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BEFORE THE AIR QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION   
STATE OF COLORADO   
  

 
  
IN THE MATTER OF COLORADO’S PROPOSED REVISIONS TO REGULATION 8, Part B  
  
January 21-22, 2021  
  

 
  
REBUTTAL STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND 

ENVIRONMENT, AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION  
  

 
  

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), Air  
Pollution Control Division (Division) hereby submits to the Air Quality Control  
Commission (Commission) it’s Rebuttal Statement in this matter, and states as follows  
 
  
I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
  

The Division has engaged in a lengthy and intensive stakeholder process to 
develop the proposed rule revisions. The Division continued this process even after 
the Request for Hearing in October 2020. This process has led to the resolution of 
several issues that would otherwise be before this Commission. This Rebuttal 
Statement focuses on those issues that remain outstanding, as they have been 
identified by the parties’ Prehearing Statements.  

  
In this Rebuttal Statement, the Division will  

  
1. Set forth the legal standard governing the Commission’s adoption of the 

revisions proposed by the Division;  
  

2. Address specific issues raised by other parties in their Prehearing 
Statements;  

  
3. Address the sufficiency of the Division’s Final Economic Impact Analysis 

(Final EIA) with respect to the legal issues raised by parties in their  
Prehearing Statements, in particular, § 25-7-110.5, C.R.S.  

  
  The Division is submitting with this Rebuttal Statement its latest revision to the 
Proposed Regulation 8, Part B (Rebuttal Proposal). The rebuttal revisions are 
highlighted in green and prehearing statements revisions are highlighted in yellow. 
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Additionally, the Division is submitting a revised Statement of Basis and Purpose 
(SBAP), which addresses issues raised by parties in their Prehearing Statements, 
during the Prehearing Conference and during additional discussions with parties. The 
Division notes that there was significant consensus on a number of elements of the 
proposed revisions. The Division largely focuses on the outstanding areas of 
contention in this Rebuttal Statement.   
  
    
II.  LEGAL STANDARDS GOVERNING THE COMMISSION’S ADOPTION OF THE 

PROPOSED RULE  
  
A.  General standard of adoption of rules  
  

Courts will only overturn an agency’s decision (such as the Commission’s 
decision to adopt the proposed rules) if it finds that the Commission’s decision was:  
  

[A]rbitrary and capricious…,in excess of statutory jurisdiction, authority, 
purposes or limitations, not in accord with the procedures or procedural 
limitations of this article or as otherwise required by law,…based upon 
findings of fact that are clearly erroneous on the whole record, [or] 
unsupported by substantial evidence when the record is considered as a 
whole….1  

  
Rules adopted in accordance with statutory rulemaking procedures are 

presumed to be valid.2 The courts will not substitute their own judgment for the 
judgment of the Commission.4 As stated by the Colorado Supreme Court:  
  

Where the reasonableness of a regulation is based upon the exercise of 
policy judgments and not controverted questions of critical fact, the 
agency is not bound by contrary submissions reflecting a different policy 
preference, and the fact that the agency exercised its discretion in a 
manner contrary to that advocated by the objectors did not mean that the 
agency action was not “based on the record.”3  

  
Ultimately, the question answered by any court is whether the Commission acted 

“reasonably” in adopting the proposed rules.4 Generally speaking, the Commission will 
be considered to have acted reasonably and the rules adopted in accordance with 
statutory rulemaking procedures if (1) it followed procedures under the Administrative 
Procedure Act (APA) and the Colorado Air Pollution Prevention and Control Act 
                                         
1 See § 24-4-106(7), C.R.S.  
2 US West Communications, Inc. v. Colorado Public Utilities Com’n, 978 P.2d 671, 675 (Colo. 1999) 
(citing Regular Route Common Carrier Conference v. Public Utils. Comm’n, 761 P.2d 737 (Colo. 1988)). 
4 Citizens for Free Enterprise v. Dept. of Revenue, 649 P.2d 1054, 1065 (Colo. 1982).  
3 Id. at 1063.  
4 In re Office of the State Engineer’s Approval of the Plan of Water Mgmt. v. Special Improvement Dist.  
No. 1 of the Rio Grande Water Conservation Dist., 270 P.3d 927, 940 (Colo. 2011) (citations omitted).  
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(Colorado Air Act), (2) the Commission has statutory authority to adopt the proposed 
rules, (3) the proposed rules are consistent with the purpose and requirements of the 
APA and Colorado Air Act, and (4) the factual findings are based upon evidence in the 
record of this proceeding.  

  
The Division’s proposal was developed consistent with these requirements and 

is well supported by the record.   
 
B.   The Commission has the authority to adopt the proposed rules  
  
1. The proposed rules comply with the APA  
  
  As discussed in more depth in this Rebuttal Statement, in the Division’s Final 
Economic Impact Analysis (EIA), the Division’s Prehearing Statement, and in the 
exhibits attached to this Rebuttal Statement, the Division has analyzed and evaluated 
the impact of the Division’s proposed rules and has determined they minimize the risk 
of release of asbestos and promote the public interest in a cost-effective and 
reasonable manner.5 Furthermore, while substantial evidence supporting the 
proposed rules already exists in the administrative record, more will be added 
through testimony at the hearing and additional information submitted by parties, 
thereby satisfying the requirements of the APA.6 In contrast, the proposals and 
“suggestions” by some parties7 are not fully analyzed or supported by the record.  
  
2. The proposed rules comply with the Colorado Air Act  
    
a. Sections 25-7-102 and 25-7-501 – Legislative declarations  
  
  The Colorado general assembly has determined that it is in the interest of the 
general public to control the exposure of the general public to friable asbestos.8 It is 
the intent of the general assembly to ensure the health, safety, and welfare of the 
public by regulating the practice of asbestos abatement in locations to which the 
general public has access for the purpose of ensuring that such abatement is 
performed in a matter which will minimize the risk of release of asbestos.9 To achieve 
this, the Commission is to use all available practical methods which are 
technologically feasible and economically reasonable so as to reduce, prevent, and 
control air pollution throughout Colorado and to protect the health, peace, safety, 
and general welfare of the people of Colorado.10  
   
   As discussed in more detail below in this Rebuttal Statement, the Division’s 
Final EIA, the Division’s Prehearing Statement, and in the exhibits attached to this 
                                         
5 See § 24-4-101.5, C.R.S.  
6 See also US West Comms. V. Public Utilities Comm’n, 978 P.2d at 676.  
7 See e.g., CHC alternate proposal.  
8 See § 24-7-501, C.R.S. 
9 Id. 
10 See 24-7-102, C.R.S. 
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Rebuttal Statement, the Division’s proposed rules ensure the health, safety, and 
welfare of the public by regulating the practice of asbestos abatement in locations to 
which the general public has access, minimize the risk of the release of asbestos, are 
technologically feasible, economically reasonable, and are consistent with these 
legislative declarations.  
 
III.  THE STAKEHOLDER PROCESS 

 
Some parties11 have suggested the Division failed to involve them in the 

stakeholder process, failed to meet with them and that the process has been 
confusing. However, these parties have had many opportunities to engage with the 
Division in this process and the process has been clearly laid out. 

 
The stakeholder process for this rulemaking began in 2019, with the first 

stakeholder kickoff meeting held on August 27, 2019. Several stakeholders who are 
now parties to this rulemaking attended that meeting, including a representative 
from Excel Environmental and American Subcontractors Association Colorado.12 At 
that meeting, the Division informed stakeholders how to engage in the stakeholder 
process.13  As part of this stakeholder process, the Division also created a ListServe on 
August 14, 2019 to capture all potential stakeholders. The Division encouraged all 
stakeholders to sign up to be on the ListServe and then, in addition to including 
information on the Regulation 8, Part B Stakeholder Webpage (“Stakeholder 
Webpage”), sent all correspondence to stakeholders on this ListServe. All parties to 
this rulemaking were part of this ListServe, including representatives from the 
American Subcontractors Association Colorado, Excel Environmental and HERRON 
Enterprises.14 

 
Due to the need to clarify specific portions of the regulation in additional 

rulemakings based on a Colorado Court of Appeals decision, the process was paused 
until the Division resumed the stakeholder process with another kickoff meeting on 
March 2, 2020. Several stakeholders who are now parties to this rulemaking attended 
this meeting as well.15 At this March 2, 2020 meeting, the Division again informed 
stakeholders how to engage in the stakeholder process and encouraged people to visit 
the Stakeholder Webpage for more information.16  On April 30, 2020, the Division sent 
a link to a redline of the proposed revisions to all stakeholders on the ListServe17, and 
provided the link on the Stakeholder Webpage. The Division asked that stakeholders 
submit written comments to this redline by May 20, 2020. The Division held additional 
virtual18 stakeholder meetings on May 5, 2020, May 11, 2020 and June 1, 2020 to 

                                         
11 See ASAC PHS, p. 1; EXCEL PHS, p. 1; HERRON PHS, pp. 1-2. 
12 See APCD_REB-EX-002. 
13 See APCD_REB-EX-001. 
14 See APCD_REB-EX-003. 
15 See APCD_REB-EX-004. 
16 See APCD_REB-EX-005. 
17 See APCD_REB-EX-006. 
18 Due to COVID-19, the Division could not hold in-person meetings. 
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discuss these redlines. At these meetings, the Division continued to advise 
stakeholders how to engage in the process and encouraged them to do so.19  At the 
June 1, 2020 meeting, Mr. Neustifter with Commission staff gave a general overview 
of the Commission process. At this time, the Division also began working directly with 
stakeholders and stakeholder groups that had provided comments to address their 
concerns and questions. These stakeholders included professional organizations, 
general abatement contractors, and consultants, building owner and school district 
representatives, trade organizations and others. All written comments received by 
the Division were posted in the Division’s webdrawer. All documents in the Division’s 
webdrawer are available to the public. 

