} N b 4 F M A M J J A S o} N 0
L (D indust. Med. 1999 CYTD Actual -~ 2 Year Avg —+~Tar Leve!
The fotal external whole-body dose received by all personnel (Including contractors and visttors) coming on site Data Source
during a time period, JR Fox, 382-4374
History  PerUnit
1997 742
RH Anderson, 382-3817 1998 122.0
1999 67.3
Notes:
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INPO Performance Indicator Index Comparison One Month Delay Good

100

YTD Through April, 2000 ()
A - e e e el ——
J A S o N D J F M A M J J A S o N D

Bl Industry Median 1 ONS CJMNS Bl CNS —=-Site Target

Definl

The Performance Indicator Index is a measure of overall performance. Itis calculated using & welghted combination of the ten performance indicator values

and has a range from 0 to 100. A higher index generally represents better overall performance.
NOTE: INDUSTRY MEDIAN WILL BE UPDATED QUARTERLY AND WILL LAG BY A QUARTER.

Individual Indicator with Index less than 92

Indicators ONS1 ONS2  ONS3  MNS1 MNS2  CNS1
Unit Capability Factor
Unplanned Capability Loss Factor 53.24 69.86 70.76 90.35 67.53

Safety System Performance:
Hi-pressure Injection
Auxiliary Feedwater
Emergency AC Power ' 85.78 85.78 85.78 90.24 90.24 81.72
Unplanned Auto Scrams 62.57
Collective Radiation Exposure
Fuel Reliability
Thermal Performance
Chemistry
Industrial Safety Accident Rate

Dg -1l

CNS2
82.19
41.65

91.77
81.72

—

April, 2000

ONS 91.95
MNS

CNS 90.60
sYs

4Q99 Industry
Medlan - 91.0

Less than 89(RED)
Equal to or greater than 89 but less than 92(YELLOW)
92 or greater(GREEN)
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INPO Performance Indicator Index Comparision One Month Delay Good
ONS YTD Through April, 2000 A

96

94

92

88

86

84

82 1|

80

78 +

76

74

ﬁfﬁ‘“ffrh‘k—

Bl Industry Median CJONS 1 CJONS 2 Bl ONS 3 —+ YE TAR
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ONS 1 Year 2000 o
Individual Indicator Index less than 92 z’d

100
95

100 - . e
:g-_.: T | g Ty
70
40
50 /k—- *~——
40
30 //
20 /
10
0 +¢—ti—t—t-t—i—t—1—4
JASONDJFMAMJJASOND
~—UCLF -=-AC
ONS 2 Year 2000

G
Individual Indicator Index less than 92 ?b

T

90 T m]

85
80

75

UCF - Unit Capabliity Factor

UCLF - Unplanned Capabliity Loss Factor
SCRAM - Unplanned Auto Trips Per 7000 Hours Critical
HPI - High Pressure Safety Injection

AUX - Auxiliary Feedwater

AC - Emergency AC Power

TPI - Thermal Performance

FRI - Fuel Reliabillity

CHEM - Chemistry

EXP - Radiation Exposure

SAFE - Industrial Safety Accident Rate

70 T

65
60

\
&//"

55

50
4

A S ONDIJFMAMIJI I ASOND
~+— UCLF -»- AC + SCRAM

ONS 3 Year 2000
Individuatl Indicator Index less than 92

100 -+
95

Good

90

85 he—
80

&0 ]

55

50
J AS ONDJ FMAMIJI

-~ UCLF +—AC
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Nuclear Safety
PERFORMANCE INDICATOR INDEX

DEFINITION:
The Performance Indicator Index is a weighted summation of scaled indicator point values based on the following 11 factors INPO has identified for safe
and successful plant operation:

Unit Capability Factor - 2 year average

Unplanned Capability Loss Factor - 2 year average

Unplanned Automatic Scrams per 7000 hours of Reactor Critical Operation - 2 year average
HPI Safety Injection System Unavailability - 2 year average

Emergency Feedwater System Unavailability - 2 year average

Emergency AC Power System Unavailability - 2 year average

Thermal Performance - 1 year average

Fuel Reliability - 3 month average

Chemistry Index - 1 year average

Collective Radiation Exposure - 2 year average person rem/ per unit
Industrial Safety Accident Rate - 1 year average rate per 200,000 work hours

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: Index Value > 92.0 (Target Incentive Performance)
YELLOW: Index Value > 89.0 (Minimum Incentive Performance)
RED: Index Value < 89.0

CURRENT MONTH STATUS: GREEN

Unit 1: 91.62
Unit 2: 90.55
Unit 3: 93.67
ONS Total: 91.95

MNS Total: 97.93

CNS Total: 90. 60
SYSTEM Total: 93. 27
INDUSTRY Median: 91.0

NOTE: - Measure is typically reported one month behind due to data gathering requirements.
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Nuclear Safety
NUCLEAR SYSTEM EVENTS

2000YTD RESULTS

CYTD ACTUAL
~—MKaximum
~0—Target
—A—Minimum

HISTORICAL TREND

(een)

OMNS/CNS
ROCONEE

0 S T [—1 T RS T )] T T T T 1 1 [
2855235225538 ” |
— — y— — o P
2000 OCONEE EVENTS
Date Unit Description of Event
1800 Unit3  Unit 3 Autormatic Trip after mamual mein tubine trip due to instrument failure (NAS
3800 1,23 Loss of Cortrol Room Chilled Water (3 NSFs - 1 per unit)
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MoGUIRE
52500

CATAWBA

21300
2,290
500

NUCLEAR SYSTEM EVENTS (cont’'d)

Unit 1

Unit

Unit 1
Urit 2
Unit 2

Nuclear Safety

Description
Automatic Reactor Trip  (NAS)

Description of Event

Urit 1 Reactor Trip Catsed by tubire trip (NAS)
2B DG Breaker Failure (NSF)

Safety System Failure (NSF)




Nuclear Safety
NUCLEAR SYSTEM EVENTS

DEFINITION:
Cormbired everts for ONS, MNS and CNS defired asfollows

GREEN:
YELLOW:
RED:

GREEN:

NRC - Autoratic SCRAMs while critical, Sefety System Achetion's, Sefety System Failures and Sigrificart Everts
INPO - Sigrificart Everts;
DUKE - Precursor Everts, Significart Shutdown Bverts and LERs due to Persorrel Emor.

YTD Actuel and 3-morth trend indicate Target (< 25 everts) is likely to be achieved.
YTD Actial and 3-morth trend indicate Mintrrum (< 35 everts) is likely to be achieved.
YTD Actual and 3-morth trend indicate Mirimum is unlikely to be achieved (> 35 everts).

MONTH STA’

Dtice'smnlem‘gzstmnrecorded2mwweﬂsmMaybﬁrgirgﬂ'ns,r93mtotalto8YTDconpamdtoth:tar'getof 10.
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Nuclear Safety
NUCLEAR SAFETY INDEX

(GREEN)

2000YTD STATUS
100 ONSUNIT 1DATA SHEET
Range
- 200 YTD Actuals
R UNIT [ ACTUAL MRIT' f&%% !%%% YgDA
W UNIT 2 ACTUAL Precursors 10- 1.0 250, 0
B UNIT 3 ACTUAL] SSE 10- 00 2504 o
—#YID TARGET HP Injection .03-.00456 10% Q00871
Aux. Feedwtr. .04-.0046 10% Q.00642
ettt Emer. AC Pwr. .0G-.0046 10% Q012
aME Q% et Index Value 97.70
ONS UNIT 2DATA SHEET ONS UNIT 3DATA SHEET
Range Range
Parameter (0-100 Weight  2000YTD Actumls Parameter (0-100 Weight 2000YTD Actuals
Reactar Trips 4.0- Q0 2% 0 Reactor Trips  4.0- 0.0 20% 1
Precursars 1.0- 10 5% 0] Precursors 10-10 5% 0
SSE 10-Q0 8% 0 SSE L0-00 26% 0
HP Injection  .08-.0045 10% 000417 HP Injection .03-.0046 10% 0.00689
Aux. Feedwtr. .04-.0046 10% 000362 Aux, Feedwtr. .04-.00456 10% Q00415
Emer. AC Pur. .06-.0456 10% Qo1 Emer. AC Pwr. .06-.0045 10% o
Index Valiae g97.70 Irdex Value 81L.98




Nuclear Safety
NUCLEAR SAFETY INDEX

DEFINITION:
The Nuclear Safety Index is a weighted index designed to objectively track the performarce of each individual melearwnit. The objective is to focus

onthose aspects of plart operation which directly relate to the prevertion of sigrificart plart inciderts related to Nuclear Sefety and maintaina
high level of readiress to mitigate plart acciderts.

