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e ATTN: Chief of Docketing and Services Branch 

Dear Mr. Hoyle: 

e 

We have received the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) request for stakeholder views 
on NRC' s 16 direction-setting issues as part ofNRC's initiative for Strategic Assessment and 
Rebaselining. 

My staff have selected 6 of the 16 direction-setting issue papers to provide our preliminary 
comments for your consideration. The comments are presented issue-by-issue and focus on the 
various options that NRC has described for each issue. These issues and associated preliminary 
comments were selected on the basis of their potential significance from a Michigan-specific 
perspective as a non-Agreement State. 

Should you have any questions concerning the enclosed comments, please contact 
Mr. David Minnaar, of my staff, in the Radiological Protection Section at 517-335-8198. 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. David Minnaar, MDEQ 
- Mr. Richard L. Bangart, NRC 

Mr. Charles M. Hardin, CRCPD 

Sincerely, 

~ tJcUL 
Flint C. Watt, P.E., Chief 
Drinking Water and Radiological 

Protection Division 
517-335-9218 
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Option 1: 

DSI-7: Materials/Medical Oversight 

Increase Regulatory Responsibility With Addition of X-Ray, Accelerators, and 
Naturally-occurring and Accelerator-produced Radioactive Materials 

This option is unacceptable as currently worded, mainly due to the proposed extension ofNRC 
regulatory control over x-ray machines and other radiation machines such as accelerators. The 
regulatory control of x-ray machines through existing individual state authorities, coupled with 
the existing federal authority of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, seems to be 
working well. To suggest a massive change by transferring regulatory authority over these 
particular sources to NRC appears to be unnecessary, unwise, and extremely disruptive of an 
already existing effective national approach. On the other hand, to the degree that this option 
includes transfer of regulatory authority over non-AEA radioactive materials (i.e. Naturally
occurring and Accelerator-produced Radioactive Material or NARM) to NRC, we are very 
supportive of this option. However, for completeness and efficiency, all NARM sources should 
be included under a transfer to NRC authority, not just "discrete" NARM sources. 

Option 2: Continue Ongoing Program (With Improvements) 

We support this option as sensible and balanced, but we believe that the impacts of this option 
would be enhanced if regulatory authority for all NARM sources were added to NRC's federal 
authority. 

Option 3: Decrease Oversight of Low-Risk Activities with Continued Emphasis on 
High-Risk Activities 

We support this option in principle, but we believe NRC should carefully study its potential 
impacts before implementation. Some elements of the reduced regulatory controls proposed by 
this option have merit. However, a potential danger exists of resultant increased, unmonitored 
public and environmental radiation risks. For example, the use of unsealed radioactive materials 
without a specific license and without a routine regulatory inspection may easily lead to 
exposure and contamination problems that under the current NRC regulatory scheme could be 
avoided or eliminated. 

Option 4: Discontinue Regulation of All Medical Activities Except NRC Oversight of 
Devices and Manufacturers (National Academy of Sciences Recommendation) 

This option is not supported without making substitute resources available to the states, 
especially non-Agreement States who generally have no existing state resources to assume the 
increased responsibilities attendant to this option. It is interesting to note that the National 
Academy of Sciences recommendation explicitly admitted that the ability of individual states to 
accommodate their recommendations was not evaluated. For Michigan, and perhaps most other 
non-Agreement States, this option appears to be tantamount to an unfunded federal mandate. 

Option 5: Discontinue Materials Program 

Our comments on this option are identical to those provided under option 4, above. However, 
the degree of adverse impacts upon Michigan, and perhaps most other non-Agreement States, 
would likely be much more extensive under this option than option 4. 