 
In June 2020, this rulemaking was rescheduled to January 2021. This allowed 

more time for further stakeholder engagement and discussions with the Division. On 
August 19, 2020, the Division shared, both in an email and on the Stakeholder 
Webpage, a link to a second redline that contained changes based on the Division’s 
conversations with stakeholders.20 The Division held another virtual stakeholder 
meeting on August 27, 2020 to discuss these changes and asked that stakeholders 
provide written comments to the updated proposal by September 4, 2020. At this 
stakeholder meeting, the Division again advised stakeholders how to engage in the 
process.21 The Division made additional changes to the proposal, based on 
stakeholder feedback, prior to submitting its request for hearing proposal to the 
Commission on October 6, 2020. The information gathered and discussed with the 
stakeholders who engaged in the process inform this proposal.  
 

Since submitting it proposals to the Commission in the request for hearing 
packet and with its Prehearing Statement, the Division has continued to request 
meetings with all parties, and meet with parties, to discuss ongoing concerns and 
continuing points of contention. Excel Environmental suggests the Division is only 
willing to meet with a select few parties.22 The Division has continued to reach out to 
all parties, including Excel.23 The Division recognizes and appreciates the efforts by 
certain parties to come to consensus on issues. These joint efforts have resulted in 
changes as highlighted in yellow to the Request Proposal as described in detail in this 
Rebuttal Statement and as highlighted in green in the updated rule (Rebuttal 
Proposal). The Division will continue its efforts to narrow any contested issues to be 
heard by the Commission in January. 

 
 Some parties24 believe the Division should consider postponing the rulemaking 
process due to perceived deficiencies, due to the restrictions of response to the 
ongoing pandemic or due to the upcoming “sunset” review of the Asbestos Control Act 
by the Department of Regulatory Agencies. The Division held a robust stakeholder 

                                         
19 See APCD_REB-EX-008 through 010. 
20 See APCD_REB-EX-007. 
21 See APCD_REB-EX-011. 
22 Excel PHS, p. 1. 
23 See APCD_REB-EX-012 and 013. 
24 EXCEL PHS, p. 1, HERRON PHS, p. 2, Meridian PHS, p. 18. 
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process and has determined that it does not intend to postpose the revisions due to 
concerns over the pandemic or the sunset process. If the need for additional revisions 
to the regulation arise after the sunset process is completed in mid-2022, the Division 
will request another rulemaking process in late 2022 or early 2023. 

 
 

IV.  ALTERNATE PROPOSAL DEFICIENCIES 
 

The Commission’s procedural rules define an alternate proposal as “[a]ny new 
substantive proposed rule text offered for the Commission’s consideration and 
approval, including wholly new regulation text, or amendments or revisions to 
previously proposed regulation text…proposed text that simply deletes, clarifies or 
elaborates on elements of an already-submitted proposal, without substantive new 
obligations or requirements, is not an alternate proposal.”25 Parties who submit an 
alternate proposal must comply with the requirements of Section V.C.3.a through 
V.C.3.k of the Commission’s procedural rules and prepare, in cooperation with the 
Division, a Final Economic Analysis.26 Two parties to this rulemaking have proposed 
substantive rule text offered for the Commission’s consideration and approval that 
also creates new obligations or requirements.27 

 
The Division believes that some of language included in CEPA’s alternate 

proposal is valid and has made adjustments, as discussed below, to its proposal based 
on conversations with CEPA. These changes are reflected in the Rebuttal Proposal. As 
a whole, however, the Division believes that CEPA’s alternate proposal should not be 
adopted. First, in CEPA’s alternate proposal, which individual elements will be 
discussed in subsequent sections of this rebuttal, they propose incorporating by 
reference ASTM methods D5755-09 (April 2014) and D6480-19 (January 2019).28 ASTM 
standards are copyrighted materials and the general licensing agreement prohibits an 
“authorized user” from providing it to anyone other than an authorized user. Any 
proponent of an alternate proposal must provide the specific statutory authority 
authorizing the adoption of any rule.29 A rule may only incorporate a document by 
reference if the standard is made readily available to the public in written or 
electronic form and, if the rule does not identify where the incorporated material is 
available at no cost, the agency must provide a copy to the state publications library 
which should be made available to the public.30 CEPA has failed to provide the 
specific authority which authorizes the Commission to make these ASTM standards 
publicly available to non-authorized users. Furthermore, CEPA has failed to provide 
all the documents that are required to be submitted with an alternate proposal. This 

                                         
25 5 CCR 1001-1, § III.C. 
26 See 5 CCR 1001-1, § V.C.5 
27 See CHC_PHS, pp. 5-6 and CEPA_ALT. 
28 CEPA_ALT, p. 1 
29 See 5 CCR 1001-1, § V.C.3.f.iii. 
30 See § 24-4-103(12.5)(a)(III) and (c), C.R.S. 
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includes a Memorandum of Notice, range of regulatory alternatives, statement 
regarding Federal requirements, and a Final Economic Analysis.31 

 
CHC Training proposes to add provisions regarding distance learning (live-

remote and online refresher courses).32 While the Division believes the ability to offer 
live remote refresher courses is something Colorado should consider adopting on a 
permanent basis, the Division believes that now is not the appropriate time to do. 
First, the language proposed by CHC Training (excluding point i) was developed by 
the Division to provide guidance to Training Providers who wished to offer “live 
remote” refresher classes during the pandemic. It was not intended to be permanent 
regulatory language nor has it been properly vetted with all stakeholders who may be 
impacted. CHC advocated that this specific language be added permanently for the 
first time in its Prehearing Statement. Second, although due to COVID-19 the Division 
is currently approving live remote refresher classes on a temporary basis, the Division 
would like to use what it learns from these temporary remote classes to develop any 
future permanent requirements regarding remote learning. This will lead to better 
and more robust requirements. Adopting requirements now would be premature. 
Finally, CHC Training failed to provide any of the required documents that must be 
submitted with an alternate proposal, which include an Economic Impact Analysis, 
Memorandum of Notice and Draft Statement of Basis, Specific Statutory Authority and 
Purpose.33 For these reasons the Commission should not adopt CHC’s alternate 
proposal. 
 
 
V. CHANGES MADE TO THE PROPOSED RULES FOLLOWING THE PREHEARING    
STATEMENT  
  
  Since submitting its Prehearing Statement on December 9, 2020, the Division 
has worked with stakeholders to make appropriate adjustments. In this section, the 
Division will discuss the revisions made (highlighted in green in the Rebuttal Proposal, 
enclosed herewith). The remaining sections of this Rebuttal Statement will focus on 
outstanding issues, as identified in parties’ Prehearing Statements and discussed at 
the Prehearing Conference.  
 
   I.B.78 After further discussions with Acclaim, the Division has agreed to remove 
the change to the definition of operations and maintenance program. The use of 
“program” conforms to the use in Section IV.H. 
 
   I.B.91. After further discussions with Acclaim, the Division is proposing to  
remove the acronym ACBM (asbestos-containing building material, a term which is 
specific to schools and state buildings) to clarify that the requirement to quantify an 

                                         
31 See 5 CCR 1001-1, § V.C.3. 
32 See CHC PHS, pp. 5-6. 
33 See 5 CCR 1001-1, § V.C.3. 
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asbestos-containing material (ACM) during an inspection is specific to inspections 
conducted under Section III.  
 

III.A.1. After further discussions with Meridian, the Division added language to 
Section III.A.1. to clarify that an inspection is not required if all facility components 
are assumed to be asbestos containing.  
 
   III.A.2. In its Prehearing Statement, Meridian proposed that when emergency 
situations covered under Sections III.E.1.e.(i), III.E.1.e.(ii), III.E.2.d.(i). and 
III.E.2.d.(ii). occur, it might not be possible to have an inspection report on site. 
Therefore, the Division is proposing to add this exemption to the regulation.   
 
   III.A.3.e.(v). After further discussions with CEPA, the Division is proposing to 
remove the language “and give reasons in the written assessment for classifying” as 
the addition of subsections III.A.3.e.(v).(i) through III.A.3.e.(v).(vii). provides 
standard language for the assessment of ACM. 
 
   III.C.3.a. After further discussions with several parties34, the Division is 
proposing to add the requirement to quantify the amount of ACM to be abated into 
the requirements for a Project Design. The Project designer should accurately 
quantify the amount of ACM to be abated. 
 
   III.E.1.e.(iii) and III.E.2.d.(ii). After further discussions with several parties35, 
the Division is proposing to modify the language to state that if an inspection in 
accordance with the regulation has not been done, the Division will not approve a 
waiver of the notification period for an unexpected discovery of ACM. 
 
   III.E.4. After further discussions with CEPA36, the Division is proposing to modify 
the language in this section to clarify when a Colorado licensed Structural Engineer 
could be used in place of a qualified governmental representative. 
 

III.F. After discussions with CEPA37, the Division modified the time period by 
which the division must either approve or deny a variance request.    
 
   III.G.2. After further discussions with CEPA, the Division is proposing to clarify 
which project personnel must be included under the modification requirements. 
 