The index is calculated by obtainirg the mumber of reactor trips requiring a scram, accidert precursor events, significart shrtdown events, and the
sefety systemuravailability per wurit. For each of these parameters, the range of the scoring index is selected to represert the expected span of the
pararreter. The scoring index is calculated for each parameter and multiplied by a weighting factor since the parameters do rot all have the same
nuclear sefety significarce. The sumof these weighted indexes for each parameter becomes the total writ Nuclear Safety Index.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: Nuclear Safety Index greater them or equel to 92.00%%
YELLOW: Not applicable
RED: Nirlear Safety Index less then 92.00%.

CURRENT MONTH STATUS

GREEN: Through May, the Ocoree site (93.7) ismmeeting the target (92.0). Individually, Unit 1(97.7) hashad no everts. Unit
Unit 2 (97.7) hashad ro everts. Urnit 3 (85.7) had areactor tdp inJamery. Keowee unavatlahility greater then 1.096 hes rechuced
the score of each unit ard is broken down as follows:

Indernery, KHU-1 was unavatlable for 8.9 hours cve to PMs and KHU-2 was unavatlable for 34.0 howrs (5.0
unplarmed) che to ACB-2 work. InFebruary, KHU-1 was unavatlable for 17.8 hours due to change ot of CX
transfonrer taps. InMarch KHU-1 (24.2 boursy) and KHU-2 (11.6 hours) were unavatlable due to plarmed quarterdy
maintenarce ard mod work. And finally inAprdl, KHU-1 had 8.9 plarmed unavatlable hours due to Main Transformer
PMs and KHU-2 hed 2.3 plarmed unavatlable howrs due to Main Transfonmmer emuisifier testing,




INDUSTRIAL SAFETY INDEX

Nuclear Safety

(Gree

2000YTD RESULTS - OCONEE [=wnn ONS HISTORICAL TREND
A —a—Minimum
8 ~u—Target
—o—Maximum
§ T |4
> s - g
: ——— [ |4
1 120 100 g »
o T "
z N - - V- | D A« B - W
= EZ=3FfREREZ25 25 : & & & & § &g
RNEAR MISSES
2000YTD SITE TRENDS [nacconsorss 2000 OCONEE RECORDABLE
EHINOR INJURIES
20 INJURIES [  Restricted
Date Divison  Description Workdays Workdays
3 15 1 ®pe4s C&F Tendoritis inwrist 0 0
5 0309 Maint Strainto reck 0 0
glO— 010 HR Tom cartilage in knee 4 3
o4
B
5..
0~‘i_r—i—v—D—v—.—v—ll T T T T T 1
Z 8 2£23258565 5 8
::s Fe, ; P ; -— — 2 =¢] o g 2




Nuclear Safety
INDUSTRIAL SAFETY INDEX

DEFINITION:
Tte Inchetrial Sefety Index is measired at the site level and is calculated as follows:

(Total Severity Rate + OSHA Recordable Cae Rate) /2 where:

Severity Rate = [{ Lost Wotk Days + (Restricted Work Daysx 0.33) + (Fatalities x 60000} x 200,000] /Total Cunulative Work Hours
OSHA Case Rate = (Total Cases x 200,000 /Total Cum Work Hours

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:
GREEN: Safety Index urder target with ro adverse trends irdicated.

YELLOW: Safety Index urder target but trerd irdicates year-end achievervent indoubt OR
Safety Index over target but trerd indicates year-end goal is recoverable.
RED: Safety Index over target and year-end goal is urrecoverable or unlikely to be achieved.

T MONTH STA’
GREEN - ONS hes 3 recordables Y'TD May.




Nuclear Safety
RADIATION EXPOSURE

Person REM)

Total Exposure

2000YTD STATUS HISTORICAL TREND
350 -

300 4 [ monTH AcTUAL
250 | |0 TARGET

~X=YTD ACTUAL
200 - /
150 A .

4
e S
1504 P04
10 1004 |
50 1 : 0l |
=

202
H 132
() +—Xe= T T T T T 1 T T T ml 0 r r . . r —
. /M o [~ ) = - &) A B - &)
= E$E£xZE5258g886558% 2 & 8 g8 g ==
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OCONEE DOSE VS. INDUSTRY

250
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Nuclear Safety
RADIATION EXPOSURE

DEFINITION:
Actial whole-body EFPD (TEDE) received by all persorme] at ONS in 2000 (including cortractors and visitors) .. The 2000 goal is 235 rem.

MEASURES §U RITERIA:
GREEN: Dose under YTD goal with no adverse trends indicated.

YELLOW: Dose urder YTD goal but trend inclicates year-end goal in doubt OR
Dose over YTD goal but trerd indicates year-erd goal recoverable.
RED: Dose trerding over YTD goal withyear-end goal unrecoverable or wrilikely to be achieved.

NOTE: Site RP, insettirg the 2000 dose goals assumed norroutage dose as linear throughott the year. Inactiuslity, the morthly dose goal will be
periodically adjusted to reflect movernert of sigrificant norroutge dose jobs from mronth-to-rmonth.

CURRENT MONTH STATUS  GREEN
Total dite exposire for May was47.256 rem The estirmate for May was 64.759 rem.

The Urit 3 BOC- 18 Refueling Outage was completed inMay witha total electronic dosirreter recorded exposire of 108 rem- the lowest exposire EVER
for Unit 3. Thisbeat the lorg—starﬂirgrecordeﬁablisl'ndin 1977 by 12 rem.

Total expoaure for year-to-date is 132.6 rem out of an estimate for this period of 1306 rem. Unit 3 s recent success in meeting or *“besting” all
outage goals brought Oconee back into Site Measures “Green'”.

Cortamirgted areas of the plart decreased after U3 s refueling outage to 2,856 sg. ft
Source Term Rechuction Status. Redueed by four fromthe previous morth, the mrtmnberofpostedlntspotsisBQ.

Ocoree’ s INPO starding 1s S3.6 remAxit thruMay. INPO First Quertile (“Best”) 1s 88 remAmit. (Irformation fromINPO isthruthe first querter,
2000.
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Nuclear Safety
RADIATION RELEASES

Radiation Releases (mrem)

2000YTD RESULTS

BN YEAR END TARGET —+—YTD ACTUAL —4&—YTD TARGET

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

(GREEN)




Nuclear Safety
RADIATION RELEASES

DEFINITION:
Radiation Releases is a measure of the exposure (mmrer) recetved by the public (“Maximum Exposed Individual”) as arestit of gaseous
and liquid racdioactive releases made fromthe plart due to routine operations. It is imperative thet we keep this specific measure and resuits in

frort of 1S to ensure optimum performance. Exposure to the public is a critical item Oconee’ s anmal goal is 9 mremwhich equetes to 8% of the
Total Arrual (ALARA) Exposure Limit to the public as defired in 10CFRS0 A pperndix 1.

200 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:
GREEN: Radiation releases less thean Y'TD goal with o adverse frends noted
YELLOW: Radiation releases exceed YTD goal but trerd indicates year-erd goal achievable OR
less thean Y TD goal but trerd indicates year-erd goal is indowbt.
RED: Radiation releases exceed Y'TD goal and year-end goal appears urrecoverable or umlikely to be achieved.

CURRENT MONTH STATUS
GREEN : YTD Radiation Releases total 260E-01 mrem, well below our year end goal of 9mrem. The YTD total dose is comprised of the
following:
Liquid Total Body Dose:  L.OCE-O1 morem
Liquid Max Organ Dose:  L46E-01 mrem
Gas Afr Gamma Dose: L41E-04 mrad
Gas Air Beta Dose: A7X-0d mrad
Gas Max Organ Dose: L3ME-02 mrem



Equiv. Annunal Probability %

Nuclear Safety
REACTOR CORE SAFETY

(GREEN)

2000YTD STATUS

CIMONTH ACTUAL
—=— GREEN Tgt.




Nuclear Safety
REACTOR CORE SAFETY

DEFINITION: The Reactor Core Safety measure is based on the desire to make 1se of riskeirformed decision meking to the extert reasoreble and practical inthe safe
ard reliable operatiors of the mxlear power plants The intert is to avoid acciderts of concem and to meintain high readiness of safety systerns and

operator resporse capability, thereby achieving a high level of safety mergin withrespect to potertial acciderts resulting incore damege.

