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Right-to-Know:

Compromise Finally Reached

The end of a long-standing impasse
on Right-to-Know was reached in Feb-
ruary and March this year when a ma-
jor compromise was forged on a
package of Right-to-Know bills now
before the Michigan State Legislature.

Three bills make up the package
with HB 4111, HB 5250, and HB 5251
providing for the workers, firefighters,
and community’s right-to-know. The
bills passed the House on January 14,
1986 by unanimous vote and were
then introduced into the Senate Labor
Committee. The Senate Committee
voted the legislation out on March 5th
with minor technical changes. The end
to the standoff was praised highly by
House Labor Committee Chairperson,
Rep. Juanita Watkins (D-Detroit) as a
“major step forward in the effort to
‘protect Michigan residents from dan-
gerous chemicals.”

Agreement on the package was
reached by a bi-partisan group of
legislators from the House Labor Com-
mittee, lobbyists for the State Chamber
of Commerce, the Chemical Manufac-
turers Assocdiation, UAW, AFL-CIO,
and the Right-to-Know Task Force, a
coalition of labor, concerned citizens,
and environmentalists from around
the state. But, while the business com-
munity has expressed full support for
the compromise as a demonstration
“that business and labor can work
together to resolve issues and improve
the climate for creating and protecting
jobs in Michigan,” others are hoping
that more access to information can be

gained in future years than the bills
currently provide.
" All three Right-to-Know bills cur-

rently contain language that preempts -

local units of government from enac-
ting regulations that are more stringent
than the state measures. Environmen-
talists in the state have indicated a ma-
jor concern with existing language that
preempts local government agencies’
power to enforce local community
right-to-know regulations.

“The current language clearly in-
terferes with the legitimate functions
of local air pollution and sewage-
treatment agencies by rendering as
unenforceable, any authority such
agencies have to require disclosure of
workplace chemical hazard informa-
tion,” said Alex Sagady, Environmen-
tal Specialist for the American Lung
Association, a member of the Michi-
gan Environmental Council.

Environmentalists have been
assured by the others working on the
compromiise, however, that these
restrictions are not the intent of the
preemption langauge. It is anticipated
that several technical amendments will
be introduced to clarify the intent.
Support for the bill was conditioned
upon the promises of all parties to
commence negotiations on a more ex-
pansive community Right-to-Know
bill, immediately upon passage of the
current package.

Members of the Right-to-Know Task
Force also expressed reservations
about the limited scope of HB 5251,
the Community Right-to-know bill.
Scott Tobey, chair for the Task Force
stated, “Each of our organizations is
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Join us
Unifed! Together we can protect and
promote our common treasure — the
Great Lakes Basin.
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Lakes United?
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Time Available?;

Please return this form with checks payable to

Great Lakes United
24 Agassiz Circle
Buffalo, New York 14214

For additional information, send request 1o the above
address or contact:

David J. Miller, Executive Director B
(716) 886-0142 /

commiitted to a continuing process of
negotiations in 1986 on a more com-
prehensive community Right-to-
Know. We are hopeful that a bill which
addresses all community concerns
about toxic chemicals can be enacted
this year.”

Discussions over the next several
months on community right-to-know
are expected to focus on the type of in-
formation that would be necessary to
permit adequate emergency planning
and hazardous substance manage-
ment by local government agencies. A
recent federal court ruling upheld the
right of communities to require com-
panies to provide information to local
health officials on chemicals that may
be an environmental hazard, an area
not currently covered by federal stan-
dards. Many local communities and
organizations believe this information
is necessary to protect the health and
safety of the community and the en-
vironment by preventing accidental
leaks and spills and to adequately pro-
tect emergency personnel in situations
where toxic and hazardous substances
may be present.

—David Stead

Awesome
continued from page 13

stable water levels. For every less inch
of draft on a modern 1,000-focot lake
freighter, 200 fewer tons of cargo can
be carried. The University of Michigan
engineers working on a hypothetical
diversion of about 6-billion gallons a
day, estimate a lowering of Lakes

Michigan and Huron by 6 inches. The .

loss to power and navigation interests
would exceed 100-million a year. It
really makes little difference how

“much water is under the surface. It's .

the ‘stability of the levels, not total
volume, that counts for navigation and

- coastal resources such as the priceless

shoreland fish and wildlife habitat.
For the Great Lakes states keeping
the water will require attention to
pragmatic details on legal, economic,
biological and political points, not lof-
ty consideration of the philosophical.