   III.O.1.a.(i).(B). After further discussions with CEPA, the Division is proposing to 
clarify the requirement for nozzle pressure for wetting equipment. 
 

                                         
34 ACCLAIM, US-GSA, CEPA 
35 ACCLAIM, US-GSA, CEPA 
36 CEPA Exhibit C, p. 5. 
37 CEPA PHS p. 3. 
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   III.O.1.c.(i).C. After further discussions with CEPA, the Division is proposing to 
clarify that other alternative methods as discussed in this section were aggressive 
methods of removal. 
 
   III.T.1.a and III.T.1.b. After further discussions with CEPA, the Division is 
proposing to add language to allow the notification of a major spill to an operator as 
well as an owner because the operator may have more immediate ability to respond 
to spill requirements. The Division also changed the term “building owner” to “facility 
owner” in Section T. 
 
   III.T.2.c.(iii). After further discussions with CEPA, the Division is proposing to 
add language to identify the minimum requirements for an AMS to delineate a major 
asbestos spill. 
 

III.W. After further discussions with CEPA, the Division is proposing to add some 
of the language proposed by CEPA in its Alternative Proposal. 
 
 
VI.  REGULATION 8, PART B SECTION I 
 

A. Incorporated Materials 

 CEPA38 proposed incorporating two ASTM standards by reference into Section 
I.A. of the regulation and adding definitions based on those standards to section I.B. 
The Division acknowledges that these standards are applicable to collecting microvac 
or wipe sampling and is working with CEPA to determine proper authority to 
incorporate these standards. However, until such proper authority is determined the 
Division is unable to incorporate these standards by reference. The general ASTM 
licensing agreement prohibits the Division and Commission from providing them to 
unauthorized users. ASTM does post some standards in its public reading room, but 
only those standards incorporated by reference into federal regulations. The 
standards CEPA is proposing to incorporate are not in ASTM’s public reading room. 
The Division has learned Colorado can obtain a limited licensing agreement but is 
still trying to determine if it can comply with that limited agreement. In order to 
incorporate something by reference, it must be made available to the public at no 
cost.  
 
B. Definitions 
 

CEPA39 proposed adding several definitions to Section I.B. After discussions with 
CEPA, the Division added and modified some definitions but a number of proposed 
definitions, those based on the proposed incorporation of the ASTM Standards, were 

                                         
38 CEPA PHS, p. 3 
39 CEPA, Exhibit C, pp.1-2. 
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not added. These definitions are only applicable to the collection of samples under 
these standards which have not been incorporated into the regulation.  
 
1. Section I.B.7. 
 
 Some stakeholders40 expressed concerns over adding the delineation of major 
asbestos spills into the definition of Air Monitoring Specialist (AMS).  

 
In its proposal, the Division has revised the regulation to specify that a 

certified AMS be the discipline tasked with delineating a major asbestos spill if this 
activity is conducted. Currently, no discipline is tasked with the delineation of a 
major asbestos spill. Stakeholders proposed removing spill delineation from the 
definition of AMS41, or adding the Asbestos Building Inspector (BI)42. Stakeholders 
stated that additional bulk samples might need to be collected and not all AMS are 
Building Inspectors and not all spill delineation requires air sampling or microvac 
(dust) sampling. There is a clear distinction between spill determination and spill 
delineation. The Asbestos Building Inspector (BI) role is to conduct a spill 
determination. The BI samples the suspect materials and quantifies the amount of 
materials disturbed. Once the analysis of the suspect material(s) is done and if the 
quantity of ACM is greater than a trigger levels, the BI can determine if a major 
asbestos spill is present. At this point, the BI’s role is complete. It is now the role of 
the AMS to identify visible dust and debris from the disturbed materials and, if 
necessary, collect the appropriate type of samples in order to delineate the spill area. 
The AMS is the discipline trained to look for visible dust and debris, which can help 
determine the boundaries of the spill. In addition, the AMS is trained to collect air 
samples which, if applicable, is the preferred sampling method for spill delineation.  

 
Currently, no discipline is specifically trained to delineate major asbestos 

spills. The curriculums for Building Inspector or Project Designer, as suggested as an 
alternative or in addition to the AMS for the delineation of spills, is set by the EPA. 
Since the discipline of AMS is specific to Colorado, there is more flexibility to add 
additional training materials to address spill delineation. 

 
2. Section I.B.29. 
 
 Jefferson County Public Schools (“Jeffco”)43 disagreed with the modifications 
to the definition of “clean room” stating that it would be difficult for General 
Abatement contractors to comply with the change and that there would be an 
increase in abatement costs. Jeffco did not provide any evidence of increased costs.   
 
 The Division’s disagrees since its proposal copied language currently in Section 
III.K.1.a. into the definition of clean room to state that the clean room must be 
                                         
40 JCPS PHS p. 4, CEPA PHS, p. 4, GSA PHS, p. 5. 
41 JCPS PHS, p. 4. 
42 GSA PHS, p. 6. 
43 JCPS PHS, p. 4. 
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adequately sized to accommodate the crew conducting the abatement. Stakeholders 

responded that a common practice is to use a “dressing room” adjacent to the clean 
room to meet the intent of the regulation. The Division does not agree with this 
practice. The clean room as defined in EPA training, the current regulation and the 
OSHA regulation states that the clean room is part of the decontamination system and 
must be maintained in a clean state so that the crew has a clean place to store 
clothing and equipment and affect a safe entry and exit of the work area. A “dressing 
room” is not defined in regulation and might not meet the requirements of a clean 
room. If deficient, the regulation would not permit enforcement of the standards for 
the clean room on the dressing room.   
 
3. Section I.B.48. 
  
 Acclaim expressed concerns over the addition of the wording “an intact 
component from a previously renovated or demolished facility” to the definition. Both 
the Division and the Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division consider 
asbestos covered or containing intact facility components in an amount greater than 
the trigger levels to fall under the requirements of Regulation 8, Part B.  
  
4. Section I.B.77. 
 
 Jeffco44 asked that this definition be kept the same as the NESHAP definition. 
The Division addressed this concern in its request for hearing proposal. However, the 
Division kept the clarification that damaged nonfriable material or nonfriable 
materials in poor condition may become friable. The Division believes that this 
clarification is necessary for assessment purposes and to ensure the regulated 
community is aware that nonfriable material may become friable, thereby subjecting 
it to regulation under the Colorado Air Act.   

 
 

5. Section 1.B.91. 

 Acclaim45 stated that the addition of the definition of “quantify” established a 
higher burden on the asbestos building inspector. The Division does not agree that the 
addition of this definition establishes a higher burden on the inspector. This issue will 
be further discussed in Section III.A.3.a. where the requirement for quantification is 
found. 

6. Section I.B.93. 

 CEPA46 proposed creating a new definition for “Regulated Work Area”. 
Regulated Work Area is a definition used in the Hazardous Materials and Waste 
Management Division’s Asbestos in Soils regulation (6 CCR 1007-2 Section 5.5) though 
modified somewhat by CEPA for inclusion into Regulation 8, Part B. Since the 
                                         
44 JCPS PHS, p. 5. 
45 ACCLAIM PHS, p. 3. 
46 CEPA, Exhibit C, p.1. 
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definition of “work area” already exists in the Regulation 8, the Division does not 
believe that this additional definition is necessary or is applicable under Regulation 8, 
Part B.  
 
 
VII.    REGULATION 8, PART B SECTION II 
 
A. General Requirements and General Abatement Contractor Certificates 
 
1. Section II.A.1.(a). 
 
 Jeffco47 argued that the language “Comply with any order of the Division” 
added to Section II.A.1.(a). needed to be clarified. During several of the Division’s 
discussions with Jeffco, the Division explained that this section refers to formal 
documents issued by the Division that may be subject to the appeal process before 
the Commission. 
 
2. Section II.A.3. and a portion of Section II.B.2.  

 
Meridian48 disagreed with the removal of Section II A. 3.and a portion of 

Section II.B.2. stating that keeping these sections would allow persons to conduct 
abatement work in areas of non-public access areas without having to obtain asbestos 
certification. 
 
 The Division does not agree with the conclusions of Meridian. Sections II.A.3. 
and II.B.2. never waived certification requirements. They only waived the 
requirement to pay the application fees. Sections II.A.3. and II.B.2 still require 
certification. These sections address a person not having to pay the certification fee if 
they will only work in an area of non-public access. This “limited” certification was 
developed for and utilized by companies who had their own trained asbestos 
abatement staff working on non-public access areas within their own facilities or 
National Priority List Facilities operated under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). This limited certification was 
developed prior to the inclusion of single-family residences into the statute as an area 
of public access with the potential, under certain circumstances, for the homeowner 
to “opt-out” of being an area of public access. The Division has not had any persons 
request to certify under these provisions since 2008.  This certification is limited and 
confusing. For these reasons, the Division is proposing to remove this section. 
 
 Meridian also questioned the Commission’s statutory authority to remove the 
waiver of the application fee, to remove this limited certification and the 
requirement for people who work in opt-out areas to have certified personnel.49 

                                         
47 JCPS PHS, p. 5. 
48 MERIDIAN PHS, p. 7. 
49 MERIDIAN PHS, p. 7. 
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Sections 25-7-505(1), 25-7-506(1), 25-7-506.5(2) and 25-7-503(1)(a)(VIII) gives the 
Commission specific authority to assess a fee to any person applying to the Division 
for certification. Furthermore, § 25-7-503(1)(d)(I) gives the Commission specific 
authority to establish procedures regarding certifications. Lastly, § 25-7-504(3) 
requires the certification of any personnel working on single-family residential 
dwellings, unless a person is performing asbestos abatement on a single-family 
residential dwelling that is the person’s primary residence.  
 
