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PETITIONER’'S REPLY TO MOTION TO DISMISS

On January 9, 1991, vthe Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board issued an ocder directing Appellant, the Nuclear
Energy Accountability Project (“NEAP"), to respond to Florida
Power & Light Company’'s (“Licensce”) motion of December 19, 199%0,
which the Board treated as a motion to dismiss the appeal because
NEAP had "indicated in other litigation before the Licensing
Board that it will be dissolved effective December 31, 189%0."
Represented by Thomas J. Saporito, Jr., its Executive Director,
NEAP responded with its ”"Reply,” which was dated January 28,
1991, and was styled “In the Matter of FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT CO.
(The ’'Big Turkey' Nuclear Plant Units 3 and 4).” “.thout further
explanation or reference to the basic corporate documents or
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sctions conferring authority upon, ©OI denying authority to, the
Executive Director, the Reply states:

Mr. Saporito, Executive Director of NEA?,
acted outside his authority when he notified
the NRC that NEAP vould be dissolved by
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represent it, on both technical and procedural matters.” LBP-§0-
24, 32 NRC 12, 1% (19%0). For ¥r. Saporito or Neap to advise the

Appeal Board and the parties at this late date, without

explanation or excuse, that they could not rely on his authority

Or represen ne and therefore that the Appeal Board’s order
his jpse dixit, “moot and requires no
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10 NRC 449, 450 n.1 (1879). See also Philadelphia
(Limerick Generating Station, Unite 1 and 2), ALAB~-
C 42, 46-47 n.4 (1984). Under the NRC'e rules of
procecdure, parties and their representatives are regquired "to
conduct themselves with honor, dignity, and decorum as they
should before a court of law.” 10 CFR § 2.713(a). Conseguently,
even though NEAP is not represented by a lawyer, it ie
appropriate to reject or strike its submission which is
“insulting and disrespectful in tone.” Metropolitan Edison C
(Three Mile lIsland Nuclea: Station, Unit No. 2), ALAB-474, 7 NRC
Loulsiana Power & Light Co, (Waterfor
3), 6 AEC
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that copies of the attached “Motion to
Reject or Strike Petitioner’'s Reply to Motion to Disriss” in the
above-captioned proceeding were served on the following by
first class postage paid, on

deposit in the United States Mail,

the date shown below:

Administrative Judce+

Thomas S. Moore, Chairman

Atomic Saiety and Licensing
Appeal Board

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
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Washington, D.C. 20555
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Seattle, WA 98115
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Oak Ridge National
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P.O. Box 2008
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Oak Ridge, TN 137831
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Washington, D.C. 20555

ATTN: Chief, Docketing and
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Janice Moore, Esqg.*

Patricia A. Jehle, Esq.

Office of General Counsel
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John T. Butler, Esq.
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