New Cyclic Nucleotide

cCMP, [5-3H(N)]-
20-30Ci/mmol -~ NET-600

Cell Wall Biosynthesis

CDP glycerol, [glycerol-2-3H(N)]-
' 5-10Ci/mmol NET-595
CDP ribitol, [ribitol-5-3H]-
5-15Ci/mmol NET-589

Assay of dUTPase
dUTP, [5-3H(N)]-
15-25Ci/mmol NET-608

RNA Labeling in vivo
Uridine, [5,6,5-3H]-

80-75Ci/mmol  NET-599

DNA Synthesis in vitro
dCTP, [5,5-3H]-
40-60Ci/mmol  NET-601
RNA Synthesis in vitro

ATP, [2,8,5"-3H]-
45-60Ci/mmol  NET-591

Not for use in humans or clinical diagnosis.
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trite. I pointed out that the very small re-
duction in total hazard from nitrite that
could be achieved by eliminating its use
in meat curing must be balanced against
(i) the increase in hazard from botulism,
should the meat continue to be handled
as at present, (ii) the increase in cost if all
the meat now containing nitrite were to
be handled as fresh meat, and (iii) the
loss of value to consumers who would be
unable to purchase the cured meats they
desire.

CHARLES A. BLACK
Council for Agricultural Science and
Technology, Iowa State University,
Ames 50011
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OSHA Carcinogen Regulations

Philip H. Abelson, in his editorial
‘‘Regulating exposure to carcinogens’’
(13 Oct. 1978, p. 139), argues that regula-
tions recently proposed by the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) ‘‘invite ridicule, contempt, and
noncompliance’’ by including laboratory
workers along with production workers
within their scope. ‘‘Professional scien-
tists who have only occasional exposure
to chemicals,” he maintains, ‘‘must
comply with rules designed for untrained
workers exposed chronically.”

Ignoring, for the moment, the content
of the regulations to which Abelson ob-
jects, we question the validity of the po-
sition he represents. Our cumulative ex-
perience in both academic and private
laboratories has demonstrated the ubiq-
uity of chemical hazards in such environ-
ments. In one workplace of recent expe-
rience we were expected to work contin-
uously over open containers of benzene,
tetrahydrofuran, carbon tetrachloride,
and other dangerous and volatile sol-
vents. This laboratory, like most in the
institution, did not have a ventilation
hood that met federal requirements. An-
other situation involved having to work
alongside a fellow employee handling ex-
plosive ethers while he smoked ciga-
rettes. In this case management consid-
ered the employee’s skills too valuable
to risk taking measures to prevent his be-
havior. A final example is that of the in-
creasing use of ethidium bromide in
DNA research despite evidence that it is
a potent animal carcinogen. We wonder
who the “100,000’" workers are, ‘‘whose
most serious laboratory exposure is to
ethyl alcohol.”

Statistical studies support our view
that scientific laboratories are legitimate
targets for OSHA regulations. Some evi-
dence was presented by Science itself in
a News and Comment article of 3 No-
vember 1978. As these results, indicating
elevated cancer incidence among chem-
ists, probably can be generalized only to
‘‘principal investigators,”” one wonders
what the incidence is among bench-
workers.

This question brings up what we
consider to be another fault in Abel-
son’s argument. He seems to regard the
laboratory as a temporary habitat where
the highly trained principal investigator
occasionally travels to test his theories.
In reality, however, a research laborato-
ry today is a production line at which
teams of workers, including high school
dropouts and Ph.D.’s, work under con-
siderable pressure and supervision to
“‘produce results’’ for research directors
who spend a small fraction, at best, of
their own time in the laboratory.

What is more, these research workers
are rarely organized into unions. Fre-
quently students in transit, sometimes
Ph.D.’s who believe professionalism is
incompatible with collective bargaining,
they are without a means of self-pro-
tection.

We also disagree with Abelson’s char-
acterization of the specifics of the pro-
posed OSHA rules. Quarterly mon-
itoring of a workplace is minimal proce-
dure when one is dealing with potential
carcinogens; some facilities should be
monitored hourly. Protective clothing is
also a token precaution, as it does noth-
ing to alter the unsafe environment and
frequently imposes discomfort upon the
worker. Since we are now all aware that
some carcinogens act over a time frame
of 30 years, it should not be difficult to
understand the need to maintain records
for 40 years.

