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ig in response .toc your February 5, 1596,
rablae, and your May 16, 1996, letter to |
turgess, requesting an interpretation of the

tal Proteation Agency’s (EPA’e) currant asbestos
mission Standards for Harzardous Alrxr Peollutants

lanter to‘

ur letters you wrire that the City of Universgity City
ly finds it necessary te condemn & building and order
tion due to the fact that rhe building constitutes a
gance or is in danger of collapse. You algo write that
understanding that if the buildings are residential
having four or fewer dwelling unite, are geographically
throughout the city, and are not beipg removed for
cvementd guch as roadwayrs, parks, or airport

that they would be completely exempt from the NESHAP

undarstahdxng that isolated residential buildings are
ted under the NESHAP is correct. EPA published a
clarification in the Pederal Register (enclosed) that

Che Agency’s position regarding the demolition of
L. buildings.

written that:

"EPA is publishing this nortice ta clarify
rhat, in EPA’s opinion, the dpmolition or
renovation of an isolated sma)ll residential
building By any entity is not covered by the
sbestos NESHAP. This notice does not affect
;?A’a policy regarding demmlition by fiye,”

!

HocygisdiReacysinbie « Poantea wilh Veoetaby O 1m0 s on W7, "i"""" vl Faper et - Pogicenewnen

B2
F.



B8/

o L

:!\J

H AKRON AIR GUALITY ) PAGE @3
1/z001 r6:34 | 93O37SZRRD | e sns-uluy SO 25 9b 15:20 No.0O6 P.03

2

be demolilshed for commercial purxposes, it would nat be rovered by

Thisg means that even if a single redidencial building was to-
the NESH%P.

The notice further clarifies that:

“_..EPA believes that the residential
building exemption doas not apply where
multiple (more than one) small residsntial
buildings on the same gite’® are demolished or
renovated by tha same owner or operator as |
part of the same project or where a single
residential building is demolisghed as part. of
a larger project that includeg the demolition
or renovation of nonu-residential buildings.”

* The terxm “site” is not deflined. in the
regulation and EPA does not lintend to provide
any determination of the boundaries of a
“sice” in today’s clarification. However, to
provide guidance, EPA notes that a “site”
should,be a relatively compact area. In
EPA’'Ss view, an ecntire municipality, or even a
neighborhoed in a municipality, should nol be
considered a single aite, ... Whera a site can
not be easily defined as a city block, the
'site should be a comparably compack site. 1In
any event, the local gevernment should use
common sense when applylng this guide.”

If ygu have any questions, please contact Tom Ripp of my
staff at (202) 564-7003.

) "John B. Raénic, Director
Manufacturing, Energy and Transportation Division
Office of Compliance
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