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FOR LEAVE TO IfiTERVENE AftD REQUEST

FOR HEARING FILED BY CENTER FOR
DEVELOPMEflT POLICY, JESUS NICANOR P. PERLAS, III

AND PHILIPPINE MOVEMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

/
By petition dated April 19, 1979, the Center for Development Policy (CDP),

Jesus Nicanor P. Perlas, III, and the Philippine Movement for Environmental

Protection (PMEP) requested leave to intervene and that a hearing be held on

Application No. XSNM-1471, by Westinghouse Electric Corp. for a license to

export 4300 kilograms of uranium enriched to 3.6% in the isotope uranium-235

to the Philippines for use as fuel for a nuclear power reactor to be con-

structed at Napot Point, the Philippines by the flational Power Corporation.

Notice of receipt of the application was published in the Federal Register

on 'farch 20,1979 (44 F.R.16987). The petition also requested that the

Cornission consolidate with No. XSNM-1471, Nos. XR-120 and XCOM-0013, appli-

cations for licenses to export the reactor to be constructed at Napot Point

and certain components thereof respectively.

The petition also requested that the Commission: 2355 156
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(1) Act to assure that an IAEA report on the reactor and all other perti-

nent data regarding the issues addressed by petitioners be made available

for public inspection as soon as possible;
.

(2) If the Executive Branch certifies the issuance of any or all of the

instant licenses is not inimical to the common defense and security, defer

any action other than denial of the applications until (a) petitioners and

other interested members of the public have had at least 60 days to inspect

and analyze the IAEA ieport and all other pertinent data which the Commis-

sion has considered or will consider in these matters and (b) a hearing has

been held commencing no sooner than 30 days after expiration of such 60 day

period at which petitioners and all other interested members of the public

will be able to participate fully, which hearing sh-ll be based solely on

public proceedings and all other interested parties will be able to present

evidence and cross examine adverse witnesses; and

(3) Make available to petitioners and other interested members of the

public the Commission's expertise and resources to assist them to thoroughly

analyze and evaluate the issues discussed in the petition.

Executive Branch views on the captioned applications have been received only

on No. XCOM-0013. Paragraph 110.84(d) of 10 CFR Part 110 provides that the

Commission will not grant a hearing request prior to receipt and evaluation

of Executive Branch views en an export license apolication. Accordingly,

the NRC Staff in this answer addresses .pnly the auestions of standing to

2355 157
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' intervene as a matter of right and consolidation of the three export license

applications.

.

Background

An application for a license to export a light water cooled power reactor to

the Philippines, XR-120, was filed by Westinghouse on November 18, 1976.

Notice of receipt of the application and consideration of the issuance of

the license was published in the Federal Register on December 30, 1976 (41

F.R. 56895). The Department of State, by letter of December 12, 1977,

informed the Conmission that the Executive Branch " concluded that issuance

of the proposed license would not be inimical to the interests of the United

States including the common defense and security" and recommended its

issuance.

.

Subsequently, the Executive Branch advised that it wished to provide further

information on the export and advised the Congress that its final action was

awaiting completion of an International Atomic Energy Agency team report,

requested by the Philippine Government, of the siting and safety arrange-

ments for the reactor project. The Conmission advised Westinghouse of the

Executive Branch's action by letter of July 10, 1978.
.

Westinghouse subsequently filed two additional applications for licenses for

export to the Philiopines. On August 3,1978, it aoplied for a license to

expert certain conocnents for the reactor ( Application No. XCG't-0013) and,

on " arch 6,1979, it applied for a licecse to export fuel for the reactor

(XSNM-1471). 2555 158
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The IAEA report referred to above has been transmitted by the Philippine

government to the State Department and is under consideration bi the Execu-

tive Branch. Petitioner CDP requested, on April 16, 1979, that the State

Department make the IAEA report available to it and the public pursuant to

the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act.

Standing

Upon careful review and consideration of the instant petition and.in con-

sonance with the comprehensive analyses and decisions of the Commission in

Edlow International,N abcock & WilcoxU nd Exxon Nuclear Company, Inc.EB a

which discussed certain issues similar to those presented by the petition,

the Staff believes that the petition for leave to intervene as a matter of

right should be denied. In the main, and as more fully discussed below,

petitioners have not established that thei.r interests are such that the

Commission should grant standing.