-As the water crisis of the 90's ap-

proaches, those of us in love with the
lakes had better listen carefully for the
rusty. squeak of water pumps to the
southwest.

It is clear Lake Superior has
benefited from the recent management
approach which at least attempts to
anticipate ecological consequences.
The research sponsored by the Inter-
national Joint Commission, the states
and the province of Ontario has
isolated the problems and suggested
new, integrated solutions to our
varjous environmental ills. All we need
now is the political will to implement
the costly but necessary improvements
in air and water quality management
programs.

If we clean up our act, Lake Superior
will still be awesome in the 21st
century. v

Hydro Bill in Congress: The re-
quirements for relicensing hydroelec-
tric projects is the focus of a bill, HR
44, that has just received approval of
the Michigan House Energy & Com-
merce Committee in Congress. HR 44
requires the Federal Regulatory Com-
mission (FERC) to among other things,
consider the probable impacts on fish,
wildlife and recreation. Under the
legislation, FERC must include the
recommendation of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, National Marine
Fisheries Service, and state fish and
wildlife agencies in the terms and con-
ditions of licenses unless they are in-
consistent with the Federal Power Act.

Nuclear Waste Disposal
Still a Concern for
Michigan

Although the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) dropped Michigan from
the running as a host state for a high-
level nuclear waste repository in its
announcement on January 16, 1986,
Michigan residents could yet feel the
impact of a decision to place a reposi-
tory in one of the Great Lakes States.

DOQE's elimination of Upper Penin-
sula sites being considered came about
when DOE narrowed the field from
220 possible sites to 20 by applying a
Region-to-Area Screening methodolo-
gy. The screening methodology was
designed to identify the most appro-
priate rock bodies in the region for
housing the subterranean nuclear stor-
age facility. But environmentalists
acknowledge that while Michigan has
been dropped from consideration, a
very real possibility exists that either
Wisconsin or Minnesota may be
chosen to host the facility, a decision
that has potential implications for all
states bordering the Great Lakes.

Minnesota contains three primary
sites termed “Potentially Acceptable
Sites” by DOE, and five back-up sites
within its borders. Wisconsin has only
one primary site and one back-up.
However, the primary site, the Wolf
River batholith, is considered to be one
of the nation’s most highly ranked
sites. Wolf River batholith is located in
the Great Lakes watershed which
causes significant concern among en-
vironmentalists who have advocated
that the integrity of the Great Lakes be
strongly considered in choosing a site

for the repository. . . <

If either Wisconsin or Minnesota are
chosen, it is anticipated that Michi-
gan’s major highways could become
important arteries for the transport of
high-level nuclear waste to the facili-
ty. Concern also rests in the possibili-
ty that these wastes would have to be
transported across both the Mackinac
and the International Bridges.

Michigan law currently bans the
shipping of radioactive wastes across
bridges until the DOE can prove that .
shipping casks can withstand the im-
pact of a fall from the bridges. How-
ever, the law was recently overturned
by the federal courts. That decision is
being appealed by the state of
Michigan.

At a meeting of the Governor’s Task
Force on High-Level Radioactive Waste
in Marquette in January 1986, MEC
member group, the Upper Peninsula
Environmental Coalition, presented a
resolution requesting that the Task
Force support neighboring states in
opposing the siting of high-level
nuclear waste facilities in the Great
Lakes watershed. The resolution also
states opposition to the transportation
of such wastes on the Great Lakes and
through Michigan by any means.

DOE is expected to hold an official
briefing on March 13, 1986 about its
screening decisions. The meeting will
be held in Ironwood, Michigan. UPEC
representatives say that they will be
there to voice support for their Wis-
consin neighbors and make their con-
cerns known to the Department of
Energy. _

—Gayle Cooper

JTA Advertising, Buffalo, NY,
and its staff expresses their sup-
port for the successful fulfillment
of the goals of Great Lakes United.
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Lake Superior
continued from page 12

shoreline uses, but any further
developments, diversions, or
manipulation of water levels or quali-
ty would be subject to the strictest
standards and permitted only after
review and agreement of an Interna-
tional Park Commission.

