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ence (News and Comment, p. 603) de- 
scribes the Life Sciences Research 
Foundation, a nonprofit organization de- 
voted to identifying and supporting the 

gravely compromises the free and unre- 
stricted exchange of scientists to Britain? 

Scientists from abroad who visit the 
research establishments of the govern- 
ment research councils in Britain (Agri- 
culture Research Council, Medical Re- 

Lead Regulations highest quality young scientists to pur- 
sue ideas of their choice in the best 
research environments. This foundation search Council, Science and Engineering 

Research Council, and Social Sciences 
Research Council) are required to sign 

The article "The politics of lead" by 
Eliot Marshall (News and Comment, 30 
Apr., p. 496) deals with the lead phase- 
down program of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). The implica- 
tion in the article-that EPA has already 
made up its mind to abolish controls of 
lead in gasoline and is merely going 
through the motions of rule-making-is 
untrue. 

Much has been made, both in Mar- 
shall's article and at a 14 April hearing 
chaired by Representative Toby Moffett 
(D-Conn.), of a series of meetings that 
took place between EPA and industry 
representatives before EPA's February 
proposal. It has not been indicated, how- 
ever, that EPA personnel routinely meet 
with anyone who requests a meeting on 
matters pending before the agency. Any 
members of the public who request 
meetings, in this case concerning the 
lead phase-down regulations, are 
obliged. No one would insist on "public 
observers" at all such meetings. 

The comment period and hearings held 
on 15 and 16 April were specifically 
intended to solicit the views of any and 
all persons with a point of view to offer. 
We received oral testimony from nearly 
90 witnesses, including more than a doz- 
en health experts, as well as refiners, 
environmentalists, lead manufacturers, 
and concerned private citizens. We have 
so far received more than 100 written 
comments, and the comment period was 
open until 17 May. We are encouraging 
interchange and rebuttal among those 
supplying information and believe this 
has been a model of an open, thorough 
rule-making. 

The EPA did not simply propose to 
rescind the regulations or any other sim- 
ple regulatory alternative; the agency 
proposed a series of options, including 
maintaining the current regulatory pro- 
gram. The unusual approach of including 

solicits funds from industry, other foun- 
dations, and individuals to finance com- 
petitive 3-year postdoctoral fellowships. 
In effect, we provide an inexpensive peer 

an undertaking to accept certain condi- 
tions "in consideration of the facilities 
and privileges which the [relevant] 
Council provides and allows" (Form Y, 

review mechanism that is not usually 
available to these contributors. As the 
Science article points out, this attempt to "Notes for the guidance of visiting scien- 

tific workers"). 
The specific conditions laid down 

convince industry to give funds without 
strings attached is an experiment with no 
guarantee of success. It is not their pre- 
ferred way of giving. Hoffmann-La 

would appear to be reasonable and legiti- 
mate; but buried in the form of accep- 
tance there is a "catchall" proviso Roche and Monsanto are "founding 

sponsors." They have agreed to support 
two new postdoctoral fellows in 1983 and 

[which owes inspiration to section 2 of 
Britain's Official Secrets Act (I)] that 
visiting scientists are required "during 
[their] visit and afterwards . . . not to 

1984 and one new one in 1985, reaching a 
steady state of five fellows. They have 
pledged to maintain this level of support mention the Council's name in any pub- 

lic controversy [italics mine]" (2). 
May I urge concerned scientists from 

if other sponsors join the program. Al- 
though the foundation's board continues 
to solicit actively, we recognize how 
much more effective our appeal could be 

abroad-especially American scientists 
through the AAAS Committee on Scien- 
tific Freedom and Responsibility-to 
make known their objection to this in- 
timidating and unwarranted limitation on 
their freedom of expression? 

Because of severe (and often covert) 
disciplinary action that may be taken 
against them, many British (scientific) 
members of the government research 

if the scientific community as a whole 
brought its considerable resources to our 
aid. By soliciting through personal or 
professional contacts, scientists can help 
us convey to prospective donors the 
necessity for support of nontargeted re- 
search in the life sciences using a peer 
review mechanism. We welcome and 
need assistance. Address correspon- 
dence to Donald D. Brown, Life Sci- 
ences Research Foundation, 11.5 West 
University Parkway, Baltimore, Mary- 
land 21210. 
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councils "fear that if they do step out of 
line and 'speak out' they will not only 
jeopardize their present job but will find 
it even harder to secure another" (3). 

Reprisals or retaliation of this kind are 
in conflict with provisions specifically 
respecting the freedom of expression of 
scientists as adopted in the human rights 
guidelines of the U.S. National Academy 
of Sciences (#), the Declaration of the 
Rights of Scientific Workers (1967) by 
the General Assembly of the World Fed- 
eration of Scientific Workers, Recom- 
mendations on the Status of Scientific 
Researchers (1974) by Unesco, and 
Safeguard of the Pursuit of Science 
(1976) by the International Council of 
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