Section 189a. of the Act provides, in pertinent part, that "in any pro-

ceeding under this Act, for the granting... of any license... the Com-

mission shall grant a hearing upon the request of any person whose interest

may be affected by the proceeding, and shall admit any such person as

y In the "atter of Edlow International Comoany, 3 NRC 563 (May 7,
1976).

p In the Matter of Babccck & Wilccx, 5 NRC 1332 (June 27,1977).

y Exxon Nuclear Cercany, Inc. (In the "atter of Ten Acclicatiens
f or Lcw :nricace urinlu, xcorts te turncm "e cer ',ations),

6 NF.C 525 (Oct. 4, 1977).

2355 159
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a party to such proceeding." Thus, a statutory right to a hearing and par-

ticipation as a party in the hearing is granted only to those persons who can

show that they have an " interest [which] may be affected by the proceeding."

The Staff has addressed this statutory provision with respect to the stand-

ard established in 10 CFR 53110.83 and 110.84, which require that petitions

for leave to intervene asserting that the petitioner has an interest that

may be affected specify the facts pertaining to the nature of his interest,

how it relates to issuance or denial of the export license, and the possible

effect of any order on that interest, including whether the relief requested

is within the Comission's authority and, if so, whether granting relief

would redress the alleged injury.

Petitioner CDP describes itself as a project of the International Center, a

nonprofit corporation, and as monitoring the flow of resources to developing

nations, primarily from the United States, and conducting independent non-

partisan research and analysis of developnent policies and their implementa-

tion which is disseninated to the public and interested oublic officials and

offices of government. It states that it is conducting comprehensive research

and analysis of policies and risks posed by the export of nuclear reactors

and related equionent and material from the United States to developing

countries and is particularly focussing on the nuclear power plant proposed

for *1orong, the Philippines.

Petitioner CDP explains that it seeks td assure that the American public

is as fully infonned as possible about the environmental, public health

2355 160
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and safety, and national defense and security implications of the reactok

and that the Commission, in disposing of the " instant" applications, make

all pertinent data and information available to the public and take into

account all pertinent criteria, including all relevant public participation

in these proceedings which can result from a well informed public opinion.
,

Petitioner Perlas is a citizen of the Philippines. His interest in the

captioned proceedings is stated as both professional and "a question of his

personal' health and safety," in that his Philippine residence is close to

the reactor siteN nd any untoward development at the reactor could causea

him serious personal injury. He is also stated, both as an individual and

an official of PMEP, as being engaged in research, analysis, and public

education pertaining to the risks of the reactor and as having an interest

in assuring that those risks are thoroughly and completely ventilated before

the public and before the Comission.

Approximately one-half of petitioner P'1ED's 200 menbers (primarily Philippine

citizens) live within 40 miles of the proposed reactor site. PMEP and its

-4/ Notice of receipt of the application for a license to export the reac-
tor (XR-120), was published in the Federal Register of December 30,
1976 (41 F.R. 56895), stating that petitions for leave to intervene
could be filed by January 31, 1977. No such petition was filed by
that date. In view of the additional information received since that
date, which is new under review by the Executive Branch, and the fact
that the petition with respect to XSNM-1471 was timely filed, "RC Staff
does not object to consideration of the petiticn on the ground that it
was, in part, untimely.

5/ Derlas is also described at p. 3 of the cetition as presently a resi-

dent of the United States.

2355 161
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members are asserted to have an " extraordinary interest" in assuring that

any nuclear facility constructed near their homes will not expose them or

their families to serious health and safety dangers.

Further, it is asserted that because of the close military relationship

between the United States and the Philippines, all petitioners have an

interest in assuring the reactor not jeopardize the common def t,nse rad

security, by threatening the continued operation of the U.S. military bases

in the Philippines, at Subic Bay and Clark Air Force Base, both of which are

in close proximity to the proposed reactor site, or otheraise.

Petitioners allege that they have a clear interest in the issuance or denial

of the licenses in that (1) denial of any or all of the applications would

either delay or preclude construction of the reactor and thus assure that

the possible risks to petitioners, the United States, the Philippines, their

citizens, and particularly the U.S. citizens who are or may be stationed at

Clark Air Force Base and/or Subic Bay Naval Station, the Philippines, at

such time as the reactor might be built, would not be exposed to such risks

and (2) if the Commission issued one.or more of the requested licenses but

made its issuance subject to the highest feasible public health and safety

and connon defense and security safeguards, both petitioners and all affected

governments and public interests will be advanced.