Proper plarming of equipment and urit outages, irtegrated safety assessents by the ORAM-SENTINEL tool, recognizing and minimizing operation
at high risk conditions, and appropriately balancing outage and innage work are corsidered to be the key elements of operational strategy to meintain
the desired level of core damege safety margin

A valie for each individual reactor unit based on that it s average beseline core darmege frequency (excluding seismic everts) will be weed asthe
target valte, corsidering both at power and shutdown corditions. Thisgoal results in a very high sefety margin (less thanone chance in 10,000 of
core damage accidents of corcemand penrits pridert actions to maintain power procuetion capability and risk memegerrert.

Usirg the ORAM-SENTINEL tool, the core darnage risk profile of eachreactor unit will be evaluated based onachel out of service bours of the vital
plart equiprmert. Calculations will be performed for both innage conditions and shutdown corditions to capture the total core damege risk. Inaddition

to the ORAM-SENTINEL values of the core darmage risk profile, any contribution froma core darmege precursor evert will be added to obtainthe total
rskvalie. N

The Reactor Core Sefety measure for each unit will be compited as the total of:

Irmege Core Damage Probebility (excl. seismic) + Qutage Core Damege Probability + Precursor Core Damage Probability
The year-to-date values will be compiled and reported ona roonthly basis.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA: -

GREEN: Core Darmege Probability < 6.0E-5 (6/100,000) peryear.
YELLOW: Core Damege Probability > 6.08-5 and < 7.5E-5 peryear
RED: Core Damege Probability > 7.56-5 (7.5100,000) peryear

CURRENT STATUS: GREEN

Unit 1: 5.52E-06
Urit 2: 5.59E-06
Untt 3: 5.62E-6




ENVIRONMENTAL INDEX

Nuclear Safety
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Nuclear Safety
ENVIRONMENTAL INDEX
DEFINITION:

Ervironmertal Performarce is evaluated based onseven srcess measures of mintrmized impect to the ervirormment due to plart operations.

RITERIA:
GREEN: > 5of 6Measres on target
YELLOW: >4 of 6Measures ontarget
RED: <4 of 6measresontaget

CURRENT MONTH STATUS
GREEN: All Envirormrental Index sub-measures are on target YTD Mayl.

Sub-Measures On Target 25 >4 <4 6- Green

Hazardous Waste Generation < 126171bs. 21381bs ON
Environmental Inddents < 1per year o ON
Environmental Assesament Scare 0% % 989 ON
Assessment Process Rating Rating of 1 or 2 2 ON
Envir onmental Everts < 10per year 0 ON
YTD Near Misoes 2000 Trending Only 5 NA

92




Nuclear Safety
HUMAN PERFORMANCE INDEX

(GREEN)

HUMAN PERFORMANCE

SYSTEM CULTURE INDEX

2.00 (Year To Date)

1.75
1.50
1.25 |
1.00 4

mmm OCONEE
~a. GREEN
—e- RED

CNS Culture Index = 14.15 G >14.50
3.
MNS Culture Index = 14.03 -Y 2 13.50

SYSTEM AVERAGE = 13.99 {}

Index Value

ONS Culture Index = 13.80

HUMAN PERFORMANCE LERs LSE vs. MSE HUMAN PERFORMANCE PIPs

(4 Qtr. Rolling Average) (4 Qtr. Rolling Ratio)*

9] Y]

o0 %D 50.0 -

E 2.50 - s 40.0 | S 0 CONEE
S 2.00 | - OCONEE > ' Db
< 1,50 o -~ GREEN < 30.0 -

80 T - - &0 20.0 4
.E 1‘00 ] /- \\ RED .E
: % 1 0 .0 g

o

o oz 0.0 4

e 5 98Q1 99Q3 2000Q1

o o

S <

GOOD
*Includes Cause Codes A-C, F-L, and O. Does not include Category 4 PIPs.




Nuclear Safety
HUMAN PERFORMANCE INDEX

DEFINITION:

The Human Performance index is a weighted summation of point values for the following factors:
-- Site Culture Index (conducted annually)
-- No. of Human Performance LERs - 4 Qtr. rolling average
.- Ratio of LSEs vs. MSEs Human Performance PIPs - 4 Qtr. rolling average

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:
Overall Measure = ( Site Culture Index points x .20 ) + ( H.P. LER points x .40 ) + (LSE/MSE PIP points x .40 )

SITE CULTURE INDEX HUMAN PERFORMANCE LERs LSE vs. MSE HP PIPs
SUB- (20% of total weight) (40% of total weight) (40% of total welight)
MEASURES
Goal: 14.8 by 12/31/89 Goal: Top Quartile (0.25/unit per Qtr.) Goal: 26 :1 ratio
2 points > 145 < 0.50 > 251
1 point > 13.5 < 1.50 > 201
0 points < 13.5 > 1.50 < 20:1
CURRENT QUARTER STATUS:
Actual Points Weight Index
Site Culture Index 13.80 1 point X 20 = 020
H.P.LERs 25 2 point X 40 = 080
LSE vs. MSE PIP Ratio  30:1 2 point X 40 = 0.80
CURRENTINDEX = 1.80
Green: > 1.75pts.
Yellow: > 0.95 pts.
Red: < 0.95pts. 10_ 2




Nuclear Safety
CONFIGURATION MGMT. HEALTH

(GREEN)

4.00%
3.50%
3.00%
2.50%
2.00%
1.50%
1.00%
0.50%
0.00%

Document PIPs - MSE/LSE Ratlo
12 month rolling average

1

4 4 i 3 ' s 3 ' I I ; Il
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T t 1 T T T T T 1 ~—

May- Jun- Jul Aug- Sep- Oct- Nov- Dec- Jan- Feb- Mas- Apr- May-

9 99 99 99 99 99 93 99 00 00 00 00 00

Missed Tech Spec Survelillance
12 month rolling average

05
04 1

0.3 1
02 I\

01 \

0.0 T A e — /

May- Jun- Ju- Aug- Sep- Oct- Nov- Dec- Jan- Feb- Mar- Apr- May-
99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 00 00 00 00 00

Mispositions
12 month rolling average

0

99

" : " N " + y
t t + t + L}

May-  Jun- Jul-99 Aug- Sep- Oct Nov- Dac- Jan- Feb- Mar- Apre  May.

99 99 99 99 99 99 00 00 00 00 00

Temporary Mods Outstanding
end of month totals

40
as |
a0 L
25
20 4

15 \v:_
ol \/\
5 4

0 + + + + + : + + 4 } + !
May- Jun- Jul- Aug- Sep- Oc¢t Nov- Dee- Jan- Feb- Mar- Apr- May-
99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 00 00 00 00 00
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Nuclear Safety
CONFIGURATION MGMT. HEALTH

DEFINITIONS:
Corfiguration Manegerrert is evaluated based onfour (4) sub-measures
- Documernt Related PIPs - Ratio of MSEsto LSEs - Nuber of MSE PIPs divided by muxber of LSE PIPswith evert codes D (Docurert [sses.
- Nurber of Missed Tech Spec Survetllarces (PIPS). - PIPS with Evert Code A4, Ada, A4b and A4c (rot necessarlly listed as Primery evert code
- MSE onty
- Number of Mispos - PIPs with Evert Code J (excluding the near misses).
- Termporary Mods Qutstanding - Nurrber of Ternporary Mods outstarding (snepshot at end of morth).
2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:
GREEN: > 6sub-measure poirts
YELLOW: 3 - 5sb-measure points
RED: < 3sub-measure poirts

CURRENT MONTH STATUS = GREEN

104dv ending: | Méyloo |

Configuration Management Ind

ex

‘ SYELLOW R | i RED
CRITERIA 2 ABoInt) g}:( ;pol
Document Related < 1.25 % 1.25% - 2.5% >25%

PIPs - MSE/LSE ratio
Number of Missed

Tech Spec < 0.1 0.1-0.2 > 0.2
Surveillances (PIPs)

. >2.67 per
< 1.33 per month 1.33-2.67 per month
Number of Mispos (cumulative) {cumulative) (curr?wz?;:\e) 1.0 2
Temporary Mods
Outstanding <15 15-25 > 25 9
TOTAL 3-5 e o

YRz
b

CM IND
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SELF ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

Nuclear Safety

SELF
ASSESSMENT

PROGEAN

(YELLOW)

SELF ASSESSMENT - 2000 RESULTS

100

Monthly Score
g 3

2Ei828R28¢8

CIYTD ACTUAL
16 1 |—~TARGET

SRG ASSESSMENTS PERFORMED

-EZO

5,

8-

4_
Ll I>IUI %0 :
28 % % B0
Z, =

[!:JQUAUTY mmm RESOURCE mmmEFFECT. —e—~ GREEN TARGET —=~RED TGT ]

FEB ]
MAR ]