B. Worker, Supervisor, Building Inspector, Management Planner, Project 
 Designer and Air Monitoring Specialist Certificates 
 
1. Sections II.C.4.a and II.C.4.b. 
 

Some stakeholders50 suggest it is overly burdensome that the Division is 
proposing to require an applicant to retake the initial course if the applicant fails to 
achieve a passing score on their 2nd attempt. Meridian argues requiring them to retake 
the initial course “after failing a second time would be excessive and violate the 
statute.51 The Division disagrees. 
 
 Section 25-7-505.5(1), C.R.S. requires that if a person fails to achieve a passing 
score, the person should be retested after the person “has completed remedial 
training as determined to be satisfactory to the division for minimum competency in 
asbestos abatement procedures.” If a person does not have sufficient knowledge to 
pass an examination on these minimum competencies, the Colorado legislature and 
the Division believe it is important for the individual to have additional instruction in 
those competencies. A refresher class is a brief overview of the initial training class 
curriculum with a heavier emphasis on updates in processes and regulations. The 
Division believes a second failure of the examination indicates the applicant needs 
additional help beyond the scope of a refresher class to establish minimum 
competency in asbestos abatement procedures. This demonstrates the need for such 
requirement and such requirement is neither duplicative nor excessive. Both 
Meridian52 and the Final EIA point out that failure of the examination is rare.  
 

Meridian also requested information on the tracking of pass/failure results for 
examinations. The Division only maintains pass/fail information for the current year 
as the system utilized by the Division does not track this information (the current 
information in the EIA was collected manually). The Division has recently purchased a 
system that will allow it to track pass/fail rates and other information. The Division 
plans to begin utilization of this system in 2021.  
 
 Meridian also suggests that the current tests administered by the Division are 
not an adequate tool for the measurement of competency in the asbestos industry.53 
                                         
50 JCPS PHS, p. 5, MERIDIAN PHS, p. 2. 
51 MERIDIAN PHS, p. 3. 
52 MERIDIAN PHS, p. 5. 
53 MERIDIAN PHS, pp. 3-6. 
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As directed under §25-7-505.5 C.R.S., the Division purchased exams that were based 
on the standard training curriculums developed by the EPA. The standard training 
curriculums have not changed significantly, therefore the Division believes the current 
exams are adequate to measure minimum competency. 
 
C. “Live Remote”/Online Training 
 
1. CHC’s Alternate Proposal 
 
 CHC Training54 proposed that new language be added to allow for the provision of 
“live-remote” refresher courses as well as training reciprocity associated with online 
learning taking place in other states. 
 

 The Division does not believe that the regulatory language should be changed 
at this time. In response to the need to account for restrictions in place to prevent 
the spread of COVID, the Division developed the requirements listed as a – h in CHC 
Training’s proposed additional language to allow for “live-remote” training. This 
process allows for dynamic training, with an instructor presenting the class and 
interacting with the students. The only difference being the attending students are 
not in the room. The Division recognized the need to provide for the safety of 
students and instructors while allowing refresher classes to take place. Attendance at 
an annual refresher training class is required by both the EPA Model Accreditation 
Plan (MAP) and Regulation 8, Part B. Currently, only two Division approved training 
providers are conducting “live-remote” classes. While the Division sees the 
possibilities of continued use of live-remote, not online, refresher training classes 
past the restrictions of pandemic response, it believes that there has not been enough 
time to adequately evaluate the process in order to include permanent language in 
the regulation at this time.  

 The Division specifically does not support Section (i) of the alternative 
language as proposed by CHC Training.55 That section allows for live-remote or online 
training that is approved in other states to be granted reciprocity in Colorado 
(emphasis added). The Division has not approved online training classes and does not 
accept training certificates from online training providers from other states. In 2007, 
the EPA56 determined that online refresher training was an option allowable under the 
MAP under certain circumstances. They stated “As required under the Asbestos 
Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA), the majority of states today have in place a 
MAP program that is at least as stringent as the EPA MAP. At their discretion, states 
with such a MAP program may choose to approve online annual refresher training.”57  
The EPA then issued final guidelines in July of 2007 stating in part “Training providers 
should not be able to get approval from one state and then offer the course 

                                         
54 CHC PHS, p. 5. 
55 CHC PHS, p. 6. 
56 See APCD_REB-EX-014. 
57 Id. at p. 3. 
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nationwide based on that specific state’s approval.”58  Any out of state Training 
Provider wanting to provide training classes in Colorado must be subject to the 
approval requirements and process in Section II.E.  

 After deliberation, the Division decided not to approve online refresher training 
classes as the current process is static learning with a lack of opportunity for 
meaningful interaction between a student and the instructor and between the 
students themselves. The curriculum for refresher training is less prescriptive (it 
requires a review of basic information for each discipline) than for initial classes. The 
Division believes that the intent of this was to allow for discussions on new 
information, “lessons learned”, etc. While information can be presented during static 
online training, dynamic interaction as is possible in live or even live remote training 
is not possible. A good instructor should be able to tailor the class to meet the needs 
of his/her students in part based on topics raised by the students as the course 
progresses.  

 
D. Instructor Qualifications 
 
1. Section II.F.3.b. 
 
  CHC Training59 wants to remove the Division’s proposed language mandating that 
all assistant instructor experience be completed under the direct observation of a 
Division-approved fully qualified instructor. 
           
  The Division does not agree with the removal of the clarifying language in 
Section II.F.3.b. This section is designed to allow an assistant instructor, as defined 
under Regulation 8, Part B, to gain additional experience in order to achieve 
approval as a full instructor in Colorado. It does not exclude out-of-state applicants 
that a Training Provider may wish to hire as they may qualify under Sections II.F.3.a 
and c, experience which is more definable and demonstrable. The Division requires 
any out-of-state instructor applicant to undergo the same approval process as an in-
state applicant. The language has always required teaching under the supervision of 
a qualified instructor. The Division does not have the resources to determine if an 
out-of-state instructor, who has not been certified in Colorado, is qualified or if they 
would exercise adequate supervision of an assistant instructor.   
 
2. Section II.F.5 
 
  CHC Training60 proposed new language to give instructors with contingent 
approval two years to obtain full approval. The Division agreed with this change 
and it is reflected in the Division’s Prehearing Proposal. 
 

                                         
58 Id. at p. 2. 
59 CHC PHS, p. 3. 
60 CHC PHS, p. 4 
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3. Sections II.F.3. and II.F.6.b. 
 
  CHC Training61 proposed new language, adding an hour requirement to be used 
for the documentation of experience for an instructor applicant. The hours must be 
completed over the course of three years for a full instructor. 
 
  During discussions with CHC Training, the Division has agreed to add hours into 
the regulatory language but has proposed 4000 or 1250 hours for a full instructor or 
assistant instructor applicant respectively. The hours must relate specifically to the 
discipline in which the applicant wishes to be an instructor and must be documented 
by an applicant in a manner that allows the Division to verify the experience claimed. 
Therefore, it is the Division’s understanding this issue has been resolved. 
 
4. Section II.F.8 and II.F.2.  
 
  CHC Training62 believes the language in Section II.F.8. is contradictory to 
Section II.F.2.  
 

The Division does not believe the language in these two sections is 
contradictory. However, in discussions with CHC Training, the Division has determined 
that the concern can be ameliorated by a procedural change and does not require a 
change in the regulatory language. Therefore, this issue should be resolved. 
 
 
VIII.   REGULATION 8, PART B SECTION III 
 
A. Inspection 

1. Section III.A.2. 

 Meridian63 argued that is it unduly burdensome to require that an inspection 
report be available on-site during renovation or demolition activities. 
 
 The Division disagrees. An inspection report contains valuable information and 
documentation necessary for safe general construction, as well as abatement 
activities. This information should be available for any person coming onto a site. 
Since an inspection is required prior to the start of construction activities, the 
inspection report should be available except in the case of an emergency situation or 
unexpected discovery. The Division made a change in the regulatory language to 
exempt abatement activities conducted under specific sections of the regulation or 
where all facility components are assumed to be ACM, which is now reflected in the 
Rebuttal Proposal. 
 

                                         
61 CHC PHS, p. 4. 
62 CHC PHS, p. 5. 
63 MERIDIAN PHS, p. 6. 
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2. Section III.A.3. 

Acclaim64 disagrees that the inspection requirements in Section IV were copied 
into Section III (as stated in the MON). Although the Division did copy many 
requirements from Section IV into Section III, the Division has modified the language 
in the Statement of Basis and Purpose submitted with its Prehearing Proposal to 
better reflect the intended use of Section III for non-school buildings. 

 Acclaim65 asserts the Division has stated that the purpose of Section IV is for 
school inspections and management plans and that the Division’s proposal is 
inconsistent, disconnected and non-congruent with Section IV and V. Acclaim reported 
that many school districts use their AHERA inspection for renovation and demolition.66    

 The Division does not believe the changes in Section III make the proposed 
revisions inconsistent, disconnected or non-congruent. The intent for the 
development of an AHERA management plan is to manage friable ACM in school 
buildings. While a school or school district might use the inspection portion of the 
plan for renovation purposes, the inspection may not be suitable for renovation 
purposes and is not suitable for demolition purposes as the AHERA inspection is 
allowed to exclude portions of the building. Therefore, the Division is proposing to 
change some of the requirements in Section III, or add additional requirements, to 
ensure they are applicable to the activities anticipated under Section III. 