Petitioners also assert that the interventien and hearing scught clainly

will be in the public interest and will.: assist the Comission in raking

statutorily required determinations.

2355 162
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While recognizing that standing requirements in the federal courts need not

be transplanted in whole to administrative proceedings, the Commission and

its predecessor, the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, have applied judicial

standing doctrines in defining the statutory right to a hearing and partici-

pation as a party under section 189a. of the Act.6_/

The leading judicial decisions in this field are Association of Data Process-

ino Service Organization v. Cand and Barlow v. Collins.8_/ The Supreme

court enunciated, through these decisions, a two-pronged test for determining

whether persons have standing to obtain judicial review of federal agency

action: (1) where they have alleged that the challenged federal action has

caused them " injury in fact", and (2) where the alleged injury in fact is to

an interest " arguably within the zone of interests to be protected or regu-

lated" by the statutes clained to be violated by the federal agency. 397 US

at 152,153.

Three later decisions by the Court provide useful guidance on the proper

application of the " injury in fact" test. In Sierra Club v. 'forton,1# the

6/ Edlow International, 3 NRC 569-578 (1976). In the "atter of Babcock
& Wilcox, 5 NRC 1341-3 (1977). Exxon Nuclear Comoanv, Inc., 6 NRC
530-2 (1977). See e.o., Northern States Power Co. (Prairie Island
Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), 6 AEC.188 (1973).

7/ 397 US 150 (1970).

8/ 397 US 159 (1970).

9/ 405 US 727 (1972).

2355 163:
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Court indicated that an organization's " interest in a problem", no matter

how longstanding the interest may be and no matter how qualified the organi-

zation may be in evaluating the problem, is not sufficient for standing to

obtain judicial review. Thus, the " injury in fact" which the Court spoke of

in Data Processing and Barlow is something more than an asserted " injury" to
.

the goals, purposes or policies of an organization.

The " injury in fact" test in Data Processino and Barlow also requires some

nexus between the alleged " injury in fact" and the action complained of.

Judicial guidance on this aspect of the first test is set forth in the

case of Warth v. Seldin.El As the Court made clear in Warth, specific

facts must be alleged demonstrating both that the challenged action harms

petitioner and that petitioner would benefit in a tangible way frtm the

Court's intervention.
,

On June 1,1976, in Simon v. Eastern Kentucky Welfare Riahts Oroanization,El

the Supreme Court again squarely faced questions of standing and strongly

reaffirmed the earlier principles laid down in Sierra Club, Data Processina,

Barlow and Warth. Of particular interest in Simon is the Court's strong

insistence that the required " injury in fact" must " fairly be traced to the

challenged acticn of the defendant, and not [merely be] injury that results

from the independent action of some third party not befcre the court."N

-10/ 422 U.5. 490 (1975).
2355 164'
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It must be shown that "the asserted injury was the consequence of the defend-

ant's actions, or that the prospective relief will remove che harm."13/

A reasonable application of the judicial standing ooctrines discussed above,

as well as the Commission's determinations in Edicw International,U/ abcockB

& Wilcox and Exxon fluclear Company, leads us to conclude that the petitioners

here have failed to establish the requisite interest (and zone of interest)

upon which to giant standing.
-

!

Petitioner CDP does not appear to be a membership organization or purport to

represent persons whose interest may be affected; its interest in the proceed-

ing is purely institutional. As already noted, allegations of an organiza-

tion's generalized interest in a subject matter do not in themselves suffice

to confer standing. Sierra Club v. Morton; Edlew International at 572-574;

Health Research Grouo v. Kennedy, flo. 77-0734, U.S. District Court for the

District of Columbia (Legal Times of Washingten, March 19,1979, p.17) .

Accordingly, the interest asserted by petition CDP does not establish a

claim of right under section 189a. of the Atonic Energy Act of 1954, as

amended.

M/ Id., at 45, citing Warth, 505.

14/ In Edlew International, the Co nissicn remarked that: "an exoansive
rule of stancina would be undesirable in the excort licensing con-
text, which involves sensitive cuestiens of the nation's conduct
of foreign policy." at 570. :

2355 165
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Petitioners Perlas and PMEP, on the other hand, assert interests in personal

health and safety, in the case of Perlas, and health and safety of individ-

ual members by reason of their proximity to the reactor, in the case of "MEP.

