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Commissioner Remick's comments on SECY-90-362.

I approve staff's proposals with a minor rodification to permit
greater flexibility in the review process. I concur with staff
that it appears at this time that an LRB for the KHTGR, PRISM,
PIUS, and CANDU-3 designs would be a logical step to follow.
However, futurr developments might cause a change in this view;
for example, if e Canadians contract with EPRI, as they are a/Pf*#64/7
planning to, for requirements document for the CANDU-3 design.

Therefore, I would prefer the following changes to staff's second
recommendation in order to provide greater flexibility in the
review process: "It accears at this time that the LRB documents
for the MHTGR, PRISM, PIUS and CANDU er nceded would orovide a
more stable and credictable reculatory orocess. However, if an
LRB document becomes an element on the critical nath in the
review schedule of a specific advanced reactor desion or new
dsvelopments succest that an LRB document is no loncer_necessarv,
staf f will cromotly notify the Commission of such develocr-mtE
and recommend anorocriate ootions for commission consideration."
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