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. ;;aminatloﬁs. Mr.. Trunk reported the results of his review:to

Licensee late ;n the day of September 2, 15B1.
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With respect to the Kelly exmnlnatlons, Mr. Trunk reéorted
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the examinations were administered, The review disclésed suffi-.'
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UNRITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CUMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AnD LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket No. 50-289
Resta.t

METRUPULITAH EDISUN CuMPANY, ET AL.

N Nt N N

(Three Mile Island, Unit 1)

NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO BUARD APPOINTMENT OF
PRUFESSUR MILHOLLIN AS SPECIAL MASTER

Un August 24, 1981, the Board issued a “Memorandum and Order” which
stated that in the event it decided to reopen the record to require into
the cheating incident involving former Licensee employees, it would be
assisted by Professor Gary L. Milhollin. The Board requested the parties
Lo present their views on this appointment in their responses to the Board's
August 20, 1981 Urcer. Although the Staff does not at this time take a
position as to whether the record on this issue should be reopened, it does
not oppose Professor Milhollin's appointment as a technical interrogator or
Speci;l Master under the provisions of 10 CFR § 2.722(a) in the event that

the Board reopens the record.

Respectfully submitted,

/{::Z.n4:;/’ ;:t.‘ﬂﬂﬁ;'ﬁﬁ*‘fﬁ—\

Daniel T. Swanson
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 8th day of September, 1981




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCI4ISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY, ET AL

(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,

Unit 1)

)

; Docket No. 50-289
)
)

(Restart)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that copies of '"NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO BOARD APPOINTMENT

OF PROFESSOR MILHOLLIN AS SPECIAL MASTER"
ing have been served on the following by d

in the above-captioned proceed-
eposit in the United States mail,

first class or, as indicated by an asterisk, through deposit in the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission's internal mail syst

1981 :

Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman (2)*
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Huclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, DC 20555

Or. Walter H. Jordan
Adainistrative Judge
881 W. Quter Drive

Oak Ridge, TN 37830

Dr. Linda N. Little
Adninistrative Judge
5000 Hermitage Drive
Raleigh, NC 27612

George F. Trowbridge, Esq.

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20006

Robert Adler, Esq.
505 Executive House
P.0. Box 2357
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Honorable Mark Cohen
512 E-3 Main Capital Building
Harrisburg, PA. 17120

em, this 8th day of September,

Walter W. Cohen, Consumer Advocate
Department of Justice

Strawberry Square, 14th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17127

Mr. Steven C. Sholly
Union of Concerned Scientists
1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 601
Washington, OC 20006

Mr. Thomas Gerusky

Bureau of Radiation Protection

Department of Environmental
Resources

P.0. Box 2063

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Hr. Marvin I. Lewis
6504 Bradford Terrace
Philadephia, PA 19149

Metropolitan Edison Company

ATTN: J.G. Herbein, Vice
President

P.0. Box 542

Reading, PA 19603



Ms. Jane Lee
R.D. #3, Box 3521
Etters, PA 17319

Ms. Gail B. Phelps

ANGRY

245 Vest Philadelphia Street
York, PA 17404

Jonn E. Minnich, Chairman

Dauphin Co. Board of Commissioners
Dauphin County Courthouse

Front and Market Streets
Harrisburg, PA 17101°

Robert Q. Pollard
609 Montpelier Street
Baltimore, MD 21218

Chauncey Kepford

Judith H. Johnsrud

Environmental Cozlition on
Nuclear Power

433 Orlando Avenue

State College, PA 16801

‘!s. Frieda Berrynhill, Chairman

Coalition for Nuclear Power Plant
Postponenent

2610 Grendon Drive

wWilmington, DE 19808

Ms. Marjorie M. Aamodt
R.D. #5

Coatesville, PA 19320

Senator Allen R. Carter, Chairman

Joint Legislative Committee on
Ene gy

Post Office Box 142

Suite 513 Senate Gressette Bldg.

columbia, SC 29202

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esqg., Chairman*
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

John Levis, Esq.

PA Public Utflfties Commission
Box 3205

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Jordan D, Cunningham, Esq.
Fox, Farr and Cunningham
2320 North 2nd Street
Harrisbury, PA 17110

Ms. Louise Bradford
THI ALERT

315 Peffer Street
Harrisburg, PA 17102

Ms. Ellyn R. Weiss
William S. Jordan, III
Sheldon, Harman & Weiss
1725 1 Street, N.W.
Suite 506

Washington, OC 20006

Thomas J. Germine, Deputy
Attorney General
Division of Law - Room 316
10C Raymond Boulevard
Newark, N.J. 07102

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel*

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Panel(5)*

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Docketing and Service Section (1)*
Office of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, DC 20555

“<f:7L'~*‘;;f¢ =;?'—4<£3ﬂ"*-~

Laniel T. Swarison
Counsel for NRC Staff
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examinations. Mz, Trunk reported the results of his j
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any avareness of cheating or rumors of cheating which were}ﬁot
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