"Radon: A Rerun of Asbestos?

The Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee is holding hearings on four different
bills that would vastly increase spending for the re-
duction of radon in homes and in schools. The
eventual coat has been eatimated from $20 billion
up to $1 trillion. Such regulatory mania is star-
tlingly reminiscent of the asbestos fiasco.

The 1987 Asbestos Hazard Eme
tion OrC over the country to np
out ashestos insulation at a cost of $2 billion or
more a year. But last year the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA), under quiet pressure from
scientists and others, had tooonfmthntnmmng
the asb in homas, schools and other buildings
mlghtbemoudmgemdnnluvmgumphee

A growing body of research, much of it pub-
lished in the prestigious Science magazins, showed
that the dangers of airborne asbestos were infinite-
ly lower than EPA had assumed. Now Science’s se-
nior editor, Philip Abelson, has taken on the issue
of radon. There is a fast-growing body of epidemio-
logical research that shows no evidence of any
raised lung cancer dangers from this source, either.
-On the opposite page, we offer excerpts froma
recent speech by Mr. Abelson to the Science Writ-
eras Workshop in which he denounces the “radon
flinflam” and accuses the EPA of fomenting .
“needleas anxiety for millions of people” by issuing
lnzikmxmber:“tlxauremouunpox'tedbyepulexmo—

-Indeed, observea Mr. Abelson, virtually all of the
evidence suggests that an elevated level of radon, a
naturally occurring radioactive gas that can seep
into basements, coincides with a lower lung cancer
death rate. While that may not prove radon is good
for you, it suggests that even at residential leveis
well above those which EPA contands are “danger-

Redue- -

ous,” there is no danger. Mr. Abelson accuses the
EPA ofn-ymgm"hmnwnhthe public” for its own

Iastywthmktheumhnnhchugu.ngh

across the river in Canada, authorities haveseta
dangzrhvel'ﬁ)rmdonofmpmoc\muperhmof
air, which is five times as high as the EPA. Canadi-
nnoﬁcnh,nonhrmhngm[mwhenncomto
the environment, do not even recommend costly
remediation for anything less than 50 picocuries,
or 10 times the U.S. “danger level.”

. At those levels, fewer than 10,000 U.S. hornes
would nsed remediation. At ths EPA level, some 10
million would have to be “fixed” at a cost of $2,000
each, or $20 billion. The purposs of the congressio-
nal hearings now undeér way is to tighten the U.S.
standards even further. Environmental hard-liners
want 70 million bomes fized at an average cost of
$14,000 each, a total of $1 trillion.

InmdzntaﬂytbeCnmdmmmweumtoamqor.
epidemiological study of their own to determine if
radon levels have any influence on cancer. Their
first preliminary “finding” assures a negative re-
sult: 96 percent of the lung cancer cases they have
identified are also smokers.

As Rosalynn Yalow, a Nobe! Laureate in nuclear
moedicine, told the science writers in Washington,
befmapoopkbmnmmoke,hmxmmwuvu-
tually unheard of. There were fewer than three
cancer deaths per 100,000 compared with nearly 50
today. Yet radon was just as ubiquitous then gs it is
today. She concluded that residential radon is sim-
ply not a public health problem.

Some in Congress seem eager to push the EPA
to repeat the asbestos mistake. Wegopethmcul-
leagues show more sense.

Celotex Loses Attempt to Avoid Punitive Damages in Asbestos Case

WASHINGTON (AP}—The Supreme Court yes-
terday oompany

rejected an appeal by a buikding supply com
otdemd;gg{ﬂSSmﬂlnnmggﬂndnm@to
empioyees in_{exas [3 Te injur-
P —

The justices, without comment, let stand a ruling
that Cdotzx Corp. fairly was being forced to pay
danngsmnmofhwxumnmmzfmmthcm

'nnpnucuonnmtdmdmphnemuon
punitive damages as it upheld a $1 million jury award to
an Ajabama woman victimized

by insurance fraud. The

of people.
Celotex, headquartered in Tampa, Fla., said it has

beenfanedtopaymSZSOmmmmdnmm
ashestos lawsuits nationwide.

In the Texas case, the company was ordered to pay
$1.9 million in compensatory damages and $1.55 in

i damages for scveral employees who were
exposed to asbestos dust.

Celotex said the punitive award is unfair, particu-

larfy since the

warded &
refiected the harm inflicted upon oaly the plaintiffs in

those suits.”
the Texas workers was based on the
harm they suffered due to Celotex’s conduct, the appeals
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