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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  
Summary Report of the Audit of Information and Documents used to Support  

the Environmental Review of the PSEG Site Early Site Permit Application 
 

 
Audit Location:   PSEG Energy and Environmental Resource Center  

244 Chestnut Street, Salem, New Jersey 08079 
 
Audit Date/Time:   Wednesday, February 12, 2014  

1:00 – 3:00 P.M.  
 
Participants: Participants included members from U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission’s (NRC), Office of New Reactors (NRO) and supporting 
National Labs (ORNL and PNNL), and the applicant - PSEG Power, 
LLC, and PSEG Nuclear, LLC (PSEG) and its contractors (S&L, 
AMEC and AKRF): 
 

NRC   PSEG  
A. Fetter, NRO                         J. Mallon, PSEG 
M. Willingham, NRO   D. Robillard, PSEG 
J. Cushing, NRO   M. Wiwel, PSEG  
A. Kugler, NRO   D. Blount, S&L 
D. Palmrose, NRO   M. Shervin, S&L 
S. Maheras, PNNL                             W. Elzinga, AMEC 
J. Saulsbury, ORNL                           G. Bickle, AKRF 
G. Zimmerman, ORNL    

 
 
Audit Items:   The audit with PSEG examined the following:  

 
1. Variations in the reported megawatt electric (MW(e)) net within 

the application and differences between the capacity factor 
listed as a plant parameter envelope (PPE) value and in other 
parts of the application. 

2. Discrepancies in categories and acreages between Land Use 
data that was provided to supplant previous Land Use request 
for additional information (RAI) responses and information in 
the environmental report. 

3. Observations of differences in information associated with 
radiological aspects of the application review. 

 
 
Contact:     Allen Fetter, NRO/DNRL 
  301-415-8556/301-832-4909 
 Allen.Fetter@nrc.gov  
 
Related Information:  Docket No.:  52-043  
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Audit observations regarding variable megawatt electric values in the Environmental 
Report (ER) and differences in capacity factors reported in the Site Safety Analysis 
Report (SSAR) PPE table and in other sections of the ER. 

 
Megawatt Electric Net Values 

 
The Megawatt electric (MW(e)) net values in different parts of PSEG’s early site permit (ESP) 
application were not consistent.  Specifically, upper megawatt electric net values of 2215 and 
2200, for dual units were cited and lower megawatt electric values of 1100, 1350, and 1600, for 
a single unit were given.   

 
The NRC uses the MW(e) net in its need for power analysis, alternative energy analysis, cost-
benefit analysis and in calculating the normalized unirradiated fuel, spent fuel, and radioactive 
waste shipments. 

 
The applicant understood the above observations and will consider including both 
upper and lower MWe net values in the PPE table (dual unit and single unit) 
describing the applicability of a given MWe net value for a particular analysis and will 
identify any changes made in Revision 3 of the application.   

 
Capacity factors  

 
The PSEG’s application specifies a capacity factor in the PPE of 96.3 percent.  This value is not 
used consistently throughout the ER.  For example, in the ER, 96.3 percent was used in Section 
5.7, “Uranium Fuel Cycle and Transportation Impacts,” but Section 9.2, Energy Alternatives,” 
uses 90 percent and Section 10.4.1.1, “Need for Power,” uses both 85 percent and 93 percent. 
The applicant stated that these different values were used to develop the most conservative 
bounding analyses. 

 
The NRC uses the capacity factor in its need for power analysis, alternative energy analysis, 
cost-benefit analysis and in calculating the normalized unirradiated fuel, spent fuel, and 
radioactive waste shipments. 

 
The applicant understood the above observations and will consider including both 
upper and lower capacity factors in the PPE table describing which capacity was 
used for a particular analysis and will identify any changes made in Revision 3 of the 
application.   

 
Audit observations pertaining to Land Use information provided in support of the PSEG 
ESP application review 
 
Discrepancies were observed in land use categories and acreages between Land Use data that 
was provided by PSEG to supplant previous Land Use RAI responses and information in 
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Revision 2 of the ER.  These inconsistencies precluded proper accounting between the 
information in Tables 2.2-1-1, 4.1-1 and 4.3.1 

 
PSEG noted the discrepancies and will provide supplemental information on the 
docket to correct these errors.  The applicant stated that these discrepancies were 
the result of the State of New Jersey, Department of Environmental Protection 
revising the 2002 Land Use/Land Cover information provided in the 2002 database 
and the 2002 database provided in the 2007 Land Use/Land Cover update.  The 
applicant will also identify any changes that are made in Revision 3 of the 
application. 