These petitioners' standing assertions fail on other grounds--petitioners'

interests related to the safety and environmental impact of the reactor are

not within the zone of interests to be protected by the Atomic Energy Act of

1954, as amended and other pertinent statutes. Petitioners seek directly a

review and assessment by the United States of impacts occurring in another

country frem the operation of the reactor and the disposition of its spent

fuel and urge such a review and assessment in order to effect imposition of

conditions or requirements upon an entity subject to the Government of the

Philippines (Petition, pp. 6,7,12-15).

Addressing a similar question in Edlow International, the Comission empha-

sized that " standing cannot be claimed on issues which the fluclear Regula-

tory Commission has no legal competence to decide." E l The llRC has held

to the view that under the Atomic Energy Act, the Energy Reorganization Act,

general principles of international law, and the flational Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA), it lacks authority to consider health, :afety or environmental

effects of its actions in another nation, or impose health, safety or environ-

mental requirements upon a foreign country El The Comission has declared

its strong belief that, "a licensing proceeding... before a federal adminis-

trative agency in the United States, is not the procer forum for raising

g/ Edicw intern 1:icnal at 574 2355 166:
g/ Edlcw International, 582, 585; Sabcock & Wilcox, 1346, 1353.
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issues concerning the safe operation cf a nuclear power plant operated by

a sovereign foreign government, outside the territorial jurisdiction of this

country, and distant from our borders."b
.

In Edlow International, the Commission stated (3 NRC 582);

[We] agree with them [the Staff] that it would be extraordinary,
as a matter of international law, to conclude that we had the
authority to address ourselves to or attempt to regulate, matters
[ health effects in the vicinity of the Tarapur reactors] so
clearly domestic to the Indian nation and within the purview of
its own regulatory responsibilities. The Atomic Energy Act of
1954, while requiring us to make export decisions (as all others)
with a view to the " common defense and security of the United
States," notably omits reference to public health and safety in
its provisions addressed to international matters.

With respect to environmental effects, the Commission stated in that opinion

(3 NRC 585):
.

When the environmental impact claimed consists of radiation
hazards to Bombay and its environs, the same principles which
forbid application of the Atomic Energy Act to regulate foreign
health and safety, foreclose consideration of the environmental
balance. It is not for us to make policy decisions for another
sovereign nation en the social balance to be struck between
energy needs and environmental impacts. While petitioners have
made their contrary view a litigation issue with the Commission
(See, Petitions, p. 6), we are satisfied that the tems and
history of the Act are most consistent with an interpretation
which avoids speculation regarding another nation's internal
a f fairs. Even if it were assumed that international impacts must
be considered (and no great issue is made of this point by peti-
tieners), impacts internal to a foreign nation need not be.

2355 167
M/ Ealow International at' 575.
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-In Babcock & Wilcox, the Commission reiterated this position. In consid-

ering the international reach of NEPA, the Commission analyzed the statute

and its legislative history and concluded (5 NRC 1340):

Based on our reading of the statute and its legislative history,
we conclude that Congress recognized the worldwide character of
environmental problems, but we find no specific indication that
the Congress intended the United States Government to prepare
environmental impact statements assessing the impact of U.S.
exports on the local environment of foreign sovereigns.

The Commission concluded that Court cases concerning foreign impacts (Wilder-

ess Society v. Morton, 463 F.2d 1261 (D.C. Cir.,1972) Sierra Club v. AEC

(Civil No. 1867-73, D.D.C. , August 2,1974) and Sierra Club v. Coleman 405

F.Supp. 53, 421 F.Supp. 63 (D.D.C. ,1975)] gave slender judicial guidance on

the issue of NEPA's foreign reach (p. 1341-1343).

Taking into consideration established principles of international law and

. foreign relations, the Commission stated that (5 NRC 1346):

A responsibility on the part of the U.S. government to assess
impacts in nuclear export licensing would arise only if the
principles militating against such an application of U.S. law
were rebutted by clear statutor evidence, or modified by an
agreement with the recipient ccantry. The legislative history of
NEPA fails to supply that clere evidence and the Additional U.S.
Agreement for Cooperation wi*n EURAT0fi does not provide for such
a review.

* * * * *

By enacting NEPA, Congress imposed on us no obligation to conduct
the environmental impact analysis demanded in this case.

2355 168:



!