MAY

JUN A
JUL A
AUG A

SEP A
OCT A

NOV A
DEC 1

AGEME
SITE ASSESSMENTS PERFORMED MANAGEMENT OBSERVATIONS
280.00 -
Ezgq E::gﬁf;zﬁ . g 240,00  |=YTD ACTUAL +
—+—~YTD TARGET
S 200,00 -
B 5 o
A 160.00 -
40 5
30 - 8 12000 -
20 1 O 5000 o
I 40.00 - A
101 g ‘ — H i
= Z 00 4+—=—= [1 |
\8 0 T T T T T T T T T T T i T ! T T T T T —T T 1
Z | em e e Z = WD A B o O = S = z = A B = O
S =2 =zx%x:z523=28¢332z2 = B 3 52 =852 o =

¥




Nucdlear Safety
SELF ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

MAY 2000

QUALITY MEASURE:
-- Appropriate Assessrert. Topic 20 poirts 20 Green 18 ON
-~ Scope Assessrrert Plan 15 points 13 Green 12 OFF
-- DocurentationResuits 40 poirts 40 Green 39 ON
-- Appropriate Findings/Corrective Actiors 25 points 25 Green 2 ON

Total QUALITY 100 points 8 GREEN a1 ON
RESOURCE MEASURE:
-- Level 1 and 2 Group Assesarernts 25 points 0 Red 14 OFF
-- MOP 25 polrts 0] Red 3 OFF
-- RG Level 1 (2) Assessrents 25 poirts 25 Green 24 ON
-- G.0O. Level 2 (3) Asessrerts 15 points 15 Green 11 OFF
-- Site-Wide Berchmarking 10 points 10 Green 6 OFF

Total RESOURCE 100 points 80 RED 58 OFF
EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE:
-- INPO Identified Significart Evert

(SER or SOER) for the Site Threshold 0] Green 0 ON
-- Level 1 MSE PIPs Discovered During the Morth 50 poirts 50 Green 50 ON
- Acceptarce of Assessrent Corrective Actions

Assigred 3 Morths Ago 50 poirts 80 Green 50 ON

Total EFFECTIVENESS 100 polrts 100 GREEN 100 ON
TOTAL SELF ASSESSMENT 300 points 248 YELLOW 249 OFF
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Nuclear Safety
DEFINITION: SELF ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

The Self Aseessment Program measire js evaltated in three parts (1) a Qrality Measire -- how good are our assessments, are we looking at the right thirgs, getting good results and idertifying approprate
corective actions, (2) a Resource Measure - are we doing enough Assesstrents, Mareger Observations, SRG, and NAID activities ard benchmarking to idertify and improve on our short comings, ard (3) an

Effectiveress Measiure -- are we preventing events, are the correcttve actiors iderttified in assessments being accepted by the appropriate groups,

Quality Measure (100 possible points): NOTE: All Group Assessrents and MOPs will be averaged to deterrmire the morthly total.
-- Appropriate Assessrernt - Meets NSD 607 guidarre = 20 points; Does not meet NSD 607 guidarce = O points, OEP criven= 5 borus poirts..
-- Well-defired Plan, Purpose, Scope, - Detalled Plan, Concise Purpose & Scope, ard followed NSD 607 = 15 points; Margiral Plan, Purpose, & Soope, ard Followed NSD 607 =
Compliance with NSD 607 = 10 poirtss No Plan, Vague: Purpose ard Scope, and Partlal Cormpliance With NSD 607 = 5 potrts; No Plan, Purpose, ard Scope, ard No
Conrpliarce With NSD 607 = O points.
-- Docurentation ard Results - Clear ard Corcise Docurrent With All Objectives Met = 40 poirts; Vagie and Confusing Document With Some Objecttves Met = 20 points;
Poorly Written Docurrent With No Objectives Met = O points.
-~ Appropriate Firdings, Areas of - All Identifled Iterrs Are A ppropriate With Supporting Information Provided = 25 points; Most Idertified Iterns Are Appropriate With
Improverrent ard br Correcttve Actions Sorre Supporting Information Provided = 10; Few Identified Iterms Are Appropdate With No Supporting Inforrmation Provided = O points.
Resource Measure (100 possible points):
-- Level 1 ard 2 Group 2 90% Completed vs. Scheduled = 25 potnits; » 80 9% Comrpleted va. Schechded = 20 poirts; 2 70 % Comrpleted va. Scheduled = 15 potrts.
AssesgTents 25 points mexdmum
--MOP: 2 90% Completed va. Schedled = 25 points; » 80 % Corrpleted va. Schedhuled = 20 points; > 70% Completed va Schechiled = 15 poirts.
25 points mexdrum.
- SRG Level 1 (2): 2 90% Completed va. Scheduded = 10 (15) points > 80% Completed vs. Scheduled = 7 (10) poirts » 70% Corrpieted vs, Scheduled = 5(7) poirts
(Add results of Level 1 and 2 assesarments for otal soore). 25 points meximum
-- GO Level 2 (3): 2 90% Corrpleted va. Scheduled = 5 (10) poirts; » 80% Corpleted vs. Schechied = 3 (7} poirts > 70% Completed va. Schechied =1 (5) poirnts.
{Add results of Level 2 and 3 assessrents for total soore). 15 points medmum,
-- Site Wide Berchrmarking; Stte reintains an average of > 2 documented berchmmarking efforts per nornth = 10 points: average of > 1 docurented berchmmrking effort per morth

= 5 points. 10 potnts meximum

Effectiveress Measure (100 possible points:
-~ INPO idemtified Sigrificart Event (SER or SOER): 1= ZERO for measure
-- Level 1 MSE PIPs Discovered During the Month: < 14ronth = 50 points; < 24ronth = 30 points; < 3ronth = 20 points; < 44ronth = 10 points: > 4/onth = 0.
-- Acceptarce of Assessirent Conective Actiors Assigred 3 Months Ago: > 9% CA accepted = 50 points; > 80% = 30 points; > 7% = 20 points; < 70% = O points.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: > 255 total points (86% of total) withno sub-rmeasires RED
YELLOW: > 210 total potnts (70% of total) withno more then one sub mezsure RED
RED: < 210 total points

CURRENT MONTH STATUS YELLOW

sFor May, the Self Assesrert measure stards at 248 of apossible 300 potrts. The Quelity and Effectiveress sub-measires were GREEN, while the Resource sub-mezsure was RED. The
reason for the RED s thet a sufficlent mamber of assessments are rot being cormpleted as schechded.

“Through May. the Y ear To Date Points Aversge for this measuremrent is 248, whichis OFF Target for meeting the year end goal.
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Nuclear Safety
EINITION, CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM

Corrective Action Program Health is evaluated based on how well PIPs are addressed at the site. Each PIP is evaluated based on three broad categories
weighted as follows: Problem Evaluation Effectiveness (40%), Corrective Action Effectiveness (40%) and Trending Effectiveness (20%). The Problem
Evaluation and Corrective Action categories are evaluated as to Quality and Timeliness while the Trending category is evaluated solely on Timeliness.

The overall score of the Corrective Action Program measure is based on the YTD average results for all PIPs included in the measure with 80% of
possible points required to meet expectations. This overall score can be further reduced by multipliers for Repeat Events (0.8) and Similar Events (0.9).
These multipliers are applied cumulatively.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: > 80% YTD Average Evaluation Score
YELLOW: > 60% YTD Average Evaluation Score
RED: <59% YTD Average Evaluation Score

CURRENT MONTH STATUS: GREEN. Although the measure was met, root cause is an area where improvements can and need to be made.
Additionally, there were two recurring events this month.

PROBLEM EVALUATION (40%):
Quality - Root Cause 10 94
Quality - Apparent Cause 10 10
Timeliness - Root Cause 10 0
Timeliness - Apparent Cause 10 9
CORRECTIVE ACTION (40%):
Quality of Corrective Actions 20 9.7
Timeliness of Corrective Actions 20 9.5
TRENDING (20%):
Work Group Trending 10 8.6
Safety Review Group Trending 10 10
INITIAL CORRECTIVE ACTION SCORE 100 89
- Repeat/Similar Event Multiplier -3
FINAL CORRECTIVE ACTION SCORE 86
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Nuclear Safety
CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM (PIP TRENDS)

MANAGEMENT EXCEPTION ITEMS
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Nuclear Safety
REGULATORY HEALTH

S MR i M KA
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Nuclear Safety
TRAINING TRENDS

2000YTD STATUS HISTORICAL TREND
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Nuclear Safety

HUMAN PERFORMANCE TRENDS

Index
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Production
EFFECTIVE FULL POWER DAYS

2000 YTD RESULTS

e
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Production
EFFECTIVE FULL POWER DAYS

DEFINITION:

Effecttve full-power days for Oconee based on actial fiel core bum. The 2000 target {s based on 40 scheculled ottage days for both Unit 1 and
Uit 3 and a refueling-to-refueling capacity factor of 95.0% for these two uriits plus 9% capacity factor for Urit 2. Our 2000 target of 954.45
allowsfor 55.5 forced outage days.