But there may be other means to ac-
complish Dr. Swain’s objectives. Re-
cent agreements on water quality
quietly made between Michigan and
Ontario, the Council of Great Lakes
Governors Charter addressing diver-
sions, and a new International Water
Quality Agreement with stringent
standards are promising and positive
steps toward preserving the environ-

“ment of the Great Lakes. But the con-

cerns for Lake Superior are especially
acute because this lake may be par-
ticularly sensitive, and the sparseness
of human population-in its basin

reduces our political voice. Whatever
laws, treaties and agreements are
developed will only work if people
want them to.

I believe that all of us who love Lake
Superior have an obligation to see that
this international treasure is not tar-
nished. Children who now walk its
shores deserve the.same opportunity
as I have had, an opportunity some-
time decades later in their lives to
pause atop a wooded granite cliff in
winter sunshine and hear the quiet
sounds of ice moving on pure blue
water and stretching in white ribbons
to the horizon.

at Northern Mickhigan Unitversity, specializing in
Wildlife Ecology. He received his Ph.D. from the
Untversity of Toronto. Mr. Robinson is a regional
board member of Great Lakes Linited representing the
Lake Superior Region.

"My Willzam' L. Robinson 'is a professor of Biolgy

Alternatives Magazine
Focuses on the

Great Lakes

Alternatives Magazine’s spring 1986

~ issue will examine some of the major

issues facing the Great Lakes. This
issue, to be entitled Saving the Great
Lakes, will include discussion on such

'tOplCS as resource use COI’\ﬂlCtS water

Quality, winter navigation, and
organic and non-organic pollution.

Alternatives Magazine, published in
co-operation with the Faculty of En-
vironmental Studies at the University
of Waterloo, has addressed contem-
porary social;-technology and environ-
mental themes and provided a forum
for a critical but impartial analysis,
comment and debate since 1971. This
special issue is being assisted financial-
ly by The Max Bell Foundation
through the Great Lakes Ecosystem
Rehabilitation Project.

To obtain a copy of the Spring 1986
issue of Alternatives contact: Alter-
natives Magazine, c/o Faculty of Envi-
ronmental Studies, University of
Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, Canada
N2L 3G1. The price for this issue is
$4.50 per copy.

The Pesticide Dilemma
and Your Right to Know

A conference on pesticides and the
citizens right to know will be
presented by: Sierra Club Northeast
Ohio Group, The League of Women
Voters and NEO Coalition against the
misuse of pesticides. It is to be held at
John Carroll University, on April 12,
1986, from 10am til 3 pm. For reserva-
tions please contact Chauncey Gantz
at (216) 942-7798. For additional infor-
mation, please contact Emeline
Clawson at (216) 321-3417.

¢

12 out of 20, WHY!

The Department of Energy (DOE) is

looking at a reduced number of sites
at which to Store nuclear waste. The
number of sites being considered ‘is 20.
Strangely enough, 12 of the proposed
20 sites are located in Great Lakes
States. The states of Minnesota and
Wisconsin, as it is now proposed, will
receive four primary and eight alter-
native disposal sites. The breakdown
for primary sites is one for Wisconsin
and three for Minnesota. -

"The DOE will be holding public
hearings in an attempt to gather testi-

__mony on the proposed sites. Ashland,

" Wisconsin will be the site of one such

hearing on April 9. Concerned citizens

* are urged to take part in any public

hearings held pertaining to this matter.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,

that Great Lakes United urges the U.S.
Department of Energy and Atomic
Energy of Canada, Ltd. that any poten-
tial sites for nuclear waste repositories
in the Great Lakes/St. Lawrence water-
shed be immediately disqualified from
any further consideration for such use,
and furthermore, future plans for
nuclear waste repositories must con-
sider the magnitude and ecologic sen-
sitivity of the hydrological features of
the location being reviewed.

On May 19, 1985 at its annual
meeting held in Chicago, Great Lakes
United adopted the above-stated reso-
lution pertaining to this matter.

R

From the President’s Desk

continued: from*page 1

* Navigation issues such as
. winter navigations, additional
locks, channel modifications, etc.;
and
¢ Public support for Great
Lakes ecosystem research, educa-
tion and management;
THEREFORE, we. resolve to
establish a Great Lakes organiza-
tion to provide an information ex-
change and a forum for working
together on these issues.

