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 FINAL ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
 
Item Title: Regulation Number 8, Part B 
 
Meeting Date: January 21-22, 2021 
 
 
ISSUE 
 
The Air Pollution Control Division (Division) is proposing revisions to Sections I, II and III of 
Regulation Number 8, Part B (Regulation 8, Part B). The Division is proposing to: 1) Remove 
language that is no longer applicable or appropriate, update/add language regarding forms  and 
correct typographical errors; 2) Update source materials incorporated by reference; 3) Add/clarify 
definitions; 4) Update and clarify the roles and responsibilities of various certified disciplines; 5) 
Address processes for examinations and requirements for course instruction; 6) Clarify inspection 
requirements; 7) Update requirements for project designs; 8) Clarify responsibilities of Project 
Managers; 9) Clarify requirements for single-family residential dwellings; 10) Clarify requirements 
for abatement activities; and 11) Update and clarify how to identify and respond to major 
asbestos spills. 
 
 
REQUIREMENTS FOR ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (“EIA”) 
 
Section 25-7-110.5(4)(a), C.R.S. sets forth the requirements for the initial and final Economic 
Impact Analysis, as stated below: 
 

Before any permanent rule is proposed pursuant to this section, an initial economic 
impact analysis shall be conducted in compliance with this subsection (4) of the proposed 
rule or alternative proposed rules.  Such economic impact analysis shall be in writing, 
developed by the proponent, or the division in cooperation with the proponent and made 
available to the public at the time any request for hearing on a proposed rule is heard by 
the commission.  A final economic impact analysis shall be in writing and delivered to the 
technical secretary and to all parties of record five working days prior to the prehearing 
conference.  If no prehearing conference is scheduled, the economic impact analysis 
shall be submitted at least ten working days before the date of the rule-making hearing.  
The proponent of an alternative proposal will provide, in conjunction with the division, a 
final economic impact analysis five working days prior to the prehearing conference.  The 
economic impact analyses shall be based upon reasonably available data.  Except where 
data is not reasonably available, or as otherwise provided in this section, the failure to 
provide an economic impact analysis of any noticed proposed rule or any alternative 
proposed rule will preclude such proposed rule or alternative proposed rule from being 
considered by the commission.  Nothing in this section shall be construed to restrict the 
commission's authority to consider alternative proposals and alternative economic impact 
analyses that have not been submitted prior to the prehearing conference for good cause 
and so long as parties have adequate time to review them. 

 
Per Section 25-7-110.5(2), C.R.S., the requirements of Section 25-7-110.5(4) shall not apply to 
rules which: (1) adopt by reference applicable federal rules; (2) adopt rules to implement 
prescriptive state statutory requirements where the AQCC is allowed no significant policy-making 
options; or, (3) adopt rules that have no regulatory impact on any person, facility or activity. 
 
Section 25-7-110.5(4)(c), C.R.S. further provides that: 
The proponent and the division shall select one or more of the following economic impact 
analyses. The commission may ask affected industry to submit information with regard to the cost 
of compliance with the proposed rule, and, if it is not provided, it shall not be considered 
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reasonably available. The economic impact analysis required by this subsection (4) shall be 
based upon reasonably available data. 
 
For the purposes of this Initial Economic Analysis the Division has chosen to use the 
methodology set forth in § 25-7-110.5(4)(c)(III), C.R.S. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Since the initial adoption of Regulation 8, Part B in 1978, the Division has continued to revise the 
regulation as necessary to account for changes in statutory requirements, respond to 
improvements in abatement techniques and the abatement industry and respond to challenges 
the Division sees while enforcing the regulation. The last substantive changes to Regulation 8, 
Part B were made in 2003. The changes in this proposed revision to the regulation will improve 
air quality; better protect Colorado’s citizens and environment; reduce administrative burden; and 
improve the ability of the regulated community to comply with regulatory requirements. Many of 
the proposed changes are simply clarifications to existing regulatory requirements and therefore 
should not result in any additional costs.  
 

A) Identification of the industrial and business sectors that will be impacted by the 
proposal. 

 
Any person/entity who conducts renovation, demolition or asbestos related activities such 
as performing asbestos abatement, conducting asbestos inspections, developing project 
designs, providing training, etc. Facility owners or operators, including owners of single-
family residential dwellings. 

 
B) Quantification of the direct cost to the primary affected business or industrial 

sector.  
 