There is no doubt that OSHA, under-
staffed and underfunded, is capable of
producing some unacceptably crude
guidelines. These are frequently promul-
gated as tentative, giving affected parties
ample opportunity to lobby the agency.
In fact, the ‘‘tentative’’ nature of the reg-
ulations may be viewed as a loophole
designed for manufacturers’ and other
institutions’ objections. In any case,
Abelson’s insinuation that, because the
Secretary of Labor must approve all
changes, these regulations are not in fact
tentative is unfounded. Procedurally, all
departmental authority is vested in the
Secretary. Thus, while the Federal Reg-
ister may refer to him as the final author-
ity, most responsibility is delegated to
his staff or agencies within the Depart-
ment of Labor. This particular aspect
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of regulatory ‘‘gobbledygook’ is well
known.

In conclusion, we object to Abelson’s
blatant endorsement of a position that is
not in the best interest of the vast major-
ity of the members of the AAAS, not to
mention the entite practicing scientific
community.

ELIZABETH S. ALLEN
Columbia University School of
Public Health, New York 10021
DEBORAH LINDSAY
University of California, Santa Cruz
VINCENT P. MILLER
Columbia University School of
Public Health

Abelson’s editorial concerning the
OSHA Generic Carcinogen Standard re-
flects time-honored views held in many
laboratories regarding safety and health.
These views are not unlike those held by
many industries in their resistance to
changing their safety and health policies.

Abelson implies that professional sci-
entists are somehow set apart from
workers in a factory in their exposure to
hazardous materials. There are few
workplaces in this country that are as po-
tentially hazardous as research estab-
lishments. Professional scientists are not
routinely warned about the toxicity of
materials they are working with, and
they face the same problems as the un-
trained worker when handling many new
chemicals. Hazard ratings, reporting
procedures, information disbursement,
and exposure control—all provided for
by OSHA—are needed in laboratories. 1
am pleased to see that OSHA has finally
made an impact on the research commu-
nity.

’ CoNRAD D. VoLz
Department of Industrial and
Environmental Health Sciences,
Graduate School of Public Health,
University of Pittsburgh,

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260

Abelson’s editorial of 13 October
struck a responsive chord in me because
I am concerned with complying at this
institute with OSHA'’s present carcino-
genic regulations (OSHA 2204); with the
National Institutes of Health (NIH)
“‘Laboratory safety monograph, a sup-
plement to the NIH guidelines for re-
combinant DNA research’’; with the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission’s ALARA
directives; with a preliminary draft of the
NIH proposals concerning a general
biohazards control; with OSHA’s pro-
posed regulations for category I carcino-
gens; and with the full OSHA regulations
relevant to laboratory safety. All of these
directives have benevolent intentions,

but many of them seem to have been
drawn up with no regard to efficacy or
cost-benefit analysis.

For example, a wide range of com-
monly used organic solvents (benzene,
chloroform), liquid scintillation chem-
icals (toluene, dioxane), and nickel and
cadmium salts are designated as carcino-
gens. Rules now promulgated for indus-
trial exposure may be extended to per-
sonnel in research and analytical labora-
tories. One such requirement is that the
employer must ensure that the worker
remove all clothing exposed to carcino-
gens at the end of the working day; the
employer must also have the clothing
cleaned. As there is no lower limit on ex-
posure to carcinogens defined for this
regulation, I presume that the pickup
and laundry workers will, in turn, be
warned of their potential exposure and
will wear appropriate clothing, again
to be washed, and so on.

A far more costly proposal is the re-
quirement for medical surveillance of all
workers potentially exposed to carcino-
gens, recombinant DNA, and bacterial
or viral agents. Such surveillance has its
place; it would be appropriate for every
worker exposed to infectious agents to
have a serum sample collected upon first
being employed and to be subsequently
checked after known exposure or after
overt symptoms of disease appeared.
However, are regular medical checks,
unless very frequent, likely to coincide
with the first appearance of infection or
cancer? A more cost-effective program
would be to require the employer to cov-
er the cost of medical examination that
the worker incurs in the belief that the
symptoms relate to biohazard exposure.

From our present knowledge of radia-
tion carcinogenesis, the only certain re-
sult we can foresee from regular surveil-
lance would be an increased risk from
that procedure itself. Without careful as-
sessment of risks let us not mandate an-
other expensive and dangerous program,
particularly not for research laboratory
workers where the hazard may come
from varied agents and brief and ir-
regular exposure.

Abelson correctly points out the prac-
tical shortcomings of these proposed reg-
ulations governing laboratory safety but
does not emphasize sufficiently, in my
opinion, the unnecessary cost that will
be engendered if such regulations are en-
forced—at a time¢ when the Office of
Management and Budget is muttering
threateningly about the continuing rise in
overhead costs of doing research.

PETER F. DAVISON
Boston Biomedical Research Institute,
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
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