With the above Charter as a guide,
a Charter Committee, elected at the
Mackinac meeting, met during that
summer and early fall to draft organi-
zation by-laws, with a deadline to hold

an organization meeting in the fall of

1982. On November 21, 1982 the
organization meeting was held in
Windsor, Ontario and the by-laws were
officially ratified. The name GREAT
LAKES UNITED was officially
adopted and a Steering Committee
was elected to continue development
of the organization structure and to
put together the first annual meeting.
On May 6, 7 and 8, 1983, a little less
than ‘one year from the Mackinac
‘meeting, Great Lakes United held its
first annual session at the Book
Cadillac Hotel in Detroit, Michigan.
Organizations throughout the Great
Lakes Basin having an interest in the
coalition were sent an invitation. The
caption on that invitation read: “To
Unite and Strengthen the Conserva-
tion and Environmental Voice of the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin”
Some 70 organizations responded. At
this date the organizational member-
ship of Great Lakes United has more

than doubled. By 1987 we expect over
organizational members.

The 1983 Detroit annual meeting
marked the formal existence of Great
Lakes United. An energetic and ag-
gressive Board of Directors was elected
to guide the growth of Great Lakes
United. During the next three years
several milestones would be reached
by GLU in organizational develop-
ment, in education programs, and in-
volvement in environmental action

issues. Briefly, some of those mile-
stones include:

Incorporation

Attainment of 501 ¢3 Charitable
Status

Publication of a membership

newsletter “Action Update” '

Task-force development with
printed environmental position
statements.

Success in meeting the winter
navigation challenge

“Great Lakes Week” proclamation
and activities

Success in obtaining a financial
grant to hire staff and establish an
office

Hiring of an Executive Director

Establishment of an international
headquarters at Medaille College at
Buffalo, New York

Development and promotion of
Great Lakes Week in Washington, DC

Receipt of a grant award to hire a

~ person to develop a membership cam-

paign "and produce a quarterly.

- organization publication

Receipt of a grant award to hire a
coordinator for a Basin-wide public

hearing program on Great Lakes water
quality.

No doubt some of the events taking
place during the past three years have
been missed in this list of milestones.
Possibly the most notable is the on-
going commitment and involvement of
not only Board members and officers
but many, many other volunteers who
were instrumental in these develop-
mental years of GLU. One of the great-
est strengths has been the continual ef-
fort to develop and improve a com-
munication system plus maintaining
an ongoing dialogue, not only with
members and associates but with
government leaders in the federal, pro-
vincial, state and local level, including
the regional and national agencies and
organizations serving the Great Lakes
Basin. _

For the first year and a half of Great
Lakes United's existence, membership
fees and donations from organizational
members, particularly those serving

on the Board of Directors, kept the -

organization solvent. A welcome boost
came with the award of foundation
grants to hire professional and support

staff, set up an office and put a com- .

munication system in place. Founda-
tions that have contributed financial-
ly tot he success of Great Lakes United

-include the Joyce Foundation, Donner

Foundation, Public Welfare Founda-
tion, Gund Foundation and the
Harder Foundation. One of the most
significant highlights was the estab-
lishment of the international office of
Great Lakes United in the “White
House” at Medaille College. The

~rty

cooperative agreement between Great

Lakes United and Medaille College has
been instrumental in the organization’s
growth.

To assess the progress of Great Lakes
United—or to put it in a bottom line
mode—one must ask, what has Great
Lakes United contributed that wasn't
being done prior to. its existence. To
evaluate, we must first review the
original Charter, plus compare Great
Lakes United’s activities and progress

with the six objectives stated in the by-

laws, which include:
Education
United States-Canadian coopera-

“tion and coordination

Promotion of an Ecosystem ap-
proach to Great Lakes management

Promotion of environmen-
tal/economic compatibility

Development of strong public

support.

Most assuredly, we have a long way
to go to fully encompass the above
goals and although my opmlon -could
certainly be labeled “biased,” matching
the brief list of milestones reached over
the past three years, with both the
Charter and the by-laws objectives, I
see strong evidence that Great Lakes
United is on course and meeting the
challenges set forth at the Mackinac
meeting. With continued volunteer
commitment, plus the tremendous ad-
vantage of having a competent,
energetic and eager professional and
support staff, Great Lakes United is
not only measuring up to the rigid
demands and challenges but is on
course to a bright and productive
future. :
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Citizen Support Needed for Environmental Bond Act

by Judith Enck, Executive Director, Environmental Planning Lobby

Environmental protection is a hot political issue and 1986 is an important
political year with every member of the State Legislature and Governor Cuomo
up for re-election.