The Division solicited cost estimates from several Asbestos Consulting Firms and 
General Abatement Contractors to establish a range of hourly costs per discipline, travel 
and per diem and material costs. Single-family residential abatement costs were based 
on pricing the Division has seen over the past years. The Division reviewed training class 
costs published on the websites of registered Training Providers to determine an average 
cost of refresher and initial classes(by discipline), The cost to retake the state 
examination (any discipline) after failure is set in regulation.  

 
1) Removal of language that is no longer applicable or appropriate, update/add language 

regarding forms and correct typographical errors:  
 
The Division is unaware of any direct costs from the removal of outdated or non-
mandatory sections of the regulation, updating or adding language regarding information 
to be submitted on forms specified by the Division or correcting typographical errors.  
 

2) Update source materials incorporated by references:  
 
The Division is unaware of any direct costs from updating reference materials to current 
versions or the removal of outdated or non-mandatory reference materials.   
 

3) Add/clarify definitions:  
 
Overall, the Division is unaware of any direct costs resulting from inserting definitions for 
words used in Regulation 8, Part B or common to the industry that were not previously 
defined, removing definitions for words not used in the regulation, or clarifying existing 
definitions. The Division, however, wants to specifically address the following three 
definitions that stakeholders have cited as having a financial impact:  
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a) Clarification to I.B.12. Asbestos Consulting Firm –There was concern the proposed 

changes would require a General Abatement Contractors (GAC) to register as an 
Asbestos Consulting Firm (ACF) in order to collect air samples for compliance with 
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements for personal 
exposure sampling. GACs estimated that it might add as much as $300.00 to 
$600.00 per day to hire an independent ACF instead of the estimated $50.00 they 
currently charge their clients for the collection of OSHA employee exposure 
sampling.  The Division does not agree with this conclusion. Since employee 
sampling to comply with OSHA requirements is not required by Regulation 8, Part B, 
a GAC would not be required to register as an ACF. In addition, GACs were 
concerned that they would have to register as an ACF if their certified employees 
developed a project design or that they would be forced to hire a Project Designer 
from an independent ACF at an estimated cost of $3,500 to $4,800 per design vs the 
$1,000 to $1,200 they currently charge their clients. The Division added language 
clarifying that a certified Project Designer working for a GAC could develop a project 
design for his/her employer without the GAC needing to register as an ACF. 
Therefore, the Division is unaware of any direct costs regarding this proposed 
change. 
 

b) Clarification to IB.23. Assessment - General Abatement Contractors (GAC) have 
expressed concerns that the change in this definition would prohibit them from 
making decisions on response action, specifically assessing the friability of ACM. 
They estimated that this revision might add an additional $1,200.00 to $1,800.00 to 
an abatement project.  However, the only discipline trained to assess friability is the 
Asbestos Building Inspector and Inspectors are required to assess the condition and 
friability of ACM during their inspections. Therefore, the Division does not believe that 
there would be any additional costs for this proposed change.   
 

c) Clarification to I.B.29. Clean Room – General Abatement Contractors (GAC) have 
expressed concerns that the change in this definition would require them to build 
large and costly clean rooms. The proposed language “the clean room must be sized 
to accommodate the clothes and equipment of the work crew” was taken directly from 
an existing requirement in Section III.K.1.a. and was not changed by these proposed 
revisions. Additionally, concerns were expressed that this requirement might increase 
costs to homeowners or cause displacement during abatement activities. Typically, 
the size of abatement projects in homes are smaller than those in public and 
commercial buildings. Therefore, the size of the crew would be proportionally less. 
The Division does not believe that cleanroom sizes would need to be any larger than 
those in current use or, if an adjustment in size is needed, that any such adjustment 
will be minimal and would not require the homeowner to be displaced. Furthermore, 
as has always been the case, a GAC may apply for a variance if the work site cannot 
support this requirement. Any additional cost would be determined by the required 
increase in the size of the clean room with an average cost labor at $25.00 per hour 
and $53.00 per roll (100’ x 20’) of polyethylene sheeting. 

 
d) Clarification to I.B.29. Waste Load Out – The Division is proposing language that 

clarifies the waste load out must be large enough to accommodate all sizes of waste, 
while still ensuring the flaps will self-close. General Abatement Contractors (GAC) 
have expressed concerns that the change in this definition would require them to 
build large and costly waste load out chambers. However, this has always been 
required. Furthermore, as has always been the case, a GAC may modify the size of 
the waste materials coming out of containment or apply for a variance if the work site 
cannot support this requirement. Therefore, the Division is unaware of any direct 
costs regarding this proposed change. For those GACs who currently do not follow 
this requirement, there could be an increase in the direct cost of the waste load out. 
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Any additional cost would be determined by the required increase in the size of the 
loadout with an average cost labor at $25.00 per hour and $53.00 per roll (100’ x 20’) 
of polyethylene sheeting.  