3. Section III.A.3.a. 

 Several stakeholders67 expressed concerns about the requirement for an 
inspector to quantify asbestos-containing materials (ACM), stating that it poses a 
higher burden than Section IV or that quantification should be done by other certified 
disciplines.    

 The requirement for an inspector to quantify ACM does not establish a higher 
burden. An inspection under Section III.A.3.a.may have very different purposes than 
that of an inspection under Sections IV. or V. While an inspection under Section III 
may be used for management purposes, it is ultimately specified for renovation or 
demolition purposes. Some parties68 argued that quantification might be left to other 
disciplines, including the Project Designer, Management Planner or General 
Abatement Contractor. The Division agreed that some other disciplines should also 
provide quantification in response to specific tasks and added the requirement for 
quantification of ACM to be abated to the requirements for a project design. 
However, the Division believes that while these disciplines may also play a part in the 
quantification of ACM, they cannot be the primary source of quantification as the 
asbestos building inspector is the only consistent discipline in the process.  

                                         
64 ACCLAIM PHS, p. 3. 
65 Id. 
66 Id. 
67 ACCLAIM PHS, p. 3, US-GSA PHS, p. 3. 
68 ACCLAIM PHS, p. 3, US-GSA PHS, p. 3. 
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The majority of non-school projects do not require a Project Designer. In school 
buildings, a project design must be developed for any friable abatement project 
greater than three square or 3 linear feet of ACM. Under Section III, a project design 
is not required unless the amount of friable ACM exceeds 3,000 square feet or 1,000 
linear feet of friable ACM. Project designs are not required on non-friable ACM 
abatement projects unless the ACM is to be rendered friable. The inspection may not 
be done for immediate renovation or demolition purposes, however management 
plans are not required to be developed for non-school buildings. As a business 
practice, it would be prudent for the General Abatement Contractor (GAC) to re-
quantify the amount of ACM in order to produce an accurate estimate. However, the 
Division believes that to allow the GAC to be the sole discipline quantifying the 
amount of ACM without the building owner having an independent quantification from 
a certified building inspector could be a real or perceived conflict of interest. The 
Division also revised the language and is no longer proposing to require “exact” 
quantification but to allow for the quantity to be measured or counted or otherwise 
determined, to the extent practicable which is reflected in the Prehearing Proposal. 
Additionally, the Division added language in the Pre-Hearing Statement SBAP to 
further explain the Commission’s intent for quantification. 

4. Section III.A.3.d. 

 Acclaim69 stated that the revisions to Section III did not provide assessment 
requirements comparable to Section IV. The Division believes that there is the 
requirement for assessment in Section III. Section III.A.3.d.(ii). requires the inspector 
to provide an assessment of the condition of friable ACM.  However, the Division 
added to Section III.A.3.e.(v). language which provides a standard for assessing the 
condition of ACM. This section was changed to include this language prior to the 
submission of the Pre-Hearing Proposal.  

5. Section III.A.3.e.(iv).(B).  

 Two parties70 proposed adding a “detailed written description” to Section 
III.A.3.e.(iv).(B). to be used instead of a blueprint or diagram when detailing sampling 
locations or homogeneous areas with ACM. The Division does not believe that a 
written description should be allowed to identify homogeneous areas of ACM or 
sample locations. What constitutes a “detailed” written description is subjective and 
may allow for the misidentification of ACM or homogeneous areas that are ACM. In the 
Prehearing SBAP, the Division added language to explain the Commission’s intent as to 
what would be sufficient to meet the requirements of this section. 

 
6. Section III.B.1 

 Meridian questions what the terms “abate” and “abatement” mean since the 
only term defined is “asbestos abatement”.71 Asbestos Abatement as defined in 
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Regulation 8, Part B, means a response action involving a friable asbestos-containing 
material. Abate is a commonly used term often defined as to lessen, reduce, or 
remove (especially a nuisance). The asbestos industry commonly uses the term 
“abate” to refer to the removal of both friable and non-friable ACM, and the Division 
has not encountered any confusion with its meaning. Therefore, at this time, the 
Division does not see the need to define a commonly used and understood term.  

B. Notifications 

1. Section III.E. 

 KEMWest72 proposed changes to a portion of Section III.E. notifications to add 
the word “remove” in order to capture nonfriable materials. 

 The Division believes this issue has been resolved, or in the alternative, does 
not believe the change is necessary. First, KEMWest has notified the Division it 
supports CEPA’s proposed language. Therefore, it is the Division’s understanding 
KEMWest no longer wishes to make this change since CEPA is not advocating for this 
change. However, should KEMWest still advance the change, notification of renovation 
activities impacting nonfriable ACM is not done by a “courtesy notice” as stated by 
KEMWest. A “courtesy notice” is a notification that may be sent to the Division to 
acknowledge the removal of ACM in an amount under the trigger level. Notification of 
renovation activities that impact nonfriable ACM are currently required under the 
regulation due to the fact they may become friable. The submitting party must 
provide notice as to how they will ensure the nonfriable material remains nonfriable. 
The Division issues an approval notice for these projects, based on the submitting 
party’s workplan. This is separate from the issuance of a permit for asbestos 
abatement which is done for the removal of friable ACM in a quantity greater than the 
trigger levels. 

 
2. Section III.E.1.e.(i). 
 
 Jeffco73 expressed concerns over proposed changes to Section III.E.1.e.(i), 
which outlines when the Division will consider a waiver of the 10-day notice.   
 
 The Division requires that notification must be submitted prior to beginning 
abatement. When an applicant wants to request a waiver of the 10-day notification 
period, the applicant must submit this request along with the application. The 
Division is proposing to create a form on which the applicant submits their waiver 
request as the regulated community asked for consistency in what was being 
requested to be submitted. Jeffco also requested that an additional reason be added 
to Section III.E.1 comparable to Section III.E.2.d.(iv) which includes a waiver for 
“compelling circumstances.”74 The Division cannot comply with this request. Section 
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III.E.2. applies to single-family residential dwellings. As single-family residential 
dwellings are not covered by the federal NESHAP except under specific circumstances, 
the Division has more latitude when granting waivers for single-family residential 
dwellings of the required notification period.  
 
3. III.E.1 in Relation to III.E.2.  

 Meridian75 mistakenly stated that the Division is removing language which 
provides exceptions to the requirement for a 10-working day notification. The Division 
disagrees that it removed any exceptions. The Division did clarify language in 
subparagraph III.E.1.a., removing references to subparagraphs III.E.1.b., c. and d. 
which speak to required fees, not the notification period. 

4. Section III.E.1.e.(ii) 
 
 Jeffco76 expressed concerns over the 10-day notification for unexpected 
discoveries in Section III.E.1.e.(ii) and recommends it is removed. The Division does 
not agree that this section should be removed. Notification of abatement is required 
to be submitted to the Division prior to the start of work in order for the Division to 
be able to review work practices. The language in Section III.E.1.e.(ii) as proposed 
allows the Division to waive the 10-day notification if a request for a waiver is 
submitted. 
 
5. Section III.E.1.e.(iii) 

 Acclaim77 asked for clarification on the language added to Section III.E.1.e.(iii). 
As explained to Acclaim during its meetings with the Division, this regulatory language 
was inserted to qualify when the Division might waive the 10-day notification period 
after abatement is completed but prior to demolition. The Division’s intent is to 
clarify that it might not waive the notification period if it identifies a need to conduct 
an inspection of the facility prior to demolition. Acclaim was satisfied with this 
explanation. Therefore, it is the Division’s understanding this issue has been resolved. 

6. Sections III.E.1.e.(ii).and III.E.2.d.(ii). 

 Acclaim78 also expressed concerns over proposed changes in Section 
III.E.1.e.(ii) and Section III.E.2.d.(ii) based on the belief this language increases 
liability to inspectors. The proposed language states that identifying ACM after a 
failure to conduct a thorough inspection does not constitute an unexpected Discovery. 
After discussion with Acclaim, the Division changed this to “Identifying ACM if a 
thorough inspection in accordance with Section III.A has not been conducted does not 
constitute an unexpected discovery”. This change is reflected in the Division’s 
rebuttal proposal. This proposed language is applicable to the use of an unexpected 
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discovery to waive the 10-working day notification and is not meant to imply that ACM 
discovered after an inspection means that the inspection was not thorough. This 
revision was satisfactory to Acclaim. Therefore, it’s the Division’s understanding this 
issue has been resolved.  

7. Sections III.E.2 and III.E.3 

 Meridian questions the Commission’s statutory authority regarding notice 
requirements in general and for single-family residential dwellings.79 As 
discussed in previous prehearing documents and the proposed Statement of 
Basis and Purpose, nonfriable materials may become friable. Friable asbestos-
containing material by definition includes nonfriable material.80 The 
Commission has the authority to promulgate rules requiring notification, 
consistent with the federal act, where someone intends to demolish, renovate, 
or perform asbestos abatement in any facility.81 The minimum scope for single-
family residential dwellings is 32 square feet and 160 square feet for all other 
facilities.82 Therefore, notice requirements apply to nonfriable materials that 
are above the minimum scope. The purpose of this is for the contractor to 
advise the Division regarding their workplan, which must ensure the nonfriable 
material remains nonfriable. If during the work any nonfriable material 
becomes friable, the contractor will be subject to more stringent 
requirements. 

