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The Texas Department of Health's Bureau of Radiation Control has reviewed several of the 
Direction Setting Issues Papers (DSI's) included in the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's e (NRC) strategic and rebaselining initiative. Enclosed are our comments on the following DSI's: 

DSI 2 
DSI 4 
DSI 5 
DSI 7 

DSI 9 
DSI 12 
DSI 11 
DSI 13 

DSI 14 
DSI 20 
DSI 21 
DSI 22 

DSI 23 
DSI 24 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these documents and to be part of the process. 

Sincerely, 

WA 
Bureau of Radi 
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TexaS Department of Health 
Bureau of Radiation Control 

Comments on 

NRC DIRECTION SETTING ISSUE PAPER 21 

FEES 

State radiation control programs face the same problems as NRC does with fee collection in that 
several of the states have been directed by their state legislatures to collect in fees 100% of the 
radiation control budgets. Fees are assessed to licensees and registrants for regulatory costs, but 
we must also recover the costs for many regulatory activities not directly attributable to licensees 

~ and registrants. 

----.., 

It would be important for us to know if NRC is the only federal agency that must recoup all of 
its costs in fees. Other regulatory agencies that collect fees also have General Revenue for a 
portion of their activities. Congress should recognize and appropriate to the NRC funds for 
areas for which fees should not be collected, such as Agreement State oversight and international 
activities. 

We support Option 2 because payment of fees should not be considered in deciding whether or 
not to perform mandated activities. Mandated activities are what appropriations were allocated 
for in the first place. Therefore, recouping the costs of performing those activities should not 
be a determining factor. As stated in the discussion of this option, training for Agreement States 
is a mandated activity. NRC should not consider charging the Agreement States for training or 
for other "services" it claims to provide to the Agreement States, such as technical assistance. 
Doing so would only force the Agreement States to adopt the same philosophy and charge NRC 
for services provided. State radiation control programs have, for the most part, technical 
competence and adequate resources to address problems that arise in the states, but occasional 
technical assistance from NRC is sometimes necessary. However, if NRC chose to charge for 
this service, state programs would be inclined to charge NRC for any technical assistance we 
provide them. An example of this is the assistance in the survey and coordination work done 
by the Bureau during the Mexican steel contamination incident and during the polonium air 
ionizer incident. Further, states would need to charge NRC for rule development done on the 
well logging and industrial radiography rules that were used as models for NRC rulemaking. 
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DSI 21--Page Two 

The funding mechanism for fee recovery should remain as it is currently. However, it seems 
that the NRC should be charging fellow federal agencies for regulatory costs incurred. This 
should be done either as contract work for special projects or if the fellow federal agency 
functions the same as a licensee (VA hospital, DOE facility, U.S. Army, etc.), the applicable 
license fee should be charged. Interagency contracts are used in state agencies to account for 
work done, and costs incurred. In our state, fellow state agencies that function as 
licensees/registrants are charged the applicable license/registration fee, e.g ., state Departments 
of Transportation with moisture/density gauges and most large state universities with broad, 
medical, academic, or research/development licenses. Even though at times, payment involves 
simply of movement of state funds , it represents an accurate accounting of costs for all agencies. 
We encourage NRC to develop such a cost accounting, rather than passing on the costs of e regulating federal agencies and institutions to the fee-paying licensees. 
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