 
 

4) Update and clarify the roles and responsibilities of various certified disciplines: 
 

The Division is proposing to increase the minimum number of final visual inspections and 
final air clearances, on Division permitted asbestos abatement projects that an Air 
Monitoring Specialists (AMS) candidate must conduct under the observation of a 
currently certified AMS, from two (2) to six (6). 
 
The Division recognizes that raising the number of final visual inspections and clearance 
air sampling from two to six will result in a direct cost to Asbestos Consulting Firms (ACF) 
who employ AMS candidates. The Division heard from one stakeholder stating that it 
estimated costs to increase $3778 to $7560 per candidate based on their assumption of 
$90 per hour for an AMS candidate and $120 per hour for the AMS candidate with direct 
supervision.  Based on conversations with other stakeholders, the Division estimates that 
the increased cost will be between $512.00 and $640.00 per candidate. This is based on 
an average cost of $32.00 per hour for an AMS candidate, with an average time for a 
final visual inspection and clearance air sampling between four and five hours, times the 
additional four final visual inspections and clearance air sampling as proposed.   
 
For the certified AMS who is required to conduct the final visual inspection and final air 
clearance sampling and observe and instruct the AMS candidate, no additional costs will 
be incurred as that cost is already required under the regulation.   
 
Additional costs could be incurred if the project is not one in the vicinity of the ACF with 
the additional estimated cost of $137.00 to $472.00 for per diem, plus any costs related 
to travel time.  
 

 
5) Address processes for examinations and requirements for course instruction:  

 
The Division is proposing revisions which comply with statutory requirements for people 
who fail to pass the required state administered certification exam. C.R.S. 25-7-505.5 
requires that, should a person fail an examination, retesting must be done after a person 
has completed remedial training as determined to the satisfaction of the Division.  
Therefore, the Division is proposing language that will require an applicant to take a 
refresher class after their first failure or an initial class after their second or subsequent 
failure. 
 
Data for exams provided by the Division for the last complete calendar year, 2019, is 
included below in Table 1. The failure rate for disciplines ranges between 0% and 12.2% 
for the first attempt and between 0 and 33.33% for the second and subsequent attempts. 
Since the Division does not track the number of attempts an applicant may make after the 
second attempt, the higher percentage of failures for the second or greater attempts 
might be skewed by repeated failures by a single individual.    
 
 
Table 1 
 

Discipline Total Exams (2019) Failed (1st attempt) Failed (2nd + attempt) 
Air Monitoring Specialist 242 26                 10.75% 8                      30.76% 
Building Inspector 808 1                     0.12%    0                        0.00% 
Management Planner 97 0                     0.00% 0                        0.00% 
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Project Designer 148 3                     2.02% 1                      33.33% 
Regulation 8, Part B 1024 125               12.20% 14                    11.20% 
Worker 1779 76                   4.27% 10                    13.15% 
Supervisor 862 42                   4.87% 6                      14.28% 

 
The Division acknowledges that there will be a cost to individuals or to companies who 
pay for certification for their employees who fail state certification exams. Table 2 below 
outlines the costs of taking either an initial or refresher class.  

 
Table 2 
 

Discipline Initial Class Cost Refresher Class Cost 
Air Monitoring Specialist $550 - 575 $125 - 150 
Building Inspector $425 - 500 $110 - 150 
Management Planner $275 - 475 $120 - 150 
Project Designer $465 - 550 $110 - 165 
Worker $375 - 500 $105 - 150 
Supervisor $450 - 575 $105 - 150 

 
This proposed change may provide an economic benefit to Training Providers registered with the 
Division 

 
6) Clarify Inspection requirements:  

 
Under the current regulation, Section III.A.1. requires asbestos inspections for non-school 
facilities to be conducted as per Section IV., the school section. The Division is proposing 
to copy, with modifications to account for different building types and reasons for 
inspection, the requirements for conducting an asbestos inspection and writing an 
inspection report in a non-school facility into Section III. in order to remove confusion 
about requirements for a non-school facility. Since this proposed change is only clarifying 
existing requirements, the Division is unaware of any additional direct costs.  
 