 Although a homeowner is able to opt-out of being considered a “facility” 
under the regulation (i.e. an area of public access), they can only do so if they 
are 1) the homeowner; 2) that resides in the single family residential dwelling; 
and 3) it is their primary residence.83 Furthermore, they must submit their 
request “on a form provided by the division.”84 The Division must then review 
their request to ensure they satisfy all requirements to opt out. The 
restrictions regarding an opt-out demonstrate that the risks of not following all 
proper abatement procedures should only apply to the homeowner opting out 
and not the general public. Therefore, if a homeowner is intending to sell or 
rent their home at the time of abatement – i.e. subject the home to members 
of the general public who have not consciously made the decision to opt out – 
the opt out is not available. Meridian mistakenly states that the proposed 
revisions prohibit a homeowner from being able to sell or rent their home after 
opting out.85 The Division understands that circumstances change. The 
prohibition only applies where the homeowner is intending that the home will 
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not be their primary residence and/or that members of the general public will 
routinely have access to the home at the time the abatement is conducted. 
 
C. Alternative Procedures and Variances 
 
1. Section III.F. 
 
 Some parties86 requested that the Division shorten the time frame 
provided to approve or deny a variance request from the current sixty (60) day 
review period. In the Division’s Prehearing Proposal, the Division shortened the 
initial review period to thirty (30) days and removed additional variance review 
language in Section III.F. During the 60-day review period, the Division often 
spends time working with the entities who submitted the request for variance 
to cure deficiencies in the entity’s submittal. During discussions with the 
parties, the Division informed them that a shorter review time period may not 
allow the Division as much time to work with entities in curing incomplete 
applications. The Division, however, was committed to reviewing all complete 
applications within the 30-day timeframe it proposed.  After continued 
discussions with parties, the Division again modified the time period to forty-
five (45) days, which is now reflected in the Rebuttal Proposal and updated 
SBAP. The Division remains committed to reviewing all complete applications 
within the 45-day timeframe and, for insufficient/incomplete applications, to 
provide feedback regarding the insufficiencies at or before the 45-day 
deadline. It is the Division’s understanding this issue has been resolved.  
 
D. Permits 
 
1. Section III.G.3. 
 
 Some parties87 requested that the Division remove “or in more than one 
area in a single building” from Section III.G.3. which deals with multi-phase 
projects. The Division does not support this request. The multi-phase 
information is required so that the Division can accurately track working 
phases, amounts of ACM and locations, which can differ significantly even in 
the same building. The Division, through discussions with the parties, feels that 
changes in procedure, rather than regulatory language, will address the 
parties’ concerns. At this time, the Division is unclear if this will satisfy the 
parties’ concerns. 
 
 
E. Decontamination Unit 
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1. Section III.K.1. 

  Although Meridian admits the practice is effective and common, they questions 
whether the addition of specific language in the regulation pertaining to the 
construction of the decontamination unit exceeds the Commission’s statutory 
authority.88 Meridian cites to § 25-7-503(1)(a)(I), C.R.S. which prohibits the adoption 
of rules that are more stringent than 29 CFR §1910.1001 and §1926.58.89  29 CFR 
§1910.1001 applies to all occupational exposures to asbestos in all industries covered 
by the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA), but does not apply to construction 
work which is covered by 29 CFR §1926.1101.90 

  In reading §§ 25-7-503(1)(a)(I) and 25-7-503(2) in conjunction with § 25-7-501, 
the Colorado legislature clarified the Commission’s authority to regulate asbestos 
does not and should not extend to the regulation of occupational health practices or 
the regulation of working conditions which are regulated pursuant to federal laws 
(i.e. OSHA).91 The Commission’s authority is limited to ensuring the health, safety and 
welfare of the public (i.e. not workers) by regulating the practice of asbestos 
abatement in locations to which the general public has access for the purpose of 
ensuring that abatement is performed in a manner which will minimize the risk of 
release of asbestos.92 Therefore, Meridian’s concerns are misplaced since the Division 
is requiring self-closing flaps for the protection of public health, not for the 
protection of occupational exposures. Flaps must self-close in case of loss of negative 
pressure in order to prevent air movement between the work area and areas of public 
access (i.e. non-work areas), thereby minimizing the risk of release of asbestos. As 
discussed above and in the Proposed Statement of Basis and Purpose, the Commission 
has clear statutory authority to promulgate rules regarding procedures for the 
monitoring of sites where demolition, renovation, or the performance of asbestos 
abatement is taking place.93 Furthermore, this pattern of flaps is supported as “best 
practice” engineering controls and is not more stringent than OSHA requirements. The 
construction of containment components is detailed in the AHERA training classes 
which were developed based on requirements in the EPA Model Accreditation Plan 
(MAP). The MAP is incorporated by reference into Regulation 8, Part B. and the 
Division is required to ensure training classes approved by the Division are as least as 
stringent as the MAP. Additionally, training required under OSHA 29 CFR §1926.1101 
for abatement workers “shall be the equivalent in curriculum, training method and 
length to the EPA Model Accreditation Plan (MAP) asbestos abatement workers 
training.”94 

1. Section III.N.1. 

                                         
88 MERIDIAN PHS, p. 12. 
89 Id. 
90 Since 29 CFR §1926.58 is currently “reserved”, it has no requirements. 
91 § 25-7-501 is the legislative declaration and §§ 25-7-503(1)(a)(I) and 25-7-503(2) limit the 
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93 See § 25-7-503(1)(b)(III)(A). 
94 29 CFR §1926.1101(k)(9). 
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  Meridian95 expressed concerns over the addition of language in Section III.N.1. 
and the applicability of the section to single-family residential dwellings. Meridian 
also questions whether these additions exceed the Commission’s authority.96 First, 
Meridian mistakenly states that containment component requirements come from the 
NESHAP so they would not be applicable to single-family residential dwellings. In fact, 
containment requirements including the construction of the decontamination unit are 
taught under the standardized EPA AHERA training97 described in the EPA Model 
Accreditation Plan which has been incorporated by reference. Second, as discussed 
above, the Commission has clear statutory authority to promulgate rules regarding 
procedures for the monitoring of sites where demolition, renovation, or the 
performance of asbestos abatement is taking place for the protection of the general 
public.  

2. Section III.N.1.a. 

  Jeffco98 raised a concern over the addition of proposed language in Section 
III.N.1.a. to require floor covering if more than ACM flooring is to be removed, and 
suggested the last sentence be removed. The Division does not support the removal of 
this proposed language. The Division has observed the need to control the water being 
used to wet the other ACM being removed from the containment. The Division does 
not agree with the statement that there would be a need to add additional 
containment components to install or remove this flooring. However, after discussions 
with some of the parties, the Division modified the language in Section III.N.1.a. to 
require only one layer of polyethylene sheeting. This change was reflected in the 
Prehearing Proposal.  

3. Section III.N.3 

  Meridian questions the Commission’s authority to make these changes regarding 
waste load-out areas.99 As discussed above regarding Sections III.K.1. and III.N.1., the 
Commission has clear statutory authority to promulgate rules regarding procedures for 
the monitoring of sites where demolition, renovation, or the performance of asbestos 
abatement is taking place for the protection of the general public.100 Furthermore, 
OSHA does not specifically address waste load-out requirements, so any requirements 
are not more stringent than OSHA requirements. 

G. Abatement Methods 

1. Section III.O.1.a.(i).(B).  

 CEPA has101 proposed adding additional wetting equipment into Section 
III.O.1.a.(i).(B). The Division addressed these concerns in its Prehearing Proposal. 
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However, some additional changes were made after further discussions with the 
parties, which are reflected in the Rebuttal Proposal. It’s the Division’s understanding 
these issues have been resolved. 
 
2. Section III.O.1.c 

  Jeffco102 asked that engineering controls in Section III.O.1.c. be clearly 
defined. The Division worked with parties prior to the submission of the Prehearing 
Proposal and added clarifying language. It’s the Division’s understanding these issues 
have been resolved. 

H. Clearing Abatement Projects 

1. Section III.P.1.a. 

 Jeffco asserts language requiring information to be submitted on a “form 
specified by the Division” does not meet the requirements of the APA.103 The Division 
is unclear as to Jeffco’s reference to Section III.P.1.a., as that section does not 
contain this language. Alternatively, as discussed below, the Colorado Air Act gives 
the Division clear authority in several situations to require regulated entities to 
submit information on a “form specified by the Division”. Furthermore, requiring 
regulated entities to submit information on a standard form is a common practice, 
allows for flexibility and does not alter the meaning of what is required to comply 
with the regulation. 

2. Section III.P.2. 

 Acclaim mentioned the Final Clearance Report as an item to discuss with the 
Commission in its Prehearing Statement.104 The Division addressed this in the SBAP 
stating that Air Monitoring Specialists should provide specific written notification of 
the clearance to the General Abatement Contractor (GAC). The purpose of this is to 
ensure there is no miscommunication between the AMS and GAC, and that the GAC 
has written documentation that the site has been cleared. After further discussions 
with Acclaim, Acclaim indicated this issue has been resolved. 

