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The applicant and the staff shall respond to the joint
intervenors' motion for a protective order. That response
shall be in our hands by June 19, 1984. 1In addition to any
other matters the applicant and staff may wish to address in
responding to the joint intervenors' motion, the responses
should address the following questions:

(1) What documents were served on the applicant and
the staff as joint intervenors' reply?

(2) If the same documents, in the same form, as those
served on the Appeal Board were received by the applicant
and the staff, is there any need for a protective order?

(3) Is the Commission's policy statement of August 5,
1983, 48 Fed. Reg. 36,358, applicable to joint intervenors'
request for a protective order? If so, with what result?

(4) If the Commission's policy statement is not
applicable, is the protective order sought by joint
intervenors apprcpriate in the circumstances presented?

(5) If the protective order sought by joint
intervenors is not appropriate, is a less encompassing order

suitable?




It is so ORIERED.

FOR THE APPEAL BOARD

Barbara A. Tompkins
Secretary to the
Appeal Board
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Buck did not participate in this order.