No politician wants to be viewed as being soft on pollution. One can safely
say that they all want clean air, pure water and ample open space. Who doesn’t?
Yet, the last few decades have taken a terrible toll on our precious natural
resources. 1986 is the year to turn our general desire for a clean environment -
into political reality.

The task is enormous and now, more than ever, there is a need for every
lawmaker, both Democrat and Republican, to forge an alliance and work with
the citizens of New York State to reverse the alarming trend of environmental
degradation. ,

In his State of the State Address, Governor Mario Cuomo announced his sup-
port for a 1986 Environmental Bond Act. The Governor’s plan calls for spending
$1.2-billion of the money for cleaning up toxic waste sites and the remainder
for land acquisition for the forest preserve, urban parks, historic preservation,
and the protection of sensitive ecological areas.

A bond act is required because New York needs a large pool of money to begin
this large-scale effort in 1986. Annual general fund appropriations will not pro-
vide enough money to deal with the enormity of our environmental problems.

Every day that passes in which the state does not remediate dahgerous toxic
dumpsites increases the possibility of citizens being exposed to toxic chemicals.
With land prices escalating, acquiring unique and important tracts of land now
can save the state large sums of money in the future. These are compelling reasons

for a 1986 bond act.
New Yorkers have a proud history of supporting environmental bond acts. In

1965 New Yorkers approved a $1-billion Pure Waters Bond Act to clean up our
lakes, rivers and streams by a 4-to-1 margin. And, in 1972, a $1.15-billion bond
act for air pollution, solid waste, land acquisition and water quality also won

voter approval. Clearly, we have a long way to go but this transfusion of money
did have a major impact in improving the state’s environmental quality.

New York has inherited a legacy of toxic waste sites. Toxic chemical dumping
in New York State has reached a crisis point. 1,278 toxic sites have been iden-
tified in the State with at least 62 located in Schenectady, Montgomery, Fulton,
Hamilton and Saratoga Counties. Even more discouraging is the fact that the
1,278 may only represent the tip of the iceberg and the state will likely uncover

~many .more sites in the future. The average cost of remediating just one toxic
site 1s $6-million to $10-million. The longer these sites sit there, the more likely

Preserve, consisting of state-owned lands in the Adirondack and Catskill regions.
Today, the Forest Preserve comprises 2%-million acres and is the largest and best-
protected area of forests, mountains, rivers and lakes in the eastern United States.
Governor Cuomo has proposed continuing this rich tradition by providing fund-
ing for land acquisitions in the forest preserve, funding for urban parks and fund-
ing for acquisition of sensitive ecological areas such as wetlands and essential
habitat for wildlife. '

While Governor Cuomd’s bond act proposal is laudable, it also does not go
far enough. The Environmental Planning Lobby (EPL) supports $2-billion for toxic
waste site cleanup and $500-million for land acquisition. Governor Cuomo has
suggested that 50% of the principal and interest of the bond act come from indus-
tries that generate toxic waste and 50% come from tax dollars. Since citizens had
very little to do with creating toxic waste sites, EPL believes that taxpayers should
not have to bear half the cost of cleaning up abandoned sites. Instead, 90% of .
the money for toxic cleanup should come from industrial fees and 10% from tax
dollars. Though the EPL proposal is not identical to that of Governor Cuomo,
the differences are not insurmountable, and a compromise bond act is likely to
emerge. :

Citigzen involvement is essential if a 1986 bond act is to become a reality.
Interested people should contact their State Senator and share their views on
this timely topic. Lawmakers need to hear the opinions of their constituents on
current issues like the environmental bond act. I am sure that your legislators
would welcome . your specific input so that they can fully represent the views
of their constituents on this issue.

There is an old proverb that says, “Treat the earth well; it was not given to
you by your parents, it was loaned to you by your children” While it’s hard to
live up to the expectations of old, wise proverbs, small steps, like active support
for the Environmental Bond Act, bring us closer to preserving our precious natural
resources for future generations. .