RITERIA:
GREEN: YTD Actual and Y ear-end projection > Target performarce
YELLOW: YTD Actual and Y ear-erd projection> Minmm performarce
RED: YTD Actial and Y ear-end projection < Minimum performence

CURRENT MONTH STATUS GREEN. For May, ONS EFPDs totaled 67.77 exveeding our maxtrmmn goal of 63.98. Capacity factor for May was
7273% compered to the target of 7361 Generation for the month was 1,374,549 MW Hs compered to the target of

1,380,006 MWHs.
YTD STATUS: GREEN. YTD through May, EFPDs totaled 362 compered to the target of 38034, Capacity Factor YTD is 87.57

coupared to the target of 88.39%. YTD Generation totaled 8,105,819 rmwhs compered to the target of 8 180,306,
This is due to the Unit 1 17 day forced outage.
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Production
NU CLEAR GENER. MARKET MEASURE
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Production
NUCLEAR GENER. MARKET MEASURE
DEFINITION:

The Niclear Gereration Market Measure (NGMM) is a measire of our Nurlear Systend s operatiorel impact on total Duke System operatirg costs
The measure is preserted in both Lost Dollar Impect as well as in Optimumto Actual %. Using the Post Arelysis Costing Evaluetor (PACE) costing
tool, an optirmLm system operating cost is calculated ona weekly basis. This optinmum case {s based on forecasted system load (irclides Nattve Load
plus Saley), planred outages (both rclear and fossll) and fixed and variable procuction costsfor each fossil and mclear writ. The fosdl gystem
gereration is presurred to be held corstart. Against this “optimal” cost lire, the actual system operating cost is cormpered and the delta between the
two costs is the esserce of this measure - stated in terms of efther actual “lost” dollars or optimumto achual percertage.

Nuclear can best irmpact this measire through good operating perforrmarce. Forced outages or power reductions will resuit inthe measured cost
beirg higher as baseline ruclear units (with high fixed but low variable costy are replaced by fossil units withmuchhigher merginal costs. In
dertvirg the optirmal cost line the following items are “ excused”™:

1) Refteling outages as scheduled in the monthly Maintenarce Outage Co-ordinetion meeting,

2) Core coastdowrs as scheduied in the monthly Matrtenance Outage Co-ordinetion meeting, ‘

3) Reductions and outages for Gereration Managernert as schechiled inthe monthly Maintenance Outage Co-ordination

meetirg or as called for by the SOC,
and 4 SOC requested dispatch reductions

The following tirmes are specifically NOT “excused” fromthis measire:
1) Refieling outages that ocour early due to a *forced outage”™ onthe unit (the outage itself will be excused after the
“schedued’ date),
2) Scheduled Refueling Outage days that extend past the schedhied date listed in the Maintenence Outage Co-ordination meeting
(Le. outage overrrs - these will not be excised evenif reported in a subsequent Maintenance Outage Co-ordinetionmeeting),
3 All otherforced and scheduled outages and rechctions

The Target for 2000 is set at achieving 97% of opttrnum performance. The thresbold for meeting Mintmum expectatiors is 9% of optirum.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: YTD Optimum cost /YTD Actiel cost > 97%
YELLOW: YTD Optimum cost /YTD Acturl cost > 95%
RED: YTD Optimum cogt /YTD Actual cost < 9%

CURRENT MONTH STATUS: GREEN
Y-T-Dis 87.81%
Y-T-D cost is $8068,998
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Production

PRODUCTION HISTORY
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PRODUCTION HISTORY
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. 40 (Due to Equipment Failure)

Production

EQUIPMENT RELIABILITY

Lost Generation Days
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Production

EQUIPMENT RELIABILITY
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Production

RISK ASSESSMENT

YTD %
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Production

OUTAGE IMPROVEMENT
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PRODUCTION COST PER NET KWH

Competitive Positioning

o
]

Production Cost (cents/kwh)
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2000 RESULTS (Cost/Generation)

O&M/ ($ mil) Generation (Mwh)

Actual Budget Var Actual  Target Var.
January 19.890 22.682 279 1885.47 1827.85 57.62
February 38.634 44.501 5.87 341237  3542.66 (130.29)
March 61.562 67.422 5.86 5262.83 5375.92 (113.09)
April 86.017 95.661 9.64 6731.30 6810.12 (78.82)
May 116.617 122.793 6.17 8105.85 8180.38 (74.53)
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Competitive Positioning

PRODUCTION COST PER NET KWH

DEFINITION:

This is a standard industry measure of the station’s total production cost per net kWh generated. The numerator is the sum of Oconee functional
Non-Fuel Operating and Maintenance (O&M) costs and fuel costs for the site. The denominator is actual net generation for the site. This measure is
an incentive goal for the Employee and Management Incentive plans. The 2000 target of 1.52 cents/kWh is based on achieving Top Quartile
industry ranking based on two scheduled refueling outages (3E0OC18 & 1EOC19) for the year.

NOTE: For incentive purposes, reported generation will be adjusted upward by adding back any “SOC”-related generation losses (loadfollow or
reduced power operations to conserve fuel).

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: YTD Production Cost and Year-end Projection < Target performance.
YELLOW: YTD Production Cost and Year-end Projection < Minimum performance.
RED: YTD Production Cost and Year-end Projection > Minimum performance.

CURRENT MONTH STATUS:
GREEN: YTD May 2000 Production Cost per Net kWh was 1.44 cents against a YTD target of 1.50 cents. Year-to-date generation is 74.53 mWh
(1%) under target. In addition, YTD Production costs are $6.176 million (5%) under target.

23 -2



NON FUEL O&M BUDGET

Competitive Positioning

(GREEN)

= HISTORICAL TREND

:é 300

¥ :

o . 5

T 25 el

o ) REE

O 200 B

‘%° 175 . '

§ 150 | -

@ 125 4 :

8 lm T 1 T 1 T

<

& 8 3

[

2000 RESULTS ($ millions) 2000 YTD RESULTS
Current Month Year-to-Date —é ol
Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance B o -g:mm‘;r o 62

January 11520 14183 2663 11520 14183  2.663 e |
February 11.839 13.845 2.006 23.359 28.028  4.669 o
March 15361 14.396 (.965) 38720 42424  3.704 S
April 18.085 21.570 3.485 56.805 63.994 7.189 o)
May 24438 20760 (3.678) 81.243 84754 3511 £
June &
July 2
August 8
September =
October ° , ,
November b= oeC
December

24 -1



Competitive Positioning
DEFINITION: NON FUEL O&M BUDGET

Oconee Non Fuel O&M budget performance for 2000. Measure includes functional non-fuel O&M cost. It does not include fuel costs or allocated A&G
costs.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: Total Spending under YTD target and projected to be under year-end target.
YELLOW: Total Spending under YTD target but projected to be over year-end target OR over YTD target but projected to be under year-end target
RED: Total Spending over YTD target with projection indicating year-end goal unlikely to be achieved or unrecoverable.

CURRENT MONTH STATUS: GREEN
Year to date actual through May, the ONS/Keowee business unit is $3.511 million under our non fuel operating (O&M) budget.
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Competitive Positioning

CAPITAL BUDGET

CAPITAL
BUDGET

{(Martin)

Capital Spending
—t D
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HISTORICAL TREND

1992 ]

1993 | ]
1995 [ ]

1997 ]
1998 [ ]

1999

2000
TARGET

(YELLOW)

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

2000 RESULTS ($ millions)

Current Month Year-to-Date
Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance
2534 7.942 5.408 2534 7942 5408
5340 4.857 (0.483) 7.874 12799  4.925
-4.059 5.540 9.599 3815 18.339 14.524
2.399 5.602 3.203 6.214 23941 17.727
4.811 5.963 1.152 11.025 29.904 18.879

S &

2000 YTD RESULTS

/

«’c@.ﬁ'&ﬁ@é@)&e@o&.@o&

[ MO, TARGET == MO, ACTUAL —+— YTD TARGET ~ ~YTD ACTUAL |
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Competitive Positioning

DEFINITION: CAPITAL BUDGET

Capital expenditures for Oconee in capital classes BB (Nuclear Betterment's), BE (Nuclear Environmental), SA (Buildings) and
AB and AA (Refurbishment).
Goal is to complete the 2000 approved capital plan within +/- 10%.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:
GREEN: YTD capital expenditures are within +/- 10% of YTD budget and projected to be within 10% of year-end budget
YELLOW:  YTD capital within +/- 10% but projected to be off Year-end target OR

YTD expenditures are outside +/- 10% but are projected to be on target by year-end.