The Division is also proposing that an inspector quantify the amount of asbestos-
containing materials (ACM) with the term “quantify” defined as “to measure or count or 
otherwise determine, to the extent practicable, the amount of ACM or ACBM”. The 
Division is unaware of any additional direct costs for the inspector to determine the 
quantity of ACM as the inspector is already required to identify areas where ACM is 
present. 
 
Section III.A.3.e.(vi).(B). now requires that a blueprint or diagram be included in an 
asbestos inspection report. Some stakeholders have stated that blueprints or diagrams 
are not always feasible and in some cases prohibited due to security reasons. 
Stakeholders estimated that it might cost $800 to $1,200 to produce drawings of a 
building and that a verbal description of the area should be sufficient. The Division does 
not believe that a verbal description provides the same certainty or permanence as what 
is a “sufficient” description is subjective and room names or numbers may change 
thereby voiding verbal descriptions. In addition, many public and commercial buildings 
have blueprints, as-built drawings or floorplans drawn for evacuation route planning 
which could be used without the need for any additional costs. The Division is not 
requiring that blueprints or CAD drawings be developed for inspection reports.  For 
buildings that do not have blueprints or floorplans or for smaller or less complicated 
buildings, a hand drawn sketch by the Inspector would suffice for this requirement without 
additional direct costs.  
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7) Update requirements for project designs: 

 
A project design is required to be developed for any asbestos abatement projects in an 
area of public access of a non-school building where the amount of asbestos containing 
materials (ACM) exceeds 1,000 linear feet on pipes or 3,000 square feet on other 
surfaces. A project design must also be developed for an asbestos abatement project in 
a school building where the amount of friable ACM exceeds 3 linear feet on pipes or 3 
square feet on other surfaces. Project designs are required to be developed by a certified 
Project Designer (PD). They must be specifically designed for each project site and take 
into considerations such things as site conditions and layout. The Division is proposing a 
change to require that the project design must be written to include any variances 
approved by the Division since the work practices in a variance are also site specific and 
are required to be followed by the GAC. Any alternative work practices/engineering 
controls from an approved variance (if applicable) would need to be considered during 
the development of the project design.  Another proposed change is that the project 
design must require the site to be re-cleaned and cleared should it fail a visual inspection 
and air clearance monitoring at the end of the project. Repeating the final visual and final 
air sampling of the work area should the site fail the visual inspection is already required 
under Section III.P. The Division anticipates if any extra time is needed to include 
variances and/or the requirement to re-clean and clear the site into the project design it 
will be minimal.  Therefore, the Division is unaware of any direct additional costs 
associated with these two proposed requirements regarding a project design.  
 
The last proposed change is for a requirement that the PD visit the site prior to 
developing the project design. The project design is not a generic document and must 
include a drawing of the site, which incorporates details such as where the 
decontamination unit, waste loadout and negative air machines are placed. The PD must 
also identify site specific requirements and conditions which may not be understood if 
there is no site visit.   
 
An additional cost might be incurred by the Asbestos Consulting Firm (ACF) or General 
Abatement Contactor (GAC) whose employee is developing the project design. A number 
of ACFs already require a site visit as they do not believe they can adequately develop a 
design without one. In some instances, the staff member of the GAC who visits the site to 
provide a cost estimate for the abatement is the individual who will develop the project 
design, so no additional visit is required. Without a site visit, the project design might 
need to be amended after the GAC arrives on site and observes actual site conditions.  
 
The Division acknowledges that there will be a cost to an ACF or GAC who currently 
develops project designs without a site visit. It is the Division’s understanding that most 
certified PDs charge between $85.00 and $95.00 per hour. 

 
Based on an average cost of $90.00 per hour for a certified PD, with an average time for 
a site visit of between four and six hours, the average additional cost per required design 
would be between $360.00 and $540.00.   
 
Additional costs could be incurred if the project is not one in the vicinity of the ACF or 
GAC with the additional estimated cost of $137.00 to $472.00 for per diem plus travel 
time. 
 
For smaller projects, a trained and certified PD may be part of the abatement staff and 
therefore could develop the project design on site before active abatement begins, 
thereby reducing the cost. 
 

