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On September 21, 2016, the NRC published a notice in the Federal Register (80 FR 55880) that Draft Regulatory Guide, DG-5051 (proposed new 
regulatory guide), was available for public comment.  The Public Comment period ended on October 21, 2016.  The NRC received comments 
from the organizations listed below.  The NRC has combined the comments and NRC staff responses in the following table.   
 
Comments were received from the following:  

Nima Ashkeboussi, Senior Project Manager 
Radiation and Materials Safety 
Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) 
1201 F Street, NW, Suite 1100 
Washington DC 20004 
ADAMS Accession No. ML16306A043  

Anonymous 
ADAMS Accession No. ML16306A042 
 
 
 
 

  
 
Commenter Section of 

DG-5051 
Specific Comments NRC Resolution 

Anonymous General I believe that Nuclear Material should be transported 
safely, and with thought of how to get it from place a to 
place b without harming anyone involved or that could be 
involved. The transporters should follow certain health 
standards that allow the material to reach its destination 
unharmed and intact. 
 

Staff agrees with the comment. However, DG-5051 does 
not cover the safety or security of material in transit. DG-
5051 applies to facilities subject to the requirements of 10 
CFR Part 74, “Material Control and Accounting of 
Special Nuclear Material.” Requirements for the safe and 
secure transportation of nuclear material are found in 10 
CFR Part 71, “Packaging and Transportation of 
Radioactive Material,” and 10 CFR Part 73, “Physical 
Protection of Plants and Materials.”  

Nima 
Ashkeboussi  
 

B.2. (page 
6) 
 

The last paragraph in Section 2, on Page 6, states “the 
shipper or receiver values are then adjusted to the 
resulting accepted value”. In actual practice, shipper’s 

Staff agrees with the comment. In the last paragraph of 
Section 2, page 6, the sentence “the shipper or receiver 
values are then adjusted to the resulting accepted values” 
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 values are normally booked. If a shipper-receiver 
difference (SRD) results in the acceptance of the 
receiver’s value, then the book value is changed to the 
receiver’s value. No shipper or receiver values are 
changed as a result of an SRD. A determination is made 
as to which one is booked. 
 

has been revised to “a determination is then made as to 
whether the shipper or receiver values are used.”  
 
 

Nima 
Ashkeboussi 

C.1.c. (page 
7); C.3.a. 
and C.3.b. 
(page 8) 

Page 7, Section c, and Page 8, Sections 3.a and 3.b 
outline the expectation to conduct shipper-receiver 
comparisons and evaluate any SRDs. It is not clear if the 
comparison and evaluation should be conducted for 
discrete items or only the entire shipment. Again, in 
practice, shipper-receiver comparisons are conducted for 
individual items and the total shipment. 

Staff agrees with the comment. Sections C.1.c. and C.3.a. 
have been clarified to indicate that SRDs are evaluated on 
an individual container or batch basis and on a total 
shipment basis. Section C.3.b. follows from C.3.a. and 
does not need revision. Section C.3.c. has been revised to 
indicate that any SRD should be considered significant if 
it exceeds both a minimum quantity and twice the 
combined standard error, and not just an SRD for a total 
shipment. 

Nima 
Ashkeboussi 

C.4. Starting on page 9, there were several comments 
regarding the use of a “referee laboratory” for the 
resolution of significant SRDs. Significant SRDs are 
investigated by the receiver, which includes contacting 
the shipper and requesting the shipper to review their 
measurements and uncertainties. It is unrealistic to expect 
the receiver to use a referee laboratory. In most cases, it 
will be impossible to send samples to a referee 
laboratory. Just consider the case of 3013’s and no 
retainer samples. If the SRD cannot be resolved, then the 
receiver documents the investigation and will most likely 
accept their measured values. The receiver makes the 
choice as to which value to book since they take the risk 
for IDs. The process of using a referee lab is outdated and 
unrealistic. The use of a referee lab should be removed 
from the guidance and replaced with a discussion of the 
receiver investigating, resolving and documenting 

Staff agrees, in part, with the comment. Section C.4. 
appears to indicate that use of a “referee laboratory” is 
common and is the first step in the resolution of a 
significant SRD. Section C.4. has been revised to indicate 
that the receiver should take steps to resolve the SRD by 
first reviewing its own data, then by re-measurement of 
the material, if needed, and then by asking the shipper to 
conduct its own investigation. Only after those steps are 
done should the receiver consider the use of a “referee 
laboratory.” 
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significant SRDs in conjunction with the shipper, when 
applicable. 

Nima 
Ashkeboussi 

C.4.b. (page 
9) 

Page 9, Section 4.b, states “The resolution process should 
specify whose weight value is used in the resolution 
process if shipper’s and receiver’s weights differ by more 
than one-half of the combined standard error.” This 
statement is incorrect. The weights need to differ by at 
least 2 times the combined standard error before a 
significant difference is declared. 

Staff disagrees with the comment. The section cited, 
C.4.b., is related to the use of a retainer sample to be 
analyzed by a referee laboratory. If that step is taken, the 
shipper and receiver must decide which container weight 
to use, the shipper’s or receiver’s, if they differ by more 
than a specified amount. That amount, one-half the 
combined standard error, is for the weight only. The use 
of two times the combined standard error is for uranium 
or U-235 content. They are two different limits. 
However, the limit of one-half the combined standard 
error for the weight difference is not a requirement, and 
creates confusion as to which limits are to be used. 
Therefore staff has deleted the specific guidance on the 
limit to be used on weight differences if a retainer sample 
is sent to a referee laboratory.  

Nima 
Ashkeboussi 

C.8.d. (page 
12) 

Page 12, Section 8.d, outlines the expectation that 
material should be measured in the receiving area “when 
nuclear material is transferred by pipeline from one area 
to another”. This expectation is unrealistic and may not 
potentially be feasible in continuous flow situations. We 
recommend this portion be removed from this section. 

Staff agrees with the comment and has deleted the 
sentence related to transfer of material by pipeline in 
Section C.8.d. 

 
 