RED: YTD capital expenditures are outside +/- 10% of YTD budget and are projected to be outside +/- 10% at year-end.

CURRENT MONTH STATUS: = YELLOW
Year-to-date actual capital expenditures of $11.025 million are 63% under the YTD budget of $29.904 million.
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Competitive Positioning

SYSTEM INVENTORY LEVEL

OBJECTIVE: For the Nuclear Team to manage overall inventory through initiatives aimed at increasing % planned inventory.

DEFINITION:

Adjusted Inventory = Total NGD O&M Inventory dollars minus Total NGD Planned Inventory Dollars. Goal is to increase percent planned inventory.
Planned Inventory = WMS Reservations ($), Surplus $, Direct Stock $ and Emergency Inventory.

The 2000 goal is based on the 12/31/99 ending inventory ($115,340,908).

Total Inventory represents all inventory: O&M, Capital and Planned.

2000 MEASURES SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: Adjusted O&M Inventory Level < $115,340,908 (no increase from 12/31/99)
YELLOW: Adjusted O&M Inventory Level < $117,647,726 (no more than 2% increase)
RED: Adjusted O&M Inventory Level > $117,647,726 (greater than 2% increase)

CURRENT MONTH STATUS:
YELLOW: NGD Adjusted O&M Inventory was $115.67 million through May, a net increase of $33K (.003%) from December, 1999.
Total Inventory decreased $2.06 million (1.7%) compared to April..

Total adjusted inventory is calculated as follows: 12/31/99 5/30/00
O&M Inventory $ On Hand $147.29 $151.21
Less: Total Planned Inventory (31.95) (35.54)
Adjusted O&M Inventory $115.34 $115.67
RECOVERY PLAN:

Actions include the following:
* Partnering with Maintenance for review/approvals on surplus and new orders.
* Monitoring reorders to assure optimum levels are being procured based on known demands.
* New Stock Code request are being monitored to validate need and to assure superseded items are excessed.
* Excess Inventory items are being circulated to Fossil and Power Delivery locations for their use vs purchase.
* Consignment negotiations are in progress now for Bolting, Piping, RP Clothing.
* Disposal of unused or reallocation of "5866" subclass inventory (one time purchases) to owners or surplused.
* Contracts with suppliers such as Westinghouse to "buy back" certain inventories (ie Turbine Valve parts).

The Commuodities Management BEST is sponsoring these initiatives which will help assure inventory targets are met.
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Competitive Positioning
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ONS Projects Measured - Open / Active Projects Trended in Year 2000

Current Project Scores

Project# Type Project Name PM Spon Quality Schedule Cost Average Annunciator
12980M O&M [U1 MSRH Feed Forward LJB | WBE 00 00 2.25 2.08 Yeliow
12981M 0O8&M {U1 Powdex Controls Upgrade LJB | MCB 0o 00 00 00 ee
12998C Cap {U1 Bepl Vital 1&C Batleries ECG|MCB| 217 2.33 0 2.00 Yeliow

13016CN Cap |U1 Alterex Voltage Regulator JK | MCB 00 00 DO iy ee
13026C Cap |Main Generator Disconnect Switch JM | MCB 00 00 DO 00

13031CN | Cap |Unit 1 RB Aux. Cooler Coil KR | MCB 00 2.50 DO 8
13054M O&M|U1 MS Line Supports LJB | WBE Wy 00 00 00
13056M | O&M|{MDEFWP Pump Arc Valve Strainers ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
13060M O&M|Replace 1ESV-1 and 1ESV-2 ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
13066M | O&AM|U1RCP Seal Leakage Instrumentation LJB JWBE 00 2.00 00 6
13067CN | Cap |UIUpgradeGL83-10 Main Steam Valve and | AWB | MCB 00 2.50 00 8

1354C Cap |Rep! Bidg Spray Pump Motor U3 KW | TDM DO 00 Do 00
1361CN Cap |Keowee ACB's 3 & 4 AWB | MCB 00 00 00 00
1392CN Cap [Complex Reroofing SC | JES 8 00 6 B

1396C Cap |U1 RCP Refurb GO | TDM 250 2.50 8

1397C Cap |1C LPSW Replacement KW | TDM 00 00 00 00

1388C Cap U2 RCP Refurb GO | TDM 225 00 6

1421C Cap |E Heater Drain Pump Repl KW | TDM 00 00 2.33
1425CN Cap |600 Volt Breakers and Relays EF { MCB 00 2.00 DO 6
1426CN Cap jRefurbish 4kv and 7kv Breakers EF | MCB 00 00 0O 00
1431CN | Cap {Aux Bldg U2 Reroofing Bidg 8078.10 SC | JES 00 00 00 00
1433CN Cap jAux Bldg U3 Reroofing Bldg 8082.10,11 SC | JES 00 00 00 00
1438CN Cap |Westinghouse Relay Replacement EF { MCB 00 6 DO B9
1441CN Cap |U2 Cutler Hammer Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 9

1441CN1 Cap |U1 Cutler Hammer Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 00 00
1441CN3 | Cap |U3 Cutler Hammer Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 00 00

1441CNK1 | Cap |Ke1 Cutler Hammer Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 ] 00 00
1441CNK2 | Cap |Ke2 Cutler Hammer Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 00 00

1444CN Cap |Small Bore Raw Water Piping EGS | MCB 00 2.00 B
1486CN Cap |Control Room Habitability Upgrade AB | LUA 00 00 00 00
1490CN Cap |U2 Westinghouse Relay Replacerment EF { MCB 00 6 00 89
1491CN Cap U1 Westinghouse Relay Replacement EF | MCB 00 B 00 B9
22865M | O&M{U2 RTD Replacements ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
22980M | O&M U2 MSRH Feed Forward tJB | WBE 00 00 2.50 8
22981CN | Cap JU2 Powdex Control LJB | MCB 00 00 00 00
23016CN | Cap JU2 Alterex Voltage Regulator JK | MCB 00 00 00 00
23056M | O&M IMDEFWP Pump Arc Valve Strainers ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
23060M | O&M [Replace 2ESV-1 and 2ESV-2 ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
23067CN Cap [U2UpgradeGL89-10 Main Steam Valve and | AWB | MCB 00 00 00 00
2914C Cap |Fuel Handing Cranes LCA | MCB 00 00 2.33 8
3027CN Cap |CY Starters LC | MCB 60 00 2.50 0
32980M O&M|U3 MSRH Feed Forward LJB | WBE gikXD 00 00 00
32981M | O&M U3 Powdex Controls Upgrade LJB | MCB 00 2.33 00 8
32998CN | Cap [Replace U3 Vital 1&C Batteries ECG | MCB 00 00 0O 00
33016CN | Cap |U3 Ahterex Voltage Regulator JK | MCB 00 00 00 00
33043M | O&M|U3 Reactor Building Isolation ESF | WBE 00 2.50 00 B
33054M | O&MJU3 MS Line Supports LJB | WBE 00 2.20 6
33056M | ORMIMDEFWP Pump Arc Valve Strainers ESF | WBE 0O 00 00 00
33060M | O&M|Replace 3ESV-1 and 3ESV-2 ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
33067CN | Cap JU3UpgradeGL89-10 Main Steam Valve and | AWB | MCB 00 2.00 00 6 ee
53014M | O&M]Keowee Undervotage Under Frequency LJB | WBE 6 2.33 2.50 2.50 Yellow
53049CN | Cap [Keowee SV Relay Replacement LC | MCB 00 2.00 2.00 2.33 Yellow
53052CN Cap [Keowea U2 Load Center DB Breakers LC | MCB 00 00 00 00 ge
53064CN Cap |Keowee Penstock AWB | MCB 00 00 00 00 ee
53065CN | Cap |Keowee Underground Cable Replace AWB|MCB| 250 2.25 6 2.47 Yellow
656100M O&MIGL 96_06 Code Compliance Analysis TB | LJA 00 00 9 ee
5101M O&M |UFSAR Single Failure Calcs GM | LJA 00 00 00 t
CRDS Cap |Control Rod Drive System Rep} (3032) ESF | MCB 00 00 2.00 6
DOMECOAT | Cap |Dome Coatings RLH | MCB 8 : ee
EOPRWP2 | O&M|EOP Rewrite Phase 2 KM | DUC 2.50 200 | 2.42 Yellow
HELB O&M |High Energy Line Break TB | LJA 0 2.33 2,19 Yellow
MTLCDCAP | Cap J2000 Materiel Condition Upgrade JK | MCB 00 00 00 00 ee
MTURLPNC Cap [3LPC Turbine Rotor Repl JK | MCB 00 2.00 00 :
OSRDCQAS | O&RM|OSRDC HH | LJA 00 60 6
SQUGKE [ O&M[SQUG Keowee RM | RBT 00 00
SQUGOUT [O&M|SQUG - Oconee BM | RBT 00 o B £o ee
VALVLPCN Cap |Valve LP 17 & 18 Repi EGS|MCB| 2.00 2.33 2.20 2.18 Yellow