8) Clarify responsibilities for Project Managers:  
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A Project Manager (PM) is required on all asbestos abatement projects where the 
amount of friable ACM exceeds 1,000 linear feet on pipes or 3,000 square feet on other 
surfaces. The use of a PM may be waived by the building owner provided the General 
Abatement Contractor (GAC) conducting the abatement has fewer than two (2) Division-
issued guilty compliance determinations in the past two years or if the building owner 
demonstrates that compliance with this requirement is overly burdensome or not feasible. 
Currently, the PM is responsible for assessing if the project is being conducted in 
accordance with Regulation 8, Part B and communicating this to the building owner or 
GAC. The Division is proposing language that will broaden the persons who the PM must 
communicate with, which includes communicating with the Division so that the 
appropriate persons are notified if the PM determines there is a failure to conduct the 
project in accordance with the regulation. Concerns were expressed by stakeholders that 
this would require that a PM be onsite all the time at an estimated average cost between 
$600 to 800 per day. The Division has not and will not require that a PM be onsite at all 
times. This proposed revision merely broadens the scope of who a PM needs to 
communicate with to ensure that abatement projects are conducted in accordance with 
the regulation. As communication is already part of the existing regulation, the Division is 
not aware of any additional direct costs associated with the change in requirements.   
 

9) Clarify requirements for single-family residential dwellings:  
 

In 2001, the Colorado Legislature changed the definition of area of public access to 
include single-family residential dwellings. As a result, in 2003 the Commission adopted 
the same requirements for single-family residential dwellings as for public and 
commercial buildings unless the homeowner who resides in the home that is their primary 
residence elects to opt out. The Division is proposing clarifications to ensure if, at the 
time of abatement, the homeowner knows the single-family residential dwelling will be 
accessed on a regular basis by someone other than the homeowner and their family, the 
opt-out is not available. The purpose of this is to ensure only the people who opt out are 
subjected to the risks that may be associated with not following all proper abatement 
procedures and requirements. Costs related to asbestos abatement if the opt-out is not 
available depend on the size and complexity of the project, so may range from a few 
hundred dollars to thousands of dollars. However, as these are clarifications of a 
requirement that has been in place for over seventeen years and not a new mandate, the 
Division is aware of any additional direct costs.  Some stakeholders expressed concerns 
that the proposed revisions would increase costs to homeowners, but did not provide any 
specific costs. The Division is proposing to offer homeowners an additional ability to 
request a waiver of the 10-day notification period. Being able to begin an abatement 
project more quickly may provide an economic benefit to the homeowner. 

 
 

10) Reduce the review time for Variances  
 

The Division is proposing changes to Section III.F. to reduce the review period for 
alternative procedures and variances from sixty (60) days to thirty (30) days. This change 
may result in an increased cost to the General Abatement Contractor or Asbestos 
Consulting Firm who submits a variance request. The shortened review time may not 
allow for the Division to work with a company to cure deficiencies in submittals prior to 
the Division being required to approve or deny the request. This would result in the 
company being required to resubmit a variance request with a second review fee of 
$50.00.  
  

11) Clarify requirements for abatement activities:  
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The Division is proposing to add language to Section III.N.1.b. to reinforce the 
requirement that polyethylene flooring must be installed in a full containment unless the 
asbestos-containing flooring material is the only material being removed. Since this is a 
clarification of an existing requirement, the Division is unaware of any additional direct 
costs. If a General Abatement Contractors (GAC) has not be following this practice, they 
may incur an additional cost.  Any additional cost would be determined by the size of the 
containment with an average cost labor at $25.00 per hour and $53.00 per roll (100’ x 
20’) of polyethylene sheeting.  

 
The Division is proposing language in Section III.O.1.c.(i). to allow for the removal of 
asbestos-containing materials with alternative methods. With the advent of newer 
methodologies for removing asbestos, there may be a need for additional engineering 
controls to ensure asbestos fibers are not released into the air while using these newer 
methods. Examples of additional engineering controls that may be needed include an 
operator changing filters more often, needing to use more layers of polyethylene 
sheeting, use of more water or requiring additional air exchanges to clean the air of 
heavy loads of particulate. Costs would be dependent on the type of removal method and 
the specific additional engineering control and could range from a few dollars (for more 
water) to a cost that would be determined by the size of the containment with an average 
cost labor at $25.00 per hour and $53.00 per roll (100’ x 20’). Alternative methods of 
removal may decrease the amount of required abatement staff and the amount of labor 
hours involved in a project, which may provide an economic benefit. There would be no 
additional costs incurred if alternative methods are not used. 