I. Major Asbestos Spills 

1. Section III.T.1.b. 
 
   GSA105 proposed to change Section III.T.1.b. allowing for a greater time period 
for notification of a Major Asbestos Spill to the Division. The Division does not agree 
with this proposal. The Division proposed a minimum timeframe to allow notification 
of a major asbestos spill that will apply to all buildings, so as to avoid confusion. The 
sooner a spill is identified and can be adequately addressed, the less potential there 
is for exposure to building occupants fulfilling the legislative intent to protect the 

                                         
102 JEFFCO PHS, p. 6. 
103 JEFFCO PHS, pp. 6-7. 
104 AES PHS, p. 6. 
105  US-GSA PHS, p. 4. 
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public from asbestos. Trying to distinguish between different types of buildings and 
whether or not people will have continuous access will create confusion and the 
potential for more exposure of the public to asbestos. The Division notes that the 24-
hour requirement to notify the Division is not triggered until a certified asbestos 
building inspector has identified a major spill or unless the facility owner or operator 
knows the disturbed material contains asbestos. Furthermore, spill identification over 
weekends or holidays may still be made to the Division via email or voice mail.  
 

2. Section III.T.2.c. 

 Several parties106 expressed issues with the proposed language in Section 
III.T.2.c. regarding the means and methods of spill delineation. 

Based on discussions with these stakeholders, the Division added basic 
requirements for the AMS to follow when delineating a major asbestos spill. The 
Division also intends to provide guidance for spill delineation. Using this guidance, in 
addition to other parts of Regulation 8, Part B, will allow a trained and certified AMS 
to evaluate each individual spill site, taking into account specific site conditions and 
causal variables, to determine number and placement of samples as well as evaluate 
sample results using their professional expertise. The exercise of professional 
judgement is key to ensuring an adequate spill delineation as no two sites may be the 
same. The regulation currently has a maximum allowable airborne fiber concentration 
in Section III.U. It is the Division’s hope that the requirement for quicker notification 
to the Division will result in the ability to utilize this established regulatory standard.  
As there are no federal standards for microvac or wipe samples, the Division does not 
want to establish such standards to be included in the regulation. Setting specific 
numbers of samples or fiber concentrations would not allow for the AMS to use best 
practices. The Division does not intend for the result of a microvac or wipe sample to 
be the sole determination for spill delineation. Sampling for settled dust may or may 
not be applicable to the situation and the results should only be used in combination 
with other observations. 

The Division believes that the language proposed by CEPA107 in this section is 
better suited to guidance as it may or may not be applicable to all situations. The 
language is explanatory in nature and would be best used to guide the AMS when 
making a determination, but not placed into the regulation.  
 

The additional language proposed by CEPA also relies on the incorporation of 
the ASTM standards into the regulation. The Division has determined that these 
standards cannot be incorporated into the regulation at this time, unless proper 
authority is determined. The Division believes that the language added by CEPA in this 
section is better suited to guidance as it may or may not be applicable to all 
situations. The language is explanatory in nature and would be best used to guide the 
AMS when making a determination, but not placed into the regulation.  

                                         
106 AES PHS, p. 5; CEPA PHS, p. 3; US-GSA PHS, p. 5; JEFFCO PHS, p. 7. 
107 CEPA, Exhibit C to its PHS and CEPA_ALT, pp. 2-5. 
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3. Section III.T.2.e. 

 CEPA108 requested that section III.T.2.e. be changed to require additional 
provisions for major asbestos spills be communicated in writing. Section III.T.2.e. was 
changed to include this language prior to the submission of the Pre-Hearing Proposal. 
In additional discussions with CEPA, they now question the addition of “in writing”. 
Therefore, the Division has clarified in the SBAP what any written direction means.  

J. Structurally Unsound Facilities 

1. Section III.W. 

 The Division has held discussions with CEPA regarding the addition of language 
to this section to specifically list out the necessary requirements for variances related 
to structurally unsound facilities. Based on those discussions, the Division added 
additional language which is reflected in its Prehearing Proposal. The Division 
intended for the additional regulatory language to capture the requirements without 
being too prescriptive, thereby prohibiting an applicant from tailoring its variance 
request to site specific conditions and work practices. In its Prehearing Statement and 
Alternate Proposal, CEPA proposed additional language to be added to Section 
III.W. 109 After additional discussions with CEPA, some of the language in the 
Alternative Proposal was added. The Division believes that the remainder of the 
language proposed by CEPA110 in this section is better suited to guidance as it may or 
may not be applicable to all situations. 

 
IX.    USE OF GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS AND FORMS 
 
A.  Use of Guidance Documents 
  
  Several parties111 object to the Division’s use of and proposed use of guidance 
documents. Most federal and state agencies, including the Division, are tasked with 
assisting the regulated community with how to comply with their respective 
regulations. This can be an informal or formal obligation.112 Regulations can often be 
voluminous and complicated and the regulated community wants to know how the 
regulating agency interprets the regulations.113 The use of guidance documents can 
and should be used by agencies to enhance public notice and awareness of regulations 
and interpretations of environmental laws, and to ensure public confidence in the 

                                         
108 CEPA PHS, p. 5. 
109 CEPA PHS, p 5, CEPA, Exhibit C. 
110 CEPA PHS, Exhibit C. 
111 See CEPA PHS, pp. 5-6; JCPS PHS, pp. 3-4; KEMWest PHS, p. 1; and US-GSA PHS, pp. 1-3. 
112 See 42 U.S.C § 7661f; §§ 25-7-109.2; 25-15-301.5(2)(g); and 25-8-502(1.1)(a)(III)(A), C.R.S. 
113 See Perrillo, Nicolas, Should the Public Get to Participate Before Agencies Issue Guidance?, 71 
ADMIN. L. REV. 57, 59 (Winter 2019)(discussing why agencies develop guidance). 
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fairness and transparency of the enforcement of agency rules. As a whole, guidance 
documents are properly used.114 
 
  Over the years and throughout this stakeholder process, the Division has 
received numerous questions on how compliance with the regulation may be 
achieved. Where appropriate, the Division is proposing specific rule language which 
dictates what an entity must do to comply. However, there are many areas where the 
Division cannot address each potential scenario and varying factors in the rule 
language itself. These include, but are not limited to, delineating a major asbestos 
spill, the abatement of a structurally unsound building, and what must be included in 
each different variance request.115 Providing written guidance will provide the 
professional disciplines certified under the regulation the ability to make decisions 
based on the specific situation encountered rather than requiring prescriptive 
procedures. Setting specific regulatory requirements for all situations may impose a 
higher burden upon the regulated industry than what is necessary. For these 
situations, the Division is proposing to develop written guidance to promote 
transparency and consistency in the Division’s interpretation of the regulation and to 
enhance the regulated communities’ understanding and confidence in how the 
regulation is enforced. 
 
  CEPA’s claim116 that “IEP’s stated plan to supplement a newly amended 
Regulation 8 by issuing guidance documents is thus more likely to be viewed as 
legally-binding in nature as it adds procedural and administrative requirements to 
what and how contractors and consultants must do their job in order to comply” is 
unfounded. Although CEPA dismisses the significance, the Division has repeatedly 
acknowledged that guidance is not legally-binding, is not enforceable as rules or 
regulations, and that any such guidance will only guide the regulated community in 
what they can (not must) do to comply. Furthermore, the development of written 

                                         
114 “Concern over agency abuse of guidance documents has therefore been overstated in both the 
policy world and the administrative law literature. In light of these findings, proponents of restricting 
guidance should bear the burden of providing empirical support before assuming that agencies 
commonly abuse guidance documents.” Connor N. Raso, Strategic or Sincere? Analyzing Agency Use of 
Guidance Documents, 119 Yale L.J. 782, 787 (January 2010) (the conclusions of an article using 
available data to conduct a large-scale analysis of whether agencies actually abuse guidance). 
115 The varying factors for asbestos spills include, but are not limited to: When did the spill occur and 
what caused the spill? Can the spill be defined by physical boundaries or a visual inspection?  What 
other means of dissemination of fibers is present/has occurred? Should samples be collected? If 
samples are collected, what kind and where? Given site conditions, how best to interpret sample 
results. The varying factors for structurally unsound buildings include, but are not limited to: What 
caused the damage to the facility i.e. fire, flood, tornado, etc.? Is the facility completely destroyed or 
is there further demolition required? How will the work area be contained? What equipment will be 
used? What is the size of the facility/debris pile? Are there nearby structures/people? The varying 
factors for variances include, but are not limited to: What is the specific section of the regulation, 
what is the specific relief being sought?  What are the equivalent means of control proposed to be used 
or why is the section of the regulation not practical or feasible? 
116 See CEPA PHS, p. 6. 
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guidance would alleviate CEPA’s complaint that what compliance looks like changes 
“from regulator to regulator and from day to day.”117 
 
B. Use of Forms 
 
  Several parties also object to the Division’s use and proposed use of forms.118 
Over the years, the regulated community has asked the Division for consistency in the 
information the Division requests from the regulated community. The Colorado Air Act 
provides specific authority regarding applications for GAC, Supervisor and AMS 
certificates to be in the “form specified by the Division.”119 Furthermore, the Division 
believes the creation of forms, which will require everyone to supply the same 
information, will reduce confusion and help ensure consistency. Similar to guidance 
documents, it is a common practice for the Division to develop forms to ensure 
consistency in what each entity is providing, which will ultimately expedite the 
Division’s review of such information. 
 