- 14 -

The U.S. - Philippine Agreement for Cooperation, far from providing for U.S.

review of safety or environmental impacts of material or facilities supplied

under the Agreement, makes clear that the United States has no responsibility

in that regard ( Article VI, Article X. I. ).

Finally, the Commission stated (5 NRC 1353):

The Commission sees no circumstances in which the operation of
the ttulheim-Karlich Nuclear Power Station would affect the health
and safety of the U.S. population. As we have explained in
Part II [ sic] of this opinion, this Commission takes the view
that the health and safety impact in foreign nations of exported
nuclear facilities and materials is outside the jurisdiction of
the Commission.

The decisions noted above, rendered in 1976 and 1977, have not been reversed

by the present Commission. ,

Executive Order 12114 of January 4,1979 may be it nretad as expressing a

view contrary to that of the Commission as set out c bov e. That Order requires

preparation of an environmental document for action providing to a foreign

nation a nuclear utilization facility, among other things. However, export

licenses are exempted, although Executive Branch actions in regard to facil-

ity export licenses are coverd In any event, even assuming, for purpose

of argument, that the ordGi ' lin31ng on the Commission, as an independent

2355 l69
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regulatory commission,b there is nothing in the Executive Order which

brings to bear any new statutory or judicial authorit/ cn the question of

NEPA's extra-territorial reach that was not available before Edlow Inter-
~

national, i.e., the Order does not create any new interests to be protected

by NEPA.

Petitioners also assert risks to the health and safety of U.S. citizens, pri-

marily the approximately 13,000 military employees, personnel, and dependents

stationed at Clark Air force Base and Subic Bay Naval Base, the Philippines,

as a basis for their interest in denial of the application (Petition, p. 7).

However, even assuming that this is a matter which may be within the Commis-

sion's jurisdiction, there is no indication that the petitioners are author-

ized to represent those citizens or that they are members of PMEP. Accord-

ingly, petitioners' standing cannot be based upon the interest of those

citizens.

18/ See, in this connection:
Siemorandum by Department of Justice for Charles H. Warren, Chairnan,
Council on Environmental Quality, Re: CEQ's issuance of regulations,
April 4, 1977.
Memorandum by Department of Justice for Sinon Lazarus, Associate Direc-
tor, Domestic Council, Re: President's Authority to impose procedural
reforms on the Independent Regulatory Agencies, July 22, 1977.

Memorandum for Wayne Granquist ,from Si Lazarus, Subject: Applica-
bility of Executive Order to Independent Agencies, December 9,1977,
transmitting excerpt of pertinent porticn of Department of Justice
menorandun dated June 9, 1977.

Copies of these memoranda were furnished by the General Counsel to
Commissioner 3radford, with copies to other Comnissioners, on Febru-
ary 2, 1973.
These memoranc. clude that executive orders are not bindina en
indecendent regu. tor / cc nissions to the extent that such orderse
relate to their substantive statutory responsibilities.

2355 170
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The petitioners also assert an interest in assuring that the reactor will

not jeopardize the common defense and security, by threatening the continued

operation of U.S. military bases close to the reactor site in the Philippines.

Thus, the petitioners claim to represent interests that are those of the

nation as a whole, which the Commission, no less that the Congress and the

Executive Branch, are sworn by oath to uphold. The Commission has concluded

that in these circumstances, the need for separate representation and for

adjudication rather than political oversight is not established (Edlow

International, p. 571). This seems particularly so in view of the provision

of section 126 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, which requires

that the views of the Department of Defense, along with those of other

Executive Branch agencies, be forwarded to the Commission before it takes

action on an export license application. In any event, petitioners have

shown no injury in fact that would result from actions which would allegedly

jeopardize the U.S. common defense and security.

He- e, as in Edlow International, petitioners have failed to establish that

the. :e interest in this regard and, in the case of CDP and P*iEP, that of

their 1enbers, are sufficiently within the zone of interests protected by

pertinent statutes to be afforded intervention in this proceeding.19/-

M/ In view of the foregoing, it is not necessary to discuss the question
of whether Detitioners who are non-citizens and non-residents of the
United States, have standing under section 189a. It is not settled
that a non-resident foreign national has a legally orotectible interest
in the corron defense and security of the United States or the safety

of U.S. citizens. It tannot be said that the interest of non-citizens
and non-residents of the United States in the U.S. common defense and
security or the healtn and safety of U.S. citizens is within the zcne
of interests to be protected or' regulated by the Atonic Energy Act cr
other pertinent statutes.
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Consolidation

Petitioners request that the Commission consolidate the reactor license

application, No. XR-120, the fuel license application, No. XSNM-1471 and the

component license application, No. XCOM-0013. For the reasons stated in

footnote 4 on page 6, the NRC Staff has no objection to consolidation of

Application Nos. XR-120 and XSflM-1471. However, the Staff opposes consoli-

dation of the component license application No. XCOM-0013.