 
The Division is proposing language which will clarify the minimum volume of air to be 
collected during clearance air monitoring. The Division has observed that some Air 
Monitoring Specialists (AMS) are not collecting the minimum volume of air required by 
the analytical method specified in the regulation. It is the Division’s understanding the 
majority of AMSs currently collect the minimum volume of air. Therefore, since this is a 
clarification of an existing requirement and most AMS follow such requirement, the 
Division believes any direct costs will be minimal. For those who currently do not follow 
this requirement, there will be an increase in the time required to collect samples, 
resulting in an estimated cost of $74.00-148.00 per final air clearance sampling. This cost 
is based on an average cost of $74.00 per hour for an AMS, with an average increase in 
sampling time between one and two hours. 

 
The Division is also proposing to not require containment components for enclosure or 
encapsulation if the asbestos-containing material meets certain requirements. This may 
result in an economic benefit for some in the regulated community.  

 
12) Update and clarify how to identify and respond to major asbestos spills:  

 
The Division believes that the discipline of Air Monitoring Specialist (AMS) is best suited 
to perform the duties of spill delineation. Therefore, the Division is proposing that only an 
AMS may delineate a major asbestos spill. Stakeholders expressed concerns that the 
proposed change for restricting the ability to delineate a major asbestos spill to an Air 
Monitoring Specialist (AMS) could add cost to a spill response. Currently, Asbestos 
Consulting Firms (ACF) utilize either an AMS or a Building Inspector (BI) to delineate a 
spill.  
 
The Division is unaware of any additional direct costs associated with limiting spill 
delineation to AMSs. First, there is no requirement to delineate a major spill unless the 
facility owner wishes to determine if certain areas may be excluded from a spill response. 
Second, though a BI determines through bulk sampling if a major spill is present, they 
must receive sample results from the accredited laboratory before that determination can 
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be made. Therefore, spill delineation does not normally run concurrently with spill 
determination. Either the AMS or BI would need to return to the site to complete spill 
delineation.  While there are currently more individuals who are certified as BIs than 
AMSs, there is no prohibition against a person holding two or more certifications.  It is the 
Division’s understanding the cost for a certified AMS is very similar to that of a certified BI 
(average cost per hour $74.00 AMS vs $78.00 BI).  Therefore, the Division is unaware of 
any additional direct costs associated with this proposed change. In fact, it may provide 
an economic benefit as some AMS charge less than BIs.  
   
The Division is proposing to modify current regulatory language to make it clear that the 
General Abatement Contractor (GAC) responding to a major asbestos spill must install a 
decontamination unit and waste loadout as well as other engineering controls. This 
should not result in additional costs as these engineering controls have always been 
required. The Division clarified the regulatory language as it discovered GACs who were 
not in compliance with existing requirements. 

 
The Division has proposed modifying language to make it clear that contaminated items 
within the spill area must be undergo the same visual inspection and clearance air 
monitoring expected for the work area. As these items are usually returned to their 
owners, the Division considers it necessary for the protection of public health that there is 
some assurance that the items have met minimum clearance standards. Since a final 
clearance is already required when the spill response is completed, there should be no 
additional costs from this clarification.  
 
The Division has proposed the clarification that a GAC responding to a major asbestos 
spill must address the spill response first before removing additional amounts of 
asbestos–containing materials (ACM), if required. A spill response does not require 
engineering controls such as floor, wall and ceiling polyethylene sheeting to be installed. 
Since a spill response specifically addresses cleaning of surfaces and does not anticipate 
removal of ACM, these modified engineering controls are adequate for a spill 
containment. However, the Division believes that additional abatement of ACM must be 
compliant with all required engineering controls under the regulation. The Division has 
proposed clarifying regulatory language as it has observed GACs who are not in 
compliance with existing requirements. Since these costs would already be required for 
any abatement project, there should be no additional costs from this clarification.  

 
C) Incorporation of an estimate of the economic impact of the proposal on the 

supporting business and industrial sectors associated with the primary affected 
business or industry sectors;  

 
The Division is unaware of any members in the supporting business and industrial sectors 
associated with the primary affected business or industry sectors that will incur additional direct 
costs.  
 
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
The Division prepared this Initial Economic Impact Analysis in accordance with the requirements 
of Section 25-7-110.5(4), C.R.S. Specifically, the Division utilized the methodology identified in 
Section 25-7-110.5(4)(c)(III), C.R.S. 
 
Based on the above analyses, the Division believes the proposed revisions are cost-effective. 
The Division has provided an estimate of costs based on reasonably available information. The 
Division requested more information from industrial and business sectors that may be impacted 
by the proposal, supporting business and industrial sectors associated with the primary affected 
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business or industrial sectors, and other interested parties on the economic impacts of these 
revisions but did not receive such information beyond what is analyzed here. 
 
 
 
 