Summary of all measured projects:| 67
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ONS Projects Measured(Total Closed and Active) for Year 2000

Current Project Scores

Projiect #  Type Project Name PM Quad Scheduls Cost A Anounciatos
1284C _Cap [Repl of 1A Bidg Spray Pump Motor KW { TDM 0o 00 00 00 ee
12885M O&M [U1 RTD Repk ts ESF | WBE ] 00 00 00
12885M | O8M [Repl U-1 NV Pump Cold Leg Iso. Valves ECG | WBE 00 00 2.00 6 ce
12980M | O&M U1 MSRAH Feed Forward LJB | WBE 00 00 2.25 2.08 Yellow
12981M | O3 M JU1 Powdex Controls Upgrade LJB | MCB 00 00 00 00 ee
12998C Cap |U1 Repl Vital 1I8C B L ECG | MCB} 2.7 2.33 0 2.00 Yellow
13096CN | Cap JU1 Alerex Voltage Regulator JK | MCB 00 00 00 00 ee
13026C Cap [Main G tor D ct Swilch JM | MCB 00 00 00 00
13033CN_| Cap {Unit 1 BB Aux. Cooler Coil KR | MCB 00 2.50 00
130438 | O&M U1 Reactor Building Isolation ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
13054M O&M |U1 MS Line Supports LJB | WBE 00 00 00 00
13056M OaM [MDEFWF Pump Arc Valve S ESF |WB 00 00 00 00
13060M O&M [Replace 1ESV-1 and 1ESV-2 ESF |WB 00 00 00 00
13066M O8M {U1RCP Seal Leakage Insir 1 LJB |WB 00 2.00 00
13067CN_ | Cap |U1UpgradeGLB9-10 Main Sieam Valve and | AWB | MCE 00 2.50 00
1331C Cap |Turbine Seed Botor (part of MTURLPNC) JK_| MCE 6 00 00 89 ee
1338CN Cap |[Keowee ACBs 1 & 2 (Not Beturb) AWB {WB 2.50 2.00 2.42 Yellow
1354C Cap |Repi Bidg Spray Pump Motor U3 KW | TDM 60 oo 00 00 ee
1361CN Cap |[Keowee ACB's3& 4 AWB | MC 00 00 00 00
392CN Cap [Complex Reroofing SC | JE: 00 B
39K Cap |Reroot Auxikary Buiding U1 SC_| JE: B 00 86
395CN Cap |Reroot Auxikary Buiding U2 SC | JES 00 00 00 00
1396C Cap [U1 RCP Refurb GO | TDM 2.50 2.50
1397C Cap |1C LPSW Replacement KW | TDM 00 60 00 00
1398C Cap JU2 RCP Relurb GO | TOM 2.25 00
1421C Cap |E Heater Drain Pump Repl KW | TDM 04 00 2.33
1425CN Cap [600 Volt Breakers and Relays EF | MCB 00 2.00 00
1426CN Cap JRefurbish 4kv and 7kv Breakers EF | MCB 00 00 00 00
1428C Cap |Oconee County Eoc Equip Installation RW [WWF 00 2.00 00 6
431CN Cap |Aux Bldg U2 Reroofing Bidg 8078.10 SC | JES 00 00 00 00
433CN Cap [Aux Bidg U3 Reroofing Bidg 8082.10,11 SC_| JES 00 00 00 0Q
438CN Cap [Westinghouse Relay Replacement EF_| MCB 00 6 00
441CN Cap U2 Cutler Hammer Belay Replacernent KR_| MCB 00 00
1441CN1__| Cap [U1 Cutlesr Hammer Relay Replacement KR [ MCB 00 00 00 0o
1441CN3 | Cap U3 Cutler H Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 00 00
1441CNK1 | Cap |Ke? Cutler Hammer Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 00 00
1241CNK2 | Cap [Ke2 Cutler Harsmmer Relay Replacement KR | MCB 00 00 00 00
444CN Cap |Small Bore Raw Water Piping EGS | MCB 00 2.00
486CN Cap |Conbol Room Habitability Upgrade RB | LJA 00 00 00 00
Cap [1B RBCU Motor RA | MCE 00 00 00 00
490CN Cap [U2 Westinghouse Relay Replacement EF | MC| 00 6 00
491CN Cap [U1 Westinghouse Relay Rep! t EF | MC! 00 00 8
1453CN Cap |2B Reaclor Buiding Spray Pump Motor Rep RR_| MC 00 00 9
22B65M O&M |U2 RTD Replacements ESF [|WB 00 60 00 00
22885M | O&M |Repl. U-2 NV Pump Cold Leq Iso. Valves ECQ {WB| 00 60 00 00
22980M | O&M U2 MSRH Feed Forward LJB {WB 00 00 2.50
22981CN Cap JU2 Powdex Control LJB | MC 00 00 00 00 e
22958C Cap JU2 Repl Vita) 18C ECG | MCB 2.00 2.50 Yellow
23016CN__| Cap |U2 Alterex Voltage Requtk JK_{MCB 00 00 00 00 ee
23043M O&M JU2 Reactor Building Isolation ESF | W 00 00 00 00
23054M O3M [U2 MS Line Supports LJB {W 00 6 2.00
23056M O&M [MDEFWP Pump Arc Valve Strainers ESF |WB 60 00 00 c0
23060M | OSM [Replace 2ESV-1 and 2ESV-2 ESF | WBE 00 00 00 00
23067CN_ | Cap |[U2UpgradeGL8g-10 Main Steam Valve and | AWB MC 00 00 00 00
2914C Cap |Fuel Handling Cranes LCA | MC 00 00 2.33 B
3027CN Cap |CY Stanters LC | MC 0 00 2.50 s
32980M 0O&M U3 MSRH Feed Forward LJB [WBE 00 00 00 00
32981M O3M {U3 Powdex Controls Upgrade LJB | MCB 00 2.33 00 8
32998CN | Cap |Replace U3 Vital 14C Batteries ECG | MCl 00 0o 00 00
A2999C Cap JU3 Repl Power ECG | MCE 00 00 8
3B016CN | Cap JU3 Alterex Voltage Regulator JK | MCE 00 00 00 00
33043M O&M |U3 Reactor Building Isolation ESF IW 00 2.50 00 8
33054M O&M U3 MS Line Supposts LJB |W 00 2.20 6
33056M O&M [MDEFWP Pump Arc Valve Strainers ESF | W 00 00 00 00
33060M | O&M |Replace 3ESV-1 and 3ESV-2 ESF |W 00 00 00 00
33067CN__| Cap |U3UpgradeGL89-10 Main Steamn Valve and AWB | MC! 00 2.00 00 6 ge
52959C Cap lindependent Spent Fuel Storage § i JES [W 2.00 2,50 Yellow
53014M O&M |Keowes Undervoktage Under Frequency LJB { W 6 2.3 2.50 2,50 Yellow
53049CN Cap |Keowes SV Relay Replacement LC | MC 00 2.00 2.00 2.33 Yellow
53052CN Cap |Keowee U2 Load Center DB Breakers LC |MC 00 00 00 00 ee
53064CN Cap |[Keowee Penstock AWB | MC 00 00 00 00 ce
53065CN_| Cap |K Underg d Cable Rep! AWB { MC| 2.50 225 2.47 Yellow
6100M O&M|GL 96_06 Code Compliance Analysis TB | LJA 00 0o 9 ee
6101M O&M |UFSAR Single Failure Calcs GM_| LJA 00 00 00 00
CRDS Cap [Control Rod Drive System Repi (3032) ESF | MC 00 00 2.00
DOMECOAT | Cap {Dome Coatings RLH [ MC 6
EOPINSPP | O&M |[EOP Inspecti LXK [WWF 50 00 ee
EOPRWP2 { O&M |[EOP Rewrite Phase 2 KM_| DJC 2.50 2.00 2.42 Yellow
FIRESEAL | O&M |ONS Intrusive Inspection and Repai DL _| JSF 00 00 89 ee
HELB O&M [High Energy Line Break TB | LA 0 2.33 2.19 Yellow
MTLCDCAP | Cap [2000 Materel Condition Upgrade JK i MCB 00 00 80 00 ge
MTURLPNC | Cap [3LPC Turbine Rotor Repl JX | MCB 00 2.00 00
OSRDCQAS5 | O8M JOSRDC HH | LA 00 0
SQUGKE | O8M |SQUG Keoweeo AM | RBT 00 00
SQUGOUT | 0&M [SQUG - Oconee RM | RBT 00 00 8 00 ge
VALVLPCN | Cap [Valve LP 17 & 18 Rep) EGS | MCB | 2.00 2.33 2.20 2.18 Yellow
Summary of all measured projects:| 86
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ONS Projects Measured - Total Closed during last 12 Months (5/99 - 4/00)