Issuance'of a license to export the components covered by Application XCOM-

0013 is governed by section 109 of the Atomic Energy Act. Sections 103d.

and 104d. of that Act, pertaining to licenses for production and utilization

facilities, provide, among other things, that no license may be issued to

any person within the United States if, in the opinion of the Commission,
,

the issuance of a license to such person would be inimical to the common

defense and security or to the health and safety of the public. A similar

prohibition is contained in section 57c.(2) of the Act pertaining to licenses

for special nuclear material. The Connission in Edlow International con-

strued these references to public health and safety as pertaining only to

licenses for donestic use or where a domestic health or safety impact might

be expected (3 flRC 582-4). Further, the Senate Report on S. 897, the Senate

version of the Nuclear flon-Proliferation Act of 1978, stated that:

"Although the NRC finding on the health and safety of the cublic
[ referring to secticn 103] refers only to the A erican oublic,
it shculd be reccanized that certain everseas activities could
cose a tnreat to Anericans" (S. Reo. No. 95-467, 95th Cong.,
1st Sess., p. 13).

:

2355 172
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However, even if sections 103d.,104d. and 57c.(2) are regarded as provid-

ing an arguable statutory basis for considering public health and safety in

licensing the export of facilities or special nuclear material, section 109

(revised by the Congress last year), on the other hand, contains _n_o, refer-

ence to public health and safety as a criterion for issuance of a component

export license.

Even assuming that the Atomic Energy Act or the National Environmental

Policy Act required consideration of the effects of nuclear exports on the

public health, safety and environment in foreign countries, export of the

components included in XCOM-0013 would not have any effect upon public

health and safety or the environment in either the United States or the

Philippines.

,

Lastly, the NRC Staff does not believe that issuance of the license to

export components would adversely affect the common defense and security, as

noted in its evaluation of the component export license aoplication dated

February 8,1979, SECY 79-100.

Request for Documents

Subsequent to the filing of the subject petition, peti.tioners filed a

request pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, 5 USC 552, requesting

copies of all documents in the Commission's possession in Docket 50-574

and for applicatien XR-120, XCO't-0013 and XS?!?t-1471, including the IAEA

*
2355 173
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report. The ?!RC Staff will respond to petitioners' request for that report

and other " pertinent data" in accordance with 10 CFR Part 9, as provided in

2110.73 of 10 CFR Part 110.

Discretionary Hearina

Although the petitioners have not shown a statutory right to a hearing

pursuant to section 189a., the Commission has discretion to grant a hearing

if it would be in the public interest and would assist the Commission in

making the determinations required by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as

amended. However, pursuant to 10 CFR $ 110.84(d), a hearing request may

not be granted until after receipt and evaluation of Executive Branch views

on Application flos. XR-120 and XSNM-1471. Accordingly, the NRC Staff will

submit its views on whether the Commission should hold a discretionary hear-

ing on those applications after receipt and analysis of Executive Branch

views.

Respectfully submitted,

k..r.

Joanna M. Becker
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this .2.1/ day of May,1979.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION /

//
In the matter of ) /

) Application No. XR-120
WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORP. ) Docket No. 50-57A

)
(Exports to the Philippines) ) Application No. XCOM-0013

) Application No. XSNM-1471
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Barton Z. Cowan, Esq.
Eckert, Seamons, Cherin & Mellott
42d floor, 600 Grant Street
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219

Thomas M. Daugherty, Esq.
Westinghouse Nuclear Energy Systems
P.O. Box 355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230

Mr. Louis Nosenzo
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 2355 175

Nuclear Energy and Energy
Technology Affairs

Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20520

Ronald J. Bettauer, Esq.
Deputy Assistant Legal Advisor
Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20520
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* Mr. Chase Stephens, Chief
Docketing and Service Section
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

* Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

9tanna M. Becker
Counsel for NRC Staff

.
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