 
Audit observations pertaining to radiological information provided in support of the 
PSEG ESP application review 
 
Radiological Health 

 
The following discrepancies for Radiological Impacts between Revision 2 of the Environmental 
Report (ER) and Revision 2 of the Site Safety Analysis Report (SSAR) for the PSEG ESP 
application were noted: 

 
No. ER R2 Table On Page Should Match SSAR Table On Page 
1 Table 5.4-8 5.4-19-20 Table 11.3-7 11.3-13-14 
2 Table 5.4-9 5.4-21 Table 11.2-6 

Table 11.3-8 
11.2-12 
11.3-15 

3 Table 5.4-10 5.4-22 Table 11.2-7 
Table 11.3-9 

11.2-13 
11.3-16 

4 Table 5.4-12 5.4-24 Table 11.3-10 11.3-17 
 

The applicant understood the above observations and will identify if any changes 
are made in revision 3 of the application. 

 
Other Observations: 

 
The structure of Section 5.4 of the Environmental Report was not updated in Revision 2 to be 
consistent with those in Chapter 11 of the SSAR, especially the ordering of the tables.  For the 
tables in Section 5.4, the equivalent SSAR order, as is customary, would be as follows:  liquid 
radioactive release tables (data and impacts) first, next gaseous release tables (data and 
impacts), followed by combined impact tables to address maximally exposed individual dose, 
Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 50 Appendix I doses, 40 CFR 190 
doses, collective population doses within 50 miles, and doses to nonhuman biota. 

 
The applicant understood the above observations and will identify if any changes 
are made in Revision 3 of the application. 
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For the gaseous effluent analysis updated in the ER, it was unclear if the nonhuman biota doses 
also updated. 

The applicant understood the observations and will clarify via correspondence 
submitted to the docket and/or a notation to table in Revision 3 to the application. 

 
Postulated Accidents 

 
NRC staff questioned if the Applicant has updated the ER analysis to apply the latest version of 
each new reactor’s design certification document (DCD).  

The applicant understood the above observation and stated that the DCD 
versions have remained unchanged in the ER since Revision 0 of the application.  
The applicant plans to make this clear in Revision 3 of the application. 

 
Table of page 7.1-4 still has an error, for the AP1000 row “Tables 7.1-48 through…” should be 
“Tables 7.1-47 through…” 

The applicant understood the above observation and will identify if this correction 
is made in Revision 3 of the application. 

 
During the audit, NRC staff observed that Table 7.4-8 (Consequences from Bounding Reactor) 
on page 7.4-15 of the ER was present in the Revision 2 viewed at the audit, but was missing 
from the Revision 2 submitted to NRC 

PSEG noted the discrepancy and will identify if any changes are made in 
Revision 3 of the application. 

 
Transportation 

 
The NRC staff identified the following instances where material was provided in the RAI 
response are relied upon by staff, but is not present in Revision 2 of the ER. 

 
1. Table ESP EIS 6.0-5-1 from RAI response ND-2012-0071 is not in the ER, Revision 

2. 

2. Table ESP EIS 6.0-4-1 from RAI response ND-2012-0081 is not in the ER, Revision 
2 

3. Table 5.7-7 in ER, Revision 2, does not contain the footnotes that are present in 
Table ESP EIS 6.0-11-1, RAI response ND-2013-0004. 

4. Tables ESP EIS 6.0-13-1 and 6.0-13-2 (RAI response ND-2013-0004) are not 
present in the ER, Revision 2. 

The applicant understood the above observations and stated that, because the 
RAI responses are included in the PSEG Site docket, no changes will be made in 
Revision 3 of the application. 
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Other 

The following documents in PSEG’s electronic reading room were requested for the docket: 

ARCADIS.  Quarterly Remedial Action Progress Report, Fourth Quarter 2011, PSEG 
Nuclear, LLC, Salem Generating Station, 5/21/2012 

Dames and Moore.  1988.  Final Report Study of Ground-water Conditions and Future 
Water Supply Alternatives Salem/Hope Creek Generating Station Artificial Island, Salem 
County, New Jersey, p.114- 115 


