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I HF ORCGEMERT ARD
ROMPLIANGE ASEIJRANCE

REC‘FIV]:D
Joseph E. |Moore
Department of Planning and Develcopment JUN 2 4 1996
€801 Delmayr Boulevard
City, Missouri 63130 AR ENFORCEMENT BRaNCH,

' U.SEPA, REGION 5

Thim.iig in response tg your February 5, 1996, learter to
*Mr. Greg Qrabla, and your May 16, 1996, letter to | .
Ms. Judy §turgess, requesting an interpretation of the

Environmental Protection Agenoy’s {EPA’'s) currant asbestos
Naticnal Emission Standards for Hazardous Aix Pcllutants
(NESHAP) .

In yqur letters you write that the City of University City
periodicallly finds it necesgsary to condemn a building and order
its demoliltion due to the fact that rhe bnilding constitutes a

public nuilgsance or is in
it ia you understanding

public imp

danger of collapse. You algo write that
that if the buildings are residential
fewer dwelling unite, are geographically
¢city, and are not beipg removed for
parks,

as roadways, ox airport

expansion,| that they would be completely exempt from the NESHAP
standards. :
Your pnderstanding that isclated residential buildings are

net requlakad under the NESHAP i3 coryect. EPA publiphed a

notice of plarification in the Federal Register (enclosed) that
degcribes fhe Agancy’s position regarding the demolition of
residential buildings.

It isjwritten that:

'EPA is publishing this netice to clarify
that, in EPA’s opinion, the demelition or
renovation of an isolated nmall regidential
buzldxug by any entity is not covered by the
sbegtos NESHAP. This notica does not affect
F?}\’. paliecy regarding demolition by fire.,"
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means that even if a single rasidential building was to-

shed for commercial puxposes, it would not bhe vovered by
p.

notire further c¢larifiass that:

EPA believes that the 1991dent1al
building exemption doas not apply where
multiple {more than ons) small residential
buildinge on the same site? are demolished or
renovated by tha same owner or operabtor as |
part of the same project or where a single
residential building is demolished as part, of
a larger project that includes the demolition
or renovation of nou-residential buildings.”

" The téarm “site” is not deflined.in the
regulation and EPA does ot [intend to provide
any determinatien of the boundaries of a
*gica” in today’s clarification, However, to
provide guidance, EPA notes that a “pite”
should. be a relatively COmpapt area. In
EPA’g view, an cntire municipality, or even a
neighborheed in a mun;clpality, should nol. be
congidered a single site, .. .Where a site can
not be aasily defined ag a city block, che
sitce should be a comparably compact gite. 1In
any event, the local government ahould use
common senss when applying this guide.”

gu have any questiong, pIEase contact Tom Ripp of my
202) 564-~7003.

cerely,

9( AUA%LM/C

“John B. Raqnlc, Director
Manufacturing, Energy and Traensportation Division
Cffice of Compliance

bc: .Will

irm A. Sprartlin, Region VIY
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