There are currently 14 existing forms referenced in the regulation where the 
regulated community is already required to submit information on a form supplied by 
the Division (which will change to “specified by the Division” if adopted by the 
Commission). Proposed language requires the submittal of information on a form 
specified by the Division in four areas where the regulated community is now only 
required to submit information. The Division is also proposing language in three places 
where the regulated community will be required to submit information on a form 
specified by the Division regarding new regulatory requirements. Again, where 
appropriate, the Division has included specific language in the regulation detailing 
what information must be provided. However, there are certain situations where 
what is or was required may be interpreted differently and it is infeasible to list every 
possible scenario and/or element in the regulation.120 In these situations, it is helpful 
to have a form which guides the applicant in providing the proper information. Lastly, 
requiring specific information in the regulation may impose a higher burden on the 
regulated community than what is necessary. For example, where requested 
information on a form specified by the Division is unavailable or irrelevant to the 
situation, the Division has the flexibility to work with the regulated community in 
what information will be supplied. If specifically required by the regulation, the 
regulated community will be required to provide that information regardless of the 
relevant circumstances. 
 

                                         
117 See CEPA PHS, p. 6. 
118 AES PHS, p. 6; CEPA PHS, pp. 2, 5-6; and JEFFCO PHS, pp. 3-4 and 7.  
119 See § 25-7-505(1), C.R.S. which states what the GAC application must include, but does not limit it 
to those issues. See also §§ 25-7-506(1) and 25-7-506.5, C.R.S. 
120 For example, Section III.B.6.a.(ii). – what demonstrates that compliance with the project manager 
requirements is overly burdensome or infeasible; Section III.E.1.e.(i). –“a written explanation of the 
events surrounding the emergency”; or what constitutes “compelling circumstances” in Section 
III.E.2.d.(iv). 
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  Due to resource limitations, the Division has been unable to develop the 
written guidance and forms at the same time it is developing the rule. However, the 
Division commits to working with the regulated community when it develops the 
forms and guidance documents. The Division acknowledges this process, or at least 
parts of this process, will need to occur in the near future. 
  
X.  THE DIVISION’S ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED RULES COMPLIES WITH 

STATUTORY AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS  
  
A. The Division’s Economic Impact Analysis 
 
  Some parties121 have raised general concerns as to whether  all of the economic 
impacts of the proposed rules have been properly considered and analyzed as 
required by § 25-7-110.5(4), C.R.S. Specifically, Jeffco requests a cost-benefit 
analysis with input from the industry and that it reflect the budget constraints 
anticipated from COVID-19 implications.122 Jeffco also requests that a cost-benefit 
analysis be conducted to compare the costs of the revisions with the benefits and that 
industry should have input on the costs impacts of the proposed revisions.123 Lastly, 
Jeffco alleges that the revisions create an additional cost without strengthening the 
intent of the regulation to protect public health and environment.124 Jeffco did not 
provide any evidence or data regarding increased costs. 
 
1. The Division’s analysis complies with § 25-7-110.5(4) 
  

Section 25-7-110.5(4)(a) provides that the Division’s economic impact analysis 
must be “based upon reasonably available data.” The Division has used reasonably 
available data; in some instances, the Division has used the only data available to it 
and has asked stakeholders to supplement the data available to the Division.125  
Where stakeholders did provide economic data, the Division analyzed such data and 
included that analysis in its Final Economic Impact Analysis. 

 
B. The Division’s Proposal Regarding APA and Colorado Air Act Requirements 
 
2. The Division’s proposal complies with the APA and the Colorado Air Act  
 
 Some parties questioned whether specific portions of the Division’s proposal 
comply with the APA and/or Colorado Air Act.126 The legal standards regarding 
compliance with the APA and Colorado Air Act are discussed above in Section II. 

                                         
121 See CHC PHS, p. 6; JEFFCO PHS, p. 3. 
122 JEFFCO PHS, p. 3. 
123 Id. 
124 Id. 
125 See § 25-7-110.5(4)(c), C.R.S. (“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 reasonably available.”).  
126 JEFFCO PHS, pp. 6-7; MERIDIAN pp. 1-12; and US-GSA PHS, p. 2. 
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Furthermore, specific issues were addressed above in regard to the controlling legal 
standards, in the discussions regarding each corresponding section of the regulation, 
in the section regarding guidance documents and forms, and in the Division’s 
Proposed Statement of Basis and Purpose. Although some parties also made general 
assertions in their Prehearing Statements stating that some of the revisions proposed 
in the draft Regulation 8, Part B are overly burdensome without a proportional 
benefit to public health and environment, they did not provide specific examples or 
any evidence of this. 127 
  
XI.  ESTIMATE OF TIME NECESSARY FOR PRESENTATION  
  

The Division estimated in its Prehearing Statement that it will require 
approximately 2.0 hours during the hearing to: present its case in chief (45 minutes), 
cross-examine witnesses (15 minutes), and present its rebuttal (60 minutes). The 
Division believes this is still an appropriate and adequate request.    
 
XII.  REBUTTAL EXHIBIT LIST  
  

The Division is submitting a number of exhibits, as listed in the APCD_REG-EX-
TOC. In addition, all documents and references cited in the Prehearing Statement are 
included as exhibits. The Division is also submitting the current proposed revisions to 
Regulation 8, Part B, along with the revised Statement of Basis and Purpose.  
  
XIII.  REBUTTAL WITNESS LIST  
  

Based on the issues raised in parties’ Prehearing Statements, the Division 
hereby identifies as potential Rebuttal Witnesses the following additional witnesses. 
Employees of the Colorado Department of Public Health, Air Pollution Control Division 
should be contacted only through undersigned counsel.  

  
1. Any person, witness, or representative identified in any party’s Prehearing 

Statement or Rebuttal Statement.  
 

2. Mark McMillan – Acting IEP Program Manager, APCD Deputy Director.  Mr. 
McMillan may testify regarding the development, meaning, and implementation 
of the proposed revisions. Mr. McMillan may also testify regarding any 
alternative proposals submitted by other parties. 
 

 
 

 
  

    

                                         
127 JEFFCO PHS, p. 1, EXCEL PHS, p. 1; ARC PHS, p. 1.  
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Respectfully submitted this 6th day of January 2021.  
  
By:  /s/ Laura Manyak 
Indoor Environment Program, Manager 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Air Pollution Control Division 
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Denver, CO 80246-1530 
Telephone: 303-692-3100 (main)   
Email laura.shumpert@state.co.us   
  
  
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  
  
The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Rebuttal Statement of 
the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Air Pollution Control 
Division was served on the Parties listed below on January 6, 2021. 
 
        /s/ Laura Manyak 
        Indoor Environment Program Manager 
  

Air Quality Control Commission 
trisha.oeth@state.co.us 
jeremy.neustifter@state.co.us 
theresa.martin@state.co.us 
tom.roan@coag.gov  
barbara.dory@coag.gov  
  
Air Pollution Control Division  
laura.shumpert@state.co.us 
curtis.burns@state.co.us 
david.willer@state.co.us 
garrison.kaufman@state.co.us  
laura.mehew@coag.gov  
  
Acclaim Environmental Services, Inc.  
acclaim-enviro@comcast.net 
 
American Subcontractor Association Colorado 
dscifo@asacolorado.com 
  
ARC Abatement  

mailto:laura.shumpert@state.co.us
mailto:laura.shumpert@state.co.us
mailto:curtis.burns@state.co.us
mailto:david.willer@state.co.us
mailto:acclaim-enviro@comcast.net
mailto:dscifo@asacolorado.com
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rondaniel@arcabatement.com 
mikegriffin@arcabatement.com 
   
CHC Training LLC  
danaya@chctraining.com 
   
Colorado Environmental Professionals 
Association  
dbeaver@coloradohazard.com 
brandon@dsconsultinginc.com 
mgranberg@gcgllc.com 
Robert.szynskie@esasite.com 
  
Excel Environmental Inc.  
carl.cox@excelcorp.net  
bmctaggart@excelcorp.net 
  
 
Herron Enterprises USA Inc.  
Lennie.herron@comcast.net 
Christy.herron@comcast.net 
billie-lusk@comcast.net 
ninnemanm@hallevans.com 
  
Jefferson County Public Schools 
jeneen.jensen@jeffco.k12.co.us 
bonnie.begert@jeffco.k12.co.us 
  
KEMWest Inc.  
jamesd@kemwest.com 
julit@kemwest.com 
zachc@kemwest.com 
  
Meridian Environmental  
george@meridianpros247.com 
eric@meridianpros247.com 
  
Risk Removal LLC  
sbmorrow@riskremoval.com 
   
US General Services Administration 

mailto:rondaniel@arcabatement.com
mailto:mikegriffin@arcabatement.com
mailto:danaya@chctraining.com
mailto:dbeaver@coloradohazard.com
mailto:brandon@dsconsultinginc.com
mailto:mgranberg@gcgllc.com
mailto:Robert.szynskie@esasite.com
mailto:carl.cox@excelcorp.net
mailto:bmctaggart@excelcorp.net
mailto:Lennie.herron@comcast.net
mailto:Christy.herron@comcast.net
mailto:billie-lusk@comcast.net
mailto:ninnemanm@hallevans.com
mailto:jeneen.jensen@jeffco.k12.co.us
mailto:bonnie.begert@jeffco.k12.co.us
mailto:jamesd@kemwest.com
mailto:julit@kemwest.com
mailto:zachc@kemwest.com
mailto:george@meridianpros247.com
mailto:eric@meridianpros247.com
mailto:sbmorrow@riskremoval.com
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robertv.smith@gsa.gov 
leighann.bunetta@gsa.gov 
  
  
 
 

mailto:robertv.smith@gsa.gov
mailto:leighann.bunetta@gsa.gov
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