Please contact your State Senator as soon as possible. If you're not sure who
he or she is, call your County Board of Elections, found in the blue pages of
your phone book. The Environmental Planning Lobby also strongly urges
organizations and individuals to meet with your State Senator. They are usually
in their district office during the latter part of the week. If you need more detail-
ed information, please call EPL at (518) 462-5526. Also, please keep us informed
of any response you get. We're asking you to contact your State Senator first,
because Assembly leadership expressed support for the Bond Act. You can write
to your State Senator at State Office Building, Albany, NY 12247

it will become that wastes will contaminate groundwater beneath and near the
. ~—=84&S. Cleaning sites now is a smart investment that will protect the public health
:_.-and save responsible parties and.taxpayers large sums of money. Delaying the
- cleanup process will significantly raise the final cleanup costs and jeopardize

public health.
New York has a rich tradition of protecting the land. Almost one hundred years

Lol
.

Judith Enck is the Executive Director of the Environmental Planning Lobby. The Environmental Planning
Lobby is a statewide environmental advocacy coalition which lobbies in the State Legislature on environmental
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ago, in 1885, the State Legislature adopted a law which established the Forest

protection issues. The organization also works with state agencies for strict enforcement of environmental laws.

Legislative Updaté

Michigan WRC Votes on Anti-
degradation: The Water Resources
Commission (WRC) voted in favor of
a three tier level of protection for

Michigan waterways. The proposed .
position has been under review by -

Commission staff and will replace ex-
isting provisions. Staff for the Com-
mission proposed that: existing water
quality be maintained unless the WRC
determines that the lowering of water
quality will not be injurious to uses
and is in the public interest; that lower-
ing of quality in “protected waters”
would only be allowed after
demonstrating that lowering the quali-
ty is necessary to accommodate impor-
tant social or economic development;
that certain waters classified as
“QOutstanding Resource Waters” would
under no circumstance be lowered in
quality. Examples of Outstanding

will then beforwarded to the Joint Ad-
- ministrative Rules Committee of the

Michigan House and Senate for final
approval. :

Incinerator Emissions Study: The
Toxic Substance Control Commission
(TSCC) is drafting a work plan for a

study on incinerator emissions. At its.

December 12, 1985 meeting the Com-

* mission voted to adopt four questions

on non-criteria air pollutants that
would be incorporated into the work
plan. The questions are as follows: (1)
Is there a potential or existing toxic
substance threat to public health and
the environment from non-criteria air
pollutants/incineration in Michigan; (2)
If there is a toxic substance threat,

what policy program, statutory or
regulatory reforms are necessary to
remove or reduce the adverse effect;
(3) Are potential risks associated with
incineration technologies acceptable
and such that incineration could be
shown to be a reasonable alternative
to other forms of waste management;
(4) If incineration is found to’be a pro-
per alternative technology whereby
potential environmental and public

health threats can be properly manag-.

ed, what state policy, program, statu-
tory or regulatory reforms are neces-
sary to provide for its use? TSCC staff
expect to have a complete study plan
put together sometime this month,

-

May 1 &2, 1986:
Midwest Conference on
Environmental Dispute
Resolution

A conference will be held at the
University Inn, Champaign, lllinois, to
introduce the alternative techniques of
dispute resolution, including when
and how such techniques are most ap-
plicable. Workshops, role-playing ex-
ercises and several social activities will
give speakers and participants oppor-
tunities to discuss the material
presented.

Telephone Donna Herriott, at (217)
333-2883 for registration information.
The registration deadline is April 16,
1986. Early registration is recom-
mended.

NON-PROFIT ORG.

Resource Waters are: Wild Rivers U.S. POSTAGE
designated under the federal Wild and PAID
Scenic River Act, and Wilderness BUFFALO, NY.

Rivers designated under the Michigan
Natural Rivers Act. The Commission
further voted to include all of the Great
Lakes in this category except “as these
waters may be affected by direct
discharges to the connecting channels
and tributaries of the Great Lakes.”

This is a revision of the rules approv- .

ed by the Commission for submission
to public notice and public comment.
The Public Comment period ended on
February 28, and the proposed revi-
“sions will be under further review by
“the Commission. The proposed rules
page 16 ~
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