Current Project Scores

Project# Type Project Name PM Spon Quality Schedule Cost Average Annuncnator
1284C | Cap |[Repl of 1A Bldg Spray Pump Motor KW [ TOM JEXT I 3.00° ] e
12865M | O&M |U1 RTD Replacements ESF |WBE S 00 .00 ’_ Green
12885M | O&M |Repl. U-1 NV Pump Cold Leg Iso. Valves ECG | WBE ‘ . .267 . . Green |
13043M | O&M [U1 Reactor Building Isolation ESF | WBE b 3 " Green
1331C Cap |Turbine Seed Rotor (part of MTURLPNC) JK_| MCB X145} 3.00 "~ Green
1338CN | Cap |Keowee ACBs 1 & 2 (Not Refurb) AWB [WBE| 250 X[ mm
1393CN | Cap [Reroof Auxiliary Building U1 SC | JES IEXE) .75 Green
1395CN | Cap |Reroof Auxiliary Building U2 sC | JES X X )  Green
1428C Cap |Oconee County Eoc Equip Installation RW [WWF Ml 00 67 1 Green
1488CN | Cap |1B RBCU Motor RR | MCB 273001 30 <3 ~ Green
1493CN | Cap |2B Reactor Building Spray Pump Motor Repl] RR | MCB I ’ ] 92 ]  Green
22885M O&M [Repl. U-2 NV Pump Cold Leg Jso. Valves ECG | WBE !  Green
22998C | Cap |U2 Repl Vital 1&C Batteries ECG | MCB X IENIN-Y: mm
23043M | O&M U2 Reactor Building Isolation ESF | WBE ; .3 Green -
23054M O&M |U2 MS Line Supports LJB | WBE . . " Green
32999C | Cap [U3 Repl Power Batteries Ao D 3.00. 1 300 ] 2671 1 Green
52959C Cap |Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installationd JES | WBE 0
EOPINSPP | O&M [EOP Inspection LK |[WWF . Green
FIRESEAL | O&M |ONS Intrusive Inspection and Repair DL | JSF . 2, . " Green

Summary of all measured projects:] 19 “T28 2 :]  Green
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Competitive Positioning
PROJECTS
DEFINITION:

This measure is for 201 level projects greater than $100,000, excluding projects for hardware purchases only, that complete during the year.
The project performance measure for 2000, will consist of three components weighted equally: Quality, Schedule, and Cost.

The Quality portion of this measure will focus on how well the project management objectives are met. Because each project is unique, deliverables
will be adjusted for the project specific needs. Performance rating: A project evaluation report will be completed by the Primary Custorer, the Project
sponsor, and the Project Manager. Each evaluator will rate how well each deliverable met their expectations using the following ratings:

1 = Failed to meet expectations 2 = Partially met expectations 3 = Met expectations
The average of the three evaluators scores will be the performance rating,

The Schedule measure will focus on how well project milestones are met. Project milestones will be defired in the scope and plan when the project is
launched. Performance rating: The performance rating for milestones met will be supplied by the Project Manager and Business Group. This canbe
extracted from the project schedule and performance package used to manage the project. The rating will be based on the following scale for each
milestone:

1 = > 28 days late2 = 1-28 days late3 = On timre or early
The average score for the milestones will be the performance rating

The Cost measure will focus on how we manage total project costs. Performance Rating: The performance rating for cost met will be supplied by the
Business Group. This can be extracted from the project cost and performance package used to manage the project. The rating will be based on the
following scale:

1 = Greater than 110% of estimate 2 = Within 110% of estimate 3 = Within 100% of estimate

The average of all three sub-components, Quality, Schedule and Cost will represent the overall score for the Project Measure

2000 MEASURE SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN: > 2.50 YTD average score for all projects
YELLOW: > 1.75 YTD average score for all projects
RED: < 1.75 YTD average score for all projects
CURRENT MONTH STATUS:
GREEN: The May meastre is based on the status of 19 COMPLETED projects. These are projects completed during the last 12 months.
Quality 2.89
Schedule 2.83
Cost 2.72
Average 2.81

We are also currently meastring 67 additional active bpen projects. The current status of these projects is also green. 27 -5



Competitive Positioning
WORK PROCESS MEASURES
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Competitive Positioning
WORK PROCESS MEASURES
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MODIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS

Competitive Positioning

- ACTIVATION
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Competitive Positioning

MODIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS - QUALITY

Variation Notice Cause Code Trending
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Competitive Positioning

MODIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS - WORK MANAGEMENT

Engineering Schedule Effectiveness
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Competitive Positioning

MODIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS - WORK MANAGEMENT

Modifications Implemented vs Planned

b 2 e e ity | e R ettt Uy PRqp gy Sy Vg gy O U g0 SO O

B e - e 3¢ (it e T g

I ; W /| B | il IH (&l al B |
Innage 66 3EOC 17 Innage 67 1EOC 18 Innage 68 2EQC 17 Innage 69 3EOC 18 Innage 70 1EOC 19 Innage 71 2EOC 18 Innage 72 3EOQC 19
g Selected by WPM cutoff date g Remain Selected n Selected after WPM cutoff date Deferrals/cancellations excluding 9/98 cancellations
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Competitive Positioning

MODIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS - COST

Thousands Of Doll
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Competitive Positioning

MODIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS
CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT

Number of Outstanding PLANLine items
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Competitive Positioning

for period ending: May 2000 ENG. WORK
clapzteii R T MANAGEMENT
ey g T iy MODIFICATIONS WORK ORDERS HEALTH
L B (Edge)
derrase, (yellow) (yellow) (yellow)
Schedule Effectiveness PIPs
GREEN YELLOW RED MONTH GREEN YELLOW RED MONTH
CRITERIA (@ pts) (e | (Opts) | ACTUAL CRITERIA (2 pts) (11 © pts) ACTUAL
All > Meets or 2 Any other
Measures on Target 2 1 0 2 Exceeds wi1 Needs combination > 2 Needs [o]
MEASURE CRITERIA | ACTUAL ON/OFF YTD MEASURE EXCEEDS | MEETS NEEDS ACTUAL
Weekly Avg. - Problem Evaluation > 30 Days
Schedule Effectiveness >= 90% 96% ON 95% 12 month rolling average <8 8-8 >8 773
« Pian Meets | Plan Meets | Plan Does
Weekly Avg. >= 90% 93% ON 91% Corrective Actions > 6 months Goal and Goals and Not Meet Needs
Engr. Support Program (ESP) Health 12 month rolling average Actus! < Goat| Actusl No Goal or
Plan Meefs T Plan Meels | Plan Does
Mgmt Exception Comective Actiona Goal and Goals and Not Meet Needs
12 month rolling average Actual < Goal| _Actual No Goal or
* Excludes PIPs with Management Exception
Modifications Work Orders
GREEN YELLOW RED MONTH GREEN YELLOW RED MONTH
CRITERIA @pts) | (1p | (opts) | ACTUAL CRITERIA @pts) | (1ph) | (Opts) | ACTUAL
Measures on Target 2 1 0 1 Measures on Target 2 1 0 1
MEASURE CRITERIA | ACTUAL ON/OFF YTD * MEASURE CRITERIA | ACTUAL ON/OFF
% NSM's Meeting WO's Active - ane rn N Eng. Hold WO's > 30 Days
Milestone >=90% na ON 13% (Innage/Comective Only) =25 10 ON
% MM to WC Milestone >= 90% 83% OFF 89% Eng. Rescheduled WO Tasks ** <22 /mo 2] OFF

*** No outage NSM WO's scheduled to be activated this month

**** Percentage of Mods complete for the work window (i.e., 1EOC19)

F3 Armentrout Engineering Work Mgt

** Rescheduled for T-2 Schedule due to Engineering

SUCCESS CRITERIA:

GREEN:

2> 3 Green and < 1 Rad Windows

YELLOW:  Any other combination

Summary
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